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Professor Blunt divides his book into eight chap-
ters each of which is subdivided into sections on
the historical background, the architecture, the
painting, and the sculpture of the period under
review. This treatment reveals for the reader the
foreign influences on French art and architecture,
mainly Italian and Flemish, during the sixteenth
and seventeenth centuries. It also shows the most
influential patrons of the arts to have been not
onlymonarchs (Francis I, Louis XIV') and states-
men (Colbert, Mazarin, Richelieu) who commis-
sioned Fontainebleau, the Louvre, Versailles,
but less wealthy bourgeois who commissioned
private houses and paintings. Among the artists
of these centuries were such great figures as the
painters Jean Clouet, Poussin, and Claude
Lorraine; the sculptors Goujon and Pilon; and
the architects, Lescot, de I'Orme, and Mansart.
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THIs book is designed to cover French art during the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. The
main emphasis has been laid on the major arts, and certain subjects, particularly the applied arts,
have of necessity been dealt with in a rather summary manner, or only where they are directly
relevant to developments in other fields. But even within the major arts themselves the space
allotted to different parts has varied according to the particular problems presented. So, for in-
stance, the sixteenth century has been discussed in greater detail than, say, the art of Versailles,
because, whereas in the case of the latter the main outlines are already well known, the earlier
period still presents so many difficulties and obscurities that a summary would be impossible, and
the evidence has to be set out in detail. In particular, the origins of French art in Italy and else-
where have usually been studied in such general terms that it seemed essential to establish more
precise points of contact and to define the exact sources on which French painters, sculptors, and
architects drew when they visited Italy and other countries. Only in this way can the develop-
ment of French art be seen as part of the general European tradition, and its peculiar qualities
isolated.

I am keenly aware of the problems left unsolved in this book, but many of them, particu-
larly those connected with art in the provinces, cannot be solved till much more work has been
done on archives and on the smaller museums of France. It is therefore inevitable that many
points should at present be put forward as tentative suggestions and should be subject to correction.

In the preparation of this volume I have received help of varied kinds from many different
people both in this country and in France. It would be impossible to acknowledge every instance
individually, but certain special debts must be mentioned. First I must thank those private owners
and directors of museums who have generously allowed me to reproduce works in their possession.
To my colleague, Professor Johannes Wilde, I owe the deepest gratitude for his constant help and
inspiration during the whole period when I was working on the book, and for his kindly and
constructive comnents on it when it was in manuscript. Professor E. K. Waterhouse has over a
long period of years continually supplied me with information about French painting from his
unrivalled store of erudition, and, in addition, he and Dr Margaret Whinney read the proofs and
made many useful suggestions and corrections. Mrs Peter Coope helped me in the troublesome
pursuit of photographs in various parts of France. The assistance which I have received from
many members of the staff of the Courtauld Institute, particularly from members of the Photo-
graphic Department, has been too constant to admit of acknowledgement in detail. The heaviest
load, however, has fallen on Miss Elsa Scheerer, who has, with unfailing patience and kindness,
prepared the final manuscript, read proofs, prepared the index, and carried out all those most
difficult and unrewarding tasks which are involved in seeing a book such as this through the press.
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CHAPTER I

FROM THE INVASION OF ITALY TO THE
BATTLE OF PAVIA

1494-1525

HistTorRICAL BACKGROUND

FroM the point of view of French art the most important historical events of the years
1494-1525 were the campaigns of Charles VIII (reigned 1483-98), Louis XII (1498-
1515), and Francis I (1515-47) in Italy, which produced as a direct result a reverse in-
vasion of France by Italian taste.

From a strictly historical point of view, however, other developments of greater signi-
ficance were taking place; for these years mark an important stage in the evolution of
France as a modern state. During the following period the French monarchy which had
been no more than the nominal head of a feudal agglomeration of territories was to be-
come the effective controller of a relatively centralized nation. Louis XI had done much
to break down the strength of the feudal nobility and to concentrate the effective power of
government in his own hands, and Louis XII and Francis I were to continue the process.
At the same time they strove to break the spirit of the Etats and the Parlements, which
were another source of resistance to complete centralization. Here their task was harder,
because these bodies, representing the new aristocracy of the towns, had a solid basis
of power in their wealth, and could always resist the collection of taxes. In the end, how-
ever, by an ingenious combination of compromise and economy under Louis XII and a
skilful development by Francis I of the authority of the provincial governors appointed
by the Crown, the Parlements found themselves unable seriously to resist the wishes of
the central power and, except in the matter of taxation, usually in agreement with its
policy. Finally the Concordat of 1515 had provided the King with an almost endless
supply of rewards for his servants in the form of bishoprics and abbeys which not only
depended on his personal gift but had the added advantage of not being hereditary, thus
binding each recipient to him afresh. In this way Francis I, having reduced the independ-
ence of the feudal nobles and centralized a great part of the power and wealth of the
kingdom in his own hands, had gone far towards the construction of that personal abso-
lutism which was to be the characteristic of the French constitution for the next two
hundred years.

In foreign policy a parallel change had taken place. At the beginning of the period
with which we are here concerned, Charles VIII invaded Italy primarily with the inten-
tion of satisfying dynastic claims on the kingdom of Naples. But by the time of the
disaster of Pavia, with which the period ends, the Italian campaigns had taken on an

L



FROM THE INVASION OF ITALY TO THE BATTLE OF PAVIA

entirely different character. They had developed into a struggle between the growing
power of France, relatively small but united and organized on modern principles, and
the vast agglomeration of the Habsburg territories, Spain, and the Empire, still broken
up by feudal separatism and weakened by out-of-date administration.

As the Crown became the centre of French administration, the Court became the focal
point of culture in the kingdom. Under Louis XII it was possible for a great minister
like Cardinal Amboise to be the leader of taste, far in advance of the King. But in the
following reign everything centred on the group round the King and his sister, Margaret
of Navarre, and the most important works in the arts and in literature were executed
under their direct patronage.

From the first years of his reign Francis I made it plain that he intended to form a court
which could rival those of Italy in culture and would be a fair setting for a great king.
For this reason he collected round him men of letters, thinkers, humanists, painters, and
builders, each of whom had a part to play in building up the setting against which the
King wished to be seen and the reputation of a great patron which he aimed at leaving
to posterity. It was as a result of this policy that there arose the new wing of the chiteau
of Blois and the chiteau of Chambord, the first of the royal buildings; and it was as part
of the same plan that Francis tried to lure to France the greatest artists of Italy, failing in
the case of Michelangelo but succeeding in that of Leonardo.

The great noble families were also active as patrons, particularly in architecture, but
they were equalled in importance by the newly enriched bourgeois servants of the Crown.
Whereas under Louis XI there had been but one Jacques Ceeur, there was now a host of
such patrons - Semblangay, Bohier, Brigonnet, to mention a few — who built town and
country houses and encouraged all the arts.

Centralization was, however, far from complete. The Court was still mobile, and Paris
had not yet attained its position as the political and cultural centre of the country. Before
1525 the region of the Loire valley was in advance of the capital in architecture and the
allied arts. The Court spent much time there on account of the hunting; the aristocracy
remodelled its castles in the district; the valley was rich in agriculture; and towns like
Tours and Orleans were rapidly developing as centres of trade.

The direction taken by artistic life under Louis XII and Francis I was, as has already
been said, fixed by the influence of Italian culture. Before the invasion of Charles VIII
French writers and artists had, of course, already been conscious of what was happening
on the other side of the Alps, and in the field of pure classical learning it can even be said
that the Italian campaigns did not exercise a very serious influence, since humanist studies
were well established in Paris before 1494. But in most other fields Italian taste began to
flood into the country as Frenchmen came back from Naples or Milan. However, as has
often been pointed out, their understanding of the Italian Renaissance was in many ways
superficial. What attracted them above all was the luxurious manner of living displayed
at the Italian courts. Italian gardens, Italian dress, Italian manners were for them the real
discoveries. Platonic philosophy, Florentine painting, monumental architecture do not
seem to have impressed them deeply; nor do they seem to have shown any great in-
terest in the works of antiquity, which they must have seen in Italy.!
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HISTORICAL BACKGROUND

The character of the first invasion of Italian taste can be clearly seen in French litera-
ture of the early years of the reign of Francis I. The most successful poct of the time was
Lemaire de Belges, who still belongs to the late medieval school of tortuous poetry prac-
tised by the Grands Rhétoriqueurs. If he occasionally turns to Petrarch for an idea, the
influence of the great Italian poet never penetrated below the surface of his art. Even
Clément Marot in his early works still writes in the same manner. He was better versed
in Italian literature than Lemaire, but he only absorbed such elements as would not con-
flict with his playful and ingenious conception of poetry.

Parallel with this court-poetry and independent of it a tradition of learned humanism
was being built up. The pioneer work of men like Robert Gaguin had prepared the way
for the colossal learning of Guillaume Budé, but his scholarship was so academic that it
never came into contact with the real literary movements of the time. Even with the
more likable Lefévre d’Etaples, whose humanist studies were for a moment flavoured
with Platonism, the effect of his work was more apparent in the field of religion than of
literature. It was, however, men like Budé and Lefévre who founded in France those
Greek studies which were to have such revolutionary effects in the next generation,
when classical scholarship was to be fused with a great literary movement.

The period up to 1525 was one of transition. Francis I himself reflects both the past and
the future. In one way he was the last product of chivalry; in another the first modern
King of France. In culture Italy was the rage, but was understood only as a mode of
manners or a source of conceits imposed on medieval traditions. We shall see that in the
visual arts Italian forms were at first used in an equally superficial way.

ARCHITECTURE

The Introduction of Renaissance Motives from Northern Italy:
The first Chateaux of Francis I

The earliest traces of Italian Renaissance influence on France appear several decades be-
fore the invasion of 1494, but they are spasmodic. The painter Jean Fouquet had visited
Rome in the middle of the fifteenth century, and the miniatures of the Hours of Etienne
Chevalier are full of fine and well-understood Italian decorative detail.2 A little later
René of Anjou had attracted many Italian craftsmen to his Court in Provence, and one
of them, Francesco Laurana, had built what was probably the earliest purely Italian
work on French soil, the chapel of St Lazare in the church of La Major at Marseilles
(1475-81) (Platc 2a).> But this model was too far away from the main centres of
artistic activity in France to bear any fruit.

More important was the arrival in France of Italian engravings and illustrated books
towards the end of the fifteenth century. Through them French engravers and publishers
became acquainted with Italian decoration and in due course came to imitate it. In the
Terence printed in Lyons in 1493 we see a crude attempt to render the putti, the fruit-
swags, and the shell-niches of the Quattrocento. But in the Roman Hours published in
Paris in 1502 the detail is much finer and better understood, though still mixed with
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Gothicelements. By the time of the Paris Origen of 1512 the transformation is complete,
at any rate as far as the decorative parts of the wood-cuts are concerned.*

If the style of the Origen differs so much from that of the Terence, the change is no
doubt due to the campaigns in Italy and the arrival in France of Italian craftsmen. Even
Charles VIII, after the short and disastrous campaigns of 1494, brought back with him
from Italy a band of artists who introduced the ideas and methods of their country to
France. On the whole it was the architects among these foreigners who exerted the least
permanent influence on France. The two most important — Fra Giocondo, who stayed
from 1495 to 1505, and Giuliano da Sangallo, who came on a short visit in 1495 with
Cardinal Giuliano della Rovere - left no traceable works. The third - Domenico da Cor-
tona, a man of much more slender talent - only established himself as a recognized archi-
tect about 1519, that is to say twenty-four years after his arrival and at a time when the
manner of the Italian Renaissance was well known through other channels. The sculp-
tors were of greater importance, and some, such as Guido Mazzoni, exercised an in-
fluence on architectural decoration; but they will be considered in a later section.5

The effect of the campaigns of Louis XII and Francis I (1500-25) was naturally more
profound. As a result of them Milan was a French dependency almost continuously for
twenty-five years and Genoa for a shorter period. French soldiers and statesmen were
constantly visiting these cities, sometimes accompanied by French artists. They commis-
sioned works from local craftsmen, whom they sometimes brought back with them on
their return to France so that they might continue to decorate their chiteaux, an abbey
in which they were interested, or the tomb which they were building for themselves.

Very soon French artists began to learn from the Italian visitors, and trained them-
selves to copy the new style. They rapidly became competent at this imitation, and
generally speaking it is impossible to disentangle the exact shares of Italian and French
craftsmen in the work before 1525. The documents are rarely explicit, and though they
often mention a number of names, Italian and French, they hardly ever define the exact
function of any one craftsman. Moreover, not only did the French imitate the Italians,
but the latter also adapted themselves in certain respects to the demands of local tradi-
tions and materials, so that in the end there is no firm basis for distinguishing the shares
of the two groups, and those who claim to do so are often actuated more by a spirit of
national pride than by one of genuine criticism.

The fact that French contacts with Italy were with the northern provinces, above all
with Milan, was perhaps lucky, because in Milan French patrons found the kind of archi-
tecture to appeal to them. The seigneur of the time of Louis XII and Francis I had been
brought up surrounded by Flamboyant Gothic, a style notable for the ingenuity of its
forms and the elaboration of its decoration. With this training they would hardly have
taken to the cold intellectualism of Florentine Quattrocentro architecture, which in their
eyes would have been merely bleak. Their taste is clearly shown by the few comments
which Philippe de Commynes makes on the buildings which he saw. In Venice he was
deeply impressed by all the palaces because of the richness of their materials on the out-
side and of their decoration within. In the Certosa of Pavia he becomes ecstatic and calls
it “the finest church I ever saw, and all of fine marble’. Now, on Florentine principles
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both the fifteenth-century palaces of Venice and the Certosa would have been almost
barbarous in their profusion of ornament and marbles and in the survival of Gothic
elements; but to Commynes and to his French companions these were precisely the
objectives sought.

It was actually more from the Certosa than from any other building that French
decoration of the ecarly sixteenth century derived. Lying within easy reach of Milan, it
provided an accessible model, and the facade of the church, of which the lower part was
built between 1490 and 1498, is perhaps the most remarkable piece of fantasy in north
Italian architecture of this period. With its profusion of coloured marbles, its surface
fretted into reliefs, decorative or representational, and its every pilaster carved into a
candelabrum, it presented a whole nearer in its lavishness to the spirit of Late Gothic than
to that of Brunelleschi. In the cloisters the French would have found the same type of
decoration executed in terra-cotta, a technique which was also to be imported to France.
The style had, moreover, already been married with Gothic in Milan, and in buildings
such as Filarete’s Ospedale Maggiore the French could see pointed arches accompanied
by classical ornament, precisely the combination which they were themselves to produce
in their own chiteaux.

The French seem actually to have turned their backs, as it were, on the examples of
purer Renaissance style, even when these were presented to them. For in Milan itself the
tradition of Florentine Quattrocento architecture was to be seen in Michelozzo’s Porti-
nari Chapel in the church of S. Eustorgio, a direct descendant of Brunelleschi’s Pazzi
Chapel; and, further, between 1482 and 1499 Bramante was building in Milan two works
which laid the foundation of sixteenth-century classicism: the churches of S. Maria
presso S. Satiro and S. Maria delle Grazie. But, for all the French cared, Bramante might
almost not have existed.

Generally speaking, it was the decoration and not the forms of Milanese architecture
that the French took home with them. And at first they applied this decoration almost
without change to the forms traditional in their own country. This produced that
strangely hybrid quality which characterizes the architecture of the period up to 1525.
An Italianate door will be applied to the round tower of a chiteau still wholly medieval
in feeling; a low relief candelabrum will decorate the jamb of a Gothic door; the space
between the ribs of Flamboyant vaulting will be covered with classical carving. On
Italian standards the result is of course barbarous; and yet the style of these early years
of Francis I has its own quality. The Gothic structural tradition was still vigorous enough
to carry off the union with Milanese ornament.

During the greater part of the sixteenth century the Kings of France were the most
important patrons of architecturc; but they were far from being the only ones, and they
were not always ahead of their subjects. The carliest example of architectural decoration
in the Italian taste is probably the decoration of the pilasters of the Easter Sepulchre in
the abbey church at Solesmes (1496),6 and the form in which it appears is typical. The
Entombment group itself is a piece of Late Gothic naturalistic sculpture, and its archi-
tectural setting is of Flamboyant design except for the two side pilasters, which are
decorated with rich Italianate candelabra, imitated from the type to be found in the
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Certosa. The sculptor of these pilasters was very probably one of the Italians brought
back by Charles VIII, who is believed to have contributed to the payment for the
work at Solesmes.”

No doubt Charles VIII's work at the chiteau of Amboise was more substantial and
important; but hardly anything of it survives.® It seems to have consisted of individual
pieces of decoration and of scparate works brought from Italy, and not to have included
any general attempt to Italianize the chiteau as a whole. Louis XII appears to have been
even less advanced than his predecessor in the matter of architecture, and the wing which
he added to Blois (c. 1498-1504) shows hardly a trace of Ttalian influence.? The case was,
however, quite different with his minister, Cardinal Georges d’Amboise, who acquired
a passion for all things Italian and made a real innovation by his introduction of Italian
decoration on a large scale in his chiteau of Gaillon (begun in 1501), which became a
centre whence the style radiated all over Normandy. Moreover, one of his nephews,
who was Bishop of Albi, commissioned the decoration of the vault of the cathedral by
Italian painters in 1511;10 another, Artus Gouffier (d. 1519), built the earliest wing of the
great house of Oiron with fine Italian decorative detail; !t and a third, Guillaume Bonni-
vet, began the chiteau of the same name (between 1513 and 1516) completely in the new
manner.12

Other less distinguished families also played their part in the diffusion of Italianism in
France. A typical example is the Bohier family. One brother, Thomas, a rich financier,
was the builder in 1515 of the earlier parts of Chenonceau. He was related through his
wife, Catherine Brigonnet, to Duprat, the builder of Nantouillet, and Gilles Berthelot,
who constructed Azay-le-Rideau. The other brother, Antoine Bohier, had visited Italy
in 1507, brought back Italian sculptures, and later employed Italian craftsmen on the re-
decoration of the church at Fécamp, of which he was abbot.

Fécamp is the most important ensemble of ecclesiastical decoration carried out in the
first decade of the sixteenth century. Antoine Bohier’s first action was to commission
from Girolamo Viscardi, whom he no doubt met on his visit to Genoa in 1507, the
tabernacle, the sarcophagus, and the reliefs which are still to be seen above the high altar
of the church. These, though strictly speaking works of sculpture, must have acted as
useful models for local architects interested in the new style of decoration. Secondly he
caused stone screens to be made to enclose all the chapels round the choir of the church
(Plate 5). We do not know the exact date at which they were undertaken, but it must
in any case have been well before the abbot’s death in 1519. In their general conception
the screens follow a Late Gothic type to be found, for instance, not far away at Eu, but
the decoration is purely Italian.13 It is generally believed that these screens were carved by
Italian craftsmen working in Normandy, and this is highly probable. They must have
been executed on the spot, but the detail is too accurate for a Frenchman at this date. The
same sculptors no doubt also executed the door to the sacristy, but here the French in-
fluence is stronger, for though the pilasters are Italianate, the form of the arch is Late
Gothic.

Gothic and Italian elements can be seen more sharply juxtaposed in the tomb of Raoul
de Lannoy and his wife in the church of Folleville (Plate 1).1# The tomb itself with the

6




THE FIRST CHATEAUX OF FRANCIS I

recumbent figures and the inscription supported by putti was not originally designed to
stand in a niche, but was intended to be placed with one side along the wall of the chapel.
It is of pure north Italian design, and is signed by Antonio della Porta, called Tamagnino,
and his nephew Pace Gaggini, who worked on the Certosa of Pavia and later set up a
studio in Genoa. Lannoy was governor of that town during the years 1507-8, and it was
no doubt then that he ordered the tomb. At his death in 1513, however, it had not been
set up, and it was his widow and his son who built the chapel and gave the tomb its pre-
sent setting, probably before 1524.

The contrast between tomb and setting is remarkable. The former is purely classical;
the latter consists of two rich Flamboyant ogee arches, above which the wallis carved in
low relief with a pattern Italian in style, but entirely different from the work of the two
Genoese sculptors. It was probably executed by a Frenchman trained in the workshop
of Gaillon or Fécamp, the latter being perhaps the more likely origin, since Lannoy was
a friend of Antoine Bohier and no doubt in contact with him in Genoa and when both
men were back in France. In this monument all three components of the art of Louis XII
can be seen: pure Italian classicism, Flamboyant Gothic, and a local imitation of motives
imported from south of the Alps.

In contrast to this composite work there are examples of wholly Italian tombs, such
as that of Bishop Thomas James in the cathedral of Dol (c. 1507)!% by Antonio Giusti
and that of Cardinal Briconnet (d. 1514), father-in-law of Thomas Bohier, in Narbonne
Cathedral, the author of which is not known, but was probably Italian.

Of later examples still mixed in style the most remarkable is to be found in the church
of St Pierre at Caen, of which the east end was built by Hector Sohier between 1528 and
1545 (Plate 4). Structurally it is a Late Gothic building, and internally the vaulting goes
through every convolution known to Flamboyant builders, particularly in the lady-
chapel, which rises to double the height of the ambulatory (Plate 48). But from the ribs
and bosses hang, as it were, stalactites of pierced Italianate decoration. On the outside the
effect is more sober. The form of the chapels is still Gothic, and the windows, though
round-headed, still have Gothic tracery. The pierced balustrade, however, is more fanciful,
and the artist has given free rein to his imagination in the candelabra which replace the
finials. The two elements, French medieval and north Italian Quattrocento, here stand
clearly distinguishable, and yet the result is not discordant.16

In secular architecture the vital steps towards Italianism can be seen taking place at
Gaillon. Cardinal Amboise began the rebuilding of the chiteau in 1501, and it was nearly
completed at the time of his death in 1510. The first wings, constructed between 1501

| and 1508, were still in the Flamboyant style, without any trace of the new manner, but
| in the latter year foreign workmen began to arrive and a change of style becomes appar-
ent. Among the first artists was a Genoese sculptor referred to as Bertrand de Meynal. In
1508 he brought to Gaillon the great fountain sent from Genoa and commissioned from
Pace Gaggini and Antonio della Porta in 1506 (Plate 28).17 In the same year another Ita-
lian, called in the accounts Jéréme Pacherot (perhaps Girolamo Pacchiarotti),!® carved
the frame for Colombe’s St George (Plate 16) which formed the altarpiece of the chapel,
in which Andrea Solario was decorating the walls with frescoes, including portraits of
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the Cardinal and his family.!® As at Fécamp, this first phase, the importation of Italian
works, was the prelude to setting Italian sculptors to work on the building itself, and in
those parts of the chiteau erected from 1508 onwards Italian decoration can be seen. The
most important is the entrance gate (Plate 3), the decoration of which probably dates
from 1508. In structure this is still the fortified entrance to a medieval chiteau, but the
decorative elements are Italian, with Lombard pilasters, grotesque friezes, and shell-
heads to the windows. But the disposition of this ornament is in accordance with Gothic
methods. Notice, for instance, how the windows on the three floors are linked together
by the flanking pilasters to form a vertical panel such as is found on a Flamboyant chiteau
like Josselin. The windows themselves are still mullioned; for it was not till many years
later that the French abandoned this practice. The interior of Gaillon seems to have been
decorated in the same style, as we can judge from the chapel stalls, now at St Denis,
which are covered with fine low relief grotesques;2° and the chiteau was surrounded by
gardens made probably by the Italian designers who worked at Amboise and Blois.2!

Before discussing the first great royal building schemes of Francis I, Blois and Cham-
bord, mention must be made of three smaller chiteaux built for private patrons, indepen-
dent of the royal models, and in one case at least begun before them. These are the
chiteaux of Bury (Plate 8a; 1511-24), Chenonceau (Plate 10; begun 1515), and Azay-
le-Rideau (Plate 6; 1518-27), all three built for rich bourgeois. They have one feature in
common, namely a new regularity in plan. Gaillon had been built on the site of an
earlier castle, and the Cardinal had largely accepted the irregularities of the older founda-
tions. But the three chiteaux under consideration are all planned on a strictly rectangular
system. The part of Chenonceau built at this period is the simplest, and consists of a
square block with a turret at each corner and a corridor through the middle (Figure 8),
a plan which repeats fifteenth-century models such as Martainville. An Italian feature is
the straight staircase, doubling back on itself, which replaces the usual French spiral.
Azay is more unusual in its L-shaped plan, but it presents symmetrical fagades in almost
every view. Bury, built for Florimond Robertet, is altogether more revolutionary, and
indeed sets the type for French chiteau design for more than a century. The buildings are
grouped round a court, one end of which is occupied by the corps-de-logis containing the
principal rooms, and rising in the middle to a higher pavilion. Along the two sides
stretch wings, one consisting of lesser rooms and the other of a long gallery. The fourth
side is filled by a lower range of buildings with an arcaded cloister, in the middle of
which opens the main entrance to the chiteau. In one respect Bury is more medieval
than Chenonceau and Azay, for it retains its round towers at the corners, whereas in the
two smaller chiteaux these are reduced to turrets, which are more easily absorbed into
the Renaissance character of the building.

The three chiteaux are, however, similar in their treatment of the elevation. Each
storey is ornamented with very flat pilasters, and is bounded by strong horizontal string-
courses above and below it. The result is that the wall is divided up by a network of
lines crossing at right angles, which pattern out the surface, but hardly disturb its flat-
ness. It is, in fact, a completely non-plastic wall treatment. In all three buildings the
dormers are a prominent feature, and are early examples of the type to be found in all
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the Loire chiteaux, still medieval in form but decorated with dolphins and candelabra
in the new manner. At Azay a prominent feature is the main entrance to the corps-de-logis
(Plate 6),a tall, narrow, four-storeyed pavilion in which the Orders are applied one above
the other but are sometimes interrupted by the insertion of a niche in the middle of a
pilaster. Once again the vertical empbhasis is strong, not only in the entrance pavilion but
also in the arrangement of the windows, which, as at Gaillon, are linked to form vertical
Strips.

When we come to the chiteaux of Blois and Chambord the scale of work changes;
we move from the country house to the palace. Blois was Francis Is earliest passion, and
six months after his accession in 1515 we find him giving orders for extensive building
operations there.?? During the following nine years there rose the wing which bears his
name and which stands to-day, slightly truncated on the court side and heavily restored,
as the first great monument of the reign. In plan it has nothing novel to offer, for, in
spite of the grandeur of his ideas, the King allowed himself to be tied by the remains of
surviving medieval buildings. The court fagade (Plate 7) and the flight of rooms be-
hind, which were the first to be built, are constructed on old foundations, and even the
great staircase replaces a tower of roughly the same shape. On the opposite front over-
looking the town (Plate 88) the new loggie and the rooms which they veil, probably
built after 1520, are constructed between three medieval round towers, one of which is
clearly visible at the extreme right, while the other two have their foundations incorpor-
ated in the new structure. This economical use of existing foundations accounts for cer-
tain irregularities in the design of the wing. Neither fagade is symmetrical; on the court
side the staircase was roughly central before the seventeenth-century reconstruction cut
off the end bays, but the arrangement of windows was always irregular, as we can see
from du Cerceau’s engravings. On the outer front the aberrations are even more marked;
some bays are separated by single pilasters, others by double, others by double pilasters
enclosing a niche, all apparently without rhyme or reason.

This irregularity proves that although French builders had learnt the idiom of Italian
decoration, they had not yet absorbed the basic principles of Renaissance architecture. It
does not, however, alter the fact that the Francis I wing is an effective and original
building. Of the two fagades, that on the court is the less remarkable. Its general disposi-
tion is in line with what we have scen at Bury and Azay, and the only important element
is the staircase. This is an admirable example of the attitude of French architects of this
period towards tradition. In its gencral principle the staircase is only the last of a long
line of spiral staircases to be found in France throughout the fifteenth century. Often, as
at Chiteaudun, it is incorporated in the main block of the building, but in many cases —
for instance in the house of Jacques Ceeur at Bourges ~ it stands out from the facade in a
polygonal pavilion, and in some examples it is open. In many respects therefore the
Blois staircase is traditional, but the old type is translated into a completely new idiom.
Here it is no longer merely a question of the decorative detail, most of which incident-
ally dates from the nineteenth-century restoration. For the first time one can speak of a
feeling of monumentality in French Renaissance architecture. Compared with the light
surface patterning of Azay or of the fagade itself at Blois, we have here the impression
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that the architect has thought in three dimensions. The ramp carves out a definable
space, and both it and the piers create emphatically the impression of weight. The play
is in depth, in a series of planes in the thickness of the polygonal drum of the tower. On
the outer surface are the verticals of the piers, decorated with niches below and pilasters
above. Across these run the three bands of open-work balustrade, sloping and set slightly
back; and behind them again in the third plane are the lines of the ramp itself, sloping a
little more steeply than the balustrade. Inside the staircase tradition reigns unchallenged
except for decorative detail; for the structure and vaulting are purely Gothic.

The fagade over the town is an altogether original conception. The sharp cliff on this
side seems to have held an irresistible attraction for architects. The medieval castle had
been built along the edge of the flat area at its top, with only the three round towers pro-
jecting and built up from the lower level. Francis I, however, boldly set the fagade for-
ward some twenty feet, to the outer points of the towers, and was therefore forced to
build a vast substructure to support the loggie above. For the right-hand half the rock was
still relatively near, but on the left it ran sharply back, so that a whole extra floor could
be inserted between the substructure and the normal ground floor of the main building.
As we shall see later, in the seventeenth century Fran¢ois Mansart was tempted to be
even bolder, and his final design would have carried the front another thirty feet into
space.?? '

The idea of an arcaded loggia on the outside of a chiteau was not altogether new in
France. It had already been used in Gothic form at Amboise and in the earlier wing at
Gaillon, built between 1502 and 1506, but at Blois the scheme is grander in conception.
There are two sets of loggie one above the other, and over them a third floor of flat-headed
openings separated by free-standing columns. The source of this design is evidently the
Loggie of the Vatican, in which two floors of round-headed and one of flat-headed loggie
rest on a solid ground floor. We must suppose that the French builders were fairly well
up to date in their information about building in Rome, for the Loggie were not finished
till 1519. On the other hand, the drawings or description of the Loggie from which they
worked cannot have been very accurate, for nothing could be less like them in feeling
than the Blois fagade. The irregularity in the elevation has already been pointed out, but
there are other differences of importance. The arches are slightly flattened, instead of
having the pure semicircle of Bramante, and, except on the top floor, the galleries at
Blois are not properly speaking loggie at all, since they are merely very deep recesses
closed by glazed windows. These differences effectively destroy the essential qualities of
Bramante’s design: regularity, mathematical perfection, and lightness.?*

At Blois are summed up the strength and weakness of French architecture in the earlier
years of Francis I. The strength consists of imaginative inventiveness and structural skill,
both qualities resulting from the medieval tradition, and of a certain finesse in the adapta-
tion of Italian ornament. The weakness lies in the naive and often clumsy imitation of
Italian design, imperfectly understood. The impression made by the chiteau on a strictly
classical mind is well conveyed by La Fontaine’s description of it, though he must have
been alone at his time in preferring the sixteenth-century wing to that of Frangois Man-
sart: “The part built by Francis I, seen from the outside, pleased me more than anything
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else. There are many little galleries, little windows, little balconies, little ornaments with-
out regularity or order; these make up a whole which is big and rather pleasing.’ 5

Up to this stage in the development of French sixteenth-century architecture the
buildings were to all intents and purposes anonymous. We often know the names of
master masons involved, but in no case, except that of St Pierre at Caen, is there any
reason to suppose that they were responsible for the design of the building. Further, the
arguments about the shares of French and Italian craftsmen are, as has been said, futile.

o

<=5 CHAMBOVRT FA,

Figure 1. Chiteau of Chambord: Plan

The only clear fact is that in planning and structure the French mind dominates, and in
decoration the Italian; the nationality of the actual executants is of purely academic
interest.

But in the case of Chambord (Figure 1; Plate 9a) both these problems are posed in
a new and more definite manner: there is every probability that the original designer
was an Italian, Domenico da Cortona, but on the other hand his plans scem to have been
modified in the course of execution by French masons.26

Theknown facts are as follows. Francis I, attracted by the site of Chambord asa hunting
lodge, first caused plans to be drawn up for a chiteau there in 1519. Work was probably
begun soon afterwards, but was interrupted from 1524 to 1526 by the Italian campaign

II



FROM THE INVASION OF ITALY TO THE BATTLE OF PAVIA

and the King’s captivity. It was then actively continued, and the main keep was being
roofed in 1537; the east wing was being constructed in 1539 and the west in 1550,
that is to say, after the death of the King. As it stands to-day Chambord is essentially a
French medieval chiteau with square keep flanked by round towers from which run
ranges of lower buildings, again with towers at the comers, the whole being surrounded
by a moat.?” In one respect, however, the planning is unusual, namely, in the keep itself,
which is divided into four parts by a Greek cross, the arms of which lead from the en-
trances to the central staircase (Figure 1). This arrangement leaves in each corner a
square space divided into a large room, two smaller ones, and a closet, that is to say,
into the appartement, which was to be the regular unit of French domestic planning for
the next two centuries. This seems to be its first appearance in France, and its origin is
worth investigating. It appears in the original wooden model designed and executed al-
most certainly by Domenico da Cortona and known to us through the drawings made
by Félibien in the seventeenth century.?® According to tradition, Domenico da Cortona
was a pupil of Giuliano da Sangallo, whom he accompanied to France on his visit in
1495, the master soon returning and the pupil remaining. Now we find an arrangement
closely similar to the Chambord plan in the villa built by Giuliano for Lorenzo de’ Medici
at Poggio a Caiano.? Here are the four groups of rooms arranged in the corners of a
square, and although the intervening spaces are filled in a slightly different way, they are
occupied on two sides by vestibules, as at Chambord. In fact, it seems almost certain that
Domenico borrowed this disposition from his master, and so set a fashion which was to
become purely French; for in Italy this particular design was not followed up.

Apart from this important detail of planning, little of Domenico’s original design sur-
vived in the executed building. Even the plan was altered in one respect, for Domenico
had proposed a straight staircase doubling back on itself in one arm of the Greek cross,
an arrangement reminiscent of Chenonceau. In the building itself this disposition was
changed, and the famous spiral staircase was inserted at the central point of the Greek
cross. This staircase is a purely French invention, similar in general design to that at Blois,
and having precedents for the double ramp in medieval examples, of which the most
famous was in the Bernardine College of Paris. In elevation the alterations made to the
Italian model were much more drastic. Domenico’s keep was to be surrounded on the
ground floor by an open loggia of round-headed arches, and on the upper floors the win-
dows, though themselves mostly square-headed, were to be enclosed in blind arcades.
In the actual building these Italian elements have disappeared, and the elevation is treated
in the manner which we have noticed at Azay and on the court fagade at Blois, with
string courses and flat pilasters.

In its general appearance Chambord is entirely French and still largely medieval. The
massive round towers with their conical tops could be matched in any fifteenth-century
chiteau. What is original is the treatment of the roof (Plate 98). Standing on the flat
terrace of which it consists, the spectator has the impression of being surrounded by a
forest of chimneys, turrets, and dormers, all different and all of the most complex form.
The fantasy of the design brings this roof into line with the strangest inventions of Flam-~
boyant Gothic. The detail, however, is not only Italian, but of purer Italian design than
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had so far been seen in France. Some of the dormers are like those at Blois or Azay, ex-
cept that they have panels of coloured marble let into their surface; but others are alto-
gether new in their plastic conception. The niche decorating the chimney in the middle
of plate 98, for instance, is hollowed almost into a half-cylinder, topped by a shell half-
dome and flanked not by pilasters but by free-standing columns. We have already
noticed this sense of spatial design in the staircase at Bleis, though there it was expressed
in a more strictly French idiom. In both, however, it prepares the way for what was to
come in the next period.

We have already seen that the richer bourgeois played an important part in the evolu-
tion of the chiteau, and naturally their share is even greater in town houses. In their
corporate activities they were responsible for the rebuilding of many town-halls in the
new manner, and the changes which they introduced can be seen by the comparison
of two almost contemporary examples, at Compiégne (1502-10) and Orleans (Plate
118; 1503-13). The Compiegne Hétel de Ville is still a Franco-Flemish Flamboyant
building with a belfry in the middle and, between the windows, niches with statues of
kings of France. At Orleans the fifteenth-century belfry was preserved and the new
town-hall built separately in front of it. The general design is like that of Compiégne,
and even incorporates the same niches and statues, but the decoration is Italian, with
pilasters partly fluted and partly decorated with candelabra and with a shell comice of a
kind to be found later on the court fagade at Blois. Below each window is a pair of putti
supporting the arms of the town, an unusually advanced conception for such an early
date 30

The same development can be seen in the private houses built by the wealthier finan-
ciers in the towns. The great model of these, and one which for long was not to be sur-
passed in splendour, was the house of Jacques Coeur at Bourges, built in the Late Gothic
style between 1445 and 1451. The arrangement round a partly arcaded court was gener-
ally followed in the sixteenth century, for instance in the transitional example of the
Hétel d’Alluye at Blois, built before 1508 by Florimond Robertet, the creator of Bury.
Here we find the usual mixture of elements, Late Gothic arches with Italianate capitals
and a pierced balustrade of dolphins running above the upper arcade. The Hotel Lalle-
mant at Bourges, mainly completed by 1518, is still Gothic in its design, but has fine and
relatively pure Italianate detail.®* Fully in the style of Francis I is the Hotel Pincé at
Angers (Plate 114), built on an L-shaped plan, of which the left-hand wing and the stair-
case tower date from 1523-33. Here are still the mullioned windows, the turrets, and the
high-pitched roofs of a medieval building, but dormers and windows are all ornamented
with rich decoration in the style of the Loire chiteaux.?

The period of French architecture from 1494 to 1525 was a transitional phase in which
Italian ideas were grafted on a very lively medieval tradition, the two elements still re-
maining distinct. In the next period they become more closely fused, and architects,
while remaining distinctively French, show a greater understanding of Italian principles
and skill in adapting them to their needs, instead of copying blindly and often inappro-
priately.
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SCULPTURE
Guido Mazzoni, the Giusti, Michel Colombe

In sculpture as in architecture a strong Gothic tradition still flourished at the end of the
fifteenth century, and well into the sixteenth century we find works of high quality pro-
duced in this style all over France.?® Examples of Italian work had begun to arrive in
France long before the Italian campaigns, but, as in the case of architecture, without
exercising any perceptible influence.3*

At the tumn of the century, however, a more consistent Italian influence begins to be
felt. In 1502 Louis XII commissioned a tomb in honour of his ancestors, the Dukes of Or-
leans, which was originally set up in the church of the Célestins in Paris, but is now at St
Denis (Plate 124). The contract of 1502 mentions the Genoese sculptors, Michele d’Aria
and Girolamo Viscardi, and the two Florentines, Donato di Battista Benti and Benedetto
di Bartolommeo, who had settled in Genoa. This tomb shows a compromise scheme
which was to become common in the next decades, consisting of a purely Italian sarco-
phagus supporting a recumbent figure, or gisant, in the traditional French manner. In
this case the style of the drapery suggests that the gisant was actually executed by the
Italian sculptors, probably on a French design; but we shall see later that sometimes
the two parts were by artists of different nationalities. The novelty of this tomb, apart
from the strictly classical arcade round the sarcophagus, lies in the introduction in this
arcade of the figures of the twelve apostles, which replace the plenrants usual in French
tombs.?

There is no reason to believe that any of the artists involved in the Orleans tomb actu-
ally came to France; and the first sculptor who can be traced there is Guido Mazzoni,
who was brought back by Charles VIII from Naples in 1495. He was born in Modena
and had worked for some years in his native district, but moved to Naples in 1489. His
works in Italy consist mainly of terra-cotta groups, usually of the Entombment, marked
by an extreme naturalism of style which derives largely from northern Gothic sources.36

Such groups were already popular in France in the late fifteenth century, and Maz-
zoni’s skill in them would no doubt have been welcomed by his new patrons. We have no
proof that he executed works of this type in France, but Vitry is probably right in attri-
buting to him the ‘Death of the Virgin’ in painted stone at Fécamp.3?

The only work by Mazzoni for which we have documentary evidence is the tomb of
Charles VIII at St Denis, now destroyed, but known from engravings.38 It consisted of a
rectangular sarcophagus on which was the figure of the King kneeling at a prie-Dieu,
surrounded by four angels. This arrangement was more French than Italian and was
probably derived from the tomb of Louis XI at Cléry, but the figure had greater free-
dom of movement than would have been possible in a French tomb. The sarcophagus
was decorated with roundels in which were half-figures of the Virtues, or possibly of pleur-
ants, an arrangement new in France, and probably inspired by reliefs to be seen on the
fagades of certain north Italian buildings.? We know little more of Mazzoni’s activities
in France, beyond that he supplied medallions for Gaillon. In 1507 he went back to
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Modena, returning to France for the years 1509-11, but without apparently undertaking
any important work.

Mazzoni was soon followed by the Giusti brothers, who settled in Tours, changed
their name to Juste, and formed a dynasty of sculptors lasting till after the middle of the
century. The two of importance are Antonio (1479-1519) and Giovanni (1485-1549),
who came to France together probably in 1504 or 1505. Antonio is known to have re-
visited Italy between 1508 and 1516, during which period he owned a house in Carrara
where Michelangelo sometimes stayed when supervising the quarrying of marble.# He
may therefore have brought back to France information about artistic events in Italy
which had taken place since the brothers had left the country, and it was probably he
who introduced certain influences from Italy which appear in the later French sculpture
of the Giusti.

The first work which can be connected with the family is the tomb of Thomas James
in the cathedral of Dol, finished in 1507, which has already been mentioned as an early
example of Italian decoration in France.

Much more important and original is the tomb of Louis XII at St Denis (Plate 14),
commissioned by his successor Francis I, probably in 1515, and finished in 1531. It bears
the name of Giovanni only, but is often said to be a work of both brothers working in
collaboration. The arrangement with the kneeling figures above links the design with
the tomb of Charles VIII, and the placing of the gisants in an arcaded enclosure below
follows the usual fiftcenth-century disposition. In all other respects, however, the tomb
marks an innovation in French practice. First of all, the enclosure of the gisants is now
almost a small chapel open at the sides and the ends. This feature, combined with the
allegorical figures of the Virtues at the corners and the apostles in front of the arcade,
suggests that we may have here a remote echo of Michelangelo’s first scheme for the
tomb of Julius II. But the actual form is different, in that the ‘chapel’ is opened by ar-
cades, and for this the Giusti probably followed another model, the tomb of Gian Gale-
azzo Visconti, which Commynes had admired in the Certosa at Pavia.#! In the sculpture
several different hands can be distinguished. Two groups — the apostles and the Virtues -
seem to be Florentine in derivation and apparently connected with the style of Andrea
Sansovino. The apostles are dull but competent imitations of his statues in the chapel of
S. Giovanni in the cathedral of Genoa (finished in 1503), the Virtues very coarse ver-
sions of his later manner in the tombs in S. Maria del Popolo, Rome (1505-9). These two
groups can almost certainly be attributed to members of the Giusti family. The bas-
reliefs round the base seem also Florentine in style and indicate an artist trained in the
studio of Bertoldo. On the other hand, as suggested by Vitry and Pradel, the kneeling
figures of the King and Queen on the top of the tomb are likely to be by a French artist of
the circle of Colombe. The most remarkable and at the same time the most puzzling
group consists of the two gisants. In certain respects the heads of the two figures are classi-
cal; in particular that of Louis XII is like the well-known heads of the Emperor Augustus
(Plate 13). But the traces of French Gothic are strong. The lines of the eyes have a sweet-
ness to be found in French fifteenth-century painting; and, by contrast, the grimness of
Late Gothic sculpture can be seen in certain naturalistic details, particularly the rendering
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of the incisions and stitching made in the process of embalming the bodies. The naturalis-
tic treatment of the open mouth showing the teeth, and the hollowing out of the cheeks
reminds one in some respects of French fifteenth-century portraiture as it can be seen in
the head of the donor in the Avignon Pietd. On the whole, therefore, it seems likely that
these figures are by a French artist with some knowledge of Italian sculpture rather than
by an Italian sculptor, who could hardly have absorbed these local elements.# But, who-
ever the artist may have been, the statues are unquestionably among the most remarkable
works of the period. The sensitiveness of their modelling and the liveliness of their con-
ception are shown up by the contrast with the heavy proportions and coarse modelling
of the statues round the base of the tomb. The latter are only interesting as being among
the few surviving examples of Italian High Renaissance sculpture which reached France
at this period, though they cannot have given Frenchmen much idea of what was being
produced at the period in Italy.#?

The works which we have so far considered have been either exclusively or predomin-
antly Italian. But it must be remembered that one French sculptor of great celebrity was
still active at this time, namely, Michel Colombe. The greater part of his career falls
outside our period, for he was born about 1430-5 and is last recorded in 1512. But we
have almost no information about his work till the carly years of the sixteenth century,
when his name occurs in connexion with two important works: the tomb of Francis II,
Duke of Brittany, in Nantes Cathedral, and the altar-relief of St George at Gaillon.

The tomb of Francis II (Plate 128) is a work of collaboration, the story of which is
complex and in many points obscure. In 1499 Anne of Brittany was collecting marble
for the tomb of her father, and in January 1500 the Italian sculptor, Girolamo da Fiesole,
was commissioned to carry out at any rate some part of the work. At the end of the same
year Anne seems to have turned towards French artists, and we find her approaching
Colombe and Perréal on the subject. Work seems actually to have been started by these
two artists in 1502, apparently with Perréal in charge and supplying the general design
and Colombe working out the detail of the sculpture. It is, however, likely that the
sarcophagus was made by an Italian. The tomb was finally erected in 1507.

The general design with altar-tomb and gisants is the usual translation of the Late
Gothic tomb into Italian terms, with the small difference that it combines the arches of
the Orleans tomb with the roundels of the monument to Charles VIII. At the corner
stand four allegorical figures of Virtues, an arrangement which may be regarded as a
variation on Burgundian tombs like that of Philippe Pot. Vitry has argued convincingly
that these figures and the gisants are the work of Colombe and his studio, and that except
in certain points of iconography they show little direct Italian influence. They are far
from the tortured Burgundian Late Gothic style, and belong in their calm to the style of
the Loire, in which Colombe had grown up. They are idealized, but their idealization is
different in character from that of the Italian Renaissance. In fact they belong to a French
Late Gothic style, classical in its calm, but not in its forms, more individual and more
harmonious than anything produced by the Italian sculptors imported into France.

The altarpiece of St George for Gaillon (Plate 16), now in the Louvre, was executed |

by Colombe in 1508-9, and the frame for it carved by Jéréme Pacherot, the Genoese
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sculptor whom we have already noticed working at Gaillon. In this relief we find
stronger traces of Italian influence than are usual in Colombe. Iconographically it does
not go back, as is usually said, to Donatello’s relief on Or San Michele, but more directly
to various reliefs of the subject produced by the Gaggini family in Genoa.*s Colombe,
however, has not slavishly imitated the Italian work. In the latter the landscape is treated
in a schematic manner, with the rocks reduced to geometrical forms, whereas Colombe
has rendered with great care every incident of rock, pebble, or plant. Moreover, his
dragon is entirely his own, with a Gothic combination of imagination and homeliness.

Colombe occupies a unique position among French artists of the early sixteenth cen-
tury. He rarely borrows directly from Italian models, yet he adapted his art to suit the
ideals which were coming into France from the south. His work is always distinguish-
ably French, but it has deeper affinities with the sculpture of the Italian High Renaissance
than many works which imitate the forms of the latter.

The monument to the children of Charles VIII is, like that of Francis II of Brittany,
a work in which the style of Colombe and that of the Italians can be seen side by side.
Girolamo da Fiesole was engaged to execute the tomb in 1499, and he is probably
responsible for the sarcophagus, which is of elaborate and original design.#¢ An un-
usual iconographical feature is the presence among the acanthus reliefs of scenes from the
lives of Samson and Hercules, strangely inappropriate, one would have said, to the tomb
of two young children. The figures of the latter clearly belong to the same school as
those on the Nantes tomb and can with great probability be attributed to the studio of
Colombe.

The last and most complicated monument of this period is the tomb of the two Car-
dinals of the Amboise family in Rouen Cathedral (Plate 15). The tomb was begun in
1515 and in its first form probably finished by 1522.47 At that stage it contained only
one statue, that of the elder Cardinal, now the left-hand of the two figures. The master
mason was Rouland le Roux, who was probably also responsible for the design. Four
sculptors are named: Picrre des Aubeaulx, Regnault Thérouyn, Mathieu Laignel,*8 and
André le Flament. Vitry has pointed out that the spelling of the names in some of the
inscriptions indicates that Italian craftsmen took part in the work, but their share was
probably limited to the purely decorative passages. The design of the whole and the ex-
ecution of the figure sculpture are certainly not Italian. The tomb is a variant of the
Gothic form, with an altar-tomb set in a niche, but with the figure kneeling instead of
recumbent. Much of the detail is evidently French and specifically Norman, for instance
the finials and pendentives, which are like those of Hector Sohier at St Pierre at Caen.
But Flemish influence is to be seen in the series of Virtues below the kneeling figures,
which can be closely parallelled in the painting of the school of Antwerp, particularly in
their unusual head-dresses. They may perhaps be connected with the name of André le
Flament. This tomb is the last expression of the experimental spirit which animated the
early years of the sixteenth century in France. In its general form it is Gothic, in its
wildness it is Flamboyant, in its detail it is Italianate; and yet as a whole it is unmistakably
in the style which we call ‘Frangois I’
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PAINTING

Bourdichon, Perréal

The position of painting in France at the beginning of the sixteenth century was very
different from that of architecture and sculpture. In the two latter arts a vigorous medie-
val tradition survived which was capable of absorbing influences from abroad. Painting
was, on the other hand, at a much lower ebb, although in the last two decades of the
century it had produced a brilliant burst of inspiration in the works of the Maitre de
Moulins. After 1500, however, there are few signs of real activity in painting proper,
though certain works to be found in the eastern provinces of France suggest that there
may have existed there a competent school of religious painters yet to be rediscovered
and isolated from contemporary Flemish work.#

Only two names of importance survive from this period. With one, Jean Bourdichon,
can be connected a number of works; about the other, Jean Perréal, there is much con-
temporary evidence, but modern scholarship has not reached any agreement about the
paintings that can be attributed to him.

Bourdichon was probably born about 1457 and seems to have spent most of his life
in Touraine. He worked in turn for Louis XI, Charles VIII, Louis XII, Anne of Brittany,
Charles of Angouléme, and his son Francis I, and died in 1521. He is known from re-
cords to have painted portraits and religious pictures, but apart from one triptych in
Naples recently identified as his,3 the only works which can be certainly attributed to
him are manuscript illuminations. Of these the most important series and the one of
which the authorship is proved beyond doubt is the Hours of Anne of Brittany in the
Bibliothéque Nationale, finished in 1508. The illuminations of this manuscript allow us
to define Bourdichon’s position fairly clearly. In many respects he follows the Late
Gothic tradition of fifteenth-century illuminators, and the miniatures illustrating the
months show no novel features except a curious tendency to allow the figures to be cut
off at the waist by the frame, a trick which at a later date we should call Mannerist. An-
other series of miniatures in the book reveals an astonishing naturalistic power in the
rendering of plants and insects, a naturalism still essentially within the Gothic field but
carried to a hitherto unknown pitch of perfection.

In the paintings representing the scenes from the New Testament and lives of the
saints, however, a more mixed style is visible. In many the architectural setting shows un-
mistakable Italian influence. This was not new in French illumination, for since the time
of Fouquet details of Italian decoration had been relatively common. It is, however, of
some interest to notice that certain features in Bourdichon’s designs can be traced directly
to Bramante’s work in S. Maria presso S. Satiro at Milan, particularly the shell-niches
which appear in several miniatures, and the coffered vault in the ‘Annunciation’. But it
is also noticeable that the figure types and compositions are influenced by Italian models.
Many of the heads are reminiscent of Milanese painting, notably of Foppa, but more re-
markable is the unquestionable influence of Perugino. The miniature of St Sebastian
(Plate 174) is in almost exactly the pose of Perugino’s figure of the saint in the Louvre
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and other paintings of the 1490s; 3! and in many of Bourdichon’s compositions we find
heads unmistakably Peruginesque in origin. It is not clear how the influence came to be
transmitted, since we have no evidence that Bourdichon visited Italy. But the variety of
Italian influences in his work points strongly to a visit, and seems to indicate that he
went not only to Milan3? but to other parts of Italy.53 It is characteristic of Bourdichon
that he should have been primarily influenced by large-scale Italian painting and sculpture
rather than by miniatures. Many of his designs - for instance the ‘St Sebastian’ - look in
reproduction like altarpieces rather than miniatures; and to this extent his art represents
the decay of true illumination.

Jean Perréal, or Jean de Paris, seems to have commanded even more than Bourdichon
the admiration of his contemporaries. We do not know the date of his birth, but it can-
not have been far from that of Bourdichon, that is to say, in the second half of the
1450s. By 1483 he was in the service of the city of Lyons; soon afterwards we find him
working for the Duc de Bourbon; and later he was in the service of the Kings of France,
Charles VIII, Louis XII, and Francis I, till his death in 1530. He visited Italy on three
occasions, accompanying Charles VIII to Naples in 1494, and going on Louis XII's cam-
paigns of 1502 and 1509. His activities were varied : he was a specialist in the preparation
of those triumphal entries which played such a considerable part in public entertainment
in the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries; he was called upon to draw up programmes for
big undertakings in sculpture, such as the tomb of Francis II of Brittany at Nantes and
those erected by Margaret of Savoy in the church of Brou, though his precise share in
each of these is obscure.3* We know further that portraiture was one of his principal in-
terests, and here we are on rather more certain ground. We know that he designed the
medals struck for the entries of Charles VIII and Louis XII into Lyons in 1494 and 1499,
which contain their portraits in profile.? Further, one painted portrait has been attributed
to Perréal with a considerable degree of probability, namely the ‘Louis XII” at Windsor
(Plate 178), which was almost certainly sent by the King to Henry VIIU during the
negotiations for Louis’s marriage with Henry’s sister Mary in 1514.56 The style of this
painting fits with what we know of Perréal’s training, for, though in type it still belongs
to the fifteenth-century tradition, it reveals in its modelling a knowledge of Milanese
painting with which Perréal came in contact during his three journeys to Italy.5?

From the beginning of his reign Francis I aimed at collecting Italian paintings and at
attracting to his court some of the great masters of Italy. In the former project he was
successful, and by the time of his death the Royal collection included important paint-
ings by Raphacl, Titian, and many other painters of the High Renaissance. But he found
it harder to persuade the artists themselves to come to France. Leonardo da Vinci accept-
ed his invitation and spent the last three years of his life (1516-19) in France. Andrea del
Sarto came, but stayed only for one year (1518-19).

Francis I seems, however, to have set his heart above all on obtaining works by
Michelangelo. The fame of this artist must have been known carly in France, for the
‘Pietd” in St Peter’s, exccuted in 1498, was commissioned by a French cardinal, Jean de
Villiers de La Groslaye, for the chapel of the King of France, and in 1508 the bronze
“David’ was presented to Florimond Robertet. The King sent a message to Michelangclo
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asking for a work by him, but this desire was not satisfied till 1529, when his agent,
Giambattista della Palla, was able to buy the ‘Hercules’,®® with which Filippo Strozzi
probably parted only in the hope of winning the support of the King for Florence
against the Emperor. In the same year Michelangelo fled to Venice to escape from the
siege of Florence, apparently with the intention of going on to France. He was, however,
prevented from carrying out his plan by the pressure of his Florentine friends, who
represented to him that this action would be regarded as treason to his native city. The
last chapter of this story brings us to the year 1546, that is to say, nearly to the end of
the reign, when Roberto Strozzi presented to Francis I the two *Slaves’ from the tomb
of Julius I which the King passed on to Montmorency who set them up at Ecouen.

Curiously enough, however, the presence in France of the great masters of the Italian
Renaissance or of their works seems to have exercised almost no effect on French art, and
it was not till the arrival of Rosso and Primaticcio that Italian influence began to take
root in French painting. But then it swept everything aside and founded a totally new
school without links with any local tradition.
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CHAPTER 2

THE MIDDLE YEARS OF FRANCIS 1
1525 -1540

HisTorRIiCAL BACKGROUND

THE short period with which we are now concerned was one of almost continuous dis-
turbance. Beginning with the defeat of Francis I by Charles V at Pavia (1525) and the
captivity of the French King in Spain, it closed inconclusively with the interview of the
King and the Emperor at Aigues Mortes (1538) and the curious journey of Charles V
through France to suppress the revolt of the burghers of Ghent (1540). The diplomacy of
Francis I during these years was notable neither for integrity nor consistency. His im-
mediate repudiation of the Treaty of Madrid, his subsequent reconciliation with the Em-
peror, the constantly changing alliances between France, the Pope, England, and the
smaller European states make up a picture of vacillation and confusion. But in spite of
this confusion the decades before the middle of the century were important and pro-
ductive for France in the political, social, and intellectual fields.

The wars, which mostly took place abroad, only affected the border provinces, and in
the rest of France trade, industry, and agriculture continued to develop, bringing in-
creasing prosperity, especially to the middle classes. While the landed aristocracy found
itself in financial difficulties owing to the changes in the purchasing power of money,
those involved in commerce were able to adapt themselves to these fluctuations and even
to derive profit from them. In addition, their position was greatly strengthened by the
formal recognition of usury through the establishment in 1522 of rentes, that it to say,
loans guarantced by the city of Paris and paying a high rate of interest, which were to be
for several centurics the basis of bourgeois investment. At the same time the middle classes
consolidated their position by establishing the right to bequeath municipal and legal
posts from father to son, so that a new hicrarchy sprang up in the towns, the noblesse de
robe, despiscd by the noblesse d’épée but gaining steadily in real power.

In the administration of the kingdom Francis I pursued after his return from Madrid
the policy of centralization which had been sketched out in the preceding decades. The
Conseil des Affaires, which gradually supplanted the Conseil Etroit, depended solely on the
King and became the chief weapon of his increasingly autocratic direction of the Govern-
ment. In finance he gradually replaced the remains of the medieval system with one
which depended entirely on the central government. He continued the policy of weak-
ening the power of the nobles by reducing their rights to administer justice and by skil-
fully enlarging the domaine royal at the expense of the other feudal estates.

In fact, from this time onwards the nobility gradually lost the function and position
which it had held under the feudal system and began to take up its new status as a court
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aristocracy. This evolution did not reach its final phase till the reign of Louis XIV, but it
can be seen in its early stage under Francis I. In his reign the nobility still took an active
part in the government as advisers to the King; the Conseil des Affaires consisted mainly
of members of the old families; and the most powerful figure in the middle years of the
reign was the Constable Anne de Montmorency. But the primary employment of the
nobles grew to be attendance on the person of the King. After the return of Francis from
Madrid the Court was reorganized on a grander scale than ever before, and around the
Houschold, properly speaking, the King created a large floating population of nobles
attached to his person and living on gifts and pensions from him. Naturally in order to
house this increasing Court new and larger palaces were needed, and, as we shall see, the
King was active in building them.

In the field of religion there is a sharp difference between the periods before and after
Pavia. The Reformation had taken shape as a major European fact on which it was no
longer possible to avoid taking sides. The ‘liberal’ Reformers, such as Lefévre d’Etaples,
found themselves squeezed out by the extremists, just as Contarini and Pole ultimately
found themselves impotent in Italy. The spirit of Luther began to dominate French Pro-
testantism, and the Affair of the Placards of 1534 and the persecutions which followed it
give the tone of the new period. As early as 1528 at the Council of Sens the Gallican
Church organized itself to resist the schismatics, in the spirit which was to be shown by
the whole Roman Church nearly two decades later at Trent. The position of Francis
himself in these struggles was unsteady. Swayed towards sympathy with the Reformers
by his sister Margaret of Navarre, he was sometimes pulled equally strongly in the oppo-
site direction by political necessity, such as a new alliance with the Pope, or by fear, as
after the Affair of the Placards. In general, however, he tended more and more to identify
himself with the party of orthodoxy, and the persecution of the Protestants grew more
violent as the reign went on.

In the literary field no new figure of importance appears in poetry. Marot’s style de-
veloped under the influence of Italian models in the direction of greater simplicity, and
he dropped more and more in his later works the complex poetical tricks which he had
inherited from the Rhétoriqueurs. French prose, however, produces at this period one
writer of genius in Frangois Rabelais, whose Pantagruel appeared in 1532, to be followed
by Gargantua in 1534, and the Tiers Livre in 1546. Here, for the first time in France,
humanist erudition is used by a writer who had a positive attitude towards life, even a
philosophy, to propose and who, though soaked in the classics and in Italian literature,
is original and wholly French.

In the visual arts, as we shall see, the same stage was reached at this time, but un-
happily with no figure of the calibre of Rabelais to focus the movement into works of
genius.
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ARCHITECTURE

The Chiteanx built for Francis I in the Ile-de-France:
Madrid, Fontainebleay, etc.

The fact that on his return from Madrid Francis I made Paris his regular headquarters
necessarily brought about a change of centre for artistic activities, and it is notable that
whereas before 1525 the Loire valley had been the most advanced region of France, this
now drops behind and becomes provincial, while the lead passes to the fle-de-France. In
the period with which we are now concerned the major architectural undertakings may
be divided into two groups of royal palaces, all of which are within a relatively short
distance of Paris. The first consists of the chiteaux of Madrid, St Germain, La Muette
de St Germain, and Challuau; the second of Fontainebleau and Villers-Cotteret.! Of
these, only St Germain, Fontainebleau, and Villers-Cotteret survive, and those only in
much altered form.

The chiteaux of the first group are closely related in style, though it is not possible to
say that they are all designed by the same architect. Indeed, it is not certain who was re-
sponsible for the plans of any of them. In the Chitcau de Madrid (Plate 184), which was
begun in 1528, those mentioned as engaged on the building were Pierre Gadier, Gatien
Frangois, and the Italian Girolamo della Robbia. The last was responsible for the terra-
cotta decoration, but the accounts show that he was also in charge of building operations,
and some critics have maintained that he was the designer of the whole chiteau. How-
ever, it is too unlike any Italian architecture in its general lay-out and elevation for this
to be possible. For St Germain and La Muette we know that the master mason was
Pierre Chambiges from the beginning of the work in 1539 till his death in 1544, when
Guillaume Guillain and Jean Langeois took over, completing the work in 1549. About
Challuau we have no documents, but the name of Chambiges is traditionally and plaus-
ibly connected with it. It seems safe to conclude that the original design of cach chiteau
is due to a Frenchman, probably to Chambiges for St Germain, La Muette, and Chal-
luau, and perhaps to Gadier or Frangois for Madrid, but that in this last case the Italian
artist may have modified certain details.

All these buildings are of very singular design, unlike anything else in French archi-
tecture. They are all of unusual height, decorated with external galleries running be-
tween turrets. In certain features Madrid differs from the others. It has, for instance, a
high-pitched roof, whereas all the others had flat terraces.? It has true loggie, while in the
others the openings are only deep window bays, as at Blois. In this respect its design is
more Italian than the others, and we may well sce here a detail of arrangement introduced
by Girolamo della Robbia; but the high-pitched roof is essentially French and must be
attributed to the local master-masons.

The appearance of Madrid is preserved for us in the engravings of du Cerceau, which
may be supplemented by the description of Evelyn, who saw the chitcau in 1650: “’Tis
observable onely for its open manner of architecture, being much of tarracesand galleries
one over another to the very roofe, and for the materials, which are most of carth painted
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like Porcelain or China-ware, whose colours appeare very fresh, but is very fragile.
There are whole statues and relievos of this potterie, chimney-pieces and columns both
within and without.” This sentence evidently refers to the contribution of Girolamo
which can be seen on the outside in the form of medallions and friezes, but which also
included mantelpieces like that shown in a more detailed drawing of du Cerceau,
which bears the Salamander of Francis I (Plate 188). The effect of this coloured terra-
cotta decoration applied to interior decoration on this scale must have been startling and
somewhat barbarous, but it provides an interesting prelude to the decoration which
Rosso and Primaticcio were to create at Fontainebleau a few years later. The novelty of
the latter lay in the combination of painting with high-relief sculptured ornament, and
in a sense Girolamo’s work may be said to combine the methods of the two arts even
more completely, since the reliefs are themselves executed in colour.

The decoration of the interior of Madrid was fantastic in form as well as in colour and
material, but in a new way. It is no longer the almost Flamboyant fantasy of the early
years of the century but one based on Early Italian Mannerism. The forms are those
familiar in the late 1520s in decorative engravings and in Florentine small sculpture in
stone or wood,? particularly the motive of caryatids which turn into architectural fea-
tures, such as consoles or foliated balusters. The decoration of this chiteau seems to have
been an important source for later French artists, and many motives which we associate
with the second half of the century are already to be seen here. In one respect the decora-
tion is simpler than in the previous period: the dormers no longer have the complicated
open-work designs to be found at Blois or Chambord. In general, they are covered by
straight pediments, a form so far unknown in France, but connected with the new
methods which were being evolved simultaneously by Gilles Le Breton at Fontainebleau.

In plan the Chéteau de Madrid is of importance (cf. Figure 2), and, like Chambord, is
ultimately connected with Poggio a Caiano. It consists of pairs of appartements connected
by public rooms or salles, and du Cerceau explicitly praises the manner in which each
appartement is arranged to be a self-contained unit with its separate entrance by a spiral
staircase. The difference between Chambord and Madrid is that Chambord is the more
compact and symmetrical plan, the whole building being contained in a square, whereas
at Madrid the design consists of two square blocks linked by the narrower salles. La
Muette and Challuau are known to us through the engravings of du Cerceau,* but
they were little more than ingenious variants on the basic theme of Madrid, without the
terra-cotta decoration. St Germain, which survives, though altered by Louis XIV and
then put back somewhat ruthlessly to its former state in the nineteenth century, shows
certain characteristics which distinguish it from the other members of this group.® On
both the court and the outside fagades it has on one floor a form of window hitherto
unknown in France, consisting of a round-headed arched opening over whichisa straight
pediment; and a similar form, but with a curved pediment, is used in some of the doors
in the turrets. This formula is common about 1500 in the architecture of Venice and its
territories on the mainland, but is hardly found in other parts of Italy, and it may not be
fanciful to connect its appearance at St Germain with the tradition recorded by Félibien
in the seventeenth century that Sebastiano Serlio was responsible for at any rate some
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THE MIDDLE YEARS OF FRANCIS 1

work on the chiteau, for he was trained partly on Venetian models, and reproduces in
an engraving to his treatise the probable ancient source for the form in question in the
Porta dei Leoni at Verona.

There is a striking contrast between the style of the chiteaux just discussed and the
work carried out at Fontainebleau between 1528 and 1540. Whereas the former build-
ings all look back to Blois and Chambord in the complexity of their design and decora-
tion, the architecture of Fontainebleau is marked by great simplicity, which leads the
way towards the classicism of the next generation.

In 1528 Francis I decided to make certain improvements in the medieval castle of Fon-
tainebleau, which had up till then been no more than a hunting lodge.6 Unfortunately,
as in so many of his building undertakings, he began with the idea of making small
alterations. By the time he had developed a scheme for total transformation, everything
had been confused by attempts to incorporate old parts and to add wings here and there.
The result is that, though charming and picturesque, Fontainebleau is one of the most
inconsequently designed chiteaux in France.

The work with which we are now concerned was carried out in almost every case
under the master mason Gilles Le Breton. From the uniformity of style in different parts
of the building it is reasonable to suppose that he was the designer as well as the execu-
tant, though some critics have maintained that another hand, perhaps even an Italian,
was responsible for the original conception. The manner is, however, unmistakably
French, and, if it is more classical than what went before, this classicism is an evolution
within a French idiom, and is not due to the importing of new Italian motives.

From the contract signed by Le Breton in 1528 we know that the first plan of Francis I
included the following modifications and additions: the building of a new entrance, the
Porte Dorée (Plate 204), to the court of the old castle, the Cour de I'Ovale; the addition
of a gallery stretching behind the keep, and later called the Galerie Frangois I (Plate 224);
and the construction of two short blocks at an obtuse angle to link the new entrance to
the keep. In addition, the north side of the Cour du Cheval Blanc or Cour des Adieux
(Plate 198) probably dates from this period, though it differs in style from the other build-
ings. The reason for this difference may be that it was not part of the chateau proper but
housed the monks who served the small church on the site of the present chapel of the
Trinity. Of these buildings the Galerie Francois I has been completely remodelled ex-
ternally, and the wings facing the Cour de I'Ovale are undistinguished. The most inter-
esting is, therefore, the Porte Dorée, in which the new style of Le Breton appears clearly.
Fundamentally it is, like the entrance to Gaillon, the fortified gate to a castle flanked by
two towers, translated into a partly Renaissance idiom. But here the idiom is much sim-
pler than at Gaillon. The decoration is limited to the application of flat pilasters on each
floor and to the windows, which are topped with straight pediments. This simplicity
was no doubt partly imposed on the architect by his material, which is the hard local
grés, of great beauty and variety in colour but resistant to fine carving.
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The most striking feature of the Porte Dorée is the series of three open bays one above
the other in the middle. This may be an echo of certain Italian gates, such as Luciano
Laurana’s entrance to the Castel Nuovo at Naples, of which drawings might well have
been brought back to France, or of the same architect’s fagade to the palace at Urbino.
But, if the source is Italian, the treatment is French. First of all, the design is in several
respects asymmetrical; the right tower is slightly broader than the left, and the middle
peak of the roofis arbitrarily placed, a detail which no Italian architect of this generation
would have overlooked. Secondly the windows in each tower are linked up in a vertical
strip by the device of making the pediment of one window cut into the support of the
one above or into the entablature of the main Order, an arrangement which we have
already noticed at Gaillon and elsewhere, and which is still a trace of the Gothic love of
the vertical. Finally the arches over the middle bays are slightly flattened, and the capitals
are of a Quattrocento type which was already out of fashion in Italy.
The north side of the Cour du Cheval Blanc is even simpler in style and material. It is
composed of brick pilasters and mouldings against a white plaster wall, an arrangement
which was to be widely followed in chiteaux all over France.” Here again no strict at-
tention is paid to symmetry, for instance in the placing of the windows. The same point
might be made about the east side of the court, but in this case the irregularities are due
to subsequent alteration. The parts due to Le Breton, and built at various dates between
1528 and the death of Francis I, are in general distinguishable by being constructed in
plaster with quoins and pilasters of grés, whereas the later parts are executed in a finer
cream-coloured stone, more like that used in the chitcaux of the Loire.
Of the many other works carried out by Le Breton at Fontainebleau almost all have
been altered or pulled down; but one must be mentioned, even though as it stands to-day
it is only a fragment. This is the portico and staircase in the Cour de I'Ovale, begun in
1531, of which a reconstruction is shown in Figure 3.8 This design is so original that
again critics have attempted to prove that it cannot be by Le Breton but must be by an
Italian.? In fact, however, it is typical of his work, though much more inventive in con-
ception than usual. The form of the staircase with double flight leading to a single flight
~ bridging an arch to the first floor of the building is in the late medieval French tradition,
i and follows examples at Montargis and in the Palais of Paris,!? but a closcr model for the
. lower part was to be found at Bury (Plate 84). Le Breton, however, has translated the
model into his own terms.!! The middle arch has exactly the form which we see on the
outer side of the Porte Dorée, and the mouldings and capitals are similar. Le Breton is
here more correct in his use of the Orders, especially in the upper floor, but he could well
have acquired his new erudition from reading one of the editions of Vitruvius by then
available. The staircase is the first of a great serics of similar schemes, of which the two
most celebrated were also to be built at Fontainebleau: Philibert de 'Orme’s, known to
us from du Cerceau’s engravings and closcly dependent on Le Breton’s, and Jean du Cer-
ceau’s, which replaced it and which still stands in the Cour du Cheval Blanc.

The tendency towards a more classical style noticcable in Le Breton was the beginning
of a movement which gathered strength during the 1530s. In various parts of France
we find chitcaux and town houses in which simplicity of form and decoration is
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Figure 3. Reconstruction of staircase in the Cour de 'Ovale, Fontainebleau

accompanied by a stricter use of the classical Orders. In the Loire valley the chiteaux of
Champigny-sur-Veude (probably finished before 1543), Villandry (1532) (Plate 194),
and Valengay (c. 1540) all have affinities with Le Breton’s manner,12 though the last two
still show traces of the earlier style in the use of round towers or fretted dormers. Further
south at Assier, in the Lot, the two doors added in 1535 show a better knowledge of the
use of the Orders and a more monumental feeling which prepares the way for de I'Orme
and Bullant. In Normandy another artistic personality appears in Blaise Le Prestre, who
was responsible for the Hotel d’Ecoville at Caen (1535-8) (Plate 208) and the north wing
of the chiteau of Fontaine-Henri (c. 1537-44). These two buildings have in common a
new formula for linking superimposed windows or niches into a vertical strip, which is
here achieved by the use of full columns carrying the eye emphatically upwards. At the
Hobtel d’Ecoville the sculpture is also of a much more advanced type, classical in its detail
and in its emphasis on the frontal view.13

Church architecture during this period was in the main limited to additions and altera-
tions to existing buildings, but it produced one complete work of great interest, the
church of St Eustache in Paris (Plate 214). The foundation stone was laid in 1532; but the
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building was not finished till more than a century later, though the original design seems
to have been generally followed. It is to be expected that Gothic tendencies should sur-
vive longer in ecclesiastical architecture than in secular, and this is amply borne out by
St Eustache. It represents, however, a remarkable compromise between new and old,
quite different from St Pierre at Caen. Here the plan, structure, and proportions are
nearer to High Gothic than Flamboyant. The plan is almost exactly that of Notre Dame,
with double aisles and chapels running round nave and choir, and transepts which do not
project beyond these chapels. In the interior the arches are tall and narrow, and, although
in general they are round-headed, those in the apse are stilted and pointed. The propor-
tions of the nave again recall the thirteenth rather than the fifteenth century. This Gothic
structure is, however, clothed in Renaissance forms, but not, as at St Pierre, covered with
Italianate low reliefs. The ornament at St Eustache is, on the contrary, very simple, and
the Italian impression depends only on the use of classical pilasters instead of Gothic. The
Orders are, it is true, used in a way to horrify any classically trained architect. In some
piers, for instance, the four main faces are decorated with Corinthian pilasters, the height
of which is perhaps twenty times their breadth, and the corners of the pier are filled by
three columns standing one on top of the other, all of somewhat bastard design. And yet,
in spite of these cccentricities, the interior of St Eustache has a grandeur of space and pro-
portions not to be found in any other sixteenth-century church in France. It is true that
in these features it follows a medieval rather than a contemporary tradition, and it must
also be noticed that the church was to have no influence on the general evolution of
French architecture; but as an isolated work it remains of great importance.1*

From the many additions made to existing buildings during this period one curious
general feature emerges. Whereas decoration in the style of 1500-25 could be added to a
Flamboyant Gothic building without any incongruity, as at St Pierre at Caen, the classi-
cal manner of the 1530s falls more readily into place in a context of Romanesque archi-
tecture. So, for instance, the strange tower added by Jean de I’Espinc just before 1540 to
the west front of Angers Cathedral, though it may be unhappy in its overcrowding, does
not clash in style with the Romanesque fagade. The same feature appears in a different
way in the doors of St Michel at Dijon, built between 1537 and 1540 (Plate 218). Seen
from a distance these look like some kind of freak Romanesque porches with later detail
added, although in fact they all date from the sixteenth century. It is typical of the in-
creasing classicism of French architecture in the 1530s that it should be thus more closely
related in character to Romanesque than to Late Gothic.

In certain French churches of this time we find additions made in a style dircctly de-
riving from Italy and without any real French admixture. Such, for instance, is the
fagade of the cathedral of Annecy (1535), which follows the style of Biagio Rossetti of
Ferrara.!s Another instance is the cylindrical chapel added to the cathedral of Vannes by
archdeacon Jean Daniclo in 1537.16 Daniclo had spent some years in Italy, and probably
brought back designs bascd on the work of Antonio da Sangallo the elder, whose style
scems to appear here, though coarsened by the execution of French masons.

After the return of Francis I from captivity French architecture makes a crucial ad-
vance towards freeing itself from Gothic influences. Certain medieval elements, such as
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the high-pitched roof, remain - and were indeed to remain for more than a century
longer - but in general French style changes, so that borrowings from Italy can now be
absorbed and not merely applied to the surface of what are still fundamentally Late
Gothic buildings. A certain degree of simplicity and a respect for the surface of the wall
bring French builders closer to their contemporaries in Italy, and, although they still do
not seem to have understood the lesson of the High Renaissance in Italy, the way was
opened for such an understanding by the next generation. ’

DECORATIVE SCULPTURE AND PAINTING

Rosso and the early work of Primaticcio

All the works which we have considered up till now, though they may have great charm
and inventiveness, have been either hybrid or provincial. And it is not till we come to
the style of decoration evolved at Fontainebleau in the 1530s that we find a real contri-
bution being made in France to the main European artistic tradition. One must speak of
a contribution made in France rather than a French contribution, for the artists respon-
sible for the new manner are Italian; but the difference is that up till this moment the
Italians who had settled in France and established their influence there had all been
second-rate figures, whereas now two artists of real merit and of great invention appear
on the scene. These are Giovanni Battista Rosso and Francesco Primaticcio.!?

Much of the work which they carried out at Fontainebleau has been destroyed or
ruined by injudicious restoration, but we can still form an idea of their achievement from
the Galerie Frangois I and the Chambre de laDuchesse d’Etampes, which survive, though
much altered, and from drawings and engravings. In these two surviving rooms we see
that brilliant combination of painted panels with stucco sculpture in full relief which is
the characteristic of Fontainebleau decoration.

A word must be said first of the previous training of the two artists. Rosso was the
elder and was born in Florence in 1494. In his extreme youth he seems to have been con-
cerned with decorative painting, but his earliest surviving works are a series of religious
pictures executed between 1517 and 1523, which express with great intensity the some-
what neurotic religious sentiment prevalent in some Florentine circles at that time. In
1523 he moved to Rome, where he turned to designing compositions of mythological
subjects, which were engraved. At the Sack of 1527 he fled from Rome and spent three
years moving from place to place, getting apparently into increasing difficulties from
which he was saved by the summons to France in 1530. During these last years in Italy
he was mainly occupied with paintings for churches, though he designed for Aretino the
engraving of Mars and Venus which foreshadows to some extent the style which he was
to develop in France.

Primaticcio’s career was entirely different. He was born in Bologna in 1504 or 1505,
and in 1526 joined the studio of Giulio Romano, who was engaged in decorating for the
Gonzagas the Castello and the newly built Palazzo del Té in Mantua. He stayed there till
his departure for France early in 1532. Mantua was the ideal place for a young artist to
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receive training in decoration. Giulio Romano had transferred from Rome the tradition
of mural painting and stucco work which had been created by Raphael, and he had been
given by the Duke an opportunity of displaying his ability on the grand scale. We do
not know exactly which rooms Primaticcio helped to decorate, but Vasari tells us that he
executed the classical friezes in the Sala degli Stucchi in the Palazzo del T4, and the old
guides plausibly attribute to him the Sala di Cesare in the same building and the Sala
d’Apollo in the ducal palace.1® In any case, whether or not Primaticcio actually took part
in the decoration of these particular rooms, he was able to watch the evolution of the
decorative style of Giulio Romano and to learn a manner of combining painted with
stucco decoration.

There is much doubt about the precise shares of Rosso and Primaticcio in the invention
of the new manner. Most writers tend to give the credit to Rosso, chiefly on the grounds
that he was the older artist, that he arrived first, that he was more highly paid, and that
he had more assistants. But Vasari says explicitly, speaking of Primaticcio’s arrival: ‘And
although the year before that the Florentine painter Rosso had gone into the service of
the same King, as has been related, and had executed many works there, and in particular
the pictures of Bacchus and Venus, Psyche and Cupid, nevertheless the first works in
stucco that were done in France, and the first labours in fresco of any account, had their
origin, it is said, from Primaticcio’.2? It is intrinsically probable that Primaticcio rather
than Rosso should have suggested the manner of combining painting with stucco, since
he had been trained in this work, whereas Rosso was, as far as we know, trained as a
painter only. Neither artist could have known in Italy exact models for the style evolved
at Fontainebleau, for no decorative schemes of this kind appear to have been executed
there before their departure. Those which come to mind as similar - the Sala Regia in
the Vatican, the gallery in the Palazzo Spada, and certain rooms in the ducal palace in
Venice - are all later.2° The style current in Rome before 1530 was that practised by the
studio of Raphael in the Sala dei Pontefici of the Vatican or in the Villa Madama, in
which the relief was low and the disposition classical. In certain of the Mantuan rooms
the relief is higher though the compartments are still rigid; but here Primaticcio could
have found a model from which to evolve the more luxurious manner used at Fontaine-
bleau.

It seems likely, therefore, that, although Rosso held the senior post at Fontainebleau,
Primaticcio made a vital contribution to the style practised there. This should not be
taken to mean that Rosso was lacking in originality, because when we examine the man-
ner in which he applied the style we find that his work has great individuality and can be
clearly distinguished from that of his colleague.

Rosso’s main work, the Galerie Frangois I, survives, whereas all the decoration exe-
cuted by Primaticcio during Rosso’s lifetime, that is to say, before 1540,2! has perished
except for the upper part of the fireplace from the Chambre de la Reine,?? though we
know something of his decoration of the Chambre du Roi and other rooms from his
drawings. Probably both these groups of works were begun about 1533; Primaticcio’s
two rooms mentioned above were finished by 1537, and the gallery was apparently not
quite finished at the time of Rosso’s death.
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Primaticcio’s style, as it can be seen from his drawings for the Chambre du Roi and
from the mantelpiece from the Chambre de la Reine (Plate 228), is still connected with
Mantua. The fruit swags on the mantelpiece recall those in the Sala del Zodiaco in the
Palazzo del T¢, and the sphinxes are cousins of those in the Sala di Fetonte. The general
design is classical in its emphasis on circular and square panels, but the proportions of the
figures are elongated like those in the stuccos on the vault of the Sala degli Stucchi. The
whole effect, moreover, is richer than anything to be seen in Mantua, mainly because
of the higher relief.

In judging the Galerie Francois I (Plate 224) we must remember that it has been seri-
ously altered. Originally there were windows down both sides, except for one bay in the
middle of each where a door opened into a small cabinet. The ceiling was lower by the
height of the present cornice, so that the beams rested directly on the top of the stucco
decoration. Apart from these structural alterations, the whole gallery was drastically re-
stored under Louis Philippe, the paintings being entirely done afresh on the old designs
and the panelling, that masterpiece of Francis I's best woodcarver, Scibec de Carpi, being
replaced with new wood, presumably also following what was left of the old.

In spite of this, however, the gallery remains impressive as a decoration. In richness,
variety, and ingenuity it has no predecessor and few successors. The walls are divided
into two more or less equal parts, of which the lower is occupied by panelling and the
upper by stucco and painting, a novel arrangement, but one which may be regarded as
an extension of the deep frieze used in many Italian decorative schemes of the Quattro-
cento, such as the rooms of Isabella d’Este at Mantua. The spaces between the windows
are all treated differently. Each has a central painted panel, but some are flanked by
stucco figures, others by painted figures framed in stucco, and others by stucco car-
touches. These plaster decorations again show great variety. In some the figures are
Michelangelesque nudes (Plate 23), in others herms; some are dominated by putti, others
by fruit garlands. Rosso’s invention never flagged in producing new motives. But the
hall-mark of the whole decoration is the use of strap-work, that singular form of decora-
tion in which the stucco seems to be copied from pieces of leather rolled and folded and
then cut into fantastic shapes. The origin of this device is not altogether clear, but Rosso
probably derived it from Italian engravings.2® But what had been merely a minor
incident in a corner of a design is made by Rosso into a recurrent theme, worked into
every part of the stucco. The success of this motive was enormous, and it was copied
not only by French artists but all over Europe, first in Italy2* and then in England,
Flanders, and Germany, and so became a regular part of the vocabulary of Mannerist 1‘
decoration. |

The work of Fontainebleau must be classed as a variety of Mannerism and not of the
High Renaissance style. It has nothing in common with the classical decoration of l
Raphacl’s Loggie or the Villa Madama. There stucco and painting are subordinated to the
logic of the structure and follow the surface of the wall without interrupting it. Panels
are enclosed in frames which themselves have simple geometrical forms; and the fields
of stucco and paint are distinct. At Fontainebleau we find the opposite principles dis-
played. The wall surface is concealed behind the varied relief of stuccos; figures break
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over frames; cartouches disappear behind swags; the forms are complex rather than
clear; everything tends towards ingenuity rather than logic. In fact France has passed
from imitating a Late Quattrocento style in the earlier part of the reign to experimenting
in Mannerist principles, skipping High Renaissance decoration just as she had skipped
Bramante’s style in architecture.

The decoration of the Galerie Francois I is purely Italian, but the room to which it is
applied is quite different from the usual Italian form. This is the earliest surviving ex-
ample of the Gallery which was to become a regular feature of French chiteaux, and
was also popular in England,? and it is sometimes argued that this essentially northern
form is not suited to the decoration. But this argument is fallacious. It might be true that
High Renaissance decoration would not fit a long, tunnel-like gallery of this kind, since
it is designed to cover the surface of a classically proportioned room. But the variety of
depth and design, which is one of the chief features of the Fontainebleau style, is ad-
mirably adapted to a long gallery to be read, so to speak, panel by panel, and to be seen
often in sharp perspective.26

We shall follow the career of Primaticcio and study his later works at Fontainebleau
in the next chapter, but Rosso’s life closes with the year 1540, and of his other decorative
work nothing remains. We need only add that he executed for the Constable Anne de
Montmorency the ‘Pietd’ in the Louvre (Plate 24).27 Since its recent cleaning this picture
has recovered its startling but impressive colour, and shows that to the end of his career
Rosso was still capable of rendering an intense and dramatic kind of religious emotion.

Many engravings were made of Rosso’s designs during his lifetime and the years fol-
lowing his death, mainly by Domenico del Barbiere, Fantuzzi, and Boyvin, and these
spread the knowledge of his style throughout France and abroad. It was mainly due to
them that the influence was so extensive, not only in painting and engraving, but also in
the decorative arts. Tapestries were woven after his designs, the most famous being the
series after the panels in the Galerie Francois I, now in the Kunsthistorisches Museum in
Vienna. These give perhaps a more complete idea than the Gallery itself in its damaged
state of the original splendour of Fontainebleau.28

PORTRAIT PAINTING
Jean Clouet

Italian taste swept the board in architecture, sculpture, and decorative painting during
the reign of Francis I, but in portrait-painting a completely different tradition prevailed.
We have already scen that Perréal’s portraiture, as far as we can judge it, was still deeply
rooted in a local tradition, and the samc is truc of the great representative of this art in
the next generation, Jean Clouct.

Much mystery surrounds this painter; we have few certain facts about him, and critics
have shown little restraint in making up for this lack by ingenious hypotheses. The mat-
ter is still far from being cleared up, and it is intended to give here only those points on
which there is general agreement.29
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Jean Clouet, or Janet as he is often called, was not French by birth and remained a
foreigner all his life, though his son was naturalized. His place of birth is not certainly
established, but he may have been the son of Jan Cloet, a painter of Brussels, who is re-
corded as working for the Duke of Burgundy in 1475 and for the city of Brussels in
1499. He is first mentioned in a poem of Lemaire de Belges, written in 1509, in which
he is praised in company with Gentile Bellini, Perugino, and Perréal. Perréal was the
close friend of the poet, and it seems at least likely that Clouet, mentioned in the same
breath, should also have been a member of this circle and so have known Perréal. From
1516 Clouet’s name occurs in the royal accounts. At first he gets a lower wage than
Perréal and Bourdichon, but, with the disappearance of the latter in 1523, his position
rises and he appears as the equal of Perréal. The accounts mention him solely for por-
traits, but from other documents we know that he also executed religious paintings and
even designed embroidery. In 1539 he is again praised, this time by Clément Marot and
in even more extravagant terms, for he is mentioned as the equal of Michelangelo. He
must have died soon after, for he is referred to as dead in a document of 1541.

The works which can be attributed to him with even a reasonable degree of proba-
bility are very few. A series of portrait-drawings, mostly at Chantilly, are traditionally
attributed to him, and in the case of one there is external evidence to support the tradi-
tion. We know that Clouet painted the portrait of Guillaume Budé, and among the
drawings is one which certainly represents him.3® A painting now in the Metropolitan
Museum is based on this drawing and is therefore presumably by Clouet.3! Other draw-
ings can be selected which are evidently by the same hand as the Budé, and they can there-
fore be attributed to the artist with reasonable certainty. One of these again is the basis for
a painting, the ‘Man with a Petrarch” atWindsor (Plate 274), which, though damaged, is
perhaps Clouet’s most sensitive surviving painting. Other drawings substantiate the attri-
bution to Clouet of the painting at Antwerp of the Dauphin Francis,? of the miniature
of the Comte de Brissac in the Morgan library,?® of the portrait of Mme de Canaples in
the National Gallery of Scotland (Plate 254), and of the miniatures of the Preux de
Marignan in the manuscript of the Commentaires des Guerres Galliques (1519) in the Bib-
liothéque Nationale.3*

With this relatively small amount of evidence it is difficult to form a clear idea of Jean
Clouet’s style. The paintings listed above are not all consistent in style and are not all re-
lated in their conception of form to the manner of the drawings with which they are
connected. The ‘Budé’ and the ‘Man with a Petrarch’ are largely Flemish in inspiration,
whereas the ‘Mme de Canaples” and the ‘Dauphin Francis’ are larger and more abstract
in their forms, like the drawings. The miniatures, owing to the difference of scale and
medium, have naturally a character distinct from the other paintings. In fact, so great is
the variety among these painted portraits, although the drawings on which they are |
based are all identical in style, that the possibility must be borne in mind that the draw-
ings may have been used by other artists as the basis for painted portraits.?® Alternatively,
Clouet’s style in painting may have changed markedly during his career; but as we have
no exact dates to go on, this point cannot be established.?

When, however, we come to study the drawings (Plates 25-27), we find marked and
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consistent characteristics which are perhaps best brought out by a comparison with Hol-
bein. Both artists are, of course, masters of observation in all that concerns the human
face; but their methods of recording what they see could hardly be more different. Hol-
bein relies above all on an outline which is both beautiful in itself and precisely expressive
of character as it is shown in individual features. Clouet, on the other hand, seems hardly
interested in the outline; it is generally softened by being worked over several times and
in a drawing like the ‘ Unknown Man’ (Plate 26) it has neither decorative nor descriptive
quality. Clouet conceives the head primarily in terms of solid form, and not as a flat pat-
tern on the paper to which modelling is later added. In this way his chalk portraits are
nearer to Italian models than to Holbein, and it has been said that there is something al-
most Raphaelesque in their simplicity. Moreover, there is one technical device which
serves this plastic conception and which can be directly linked with an Italian source. In
all the drawings reproduced the modelling is achieved by a system of parallel diagonal
shading strokes which break off where there is a light and begin again when there is a
shadow. This simple method, which gives an almost geometrical quality to the model-
ling, is one used by Florentine artists in the Quattrocento and brought to perfection by
Leonardo. The latter, it is true, makes the most effective use of it when he is working in
silver point, but he also shades in this way with chalk.37 It is quite possible that Clouet
would have known drawings by Leonardo who brought with him to France the accu-
mulation of his studio which he bequeathed to his pupil Melzi; but in any case this link
with the great Italian master is an indication that Clouet’s eyes were not, as is often said,
turned entirely north, but that in his grasp of form he is in many ways nearer to Italy
than to Flanders, and that he must count as one of the few French artists who understood
the aims of the High Renaissance.
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CHAPTER 3}

THE CLASSICAL PERIOD OF THE
SIXTEENTH CENTURY

1540 - 1565

HistoricAL BACKGROUND

TuE middle decades of the sixteenth century in France showed a remarkable flowering
in all intellectual fields. Writers and artists began to free themselves from the tutelage of
Italy, and individual figures appear whose art is not only classical but genuinely French.
Ronsard and the Pléiade on the one hand, Philibert de I'Orme and Goujon on the other,
created the first really original and independent movements since the Renaissance had
touched France.

All these activities are centred round the Court even more completely than before. In
culture as in politics the centralization of France continued during the last years of Fran-
cis I and the reign of Henry II. We have already seen the attempts of the former to
gather the whole power of the State into his own hands, and though his son was person-
ally less active in this way, and indeed played little visible part in public affairs, the poli-
ticians who ruled France for him - Montmorency and the Guises - continued the policy
of Francis and carried absolutism to a further point. The same was true of religion. The
Crown now firmly identified itself with the cause of Catholicism, and, although the Pro-
testant party grew greater in number and more cfficient in organization, repression by
the Government also grew in intensity, with the result that more and more supporters
of the Reformation left France to take refuge in Geneva.

In literature the years round 1550 are marked by the birth of the new classicism. Du
Bellay’s Deffense et Illustration de la langue frangoyse (1549), the first four books of Ron-
sard’s Odes (1550), and Jodelle’s tragedy Cléopdtre (1552) were the manifestos of the new
movement which took the name of the Pléiade. Ronsard is the most typical figure of the
period. He was a firm but not a fanatical Catholic, a monarchist, many of whose finest
odes glorify the King, and a passionate believer in the glory of his country, which he set
forth in his most ambitious, if not his best poem, the Franciade. He was soaked in Greek
and Latin litcrature, but was not a pedant; he knew the Italian poets and learnt much
from them, but without cver imitating them slavishly, because a vital article of his faith
was that the French language was in itself as splendid as Latin or Italian, and that his
business was to write essentially French poetry. He created new forms of verse capable of
expressing ideas and feelings hitherto untouched by French pocts. In his didactic Odes
his ideas are clear and nobly expressed; in his shorter lyrics real fecling is compressed into
the strictest forms. France had not before him produced a writer of genius who expressed
himself within the conventions of classical poetry.
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A similar spirit of inventiveness and independence appears in the visual arts. Fontaine-
bleau continued to be the King’s favourite residence, and it was there that the new style
reached its finest lowering under Primaticcio. It was there also that were displayed the
works of art which Francis had obtained from Italy. Among the most important for the
future of French art were the bronze casts made from the moulds which Primaticcio
brought back from Rome after his journey of 1540. Through these casts French artists
were able for the first time to study such famous ancient statues as the ‘Laocoon’, the
‘Apollo Belvedere’, and the ‘Marcus Aurelius’, as well as the reliefs from Trajan’s
Column. A few original antiques were at Fontainebleau, and the ‘Diana’, now in the
Louvre, was to be seen in the house of the Duchesse d’Etampes at Meudon. Modemn
sculpture was also represented, and, in addition to the marble ‘Hercules’ by Michel-
angelo already mentioned, there were casts of his ‘Pietd” in St Peter’s and of his ‘ Christ’
in S. Maria sopra Minerva. Among paintings, the most celebrated were Michelangelo’s
‘Leda’, several works by Raphael and his studio, including the ‘Belle Jardiniére’, the
big ‘St Michael’, the ‘Holy Family of Francis I’, and the ‘Joanna of Aragon’, Titian’s
portrait of the King, and Leonardo’s ‘Mona Lisa’, * Virgin of the Rocks’, and ‘Virgin
and Child with St Anne’. There was enough, in fact, to make it not unreasonable, allow-
ing for the normal level of court flattery at the time, for Vasari to say that Fontainebleau
had become a second Rome.

Under Henry II patronage and collecting continued, but, as in politics, the King him-
self played little part. He seems to have taken a personal interest in the rebuilding of the
Louvre, but the real dictator in this field was Diane de Poitiers, a woman of great intelli-
gence and a good patron of Philibert de I'Orme, who built Anet for her and enlarged
Chenonceaun. The great nobles who were active in the conduct of government under
Henry II also played their part in the arts: Montmorency at Ecouen and Chantilly, the
Guises at Meudon and in their Paris hotel, and St. André at Vallery. In certain provinces,
particularly in the east of France and in the south-west, independent centres of activity
sprang up, but in general the style of the court was accepted as the standard for the
whole of France. Henry II was, in fact, inaugurating in the arts the policy which was to
be carried to its fullest development by Louis XIV.

ARCHITECTURE

Serlio, Lescot, Philibert de I'Orme, Primaticcio

The years 1540 and 1541 are crucial in the history of French architecture. In the latter
year Primaticcio returned from his visit to Rome, bringing Vignola with him; in 1540
or 1541 Sebastiano Serlio was called to France by the King, and about the same time
Philibert de I'Orme settled in Paris after his training in Italy. In these two years, there-
fore, a new wave of Italian influence was felt in France; and, further, the style which was
now brought back from the south was very different from that which had come in dur-
ing the earlier part of the century. For the first time French architects became aware of
the achievements of the High Renaissance in Italy, and the examples of Bramante,
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Peruzzi, and Sansovino were held up to them. Meanwhile the study of Vitruvius had
been spreading in France, where editions of his work had become available. These two
influences combined to exercise pressure in the direction of classicism and, since the
general state of mind among French artists and intellectuals was receptive to such an in-
fluence, they took root and produced the first great period of French classical architecture.

Of the artists mentioned above, Vignola is the least important in relation to France,
since at the time of his visit his career as an architect had not yet begun and he came in
the capacity of a technician, principally to help in the casting of bronzes from the moulds
after ancient sculpture which Primaticcio had brought from Rome. We have no further
record of his activities in France.

As is so often the case with Italian artists abroad, the less talented man exercised the
greater influence, and it is to Sebastiano Serlio, not to Vignola, that we must look to find
the main channel of Italian influence in France at this time.

Serlio was born at Bologna in 1475.1 After a preliminary training in this town he
moved to Rome, where he is traceable from 1514 till the Sack of 1527 as a pupil of
Peruzzi, who bequeathed to him all his plans and sketches, of which Serlio later made
extensive use. The years 1527-40 seem to have been mainly spent in Venice, partly in
actual building, of which little trace remains, and partly in the preparation of the treatise
on architecture. The first section to be published was the fourth book, which appeared in
1537. Serlio sent a copy to Francis I through Georges d’ Armagnac, Bishop of Rodez and
ambassador in Venice, asking at the same time to be taken into the Frencl: King’s ser-
vice. The latter promised a gift of 300 crowns, which seems to have been slow in arriv-
ing, but, in spite of this, Serlio dedicated the next section, Book 3, to the King when it
was published in 1540. This apparently produced the intended effect, and Serlio was
called to France and put in charge of the building operations at Fontainebleau.2 His posi-
tion in relation to the royal palaces is not altogether clear, but he seems to have acted
primarily in an advisory capacity, and none of the executed buildings can be attributed
to him. Meanwhile he continued work on his treatise, of which Books 1 and 2 appeared
in 1545, Book s in 1547, and an Extraordinario Libro in 1551. Books 6, 7, and 8 were still
unpublished at the time of his death in 1554.

During his time in France Serlio seems to have carried out only two buildings: the
house of the Cardinal of Ferrara at Fontainebleau, known as ‘Le Grand Ferrare’, of
which only the gate survives, and the chiteau of Ancy-le-Franc near Tonnerre in Bur-
gundy. In addition, he made designs, which were not executed, for the rebuilding of the
Louvre, for a pavilion and a loggia at Fontainebleau, for a merchants’ loggia or stock-
exchange at Lyons, and for a chiteau in Provence.?

These works, exccuted or designed, were of great importance for the later develop-
ment of French architecture, but in certain ways Serlio’s influence was even greater
through his treatise, which was issucd in many cditions and was translated into most
European languages.

Serlio’s treatise enjoyed this success because of its entirely new plan. Previous writings
on architecture ~ and they were not many — had been almost purely theoretical. Vitru-
vius had gone through many editions, some illustrated, and had already been the subject
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of learned exegesis. Alberti’s Architecture was lighter reading but still in the first place
theoretical, and it was not illustrated till the edition of 1550. Serlio planned to produce
for the first time an illustrated handbook for architects. His aim was essentially practical,
and the value of the book was to depend more on its plates than on its text. It was to be
a pattern book in which the architect could find solutions for all sorts of problems.

Serlio’s practical aim appears in every part of the treatise. The first two books deal
with geometry and perspective, which are essential to the architect, if he is to be distin-
guished from the mere builder. On the other hand, Serlio warns the reader that he is
going to avoid all theoretical speculation on these two branches of mathematics, and will
concentrate instead on their practical application. Book 3 contains plates and descriptions
of the finest works of ancient architecture, to which Serlio adds some of the most im-
portant modern buildings by Bramante and Raphael. Such models are useful for archi-
tects living far from Rome, either in France, which Serlio already had in mind as his
goal, or in Venice, where he actually composed this book. Book 4 deals with the five
Orders, but without the erudite detail which the commentators on Vitruvius loved.
Book s shows twelve designs for churches, mostly of ingenious forms, circular, oval,
polygonal, or variants of the Latin cross. The real Book 6 dealt with palaces, but it was
left in manuscript,* and the old collected editions put in its place the Extraordinario Libro,
containing fifty designs for doors according to the different Orders. Book 7 is concerned
with Accidenti, or miscellaneous problems which may present themselves to the architect.
These include, for instance, plans for houses on irregular sites, designs for chimneys,
schemes for systematizing older and asymmetrical buildings. Finally Book 8 was de-
voted to military architecture. Each book consists primarily of a series of plates to which
the text acts as a commentary. In the carly folio editions the woodcuts are of excellent
quality, but the later quartos are illustrated with coarse reduced copies, of which the
blocks are often ruined by overprinting.

Serlio was not an artistic genius, but he had one quality which must have helped to-
wards his success in France: he was extremely adaptable. In fact he is in this way an ex-
ception to most of the Italian artists who went abroad in the sixteenth century, for his
style grew more and more French the longer he stayed north of the Alps. This can be
seen in his treatise as well as in his executed works.

Naturally the two books published before his removal to France are entirely Italian in
character. His main sources are ancient remains and the work of modern Roman archi-
tects such as Bramante, but many of the designs are clearly Venetian in origin and show
the influence of Sansovino. Books 1 and 2, published in 1545, only deal with architecture
incidentally, but the buildings which appear in them are almost all Italianate in feeling,
and Book 2 ends with three plates giving Peruzzi’s designs for the tragic, comic, and
satirical stage. The preface to the Extraordinario Libro warns us that we may expect a
change, for in it Serlio apologizes for the freedom of the designs which it contains, ex-
cusing himself on the grounds that men naturally like novelty and asking the reader to
remember in what country he is working. He adds that he purposes not to wander far
from the precepts of Vitruvius, to whom be all praise. But when we look at the plates
we cannot help feeling that the Roman architect would hardly have approved the
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fantastic designs with which we are presented. Some of the doors are still irregular in an
Italian way, making play with complicated rustication in the manner of Giulio Romano.
Others exploit a broken silhouette in a2 more Venetian style. But some are altogether
personal in their licence as for instance the lonic door in Figure 4. Instead of columns
running up to the entablature supporting the pediment, this design shows them stopping
at the spring of the arch, so that Serlio has to fill in the upper part of the sides with
another Order of diminutive columns, in quite incorrect proportion to the Order

Figure 4. Serlio: Ionic Door, from the Sixth Book

below. Above this second Order are two decorative panels incorporating the crescent
moon of Henry II or Diane de Poitiers, and in the middle is a simple pediment raised un-
expectedly on a rectangular insertion, in which is an oblong panel. The whole door is
thus broken up into looscly related fragments in a manner quite contrary to the prin-
ciples of High Renaissance design. Other plates in the book are even more fanciful, but
this one has been chosen because it happens to have been imitated closely by a French
architect, Lescot, in the chiteau of Vallery.5

Inthe truesixth and in the seventh book the French influence is more tangibly apparent.
In the preface to Book 7 Serlio cxplicitly states that he is going to present some designs
‘in the Italian manner’ and others ‘according to French custom’. When, for instance, he
deals with fireplaces he gives two scts, one in a more or less Venetian style, and the other
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with picturesque French forms. In the same way the designs for windows include some
which are of traditional classical type and others which represent Serlio’s version of the
French dormer. Many of the elevations of houses include the high-pitched French roof,
which the author praises in the text for its practical value.

Serlio’s later style as we see it in the illustrations to the last books is a curious mixture.
The Italian manner which he brought with him to France was in itself not purely classi-
cal. Although he greatly admired Bramante, his real master in Rome was Peruzzi, who
was less Vitruvian in outlook, and was notable for the ingenuity of his planning rather
than for the correctness of his elevations. Further, Serlio’s style was affected by his stay
in northern Italy, and in Venice he picked up many tricks which tended to make his
manner less Bramantesque, so that he came to France with a style freer and more pic-
turesque than was normal in Rome at this time. It stands apart from the main stream of
Italian Mannerism, since Serlio seems to have been quite unaffected by the element of
conflict in the work of men like Michelangelo or Giulio Romano, and his deviations
from Bramantesque classicism are rather towards a general enrichment of outline and
detail. This tendency was fortified by the influences to which he was subjected in France,
and his later designs mark an important stage in the development towards the style
which is commonly called French Mannerism.

Of the two works which he actually carried out in France, the ‘Grand Ferrare’ (built
1544-6) has disappeared except for the entrance door, but we know its general character
from drawings and engravings, most accurately from the drawing in the Columbia
manuscript (Figure 7). The house consisted of a main block, or corps-de-logis, containing
a single flight of rooms, from which stretched forwards two narrower wings, one with
minor rooms and the other with a gallery. The court thus formed was closed by a wall,
broken in the middle by the door which still stands. This plan was in one sense an adapta-
tion of the design of Bury to a town house, but in another way it was an Italianate, regu-
larized version of earlier French town houses, such as the Hétel de Bernuy at Toulouse
or the Hotel d’Ecoville at Caen, where the main corps-de-logis faced on a court closed on
one or two sides by a screen wall. It is of great importance since it remained an almost
standard form for the hétel for more than a century. As far as we can judge, the building
was simple in appearance, with a single slightly raised floor, covered by a high roof in
the French manner. In one scheme, recorded in the Munich manuscript, Setlio proposed
to add to the corps-de-logis an open portico, which was no doubt condemned as not
suitable to the climate of Fontainebleau. In front of it was to be a terrace, in the middle of
which Serlio introduced Bramante’s circular steps for the Belvedere, a theme which he
uses in several of his engraved plates.

The chiteau of Ancy-le-Franc (Plate 28) survives complete, though it underwent many
alterations during the period when Serlio was in charge of the building and some after his
death. The building was probably begun in 1546, the date cut over the door on the south
front, and Serlio’s original designs are preserved in the Columbia manuscript (Figures §
and 6). These show an entirely Italianate building with rusticated ground floor and four
low square towers at the corners, in the manner of early Renaissance villas on the Vene-
tian mainland. Along the middle section of the main storey ran an order of Doric pilasters
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enclosing an alternating series of windows and niches. Above this and below the low
roof was an arcade, almost like a machicolation, which Serlio tells us was the personal in-
vention of the owner, who later gave it up, perhaps under pressure from the architect.
Two sides of the court were composed of double loggie, conspicuously north Italian in
character and suggesting models by Falconetti.6 In the Munich manuscript Serlio tells us
that after the building was begun the owner decided to decorate it with pilasters on all
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Figure 5. Serlio: Ancy-le-Franc: North Front

the floors, and we therefore know that this important change was made during the archi-
tect’s lifetime and under his direction. It was accompanied by other changes for which he
is almost certainly also responsible and which appear in the engravings of du Cerceau
published in 1576. These include the abandoning of the niches in the bays between the
windows. Later these bays were pierced with windows, producing the present arrange-
ment. Another alteration for which Serlio is probably responsible is the addition of the
high roof with dormers. At the same time the arrangement of the court was changed, the
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Figure 6. Serlio: Ancy-le-Franc: Section

number of the bays was reduced, and the regular repetition of an arch was replaced by
the motif of Bramante’s Belvedere with its more varied disposition of double pilasters
enclosing a niche between the arches. The result of these alterations was that the building
ceased to be a masculine design, a real Italian castello, and became almost effeminate in its
delicacy. At the same time it became markedly French, with its high roof and the flat
patterning of the walls, which is familiar from chétcaux such as Villandry.?
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Of the various designs made by Serlio for specific buildings but never carried out, one
must be mentioned. The Columbia manuscript contains a plan for a palace of the King,
and this can be shown to be a project for the rebuilding of the Louvre, which Francis I
had been considering since 1527. The plan was apparently rejected in favour of Lescot’s,
but indirectly it exercised an influence as great as his, because it contains the germs of
those ideas for the completion of the building which were to be discussed for several
centuries to come, and when we have to consider the various projects put up to Louis
X1V we shall find that even then Serlio’s plan was not forgotten, and that some archi-
tects were ready to borrow from it more than they admitted.

Serlio played an important part in the development of French architecture, because he
accustomed the French to the idiom of the early sixteenth-century Italian masters. But
his artistic personality was not strong enough to impose a style on the country of his

Figure 7. Serlio: Le Grand Ferrare: Plan

adoption. His treatise was used, so to speak, as a dictionary by many architects, particu-
larly in the provinces, but, though they often copied the individual words, they had no
idea how to put them together to form a sentence. For instance, the picturesque screens
enclosing the forecourt of the chiteau of Fleury-en-Biére are mainly composed of ele-
ments lifted from Serlio’s engravings, but nothing could be more provincial or less
Italian than the result produced by the French architect.® In a town like Toulouse, where
the general understanding of architecture was higher, the borrowings are more intelli-
gent, and Bachelier’s door to the Capitole, for instance, now in the Jardin des Plantes, is a
very competent version of onc of Serlio’s models.

o

The two great French architects of the middle of the sixteenth century, Pierre Lescot and
Philibert de I'Orme, form a remarkable contrast. De I'Orme was primarily an engineer,
with a love of ingenious structure and with great inventiveness in plans and architectural
forms. Lescot’s art was essentially decorative, and it is significant that in all his major
works he appears as the close collaborator of the greatest sculptor of the time, Jean
Goujon.
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Lescot (born between 1500 and 1515, died 1578) was a quite different kind of man
from the Le Bretons and the Chambiges, the master masons of the earlier part of the cen-
tury. He came from a well-to-do legal family, and from his youth gave himself up to the
study of mathematics, architecture, and painting, so that, unlike his French predecessors,
he was a man of general education and of learning. There is no documentary evidence
to show that he visited Italy in his youth, though he seems to have been sent to Rome
on an official mission in 1556, that is to say after the completion of all the buildings
which we know to be by him. The style of his work tends to confirm the view that he
did not cross the Alps earlier, for though his designs are in many respects classical they
show no specific likeness to Italian models, and they lack conspicuously the monumental-
ity which was the mark of Roman architecture in the generation after Bramante. It
seems much more likely that Lescot derived his knowledge of architecture from the
study of illustrated books on the subject, with perhaps some first-hand contact with
Roman remains in France.

Lescot’s reputation rests mainly on his rebuilding of the Louvre. Of his other works
the screen of St Germain I’Auxerrois (1554) has been destroyed, except for some of
Goujon’s reliefs preserved in the Louvre; the Hétel Carnavalet (c. 1545~50) has been alter-
ed three times since his death; the Fontaine des Innocents (1547-9) has been totally re-
constructed, and the chiteau of Vallery is only a fragment.® The facade of the Square
Court of the Louvre, on the other hand, survives complete, though many of the de-
corative reliefs have been recut. The story of this building has been worked out in the
greatest detail,® but we need only notice here the principal stages of its construction.

In 1527 Francis I declared himself dissatisfied with the medieval palace of the Louvre
and announced his intention of rebuilding it on up-to-date lines. He pulled down the
keep which blocked a great part of the Square Court of the old chiteau, but for many
years nothing more was done. In 1546, however, he commissioned Lescot to erect a new
building on the site of the west wing of the old chiteau. Lescot’s first project was to build
a corps-de-logis of two floors only with a projecting central pavilion in which he placed
the staircase. On either side of this there was to be a big room for public occasions. Dur-
ing the following five years, however, the plan and elevation were both altered. The
staircase was moved to the north end of the wing, leaving space for a single much
grander salle on each floor; but this move necessitated the addition of two more project-
ing pavilions at the ends, one of which had to house the new staircase. Finally the fagade
was heightened by the addition of an extra floor (Plate 294), perhaps in order that the
wing might not be overpowered in the view from the outside by another new building,
the Pavillon du Roi, which had been added in the south-west corner facing the river.
Originally the plan had only been to rebuild this one wing or at most to carry on the
same scheme round the existing court; but at some date between 1551 and the death of
Henry I1 in 1559 it was almost certainly decided to embark on a more ambitious plan and
to build a court enclosed by blocks double the length of Lescot’s executed wing. This
plan was not carried out till the reigns of Louis XIII and Louis XIV, but all the docu-
ments of this later period give the credit of the original idea for the cxtension to the
architect of Henry 11, that is to say, Lescot.
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In the context of French architecture of the middle of the 1540s the first feature which
strikes one about Lescot’sfacade is its classicism. The Ordersare of a correctness undreamt
of by Le Breton, and though Serlio was in theory capable of producing such accurate
imitations of antiquity, he had not apparently done so in practice. But, having noticed
this correctness of detail, we are at once almost equally struck with the un-Italian char-
acter of the whole design. If we compare Lescot’s front with the closest parallel in con-
temporary Roman architecture, Sangallo’s court of the Palazzo Famnese, the contrast is
startling.!? The Roman building depends for its effect on simple masses of almost un-
decorated masonry, on the exact repetition of a standard arch along each floor, and on
the clear demarcation of one floor from the next by the unbroken horizontal lines of the
entablatures. Lescot’s design has none of these qualities and in some cases displays their
exact opposites. The effect is one of ornamental beauty rather than of monumentality.
Apart from the pavilions, the fagade is entirely articulated with pilasters and not with
half-columns, and these pilasters are of the most decorative Orders, Corinthian and Com-
posite, in contrast to the Doric and Ionic of the Farnese Palace. The pediments over the
windows are alternately straight and rounded and are filled with reliefs.

Still more different is the general disposition of the fagade. Lescot has carefully avoided
the exact repetition on which Sangallo relies. The pavilions differ from the wings joining
them, and each pavilion is itself divided into a wide central bay and two narrow flanking
ones. Each floor has, further, a different system of fenestration; on the ground floor
segment-headed windows!? set behind round-headed arches; on the first floor pedi-
mented openings; and in the attic windows crowned with crossed torches. Again, the
pavilions have windows different from those in the rest of the fagade. Finally notice how
deliberately Lescot breaks the horizontals and emphasizes the verticals. Not one of the
horizontal mouldings is allowed to run unbroken through the whole width of the front.
On the ground floor the base of each pilaster breaks forward, whereas the entablature
only does so in the pavilions, where, however, it has a return in the middle bay. On the
first floor the pilasters rest on a more or less continuous base, except in the pavilions,!3and
the entablature breaks forward for the pavilions but does not return in the middle, as on
the ground floor. On the other hand, the three pavilions form marked vertical elements,
emphasized by the lines of the double columns which carry the eye upwards almost as in
the faade of Fontaine-Henri.14 In fact the triple repetition of the pavilion scems to be an
echo, probably unconscious, of the late medieval chiteau fagade divided by three round
towers, to be seen for instance at Josselin or Martainville. There is thus in this design
a mixture of classical features with others which derive from the French tradition; but
here the two elements are for the first time fused, so that it is possible to talk of Lescot’s
style as a form of French classicism, having its own principles and its own harmony.

The decoration of the interior of the new wing of the Louvre was also revolutionary.
The salle on the ground floor was ornamented at one end with a gallery supported by
Goujon'’s four caryatids, a form hitherto almost unknown in France and not, so far as I
can trace, used on a monumental scale even by Italian Renaissance architects.!> Lescot was
no doubt inspired to use them by the description in Vitruvius, and he may also have seen
them either in illustrated editions of his works or in Italian engravings, such as that by |
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Marc’ Antonio based on Pierino del Vaga’s decorations on the lower parts of the walls
in the Stanze.!¢

At the south end of the salle a bay was cut off and formed into the Tribunal, which
was separated from the main room by sixteen Doric columns, arranged in groups of
four. As usual with Lescot, these columns are richly decorated, but they have a monu-
mentality rare in his work.? In both these designs, as well as in the fagade itself, the
decoration was executed by Goujon, and there is little doubt that the sculptor must have
been a collaborator with the architect on more or less equal terms, so that it is hard to
say where the share of one ends and the other begins. The question is, however, hardly
a real one; for Lescot’s architecture was perfectly conceived to display sculpture, and
Goujon’s reliefs or caryatids were planned to decorate a building, so that the two men
worked in full harmony, almost as one mind.

In one case we find Lescot using another collaborator. This is for the wooden ceiling
in the Chambre of Henry I, that is to say the King’s bedroom in which all State business
was carried on. This ceiling survives, though moved to one of the rooms behind Per-
rault’s colonnade, and it marks an epoch in French interior decoration. Previous ceilings
had been of the traditional French pattern with beams running across them, decorated
usually with painted motives. But in the ceiling for the Louvre Lescot and his Italian
wood-carver, Scibec de Carpi, have rivalled the most elaborate southern designs of the
period, even those of Venice. We can be certain that the design is here due to Lescot and
not to the carver, partly because the documents indicate it,2® and partly because Scibec de
Carpi’s other work, such as the panelling in the Galerie Frangois I at Fontainebleau, based
on Rosso’s patterns, or the ceiling in the Salle de Bal of the same palace designed by
Philibert de 'Orme, are entirely different in character.

Lescot is almost certainly responsible for the Hotel Carnavalet begun ¢. 1545, the only
example of a Paris house which survives from the middle of the century (Plate 298).1
The building has been much altered, but certain parts of the original survive: the main
fagade on the court with the sculptures of the four seasons from the studio of Goujon,
the turrets which flank it, and the entrance, also decorated by Goujon. From the contract
of 1548 it appears that the gallery along the left-hand side of the court was not built as
early as the main block, but it was probably part of the original scheme. It was originally
covered by a high-pitched roof with dormers, and the present first floor was added in
the seventeenth century by Frangois Mansart.20

In its general plan the Carnavalet follows Serlio’s ‘ Grand Ferrare’, except that the side
towards the strect is closed by a block containing stables and kitchen instead of a simple
wall. The most interesting feature is the decoration of the fagade on the court with
Goujon’s reliefs. This arrangement, which was to be widely followed later in Paris,
was not entirely new, since it is found in the earlier Hotel d’Ecoville at Caen. Goujon
spent his early years in Normandy, and it may be that he knew this building and sug-
gested the idea to Lescot.

There are still many points about the career and achievement of Lescot which need
clarifying. Of his personality we know almost nothing, and even our records of his pro-
fessional carcer are very incomplete. We have no evidence of his activity before 1544,
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and after the death of Henry II in 1559 he again disappears, though he lived nearly
twenty years longer. But his position is assured as one of those who laid the foundations
of the classical tradition of French architecture which was to produce its greatest repre-
sentatives in the seventeenth century.

*

Lescot is, however, overshadowed by the figure of Philibert de 'Orme, beside whom he
seems no more than a talented amateur. De I'Orme is the first French architect to have
something of the universality of the great Italians. He combines the engineering skill of
the French mason with the learning of the Renaissance artist. Like Lescot, he is classical
without being merely an imitator of the Italians; but whereas Lescot can only play in one
key, Philibert is master of a vast range of harmony.

He was born in Lyons, probably about 1510, and was the son of a master-mason.
About 1533 he visited Rome, where he apparently spent three years. There he was
noticed by Marcello Cervini, later Pope Marcellus II, and also by Cardinal du Bellay,
who was at that time in Rome, accompanied by his secretary, Frangois Rabelais. After
three years spent in studying, measuring, and even excavating the antiquities of Rome
and, we may suppose, enjoying the conversation of the humanists whom he must have
met through the Cardinal, we find him back in Lyons in 1536. Here he executed his
first known work, the house of Antoine Bullioud.?? About 1540 he was called to Paris
by du Bellay, who commissioned him to build a chiteau at St Maur-l¢s-Fossés, near
Charenton. Through the Cardinal he was introduced to the circle of the Dauphin
and Diane de Poitiers, and in 1547 he was commissioned by the latter to build her
chiteau at Anet, which was completed about 1552.2 When the Dauphin ascended the
throne as Henry II de I'Orme was immediately appointed superintendent of buildings,
and during the whole reign he remained the most powerful figure in the arts in France.
For the King he designed the tomb of Francis I at St Denis, a chapel at Villers-Cotteret,
and the Chiteau-Neuf at St Germain. On the death of Henry II he was immediately dis-
missed, and seems for a short time to have been exposed to serious maltreatment from his
enemies, of whom he had made many by his arrogance.?* After four or five years, how-
ever, he was again taken into favour by the Queen Mother, Catherine de’ Medici, who
ordered him to build the palace of the Tuileries and to prepare new plans for completing
St Maur, which she had bought from the heirs of Cardinal du Bellay.

During his years of disgrace he composed two works on architecture from which we
learn much about him as a man and as an architect. The first, entitled Nouvelles Inven-
tions pour bien bastir et & petits frais (1561), was a practical treatise on the construction of
vaults and roofs and embodies the engineering aspect of Philibert’s thought. The other
and much more considerable work, the Architecture, in nine books was published in 1567.
It was to have been followed by a second volume dealing with Divine Proportion, but
Philibert was prevented from publishing this by his death in 1570.25

De I'Orme naturally makes use in the composition of his treatise of the obvious
models, Vitruvius and Alberti. But his work is original both in plan and in treatment. It

is not so speculative as Alberti, nor is it a mere illustrated compendium like Serlio. It
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combines the theoretical and practical aspects of architecture in a remarkable manner.
The main reason for this scems to be that the author writes from his own personal ex-
perience. He emphasizes this point explicitly, and throughout the book he quotes in sup-
port of his suggestions some work which he has executed or some incident, often dis-
agreeable, which has happened to him in connexion with a patron or a mason. This per-
sonal element gives freshness and solidity to his writing and prevents him from ever
copying, parrot-like, Vitruvius or any other authority. On the other hand, the book is
not solely made up of reminiscences or of practical hints; for Philibert was a man of
education, with a desire to find a rational basis for his art. But here again his approach is
personal and the theory is deduced from experience and observation.

His attitude appears in the general plan of the treatise. The first two books deal en-
tirely with practical questions, such as the relations of the architect to the patron, the
choice of the site, the effect of climate. The third and fourth are concerned with arith-
metic and geometry, but again from a strictly practical point of view, to enable the
architect to make good plans, to work out the structure of vaults, to use a plumb line,
and so on. Books § to 7 are devoted to the Orders, and the last two books cover architec-
tural details and decorative features such as doors, windows, and mantelpieces.26 It is ap-
parent from this arrangement that de I'Orme gives priority to the practical side of archi-
tecture, and he tells us this explicitly on several occasions: ‘It would be much better, in
my opinion, for the architect to fail in the ornamentation of the columns, in the propor-
tions and in the treatment of fagades (to which those who proclaim themselves archi-
tects devote most study) rather than that he should desert Nature’s excellent rules which
concern the comfort, convenience, and advantage of the inhabitants, and not the decora-
tion, beauty, and richness of houses, made only to please the eye, and not for any benefit
to the health and life of men.” 27

But if the architect must bear in mind practical considerations, he should always act
according to the dictates of reason, and not blindly without knowing what he is doing.
Philibert attacks those who pile up ornament ‘without reason, proportion, or measure,
and more often by mere chance, without being able to say why they did it’.28 Therefore
the architect must be equipped with some theoretical knowledge. He should know the
relevant parts of mathematics, have some notion of natural philosophy or, as we should
say, science, and a smattering of music so that he can deal with questions of acoustics. On
the other hand, de I’Orme differs from Vitruvius in that he does not consider it necessary
for the architect to be versed in law or rhetoric. Here again we sec his practical sense lead-
ing him to disagree even with the most revered of authorities.

The architect and the patron must plan everything before they actually start building.
The patron must consider whether he can afford to erect the projected house, whether it
is suitable to his station, and whether its upkeep will ruin him. He must then select his
architect with care, but having chosen him he must give him a free hand, not interfere
with him at every step, and not change his plans as the building grows.? The architect
must work out his plans and models in detail before he actually starts, so that the patron
may know cxactly what is proposed and so that the cost of the building can be accur-
ately estimated. In preparing these models and plans he must beware of using painters
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who embellish the architect’s true plans, and so give a false impression to the patron.® As
far as possible the architect must lay in a store of materials in advance so that he may not
be compelled to change in the middle of the operations.3! On one point Philibert is very
firm, coming back to it continually, namely that the architect must resist if possible
the idea of incorporating in his projected building fragments of older work existing on
the site.32 He quotes his own difficulties in this matter at Anet, and he may also have been
thinking of the confusion introduced into so many of the buildings of the earlier part of
the century, such as Fontainebleau, by the patching up and extension of earlier work. On
the other hand, he is not adamant on this point, and in Book 3 puts forward an ingenious
plan for regularizing a chiteau of which two older parts survive.3? But he does this only
under protest, again advising the architect to avoid the problem if possible.

After considering these basic practical matters, Philibert goes on to the question of
ornament. This he admits is necessary but it must above all be applied properly, ‘as is
necessary and reasonable’, not merely to give an effect of richness. Generally speaking, he
is opposed to richness of either decoration or material, except in the case of a royal
palace or a public building to which it isappropriate.* In particular he is against the reck-
less use of marble, and laughs at those who think that nothing worth while can be built
except in Italian marbles. He maintains, on the contrary, that the different kinds of stone
to be found in France are as good as marbles brought from Italy and more suitable to the
climate of the country.?

This is an instance of de I'Orme’s national pride, which is an underlying theme in the
whole of his writings. His independence of Italy and even of the ancients is one aspect of
this, and he constantly attacks those who blindly follow these models, pointing out inci-
dentally that in so doing they often fall into the trap of copying a good original for use
in a different setting or on a different scale, which makesitlook ridiculous.?6 But there is a
more positive side to this doctrine. Philibert sets up by implication a standard which was
new in France, that of reason as opposed to conformity to a model, classical or Italian.
He judges every problem on the basis of his own experience and understanding, learning
what he can from his predecessors but not following them blindly. This independence of
mind makes him a worthy contemporary to the poets of the Pléiade, and a true repre-
sentative of the first period in which France may be said to have produced her own
classical style. We shall see that it is as much a characteristic of his buildings as of his
writings.

His independence, his national fecling, and his practical sense all appear in their clear-
est form in the section of the treatise in which de I’Orme puts forward his proposal for a
new French Order to be added to the five Orders of Greece and Rome.

His argument is double, theoretical and practical. On the theoretical side he argues that
the Grecks and Romans invented Orders which satisfied their particular needs, so why
should not the French, an equally great nation, invent an Order in accordance with their
problems? The practical argument is also cogent. The Greek and Roman Orders were
invented in countries in which marble is the natural material, whereas in France most
buildings are made of stone. Now, it is difficult to obtain a shaft of stone long enough to
make a large column in a single piece, and, further, in a shaft of this length stone will not
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bear the strain put on it. Therefore, generally speaking, stone columns have to be built in
drums laid one on top of the other. The disadvantage of this is that the joints between the
drums are visible and are disfiguring to the columns. De I'Orme therefore proposes a
French Order in which the column is broken at intervals by bands of horizontal decora-
tion which serve to cover these joints. Finally he extends the idea by applying it to the
classical Orders and illustrates French versions of, for instance, the Doric and Ionic
Orders,? distinguished from their classical prototypes by the bands of decoration round
them.

When we come to examine the works actually carried out by Philibert de I'Orme we
fnd the same qualities as in his writings. Unfortunately almost all that he built has been
destroyed, and apart from sections of Anet and the tomb of Francis I, we have to rely on
engravings.

The chiteau of St Maur, probably begun in 1541 (Plate 314), has not the individuality
of his mature works, but taken in its context it is an important, even a revolutionary
building. Philibert himself boasts, not unreasonably, that it was the first building in
France ‘to show how the proportions and measures of architecture should be observed’28
and it is certainly true that it set a new standard of classicism for its date, which was, we
must remember, the year of Serlio’s arrival in France. The original plan and elevations
are given in the treatise,? but only the main corps-de-logis was carried out according
to them.* The design is reminiscent of the Palazzo de T, in that it consists of one
floor only and that the rooms are arranged in a single suitc round a square court.
But it follows the French tradition in that the side opposite the corps-de-logis is lower
than the other threc and that the two wings at right angles to it project beyond it to form
pavilions on the main fagade. On the garden side de 'Orme planned a horseshoe stair-
case leading up to the first floor, the carliest example of this form in France. The eleva-
tions were simple. Round the court ran a single Order of coupled Corinthian pilasters,
and in the middle of each side was a door flanked by columns.# Over the main door to
the corps-de-logis were panels with inscriptions and reliefs in honour of Francis I. The
main block of the entrance front had an almost similar arrangement, but the corner pavi-
lions, and probably also the other outside fagades, were decorated with rusticated
pilasters, as opposed to plain pilasters in the court. This design for St Maur is remarkable
in that it is the first attempt in France to decorate a complete building with asingle Order
of classically regular pilasters, disposed in the manner of the Italian architects of the High
Renaissance. The result is hardly Italian, partly because of the use of certain French
features such as the mullioned windows; but it justifies its author’s boast about its
novelty.

Though the greater part of Anet has been destroyed, its three essential features have
survived: the avant-corps or frontispicce from the main block, which now stands sadly
in the court of the Ecole des Beaux-Arts (Plate 308); and the chapel (Plate 32) and en-
trance gate (Plate 318), which are still in situ, though the chapel now stands free instead
of being, as it originally was, veiled by the porticoed cast wing of the court.

The frontispicce, which probably dates from the late forties, is a splendid example of
de I'Orme’s new conception of classicism. In form it is a development of the medieval
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French chiteau entrance which had already been modified and Italianized to different
degrees at Azay-le-Rideau, Fontainebleau, and Assier. But here the transformation is
more fundamental. First of all the Orders are far more correct than in any of the earlier
examples and are applied in their correct sequence - Doric, Ionic, and Corinthian - one
above the other, as in the Septizonium in Rome. But, more important, the design has a
monumentality which we have seen glimmering in French architecture of about 1540,
but never with this grandeur or completeness. This quality is particularly apparent if we
compare the fragment with one of Lescot’s Louvre pavilions (Plate 294). The choice and
the massive proportions of the Orders, the severity of the mouldings, the boldness of the
bases for the coupled columns, and the discreet use of the ornament are all in a spirit en-
tirely foreign to Lescot. De I'Orme’s design is classical but does not go back directly to
any Roman model; it has the grandeur of Sangallo but is not copied from him. Not till
the time of Frangois Mansart was any further advance to be made in the designing of
this favourite motive in French architecture.

The chapel 42 is even more remarkable. Apart from the apparently solitary experiment
of the chapel at Vannes,*? this is the first chapel in France in which is applied the Renais-
sance principle that the circle is the perfect figure, and therefore suitable for the house of
God. It is applied, moreover, with great originality. Not only is the centraldomed space
circular, but the side chapels are so shaped that the outer contour of the whole building
is a circle, interrupted only by the right angles of the two sacristies. Further, the pattern
of the marble pavement is composed entirely of arcs of circles, which are the projections
of the coffering of the dome.#*

This emphasis on the circle is in accordance with the practice of Bramante, but Phili-
bert’s application of it is quite different from his. In the Tempietto, Bramante chooses
the simplest combination of the mathematically pure forms of circle, cylinder, and
sphere, whereas de I'Orme, with an almost naive enthusiasm, seeks a much more com-
plex solution. The chapel lacks, therefore, the purity of the Tempietto, but it has its own
brilliance. It is also important for one structural innovation. Instead of arches in one
plane linked to the circular base of the dome itself through pendentives, the arches in this
chapel ate inscribed on the surface of a cylinder, not in a plane; that is to say the actual
profile of the sofhit describes a three-dimensional curve.#

Finally we must consider the entrance, probably built in 1552. This astonishing struc-
ture has, so far as I know, neither predecessor nor successor. It is designed almost with-
out the use of classical elements except for the Doric columns round the actual door, and
is thought of as a series of blocks of masonry, playing against each other almost in the
manner of functionalist architecture. A sequence of rectangular blocks builds up to the
central feature, surrounded by consoles and flanked by two rounded masses which sup-
port little terraces. The culmination of the whole design is the clock consisting of a
bronze stag surrounded by hounds, which move at the striking of the hours, a piece of
mechanical ingenuity typical of the architect. On each side, at the ends of the lower ter-
race, are four sarcophagi adding a touch of richness to the design, which, however, is
mainly enlivened by the elaborate open-work balustrades running round the whole

structure. An clement of colour was formerly given by an inlay of black marble in the *
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entablature of the Doric Order and by Cellini’s bronze relief of Diana, now replaced by a
plaster copy. This entrance is perhaps the most striking example of Philibert’s ability to
think in monumental terms while at the same time remaining free from any tendency to
imitate models of the Italian High Renaissance.46

The two works executed for Henry II are less startlingly original than Anet, and both
show more Italian influence than is usual with del’Orme. The tomb of FrancisI (Plate 34),
begun in 1547, is his solution to the problem of producing a classical version of the type of
tomb invented by the Giusti for Louis XII. It is in general design a Roman triumphal arch
with the side arches set back from the plane of the principal front. The detail is pure
and the use of coloured marble skilful, but the tomb has the disadvantage from the prac-
tical point of view that little of the gisants can be seen except their heads or their feet.#?

The Chiteau-Neuf at St Germain, or, as it was more properly called in the time of
Henry II, the Théitre, was begun in 1557. The contract proves that it was to consist of
a central one-storeyed corps-de-logis to the corners of which were attached four pavilions.
It was preceded by a court, enclosed simply by a wall and intended as a setting for
festivities.® The unusual form of this court, a square with an apsed bay on each side,
seems to be derived from a part of Hadrian’s Villa which was being excavated in the
sixteenth century and was then thought to have formed a symmetrical open court,
though later cxcavations have shown that it was in reality a covered dining-hall with
a strong longitudinal axis.

De I'Orme’s last two designs were prepared at the request of Catherine de’ Medici. In
1563 she acquired the unfinished chiteau of St Maur and ordered the architect to make
plans for its completion for her son, Charles IX, on a grander scale than originally pro-
posed. A series of drawings by du Cerceau in the British Museum appear to embody de
I'Orme’s new project (Plate 314).# The main difference from the first design lies in the
doubling of the pavilions adjacent to the corps-de-logis, thus enabling the architect to put
an extra appartement in each wing and so to enlarge the accommodation of the chiteau.
This arrangement was to be widely followed in the seventeenth century, for instance by
Salomon de Brosse at the Luxembourg, although it had the disadvantage of making the
side elevation asymmetrical. In spite of this enlargement the chiteau was to remain a
one-storcy building with a flat roof. Its treatment externally was to consist of a series of
rusticated pilasters, which hardly disturbed the simple grouping of the masses.50

The second commission for Catherine de’ Medici was much more important. In 1563
and 1564 the Queen was acquiring land outside the walls of Paris with the intention of
building herself a palace separate from the Louvre but conveniently near to it. This was
to be the palace of the Tuileries. Philibert de 'Orme was commissioned to produce the
designs, and he refers frequently in his treatise to the work that he was doing there for the
Queen Mother. At the time of his death, however, only a very small part of the building
had been completed; the lower section of a central pavilion containing a spiral staircase
without support in the middle, and two wings, onc on either side of it. We have little
certain evidence about hisintentions for completing the palace, but it is clear from what
was carried out that it would have been somewhat different in style from his usual work.
He himself suggests the reason for this in references to the Tuileries in his treatise, for he
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labours the point that he followed in every detail the wishes of the Queen, adding that
she demanded certain rich ornaments and materials and implying that he himself would
have preferred to have made them simpler.

In view of the uncertainty which surrounds the designs for the Tuileries and the later
plans for St Maur, it is difficult to give any precise characterization of de I'Orme’s last
style, but it is possible that he may have been moving away from the monumentality of
his earlier works towards a more Mannerist style. There are details in the elevation of
the Tuileries which are certainly due to de I'Orme and which foreshadow the innova-
tions of Bullant. The most significant is the manner in which the dormers are overlapped
by the pedimented panels between them, causing a blurring of each unit which would
not be found in the architect’s more classical works. In fact it seems that de 'Orme,
having contributed more than any other architect to the creation of a truly French
classical architecture, was towards the end of his life preparing the way for the succeeding
generation.

*

In spite of the fact that he was Iralian and senior to the architects whom we have just
considered, it is convenient to take the work of Primaticcio in architecture at this late
stage, because he did not become active in this field till towards the end of his career.
He seems, as we should expect, to have approached architecture through decorative
sculpture, and the first works which can plausibly be attributed to him are on the border
line between the two arts. These are the grotto of the Jardin des Pins at Fontainebleau
(Plate 378; ¢. 1543),52 the grotto at Meudon (¢. 1555), and the gate in the Cour du Cheval
Blanc at Fontainebleau (after 1561), of which the fragments are now incorporated in the
lower storey of the so-called Baptistery. All these show him influenced by the rusticated
work of Giulio Romano. The conception of the Grotte des Pins, with its giants emerging
from a rocky background, suggests that Primaticcio knew sketches for Giulio’s frescos
of the Fall of the Giants in the Palazzo de T, although the actual frescos were executed
just after he left Mantua.

More important and more strictly architectural is Primaticcio’s other addition to Fon-
tainebleau, the Aile de la Belle Cheminée, built in 1568 (Plate 374). This is a colder,
more academic work, from which we may conclude that Primaticcio had been in-
fluenced by the buildings of Vignola which he must have seen on his visit to Bologna in
1563. The general lay-out with the double flight of steps is impressive, but the detail is
dry and strangely in contrast with the picturesque rustication of his earlier experiments
in architecture.

Primaticcio’s name must also be closely associated with the mausoleum which
Catherine de’ Medici designed for her husband, Henry II, herself, and her sons. This was
the Chapelle des Valois, a circular building to be added to the end of the north transept
at St Denis (Plate 368). In the middle was to stand the tomb of the King and Queen,
which was begun in 1563 on Primaticcio’s designs, the sculpture being carried out by
Germain Pilon 33 (Plate 35). The tomb was Primaticcio’s solution to the problem tackled
by the Giusti and de 'Orme in the monuments to Louis XII and Francis I. As in the
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former of these, we secem to have here an echo of Michelangelo’s first design for the
tomb of Julius II, but one which shows at any rate a slightly closer understanding of the
original in the placing of the columns and statues at the corners of the whole structure.
As a result of this disposition Primaticcio’s tomb scems to be conceived more completely
in the round than de 'Orme’s, which is designed to be seen only from the front or from
the side, but not from any intermediate position. This more plastic conception was no
doubt due in part to the position for which the tomb of Henry II was destined, that is
to say, the centre of a circular chapel, where it would have been seen from every angle.

The question of the authorship of the chapel itself is more complicated. The docu-
ments and the evidence of Vasari prove beyond doubt that the original plan was due to
Primaticcio,* but very little seems to have been actually erected by the time of his death
in 1570. In 1572 Jean Bullant was put in charge of the work, and remained connected
with it till his death in 1578, when he was succeeded by Baptiste du Cerceau. The build-
ing was carried up to the top of the second Order by 1585, but was then abandoned.s It
fell into decay, and was finally pulled down in the early cighteenth century.56

In its general design the Valois Chapel goes back to Italian models such as Bramante’s
Tempietto or Michelangelo’s plans for S. Giovanni dei Fiorentini, though it differs from
any previous buildings of this type in having six chapels instead of the usual four or
eight, this number being dictated by the necessity of supplying four chapels for the four
sons of Henry II and two more for the altar and the entrance. The division of the chapel
externally into two storeys, each with its Order, from which emerges the drum carrying
the dome itself, recalls Sangallo’s design for St Peter’s, which Primaticcio could have
seen on his visit to Rome in 1540-1. All these links with Roman models tend to prove
that Primaticcio’s designs were followed fairly closely by his successors, but it is possible
that Bullant may have been responsible for some of the detail, since the application of
the Orders is consistent with his other work. Nothing in the chapel, however, suggests
the intervention of Baptiste du Cerceau, who has sometimes been credited with an
essential contribution to its design.

*

The four architects so far considered in this chapter all worked primarily in the fle-de-
France; but the middle decades of the century were also a time of great activity in the
provinces. It would be impossible to give even a brief account of the innumerable
chiteaux, churches, and town houses which were built or enlarged at this time all over
France. But one or two centres call for special mention.

In the south-west of France a group of buildings can be distinguished as showing a
style which is probably connected with the influcnce of a particular architect, Guillaume
Philandrier or Philander. Philander was originally a classical philologist and in architec-
ture was more notable for his learning than for his practical skill. Born about 1505, he
accompanied Georges d’Armagnac, Bishop of Rodez, when he went as ambassador to
Venice in 1536.57 There he became a pupil of Serlio, who probably inspired him with
the idea of working on Vitruvius. In 1543 he published a translation of this author and
the next year a long and erudite commentary on him. On his return to Rodez in 1544 he
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was given charge of the structure of the cathedral, and about 1562 added to it the
remarkable gable of the west front (Plate 36a). Here we see clearly Philander’s strength
and weakness; for he has simply planted a complete Roman church front on top of a tall
plain Gothic fagade. In its detail the design is remarkably pure and rather advanced for
its date, even on Italian standards. But in its context it is preposterous. All sense of scale
and appropriateness seems to have deserted Philander, and he has fallen straight into the
trap against which de I'Orme warns architects.

But Philander’s knowledge of classical architecture and his more scholarly attitude to-
wards the use of the Orders seem to have had their effect on architects in the Rouergue,58
and we find several chiteaux in which an interesting kind of classicism is visible, different
from that of northern France. The most important of these is Bournazel, of which the
carlier and less important north wing was built in 1545 and the impressive double-
arcaded screen on the east about 1550 (Plate 384).5 This arcade has something of the
monumentality of de I'Orme, but is not imitated from his style. It is actually more
Italianate, and it seems likely that this feature is due to the influence of Philander. The
design has, on the other hand, several strictly French characteristics. The decoration, par-
ticularly in the metopes, reflects the style of Fontainebleau, and one feature in the appli-
cation of the Orders is also irregular according to Italian standards but frequently found in
France. The entablature of the upper Ionic Order is unbroken in spite of the fact that the
columns are full and free-standing. This is a usage hardly ever to be found in Italy and is
explicitly condemned by Alberti.® It is possible that it was derived by French architects
from a celebrated Roman building, the so-called Temple of Diana at Nimes, which, we
shall see, was taken as a model in at least one other work.

Another centre of radiation for the new classicism, though not of quite so pure a kind,
was Toulouse, a city proud of its independence in politics through its Parlement and in
learning through its university. Humanists like Jean des Pins, Bishop of Rieux, rebuilt
their houses there in the new manner as early as 1530. Though little remains of this work
to-day, we can form some idea of the manner current at that time in Toulouse from the
Hotel de Bernuy of 1530 (Plate 388), in which traces of Gothic influences are still visible,
but which is strikingly original in its design. The important personality of the middle of
the century is Nicolas Bachelier, who built some of the outstanding private houses of the
town.®! He began as a sculptor, and his works in architecture bear the marks of this early
training. His door at the Hotel de Bagis (1538; Plate 408), with its ingeniously arranged
supporting herms, is conceived essentially as a work of sculpture. The entrance to the
Hbtel d’Assézat (1555) is more the work of an architect, but is still picturesque in its use of
rustication and surface decoration. The application of Italian motives in it is quite per-
sonal, and the design has little in common with what was being produced farther north.

There is no clear evidence about the authorship of the court of this hotel, the most
original work produced in Toulouse at this time (built between 1552 and 1562; Plate
40a). Lavedan 2 argues convincingly that it is too classical for Bachelier, but can make no
alternative suggestion. The only point that can be established is that the architect was
familiar with the treatise of Serlio, since the elevation is largely composed of elements
borrowed from the plates of Book 4. Whoever the architect may be, however, he must
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rank with Lescot and de 'Orme as one of the creators of the classical style of the middle
of the century, and his influence seems to have been wide among architects in Toulouse.

Apart from these centres two single buildings deserve special mention. The first is the
chiteau of La Tour d’Aigues near Aix-en-Provence. The main building of the chiteau
was probably put up about 1560, and is a direct adaptation of Lescot’s Pavillon du Roi
at the Louvre. Much more remarkable, however, is the triumphal arch erected as the
main entrance to the chiteau and dated 1571 (Plate 394). This displays some of the points
which we have seen in the architecture of the south-west, monumentality and the use of
the unbroken entablature over full columns. But its general character is quite different.
La Tour d’Aigues is within easy reach of the most important Roman remains in Pro-
vence, and it is no doubt from the study of these that the architect derived his style. The
rich frieze carved with trophies, the exceptionally fine and correct capitals of the Corinth-
ian pilasters, and the elaborate carving of the cornice all suggest a careful study of
Roman originals, not merely a casual acquaintance with them through drawings or en-
gravings. In fact La Tour d’Aigues has more than any other French building of the cen-
tury the character of a real Roman triumphal arch.53

The second building, the chapel at Champigny-sur-Veude, is equally remarkable.
The chapel itself was begun in the early part of the century, and is an interesting ex-
ample of Late Gothic with Italianate decoration. But in about 1570 the Duc de Mont-
pensier added at its west end a narthex of very unusual form, built, according to Haute-
ceeur, by Toussaint Chesnau (Plate 398). It consists of a barrel-vaulted porch at right
angles to the axis of the nave. The walls are decorated with two Orders of full columns,
Ionic and Corinthian, each supporting an unbroken entablature. The decoration is fan-
ciful, and entirely French, but the main design of the narthex may go back to the temple
of Diana at Nimes, which has the same form, though the barrel-vault is there supported
by a single Order.5

The same tendencies can be seen in other examples of ecclesiastical architecture of the
middle of the century, but gencrally only in parts added to existing buildings. The appli-
cation of columns and pilasters to doors and porches becomes more and more monu-
mental, as at Le Grand Andely.$5 Towers are decorated with Orders repeated in correct
sequence one above the other, as at Gisors and in St Michel at Dijon (Plate 218).66 Screens
were added in a strictly classical idiom, one of the finest being that at Arques-la-Bataille.6?
In other cases, for instance Le Mesnil-Aubry, the whole nave is built with classical
columns, but the principles of the structure remain medieval and the columns support
Flamboyant vaulting. There is only one example of a whole chapel which embodies the
principles of the new manner and which can compare in importance with provincial
secular work like Bournazel or the Hotel d’Assézat. This is the chapel of All Saints in the
cathedral at Toul, apparently mainly erccted before 1549.% This chapel is octagonal in
plan, with two superimposed Orders supporting a coffered dome. The fecling of the de-
sign and detail is entirely Italian, and very advanced for this date, but it is impossible to
point to any cxact analogy among Italian buildings.

These scattered examples confirm the conclusion which was to be drawn from secular
building that the new classicism created by the great architects of the court, Serlio, de
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’Orme, Lescot, and Primaticcio, was accompanied by parallel and often independent
movements in the provinces, which sometimes, as in the Hotel d’Assézat and the
chiteaux of Bournazel and La Tour d’Aigues, produced buildings of real originality.™

PAINTING AND ENGRAVING

Primaticcio, Niccolo dell’ Abbate, Frangois Clouet, Jean Duvet

Rosso was responsible for the style of decoration which we connect with the school of
Fontainebleau, but it was Primaticcio who created the manner of figure drawing which
was to become the most recognizable characteristic of French painting for the rest of the
sixteenth century.

This he achieved during the decade after his visit to Rome and the death of Rosso, in
which period he planned some of the most important decorations at Fontainebleau.
Most of these have disappeared or suffered from drastic restoration, but the preparatory
drawings which survive give us an idea of Primaticcio’s style and methods at this time.
The panels for the Cabinet du Roi decorated between 1541 and 1545 and known from
drawings (cf. Plate 42) are still in the tradition of Giulio Romano, and remind one of
the seated allegorical figures in the Stanza di Costantino. The Chambre de la Duchesse
d’Etampes (Plate 41) of the same years is much more important, and here the stuccos at
least are fairly well preserved, though the paintings as we see them date entirely from the
reign of Louis Philippe. However, the finished drawing for one of them, the Masquerade
(Plate 43B), shows that Primaticcio’s style was undergoing a change. To some extent this
transformation can be attributed to the effect which must have been produced on the
artist by his first sight of ancient sculpture in Rome, and the nudes in the foreground sug-
gest that something of the delicacy and softness of Late Hellenistic work was now quali-
fying the more masculine and sometimes inflated manner of Giulio. But in the Mannerist
attitude of the figure bending down in the right-hand corner of the foreground and in
the types of girls’ heads on the right there is proof of a different influence, that of Par-
migianino, which was to be the essential factor in transforming Primaticcio’s style. It is
likely that Primaticcio knew his work more through copies, drawings, and engravings
than through paintings, but this was enough to make him realize the elegance and refine-
ment of the artist’s style and to enable him to absorb elements of it into his own art. The
change is most clearly visible in the stuccos of the Chambre de la Duchesse d’Etampes,
where the caryatids have the characteristics of Parmigianino’s female figures: long
tapering limbs, thin necks, small heads with exaggeratedly classical profiles. In the de-
corative part of the stuccos the influence of Rosso’s Galerie Frangois I is still evident,
both in the fruit garlands and the strap-work, but the character of the figures is quite
different from his. Rosso sometimes elongates his figures, but he does so in order to give
them a sort of spiritual intensity, and the elongation is combined with an angular dis-
position of the limbs which heightens this effect. With Parmigianino and Primaticcio the
forms are long and delicate, and are disposed with the utmost ease, never with abrupt-
ness. The figures in the Chambre de la Duchesse d’Etampes were the first examples of
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this formula which was to have such success in France and was to be imitated by other
countries during the later sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries.’

The most important examples of this style were the two galleries at Fontainebleau
which occupied the later part of Primaticcio’s career, the Galerie Henri Il or Ballroom, and
the Galerie d’Ulysse. The former survives, much restored; the latter was destroyed in the
eighteenth century, but much of its decoration is known from drawings and engravings.

The Salle de Bal is not of a form conveniently designed for painted decoration. Built
between 1540 and 1550, with immensely thick walls, leaving deep window embrasures,
the room was originally to have been vaulted, and the consoles to support the vaults sur-
vive. But under Philibert de I'Orme the plan was changed in favour of the existing
coffered wooden ceiling. This left for the main frescoes somewhat awkward spaces com-
posed of spandrels linked together over the slightly flattened arches. These zones and the
spaces under the window embrasures were decorated by Primaticcio probably between
1552 and 1556. Owing to the condition of the paintings themselves, we shall form a
fairer idea of their qualities from the surviving drawings (Plate 43a). Here Primaticcio
has been visibly inspired by the example of Raphael’s decorations in the Farnesina, the
classic models for decoration within the difficult space of the spandrel; but his slightly
broader fields have forced him to enlarge the compositions from the two or three figure-
groups of Raphael to whole scenes. However, although compositions and many of the
figures come from Raphael, all are changed in character and conform to the canons of
proportions employed by Parmigianino.”

The second great decorative scheme, the Galerie d’Ulysse, was far more complex and
took many years to complete. The gallery was of immense length, and filled the whole
side of the Cour du Cheval Blanc on the first floor. It was probably begun soon after
1541, and by the death of Henry II the painting of the walls and vault was complete.
The additions made by Charles IX consisted mainly of the decoration of the window
niches and the paintings over the five fireplaces. The walls were decorated with a series
of paintings illustrating the story of Ulysses which, as far as we can judge from the draw-
ings and engravings, show Primaticcio as a master of academic design in a style more
affected than previously by Michelangelesque influence, particularly in the scenes of

~ violent action. In the gentler subjects, however, the style of Parmigianino dominates,
- and we can form some idea of what they must have been like from an oil-painting of

Ulysses and Penelope, probably by Primaticcio himself, which is based on one of the

. panels (Plate 448). A striking feature here is the group of small figures in conversation

in the background, their lean silhouettes forming with the foreground group a contrast
which in its dramatic quality recalls Rosso.

The vault was decorated with grotesques, among which were interspersed small
panels of figures. The general disposition of one bay of this design is recorded in an en-
graving by du Cerceau (Platc 444). This shows that Primaticcio drew his general idea
from the frescocs attributed to Picrino del Vaga in the Salone di Studio of the Cancel-
leria in Rome, which he could have seen on his visit of 1540. In both decorations the effect
depends principally on the great variety of forms given to the panels ™ and on the in-
genious way in which they blend with the grotesques surrounding them.
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The general plan of the bays seems to have been the same all through the gallery, buta
difference is to be traced in the designs of the actual figure panels. In the earlier bays these
seem to have been in the style of the Ballroom or the Chambre de la Duchesse d’Etampes.
But from the middle of the gallery onwards there is a strong tendency to introduce illu-
sionism. So, for instance, in the octagonal fresco of the fourteenth compartment which
shows Jupiter and Juno surrounded by the Olympians, the figures are arranged in a steep
perspective system such as Correggio used in his dome designs. In other panels the illu-
sionism is contrived with the help of foreshortened architecture, recalling Tibaldi, as in
the panel of Minerva visiting Jupiter and Juno in the thirteenth compartment. In the
tenth bay, perhaps the boldest of all, the chariot of Apollo is depicted from exactly be-
low, so that all that can be seen is the bellies of the horses.?

This change of conception may have been due to a development in the style of Prima-
ticcio, but it can be more probably explained by the intervention of a new artist in the
direction of the gallery. This was Niccolod dell’Abbate (c. 1512-71), a painter who was
born and trained in Modena and is first traceable at Fontainebleau in 1552. He arrived
with a wide experience of north Italian illusionist painting as it had sprung from the ex-
periments of Mantegna and Correggio and been continued by the Mannerists. Niccold
himself had executed illusionist decoration in Italy: a frieze in the Palazzo Poggi in
Bologna, an octagonal ceiling design of the Boiardo family now in the museum at
Modena, and a complete ceiling in the Municipio of the same town.” He was therefore
more deeply versed than Primaticcio in the latest devices of this kind of decorative paint-
ing, which the latter could not have seen till his visit to Bologna in 1563, when the vault
of the gallery was already finished. It is therefore reasonable to suppose that this change
is due to Niccold, though it would not be safe to conclude from this that the drawings
for all such illusionist panels in the gallery were prepared by him. Primaticcio, who had
shown after his visit to Rome in 1540 that he was capable of absorbing new ideas and
putting them to good use, may well have benefited by Niccold’s suggestions and incor-
porated them in his own designs.”

The last decorative work planned by Primaticcio was the chapel for the Hétel de
Guise. From a letter of 1555 we know that he recommended Niccold to carry out the
work, but it is generally assumed that the drawings are from hisown hand.? In any case
the designs show the illusionist methods of Niccold in a high degree, especially the
fresco over the altar which represented the Star of the Magi supported by angels. The
general style of this composition recalls Correggio, but the immediate model seems to be
the central panel of the Sala dei Pontefici in the Vatican, probably by Pierino del Vaga.”

Niccold’s personality seems to have been partly submerged in that of Primaticcio after
his arrival in France, but the ‘Continence of Scipio’ (Louvre), which is almost cer-
tainly datable to that period, shows him as a quite independent designer of figure com-
positions. This is a typical work of North Italian Mannerism, not deriving, like Prima-
ticcio, from the Roman tradition of Giulio Romano, but ultimately from Correggio via
his imitators in Emilia. In the types, in the non-linear conception, and in the softness of
the handling it is characteristically Modenese, and not Mantuan.

In one other field - that of landscape - Niccold was an innovator in France. He had
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already evolved in Italy a style of landscape-painting based on that of Dosso, of which
typical examples are to be seen in the Borghese Gallery. The ‘Landscape with Orpheus
and Eurydice’, now in the National Gallery in London (Plate 458), and the ‘Rape of
Persephone’ in the Louvre were executed in the same style, probably in France.®® Nic-
cold’s style differs from that of Dosso in that it reveals more evident traces of the in-
fluence of Flemish landscape as it had been evolved by Patinir and his followers. The
panoramic coast view, the fantastic buildings, the artificial disposition of the colour
in tones of brown, green, and blue are all marks of the Antwerp school. Niccold prob-
ably first came into close contact with this tendency in France, but its effect is already
to some extent evident in the two Borghese landscapes which seem to have been exe-
cuted in Italy 8t

The Fontainebleau school as it was represented by Primaticcio and Niccold dell’ Abbate
was the central stream of French painting during the period which we are considering,
but there were artists working in the provinces who were hardly affected by their style.
Unfortunately we are very ill-informed about these subsidiary groups, and till further
research is carried out we are only in a position to indicate a few scattered instances of
what may have been taking place in many districts in France.

The most important of the painters working independently of the Fontainebleau
school is the elder Jean Cousin, whose identity and career are beginning to take shape
owing to the discoveries of Maurice Roy.# He was a native of Sens, and is recorded there
from 1526 onwards. In about 1538 he moved to Paris, where he evidently made for him-
self a highly successful career as a painter and designer of stained glass, and died in 1560
or 1561, leaving considerable property. Little work survives which can with any certainty
be ascribed to him, but we can safely accept the traditional attribution to him of the
‘Eva Prima Pandora’, probably executed in Sens before 1538 and now in the Louvre,
since the tradition can be traced almost to his own lifetime. Apart from this, the only
solid fact is the contract of 1543 which proves his authorship of the tapestries of the life
of St Mammes, of which three survive, two still in the cathedral of Langres for which
they were woven, and one in a private collection.®?

From these works we can deduce that Cousin, while conscious of contemporary art
in Italy, did not draw his knowledge of it entirely from Fontainebleau. The ‘Eva Prima
Pandora’ (Plate 464),8 though it shows the influence of Rosso in the head of the figure
and to some extent in the drawing of the nude, differs entirely from anything produced
at Fontainebleau in the setting with its rocky cave and dramatic silhouettes of trees, sug-
gesting a knowledge of Leonardo in the use of light and of Diirer’s engravings and
woodcuts in the forms of the trees.ss

It is known that Cousin designed much stained glass, and two windows in the cathe-
dral of Sens are traditionally attributed to him. One, representing Augustus and the sibyl
(1530), has been so much restored that no firm conclusion is possible; the other, of the
life of St Eutropius (1536), is quite consistent with his style as far as it is known to us.

Cousin is not altogether typical of the provincial artist of this period, because he left
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his native town for Paris and there made his career. In the neighbouring Auxerre we find
an example of an artist who seems to have worked solely for local patrons and never to
have established contact with the tradition of the capital. This is Félix Chrétien, whose
career as a painter was devoted to the service of Frangois de Dinteville, bishop of
Auxerre.

By far the most striking work attributed to Chrétien is the painting of *Moses and
Aaron before Pharaoh’, recently bought by the Metropolitan Museum (Plate 468). This
composition was painted as a pendant to the ‘Ambassadors’ of Holbein, commissioned
by Jean de Dinteville, brother of the bishop, and depicting him with his companion,
Georges de Selve. The ‘Moses and Aaron’, which is dated 1537, shows various members
of the Dinteville family enacting the parts of the Hebrew prophets.8?

Stylistically the picture has no parallel in French painting. The composition, with its
almost life-size figures filling the whole height of the panel, is German rather than
Italian in type. To some extent it must also have been directly influenced by the ‘Am-
bassadors’ to which it was a companion. In colour, too, the influence of Holbein is ap-
parent. The flat treatment of the strong local colours in the robes and the jewelled paint-
ing of decorative borders all suggest that Chrétien had been put on his mettle by the
challenge of the German artist. The result is in some parts crude, but the technical brilli-
ance is startling, especially in the painting of the glassy substance of which the rod-ser-
pent is composed. Chrétien’s interest in Italian painting is visible in the drawing of the
nude, and the combination of northern and southern elements makes up a whole which
has a defmitely French flavour, though this particular mixture cannot be found else-
where in the country at the same period.8

Another group of provincial work shows direct contact with Italy. This is the series
of frescoesillustrating the Trojan War in the chiteau of Oiron (Deux-Sévres) (Plate 454).
The contract for these paintings which was known in the nineteenth century shows them
to have been painted in 1549 by Noél Jallier, an artist otherwise unrecorded. These fres-
coes are damaged but are being restored and will probably count among the most im-
pressive decorations of the period. They show many elements of the Fontainebleau
style, but they also reveal a knowledge of Roman decoration of the later 1540s, par-
ticularly of Daniele da Volterra’s stucco frames in the Sala Regia of the Vatican # and
Salviati’s decorations of the Palazzo Sacchetti.?

*

Parallel with these schools of decorative painting the art of portraiture continued to
flourish in France. Indeed, the middle of the sixteenth century is a period of unusual
activity in this field, and the fashion for collecting portrait-drawings led to the setting up
of regular factories for supplying them. Various attempts have been made, principally by
Dimier and Morcau-Nélaton, to put order into this mass of material, but it must be con-
fessed that the problem is still to a large extent unsolved, and the greater part of the
drawn and painted portraits of the period cannot be attributed with any certainty to
named artists. The following summary will give what facts are tolerably certain, and
will not include any attempt to deal with the problem of the anonymous works.
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Two names occur frequently about the middle of the century in connexion with por-
traiture, Francois Clouet and Comeille de Lyon. About the former we have a few solid
facts on which to base an account of his works; but in the case of Corneille there is no
single work which can be authenticated by anything like contemporary evidence.

Francois Clouet was the son of Jean and often used his nickname of Janet. In 1541
after the death of his father he was appointed by Francis I to succeed him, and we must
therefore suppose that he was already an artist of established reputation. On these
grounds the date of his birth must be placed not later than 1510 and probably rather
earlier. He died in 1572. He is recorded as executing various works now lost, but the
earliest surviving painting which bears his signature is the portrait of his friend, the apo-
thecary Pierre Quthe in the Louvre, dated 1562 (Plate 49). This portrait at once indi-
cates that a principal source of inspiration for Fran¢ois Clouet must have been Florentine
painting; for the type conforms to one in regular use by painters like Pontormo, Bron-
zino, and Salviati.?2 The pattern with the figure leaning one arm on a table and a curtain
cutting off the corner of the composition is purely Florentine in origin, and the natural-
ism in the face and in the treatment of drapery is close to the early work of Bronzino or
to the portraits of Salviati.?? It is an altogether unpredictable work in French painting of
this time, and points to the conclusion that the author must have paid a visit to Italy, for
models of this type were not, as far as is known, available in France.?*

A second portrait bearing his name is the life-size full-length of Charles IX in the
Vienna gallery (Plate 47).%5 Here the main influence seems to be from Germany. The
stance of the figure and the flat, almost heraldic treatment of the elaborately embroid-
ered dress, though they have certain affinities with Florentine portraiture, are closer to
portraits by Seisenegger dating from the 1530s.%6 Clouet’s ‘ Charles IX is more hieratic
than contemporary Flemish portraiture, of which the leading exponent was Mor, and
even Bronzino would appear naturalistic beside it. It conforms to a type of international
Mannerist portraiture which spread over Europe in the second half of the sixteenth cen-
tury, producing an exact parallel in Sanchez Coello in Spain and ending with the style
of the Pourbus family at the turn of the century.%?

For this portrait a drawing exists in the Hermitage which provides the basis for
attributing to Francois Clouet a series of similar sketches (cf. Plate soB) of which the
greater part arc in the Musée Cond¢ at Chantilly. These show traces of influence from
the elder Clouet, but with important differences. The technique is much more metic-
ulous, the attention to accidents of feature and surface is greater, and, as a result, the
emphasis on simple geometrical volume is much less apparent. Whereas Jean Clouet’s
drawings were in the tradition of the Italian High Renaissance, those of his son belong
to the world of northern-European naturalism.

One painting signed by Francois Clouet stands apart from those so far considered. This
is the ‘Lady in her Bath’ (Plate 48) formerly in the Cook collection, traditionally identi-
fied as a portrait of Diane de Poitiers, but more probably, as suggested by Irene Adler,
of Marie Touchet, the mistress of Charles IX. Here again Italian motives dominate, for
the conception and pose of the half-length portrait are taken directly from one of the
so-called “Monna Vanna’ portraits emanating from the studio of Leonardo, of which
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the finest is the cartoon at Chantilly.®8 Clouet may have known one of these Italian ori-
ginals, but he may equally have come to know the design through the adaptations of it
frequently made in the circle of Joos van Cleve.®® The latter hypothesis is perhaps sup-
ported by the somewhat Flemish flavour of the painting and by the resemblance of the
composition as a whole to certain paintings by Joos van Cleve representing half-length
groups, usually of the Holy Family, behind parapets on which are depicted a dish of fruit
and other objects.!® There mayalso be a faint echo of Titian in the presence of the maid-
servant in the background, but there is no stylistic link with Venetian painting.10!

The problem of Corneille de Lyonis, ashas already been said, unusual in that, although
we have many contemporary references which show him to have been a portrait painter
of great repute, we have no work which we can attribute to him with certainty. The
documents prove that he was of Dutch origin and was born in The Hague, that he was
painter to the Dauphin, later Henry II, from 1540 onwards, and that he was naturalized
French in 1547. In 1551 the Venetian ambassador, Giovanni Capelli, describes a visit to
his studio, where he saw little portraits of all the members of the French Court. After the
death of Henry II he continued in favour with his successors. He abjured Protestantism
and joined the Roman Church in 1569, and the last record of him dates from 1574.

It is traditional to assign to him a group of small portraits of French sitters which
are clearly distinguishable from the style of the Clouets and which suggest a Flemish
origin (cf. Plate 504). There is nothing to prove that they are from his hand, but the
hypothesis is perfectly plausible.192 These portraits are characterized by their small size,
their sensitive naturalistic modelling in a northern manner, and usually by a green back-
ground. We have no evidence of the artist’s early training, but there is nothing in Dutch
portraiture of the time to suggest that he learnt his art in his own country. Closer links
can perhaps be seen with Antwerp, more precisely with Joos van Cleve, whose portraits,
though larger in scale, have very much the same modelling in thin glazes which give
variety of light and texture to the features rather than plasticity. This influence may
have been reinforced when the Flemish painter visited the French Court, probably soon
after 1530, to paint the portraits of Francis I and his second wife, Eleanor of Portugal.103

*

If we turn to engraving we come upon an artist who forms in every respect a contrast
to all that we have so far found in France during the sixteenth century. The painting of
the period was a court art, almost exclusively associated with the King himself or with
the great noble families; and it showed in the most highly developed form the char-
acteristics of such an art: elegance, sophistication, and refinement. With the engravings
of Jean Duvet (Plate s51), above all with his illustrations to the Apocalypse, we are
confronted with the works of a religious mystic which sweep us at once into a world
far removed from the Court of Fontainebleau and carry us back in some ways into the
Middle Ages. _

We know little of Duvet’s life beyond the facts that he was a goldsmith, that he was
born in 1483, that he lived mainly in Langres and Dijon. He may have spent some years
in Geneva, but he died in France after, but probably not much after, 1561. His earliest

64




PRIMATICCIO : NICCOLO DELL’ABBATE : F. CLOUET : J. DUVET

dated engraving is an ‘Annunciation’ (R.D.s) of 1520. This does not foreshadow his
mature style, but it is a startling work for its date, owing to the pure Italian style which
it displays. The architectural setting is more accurately classical than anything to be
found in contemporary French work; the figure of the Virgin has an almost Correg-
gesque sentiment; and the angel reveals a knowledge of current Roman painting. An en-
graving for the Judgement of Solomon’ (R.D.64), undated but probably early, is based
on Raphael’s cartoon of Elymas the Sorcerer and also incorporates borrowings from
North Italian engravings. Duvet may have known the Raphael design from the en-
graving of Agostino Veneziano, but the real understanding of High Renaissance Italian
design displayed in these and other early works leads to the conclusion that he must have
visited Italy and have seen the works of Raphael and his contemporaries for himself. It
is otherwise hard to see how he should have an understanding of them so much in ad-
vance of his fellow countrymen.10¢

Apart from the ‘Apocalypse’, the most famous engravings by Duvet are the Uni-
corn series, which may be tentatively dated to the 1540s.1%5 Stylistically they show a
further approach towards the manner of the ‘Apocalypse’. The compositions are crowd-
ed, space is no longer clearly defined; the heads tend more towards the grotesque; ele-
ments, such as putti, borrowed from Italy, are transformed more and more into a per-
sonal idiom.106

It is, however, in the twenty-four engravings illustrating the ‘Apocalypse’ that
Duvet’s full imaginative power is seen (Plate s18). The set was published at Lyons in
1561, but the first plate, with a self-portrait of the artist, bears the date 1555, and others
may well have been executed before this time. In these compositions Duvet borrows ex-
tensively from Diirer’s woodcuts of 1498, and it could even be said that his whole pro-
jectis based on that of his predecessor. But it is the variations from Diirer rather than the
resemblances that are interesting.

The approach of the two artists is entirely different. Diirer aims at the greatest clarity
in his designs, at perspicuity in his setting out of the narrative, at making the super-
natural stories seem, at least, to conform to the laws of nature. He compresses the spiri-
tual significance of the subjects within this severe framework, and in the process gains
the concentration which is one of the most marked characteristics of his engravings.
Duvet accepts from the outset the purely visionary nature of his material and plans his
compositions on that basis. All attempt to make them plausible is abandoned. Space is
not a matter of interest; relative scales of figures or of figures to buildings are arbitrary;
the human figure can be distorted to any degree if by so doing it becomes more expres-
sive of the symbolical action it has to perform; clarity is no object in itself in a subject
where commotion and turmoil are the central themes. Duvet accepts the dictation of the
text with the utmost literalness. If St John speaks of a voice ‘as it were of a trumpet’,
Duvet shows an actual trumpet blowing into the saint’s ear. In the sealing of the hun-
dred and forty-four thousand, whereas Diirer with typical moderation represents those
sealed by a group of about a score, Duvet shows an innumerable crowd vanishing in con-
fusion into the far distance. He is completely uncompromising in his methods; he does
not shrink from rigid and monotonous symmetry when it is demanded, as in the
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‘Fountain of Living Water’ (R.D.49), nor from the grotesque, as in the ‘Fall of Babylon’
(R.D.44), where the woman seen in the previous plate seated on the Beast is depicted
tumbling down in an attitude which trembles on the borderline of comedy. But in all
these designs there is an urgency and a conviction which make us forget the confusion
and the technical incompetence. We feel only that here is an artist who has penetrated
the visionary world described by St John and has translated his experience into appro-
priate terms, even if those terms are at variance with all the canons of classical art.

Duvet may seem at first sight an inexplicable phenomenon in French art of the six-
teenth century, but this is not the case, if we examine more closely the circumstances in
which he lived. Although we know little of his own life, we have some information
about the atmosphere of Langres in his time. The religious activity of the town was
dominated by the personality of the bishop, Claude de Longwy, Cardinal de Givry, who
was appointed to the see in 1529.197 The Cardinal belonged to the group of churchmen
who recognized the abuses in the Catholic Church and wished to reform them, but were
passionately opposed to the doctrines of Luther and the Protestants. Although himself a
powerful figure in the Church, he was never a politician, and his reforms were aimed at
producing a change of heart, not of constitution. In his diocese he inaugurated a move-
ment of real enthusiasm, one manifestation of which was the foundation of many new
confraternities for charitable and devotional purposes. Of these the most important was
that of the Holy Sacrament, founded in 1548, to which we know that Duvet belonged.108

It was against the background of this emotional religious movement that Duvet’s
‘Apocalypse’ was produced, and it is this atmosphere that it reflects. His art, therefore,
offers a close analogy to some of the early manifestations of Mannerist painting in Italy,
particularly to the work of Rosso and Pontormo in Florence in the 1520s, produced in a
similar atmosphere of religious excitement.1%® The stylistic analogies with the art of these
Florentine painters are obvious: the arbitrary proportions of the figures, the crowding
and lack of space, the borrowings from Diirer, the revival of Gothic elements. The last
feature is naturally more evident in the work of the Frenchman than in that of the
Italians, since France had not yet fully thrown off the habits of medieval art. Duvet is
also more specifically mystical than the southerners, who should rather be described as
dramatic in their treatment of religious emotion. But in general the parallel is close, and
the contrast between Duvet and the art of Fontainebleau is in almost every respect like
that between the religious art of Pontormo and the official style of the Medici Court.!1

Duvet is an appropriate artist with whom to end the chapter on the classical art of the
mid sixteenth century, because in a sense he links the periods which precede and follow
this classicism. We have already seen that in certain respects he springs from the Middle
Ages; in others the mystical and agitated quality of his work foreshadows the art pro-
duced in the later part of the sixteenth century during the Wars of Religion.!1!
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SCULPTURE

Goujon, Bontemps, Domenico del Barbiere

In the field of sculpture, as in that of painting, we find a great Italian playing his part in
the development of the art in France; but in this case the exact share of the artist -
Benvenuto Cellini - is very hard to define. For of the works which he executed during
the five years of his stay — 1540 to 1545 — only two survive: the bronze relief of the
Nymph of Fontainebleau and the gold salt-cellar executed for Francis I. We know from
his autobiography that he also made models for a series of twelve silver statues of gods
and goddesses, of which only the Jupiter was finished; 112 that he began a fountain with a
colossal statue; and that he made two bronze busts and a number of silver vases. But of
all these nothing survives. Even the ‘Nymph of Fontainebleau’, as weseeit, is only a frag-
ment of a scheme for reconstructing the whole of the Porte Dorée at Fontainebleau with
supporting satyrs at the sides and a new disposition of the architectural surround.

There can, however, be no doubt that Cellini’s work made a deep impression in
France. Local artists must have been first of all struck by his dazzling technical skill;
the types of nude to be seen in the salt-cellar probably influenced Primaticcio; 3 and,
as we shall see, Cellini’s treatment of drapery must have had an effect on Jean Goujon,
the artist who dominates French sculpture in the middle of the sixteenth century.
Goujon created the style current in Paris and widely imitated in the provinces, and
invented a form of Mannerism as exquisite as the finest production of the school of Fon-
tainebleau in painting and decoration, but flavoured with a personal type of classicism.

Goujon’s birth and early career are a mystery.!1# The first trace of him is from the year
1540, when he is mentioned as making the columns supporting the organ loft in the
church of St Maclou at Rouen. These columns are so remarkable for their date that they
lead to two conclusions: first, Goujon must have been a fully formed artist when he de-’
signed them, and cannot therefore have been born later than about 15105 and secondly,
it is hard to believe that he could have made so pure a classical design without a visit to
Italy and first-hand experience of Roman architecture.!!5 From this first work and from
the payments to him by the authorities of the cathedral of Rouen we know that Gou-
jon was as much an architect as a sculptor at this time, and this is confirmed by a later
reference to him as having been ‘architecte’ to the Constable Anne de Montmorency.

One other work in Rouen has been generally attributed to Goujon, namely the tomb
of Louis de Brézé, husband of Diane de Poitiers, in the cathedral (Plate 52). We do not
know the exact date of the monument, but Brézé died in 1531, and the tomb is believed
to have been put up by his widow, probably in the following years. But from the varia-
tion in style of different parts it scems that its construction took some time. Two decora-
tive features in the tomb can be linked directly with works certainly by the sculptor; 116
and it is hard to imagine any other artist of the time in Rouen, or indeed in Paris, capable
of designing the caryatids, which foreshadow those later designed by Goujon for the
Louvre.
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It is not, on the other hand, by any means certain that Goujon was responsible for the
whole tomb. The panels with inscriptions are in the style of the school of Fontainebleau,
and though they may possibly represent the manner of Goujon in the thirties, we have
no evidence to support this view. The equestrian statue is cruder and more archaic than
the rest of the sculpture, and the coarse but detailed vegetation behind it recalls the local
school which produced the carvings under the vault of the Grosse Horloge and the re-
liefs in the Lady Chapel at Valmont. Moreover, the awkward placing of the figures at
either side on the lower stage suggests that a change of plan was made in the course of
construction, and therefore that more than one artist may have been involved.

In general conception, however, the tomb is original and impressive. It is an adapta-
tion of the type of chiteau entrance with an equestrian figure which goes back as far as
Louis XII's wing at Blois and reappears in more classical form at Assier. But applied to 2
tomb it seems unique. Those parts of the decorative sculpture which can be attributed to
Goujon are of high quality. The upper frieze is of ingenious design, with a repeating
pattern of a winged genius crowning two gryphons, for which no parallel exists in
France at this time. The caryatids are free and vivacious in conception and modelling,
far in advance of anything which even the most competent Italians in France could have
invented; and their heads and drapery both show a greater knowledge of classical
models than was possessed by any contemporary sculptor in France.'?

By 1544 we find Goujon in Paris at work on the first sculpture in which his mature
style is displayed, the Rood Screen of St Germain 1’Auxerrois. The transition to this
major work may perhaps be formed by the much-disputed reliefs from the altar of the
chapel at Ecouen, now at Chantilly, which show links with the Bréz¢é tomb and also with
the Fontainebleau decorative style of the 1530s, but which include bas-reliefs of the four
evangelists directly foreshadowing those on the screen.!18

The Rood Screen of St Germain I’Auxerrois, of which the principal panels are pre-
served in the Louvre, was executed in collaboration with Lescot. Its sculptured decora-
tion consists of a central panel of the ‘Pietd’, flanked by four smaller reliefs of the evan-
gelists. The ‘Pietd” (Plate 55a) is based on various Italian motives; the pose of the dead
Christ is from an engraving of Parmigianino, and other elements come from Rosso,
particularly the figure of the fainting Virgin and the close-cropped curls with which
almost all the characters are equipped. The drama of the theme is expressed in an idiom
borrowed from Rosso, but diluted through the emphasis laid by the artist on decorative
beauty. The most striking feature of the reliefis the patterning of closely repeated parallel
folds against the plain ground of the panel, a trecatment of drapery inspired partly by
Cellini, whose influence seems to be mainly responsible for Goujon’s change in style
after his arrival in Paris. But his manner has also evolved in the direction of a greater
classicism, especially in that the draperies now reveal the form under them. The panels
of the evangelists show the same qualities, above all an exquisite sense of surface pattern
and texture; but here the poses and types derive rather from Michelangelo than Rosso.

Goujon’s most celebrated and most mature works date from the years about the
middle of the century. They are the decorations on the Fontaine des Innocents and the
work executed with Lescot at the Louvre.
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The Fontaine des Innocents was built and decorated during the years 1547-9. In its
original form it was a rectangular building on a corner, presenting fagades of two bays
on one street and one bay on the other. At the end of the eighteenth century, however,
it was reconstructed as a free-standing square block. Its sculptured decoration, most of
which is now in the Louvre, consisted of six tall, narrow reliefs of nymphs (Plate 53),
three long reliefs with nymphs and tritons (Plate §58), three more with putti, and,
finally, Victories filling the spandrels. The long reliefs of nymphs and tritons show more
clearly than any other of Goujon’s works the influence of Cellini’s ‘Nymph of Fontaine-
bleau’, particularly in the drapery, which is disposed in close parallel folds and floats as a
background to the nudes without any functional connexion with them. The figures
themselves, however, have a lightness and delicacy far beyond Cellini’s, recalling
rather the drawings of Primaticcio. Once again, however, Goujon’s sense of surface
decoration is the source of the real beauty of these panels. Here the patterning of the
drapery is supported by new clements, such as the scales of the sea-monsters and the
picturesque effect of the shells on which float the nereids.

The upright panels of the nymphs are more restrained in style. The drapery is strictly
classical in its manner, but Goujon allows himself a certain richness by adding to the plain
classical dress jewelled girdles and patterned borders. The figures show a remarkable
variety of poses, each adapted so that the raised arms holding the urns ingeniously fill the
corners of the narrow panels. The clongation and the elegant attitudes are reminiscent of
Primaticcio’s form of Mannerism, but the classicism of the actual drapery gives the
figures an entirely different character. For the first time in Goujon’s work the artist
seems to be in complete command of his medium, and to be able to express within the
restricted formula of the bas-relief the most complicated contraposto of the figures,
whereas in the earlier works, notably in the ‘ Virtues’ on the Ecouen altar, there was an
element of uncertainty in the treatment and an abruptness of transition from the parts
shown full face to those which appeared in complete profile.11?

The work on the Louvre was far more extensive than that on the Fontaine des Inno-
cents, but it was so completely restored in the nineteenth century that it is impossible to
judge of more than its general disposition. Apart from purely architectural decoration
such as friezes, Goujon’s sculpture on the palace consisted externally of standing figures
flanking the @ils-de-baeuf on the ground floor and a series of relicfs on the attic. As re-
gards the date of this work, we know that by 1549 Goujon had executed the figures
round the middle @il-de-beuf and signed the contract for the other two pairs. The reliefs
on the attics were executed in 1553.

Stylistically the decorations on the ground floor display much the same qualities as
those on the Fontaine des Innocents, except that they show a tendency for the draperies
to form a broken, fan-like silhouctte not to be found in the more classical reliefs of
the Fontaine.120 The relicfs on the attic floor are more remarkable, because they show
great freedom in their relation to the architecture. The upper figures break out of the
field of the pediment, and those at the side come over the zone of the capitals. Owing
to their restored condition, it is unwise to draw any conclusion about their original
quality.

69



THE CLASSICAL PERIOD OF THE SIXTEENTH CENTURY

The other important work for the Louvre was the decoration of the Salle on the
ground floor of Lescot’s wing. Here Goujon’s main contribution is the gallery supported
by four caryatids (Plate 304). Compared with those on the Brézé tomb, these are mark-
edly more classical in style, though it is impossible to say how much they may owe this
character to the nineteenth-century restoration.1?! In any case, however, the conception
of the gallery with caryatids is quite new in French architecture.12?

Goujon’s name continues to appear in the royal accounts till 1562, presumably for
work on the Louvre, but after that date it is no longer to be found. According to some
critics, the reason is that Goujon left France in 1563 on account of being a Protestant, and
took refuge at Bologna and died there in or before 1568. It is not, however, quite certain
that the Bolognese documents actually refer to him, and for the present Goujon’s last
years must remain to some extent a mystery.

*

This is the most convenient point to consider what was for long regarded as one of
Goujon’s most famous works, the ‘Diana of Anet’ (Plate 54). Maurice Roy 123 showed
conclusively that the attribution to Goujon was of recent origin and without stylistic
support, and proposed instead the name of Cellini. But most critics have rejected this
view and hold to the old tradition to the extent of maintaining that the sculptor must be
a Frenchman, though no new name has been as yet put forward.12*

The work presents a puzzling problem. The date of its execution is not known, but it
is first mentioned in 1554. Itis by a sculptor of high quality and individual style, who has
one gift which Goujon never possessed, the power to conceive a statue completely in the
round. It is less classical than Goujon’s mature style, and springs more directly from the
art of Primaticcio, though perhaps with some influence from Cellini’s Salt for Francis I.
It is, however, essentially a product of the late school of Fontainebleau. The head, of
exquisite if over-refined accomplishment, is characterized by the elaborate treatment of
the hair, the small and delicate features, and the mannered drawing of the eyes.

There is only one group of works in French sculpture of the period in which the same
qualities are to be seen, namely some of the reliefs on the tomb of Henry II, which are
early works of Germain Pilon. In the panel of ‘Faith’, for instance, the head shows a very
close resemblance to that of the ‘Diana’, and the drawing and pose of the figure have
the same origin in Primaticcio. The mannered drawing of the eyes is typical of most of
Pilon’s mature works and the fluent modelling of the hair can be paralleled even in so
improbable a context as the gisant of Valentine Balbiani (Plate 65).125

These similarities are not strong enough to justify a firm attribution of the ‘Diana’ to
Pilon,'?¢ but they indicate that the statue should be placed in the circle in which his early
work was produced rather than in the group round Goujon or Cellini.1?”

The only other sculptor of note among the contemporaries of Jean Goujon in Paris is
Pierre Bontemps, a master of decoration rather than of monumental sculpture. He was
probably born about 1505-10 and died in 1568. He is first traceable working on decora-
tive sculpture at Fontainebleau under Primaticcio in 1536. From 1540 onwards he was
engaged on making casts from the moulds after Roman statues which Primaticcio had
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brought back from Rome. By 1550 he was established in Paris, and about this time was
given by Philibert de I'Orme important commissions in connexion with the tomb of
Francis I at St Denis. The documents found by Roy!28 prove that he was responsible for
most of the work on the gisants,1? and executed the whole of the bas-reliefs round the
base of the tomb, the contracts for which date from 1551 and 1552.

That Bontemps’ real talent was for decoration is evident from his monument for the
heart of Francis I, also now at St Denis (Plate $68). Here he worked under the close
direction of Philibert de I'Orme, with whom he signed a contract for the monument in
1550; but there is every reason to believe that the real invention of the decoration is due
to the sculptor rather than the architect. The round urn standing on a tall rectangular
base is one of the finest examples of the decorative style of the Fontainebleau school. The
reliefs 1° representing the arts and sciences, which the King had so generously patronized,
are of far more sophisticated design than those on the tomb. The round panels on the
urn bear witness to the influence of Primaticcio on Bontemps, for the nymphs on them
have the clongated forms of his figures; but the more masculine style of those on the
pedestal recalls the manner of Rosso, while certain heads remind us that Bontemps had
been engaged on the casts of ancient sculpture. Some of the details, such as the design of
skulls and bones at the base of the whole monument, reveal real decorative invention.

The one other known work by Bontemps is the curious tomb of Charles de Maigny
now in the Louvre, executed in 1557. Maigny, who was captain of Francis I's guards,
is represented seated, in full armour, holding a pike, but asleep, with his head leaning
on his left hand. This curious attitude may depict the sleep of the just, but in conjunc-
tion with the otherwise martial appearance of the figure it probably has some special
significance, for other similar representations are known, though none of them has
been satisfactorily explained.!3 The monument is again principally remarkable for its
decorative charm, as displayed in the rendering of the armour and the stool on which
Maigny sits.132

Outside Paris great activity existed in decorative and religious sculpture in the middle
decades of the sixteenth century. Many town houses and chiteaux still show fine roun-
dels with busts in full relief which derive in many ways from the Italian lower relief
medallions of the carlier parts of the century, but have a refinement and delicacy which
is peculiarly French. The muscum of Lyons contains a fine example (Plate 564), which
comes from the fagade of a house at Vienne. It probably dates from just before the middle
of the century but still shows traces of the manner of Francesco Laurana, who had work-
ed in Provence at the end of the fifteenth century. Tombs, Easter Sepulchres, and carved
screens were set up in many churches; but it is only in the eastern provinces that we can
at present identify individual artists of importance, though there may well be others still
awaiting discovery. The first of these was an Italian, Domenico del Barbiere, called in
France Dominique Florentin. He was born in Florence in 1506, and came to France with
Rosso in 1530. He worked on stuccos at Fontainebleau and elsewhere under both Rosso
and Primaticcio, butin 1541 scttled in Troyes, where he enjoyed great success as a sculptor
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for churches. His style is based on a mixture of the Florentine classicism of Sansovino
and certain Mannerist devices. In general, the types of heads and the style of the drapery
come from Sansovino, but in figures such as the ‘Charity’ in St Pantaléon at Troyes133
there is a contraposto which implies a knowledge of the work of Michelangelo, and a re-
lief from the tomb of Claude de Lorraine, Duc de Guise (d. 1550) now at Chaumont,!34
suggests in its composition the influence of Rosso and even of Salviati. Domenico’s last
work was the base of the monument for the heart of Henry II, of which the whole de-
sign was commissioned from Primaticcio about 1560 and the figures executed by Pilon.135
He died at an unknown date between 1565 and 1575.

The second figure of importance is the Lorraine sculptor, Ligier Richier, who was
born at St Mihiel about 1500 and spent the greater part of his life in the service of the
Dukes of Lorraine. The Easter Sepulchre in the church of St Etienne in his native town 136
shows a mixture of Gothic naturalism and Italianate treatment of the draperies which is
characteristic of much French sculpture at this period. Much more personal is the re-
cumbent effigy of Philippe de Gueldres, Duchess of Lorraine (d. 1547) from her tomb,
now in the church of the Cordeliers at Nancy.13” Here the Italian elements are scarcely
visible and are replaced by a grim naturalism in the rendering of the wrinkled face. This
grimness rises to the macabre in the famous skeleton on the tomb of René de Chilons
now in the church of St Pierre at Bar-le-Duc (Plate 57).138 The attribution to Richier is
not based on documents and is by no means certain, but the statue is evidently the work
of an artist of Lorraine, and other examples of the same manner are to be found in the
eastern provinces.’?® The revival of the Late Gothic love of skeletons is here evident, but
the treatment is different. The edge is taken off the horror by the manner in which the
shreds of flesh and skin which partly clothe the bones are made into decorative patterns
like torn parchment; and the virtuosity of the performance distracts one from the grisly
theme. Richier was evidently much affected by the disturbed religious atmosphere of
the eastern provinces at this time, and he ended by becoming a convert to Protestantism
and flying to Geneva where he died in 1566 or 1567.

French sculpture of the middle of the sixteenth century did not show the same range
and inventiveness as the architecture of the period, nor did it produce any single per-
sonality of the calibre of Philibert de I'Orme; but it can claim to display more complete-
ly than contemporary painting the ideals of French society. Painting remained till long
after the death of Henry I dominated by the Italians, whereas sculpture freed itself more
rapidly; and Goujon is as emphatically a French artist as any produced in the whole
century.140
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CHAPTER 4

THE WARS OF RELIGION
1560-1598

HisToricAL BACKGROUND

THE last forty years of the sixteenth century nearly witnessed the complete destruction
of all that had been achieved by Francis I and Henry II during the first half of the cen-
tury. The centralized and autocratic system of government which they had built up was
almost submerged in the civil and religious wars with which France was torn during the
reigns of the three sons of Henry II, Francis II (1559-60), Charles IX (1560-74), and
Henry III (1574-89), and the first years of their successor, Henry IV (1589-1610).

The history of the Wars of Religion is confused, but the general issues which emerge
are clear. Above all, it must be realized that the conflict was social as much as religious.
Ostensibly the struggle was between the Calvinists and the Catholics; but the motives
which led individuals and families to take part in it and to support one party rather than
the other were often more political than theological. The great noble families saw in the
wars a means of regaining the position and power which they had lost under the pre-
vious reigns. In the anarchy which inevitably accompanies civil strife they saw a chance
of making their own advantage against the Crown, whose position was naturally weak-
ened by the situation. Certain families joined one faction because their traditional ene-
mies and rivals had joined the other. The house of Lorraine identified itself early with
the cause of Catholicism, and this must undoubtedly have been an incentive to their
rivals, the Bourbons, to favour the Protestant cause. ‘

The manifestos of the two sides are often phrased in curiously similar terms. It is par-
ticularly significant that both parties refer to the reign of Clovis as a sort of Golden Age
which they would like to revive. In fact, they look back nostalgically to the limited
monarchy of medieval France with the throne supported by a strong nobility and a
powerful clergy.

The religious struggle had not always had this aristocratic character, and in the early
days the Protestant movement was mainly supported by the artisan classes in the towns,
but by the second half of the century the nobles had taken charge of the conflict, and
both partics, Catholic and Protestant, were dominated by their aristocratic leaders. It is,
for instance, typical that by the Edict of Amboise (1563) Cond¢, the Protestant leader,
extracted from his opponents terms which amounted to the right for the seigneur to
worship as he liked - and for his dependants to worship in the same way - with no equi-
valent right of the Protestant dependant of a Catholic seigneur and only the most limited
rights for the Protestant in a town.

It is, of course, true that the towns played an important part in the struggle. In the
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early stages they saw a hope of regaining their ancient liberties which had been en-
croached upon by Francis I and Henry II, and they were therefore willing to engage in
the struggle against the Crown. Later, however, the richer bourgeoisie gradually realized
that they stood to lose more than they would gain by the weakening of the Crown, since
it would involve the strengthening of the feudal nobility.

In the last stages the issues became even clearer. The succession of the Protestant King
of Navarre as Henry IV gave the Catholic party, now organized under the Guises as the
League, their finest opportunity. They were able to capture Catholic opinion in the
towns, notably in Paris, and even to make the Parisians accept the help of Spain and a
Spanish garrison. But when the King declared his conversion to the Catholic faith they
found their position weakened. Generally speaking the bourgeoisie, represented by the
Parlement, turned against the League, on the grounds that Henry IV was the legitimate
successor to the throne and that his conversion had removed the last obstacle to acknow-
ledging him. Mayenne, the brother of the murdered Duc de Guise, was determined to
continue the struggle, and attempted to do so with the support of a few fanatical
preachers who were still able to influence the people of Paris in favour of his cause. But
eventually the feclings of patriotism and royalism triumphed, and the gates of Paris
were opened to the King by members of the Parlement. The party of the moderates, of
the Politigues, who put peace above religious fanaticism, had triumphed.

It is only to be expected that this atmosphere of violence should be reflected in the
literature and the art of the period. The religious feeling is to be seen directly in the writ-
ings of the Protestant poets, Agrippa d’ Aubigné and du Bartas, who deal with explicitly
theological subjects. The long philosophical poem of du Bartas, the Sentaines, contains a
complete view of the universe according to the Calvinist doctrine, written in turgid but
forceful verse which moved Milton to approval. D’Aubigné’s Tragiques shares with the
Semaines the element of violence, but contains vivid descriptions of the state of France
during the Wars of Religion which have real dramatic qualities. Both poets, however,
are far removed in style from the classical principles of Ronsard; both indulge in com-
plex allegory, in an uncontrolled use of metaphor, and in descriptions of immoderate
length. The Catholic party did not produce anything comparable to these poets, and the
only important religious poems which expressed their views are the last works of Ron-
sard, in which, with much more restraint and in nobler form, he sets forth his own deep
faith in the Catholic Church. But Ronsard was a man of the previous age, whose voice
sounds like that of an elder statesman to whom no one has time to pay attention in the
fury of civil war.

In spite of the almost ceaseless disturbance of the period, the court of the last Valois
Kings continued to be a centre of cultural activity. In fact, Henry III was as great an
enthusiast for letters as any of his predecessors. The atmosphere of his Court was, how-
ever, very different from that of Francis I or Henry II. Henry III was a neurotic whose
sensibility was heightened to an unhealthy degree. He demanded pleasures of the most
sophisticated kind. Elaborate court ballets were succeeded by religious exercises of great
severity, and the King’s appetite was evidently excited by the contrast between the
sumptuous ball dress worn one evening and the hair shirt put on the next day. His
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religion was perfectly sincere; but it was of a kind which revelled self-indulgently in
mortification without precluding any forms of sensual indulgence.!

The life of the Court is best reflected in the painting of Antoine Caron, which we shall
consider later, and in the poetry of Philippe Desportes, the secretary of Henry III, and
the most popular court-writer. His poems are almost a foretaste of Précienx verse of the
next century, ingenious, alambigué, full of conceits and antitheses, with only the thinnest
of ideas to hold the structure together - exquisite nothings gratifying to a jaded palate.

The visual arts were affected as much as literature by this curious and strained atmo-
sphere. The mood of the time appears in many different forms, but all the art of the
period has in common the feeling of strain and conflict, the desertion of the principles of
rationalism and classicism which had predominated in the previous decades, the pre-
ference for the ingenious and complex over the simple and direct; in fact all the elements
which we regard as making up the more advanced forms of Mannerism.

ARCHITECTURE
Bullant, Jacques Androuet du Cerceau the Elder

The architecture of the period covered by the Wars of Religion is dominated by two
figures, Jean Bullant and Jacques Androuet du Cerceau the Elder, very different in the
character of their work.

The date of Bullant’s birth is unknown, but the first mention of him is the registration
of his daughter’s baptism in Paris in 1550.2 As an architect he does not appear till 1556,
when he is referred to as being in the service of the Constable Anne de Montmorency at
Ecouen. These two dates indicate that he was probably bornabout 1520 0r 1525 rather than
in the years 1510-15, as is usually stated. The difference is significant, because in one case
he would be the contemporary of Philibert de I'Orme, whereas the whole character of
his work confirms the view that he belonged to a younger generation. He died in 1578.-

He himself tells us in the preface to his Reigle Générale d’ Architecture that he visited
Rome, where he made drawings after ancient buildings of which he made use in the
details of his own works. We may suppose that this visit took place about 1540-5.

The first part of Bullant’s carcer is closely linked with the Constable Montmorency,
for whom he worked at Ecouen, Fére-en-Tardenois and Chantilly. Of his two pub-
lished works, one, the Petit Traicté de Géometrie et d’Horologiographie (written in 1561 and
printed in 1564), was dedicated to the Constable, and the other, the Reigle générale
d’ Architecture des cing Maniéres de Colonnes (privilége of 1563), to his son.

The exact share of Bullant in the construction of Ecouen is by no means easy to define;
but most critics now agree that he probably had nothing to do with the west and south
wings, which were presumably built about 1538.3 It seems likely, however, that he was
responsible for the north wing, the outer fagade of which is decorated with two super-
imposed Orders, Tuscan and Doric, and with dormers of a more classical design than in
the earlier wings. This wing, which bears the cipher of Henry II, was probably Bullant’s
first work at Ecouen, and can be tentatively dated about the middle of the 1550s. To the
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last years of the same reign can be assigned the portico on the court side of the same front
which still bears the King’s insignia, and probably also the entrance wing now destroyed
but known from engravings of du Cerceau (Plate §84). Both these works show the de-
pendence of Bullant on de I'Orme at this stage of his career. The entrance pavilion is a
variant on de I'Orme’s central motive at Anet (Plate 308); but Bullant has made the
whole effect bolder by the insertion of an arched opening on the middle floor which
gives his design something of the character of the Porte Dorée at Fontainebleau. His
principal object seems to have been to create a worthy setting for the equestrian statue
of the Constable which was to fill a second arched opening at the top, an arrangement
recalling Louis XII's entrance to Blois. From du Cerceau’s engraving the statue seems to
reproduce one of Leonardo’s early modelli for the Sforza monument.*

By far the most original part of Bullant’s work at Ecouen is the pavilion added to the
court side of the south wing (Plate §88).5 The essential novelty here is the use of the
colossal Order instead of the two superimposed Orders of the other pavilions. This ap-
pears to be the earliest surviving example of its use in France, though we know that de
I’Orme planned to introduce it in his scheme for the Cour du Cheval Blanc at Fontaine-
bleau. Its use had already been authorized in Italy by Michelangelo in the Capitol
palaces; but Bullant’s application of the device is quite different. In the Capitol palaces
the emphasis is on the horizontal, which is brought out both by the proportions of the
building and by the strong lines of the entablatures. At Ecouen the shape enclosed by the
Order is nearly square and the vertical lines dominate almost unchallenged. It was per-
haps because of this strong vertical tendency that the colossal Order soon became popular
in France, whereas in Italy it was little copied, except by Palladio, till the time of
Bernini.?

The impressive effect of this Ecouen pavilion depends to a great extent on the fine
quality of its detail. Bullant has copied his Order from the portico of the Pantheon, which
he reproduces in his Reigle générale after drawings made in Rome. It is characteristic of
him that he should in a single building combine two apparently contradictory tenden-
cies: almost pedantically accurate classical detail, and a clearly anti-classical use of the
colossal Order.

The feeling for grand scale is seen even more clearly in the bridge and gallery which
Bullant built for Montmorency at Fére-en-Tardenois (Plate 594). The date of its con-
struction is not known, but it must lie between 1552 and 1562.8 Bullant has here taken
advantage of an unusual site as skilfully as de 'Orme had used the position of Chenon-
ceau to construct his bridge across the Cher. The deep valley is spanned by a row of
simple monumental arches of enormous height, over which runs a gallery. The orna-
ment is limited to flat mouldings on the gallery and to slight rustication on the voussoirs;
and the whole effect is of a Roman aqueduct thrown across a gorge. The entrance to the
gallery ® is composed of Doric columns with a rich entablature.1® An unusual feature is
that the window over the main door cuts through the entablature and into the pediment,
thereby foreshadowing the design of the Petit Chiteau at Chantilly and showing a form
of Mannerism typical of the architect.

Bullant probably built the Petit Chiteau for Montmorency’s castle at Chantilly
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about 15601 (Plate 598). It shows a different aspect of his style. Seen from outside it con-
sists of a long, rather low building linking two higher pavilions at right angles to it.
Structurally it consists of two equal floors but their existence is in part masked by the
arrangement of the pilasters which form a single Order, higher than the lower storey, but
not so high as the two storeys together. The result is that the windows of the upper
storey cut through the entablature, and there is set up a sort of syncopation, with the two
small storeys playing against the single large Order. On the end fagades the arrangement
is even more complicated. The middle bay is like that at Fére, and at the sides the win-
dows of the two floors are linked into a single vertical strip cutting through the en-
tablature. This syncopation, which is characteristic of Bullant’s style, can be regarded as
a French form of Mannerism, analogous in certain respects to Palladio’s use of interlock-
ing Orders, as, for instance, on the facade of the Palazzo Valmarana at Vicenza or of S.
Francesco della Vigna, Venice.!? In his arrangement of the windows at Chantilly, how-
ever, Bullant is taking up again, perhaps unconsciously, a Late Gothic tradition, of
which an example can be seen in the chiteau of Josselin, in which the windows and dor-
mers form vertical panels which are cut across at the middle of a window by the balus-
trade round the roof. Here we see the same kind of syncopation as at Chantilly; but with
Bullant the state of mind is different, because he must have been consciously breaking
rules governing the use of the Orders, of which the architect of Josselin would not have
been aware. In the case of the later architect, therefore, the device can propetly be called
Mannerist.

We know almost nothing of Bullant’s activities during the second half of the 1560s,
when his work for the Constable seems to have been finished.!® On the death of de ’Orme
in 1570, however, he was appointed to succeed him as architect to Catherine de” Medici,
and his last works were all connected with her. As has already been said, his contribu-
tion to the Chapelle des Valois cannot be exactly determined,* and the same is true of
the wing which was added to the Tuilerics to the south of de I'Orme’s construction;
for the decoration on it seems to have been added later.1s ‘

In 1572 Bullant was commissioned by the Queen Mother to build a house for her,
later called the Hétel de Soissons. This hétel, known from engravings of Silvestre, be-
longed to a type to be found earlier in du Cerceau’s Livre d’ Architecture, published in
1559. Its one remarkable feature was the tall column used by Catherine as an observa-
tory, which still stands beside the Halle au BI¢.16

In the very last years of his life Bullant seems to have produced for the Queen Mother
two vast schemes, of which only small parts were executed. At a date between 1575 and
1579 17 Catherine decided to enlarge the chitcau of St Maur, for which de I'Orme had,
as we have seen, produced a grand design. It is to be supposed that the new design was
commissioned from Bullant, who was her regular architect. The scheme, known from
du Cerceau’s engraving, consisted of an enlargement of de I'Orme’s plan by the addition
of a further storey. On the park front there was now to be a grotesquely wide pediment,
crushingly heavy in comparison with the nine bays of the loggie below it. In these last
years Bullant’s desire for the colossal scems to have grown greater, and in this case it
could not be happily harmonized with the existing building.!8
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Catherine’s passion for building, however, was not assuaged by this plan, and in 1576
she decided to enlarge her chitcau of Chenonceau,!® which she had forced Diane de
Poitiers to give up to her after the death of Henry II. Again, in the absence of positive
evidence, we may suppose that the plan was due to Bullant. As recorded by du Cerceau
(Figure 8), it was to have been a vast project. The architect proposed to alter Bohier’s
chiteau so as to be symmetrical, to build a gallery over de 'Orme’s bridge, and to add a
vast forecourt on the north side, with semicircular colonnades leading to long wings
splayed out towards the entrance. Of these additions the only parts built were the west-
ern arm of the forecourt and the gallery on the bridge.2® The gallery is typical of Bullant’s
style. In its general conception it reminds us of Fére, and in the decoration of the upper
floor it displays another variant of his Mannerism. The pediments which cover the win-
dows overlap the panels filling the spaces between them, thus forming a horizontal inter-
locking system reminiscent of the vertical disposition at Chantilly.?! In the interior two
remarkable mantelpieces survive which show the same kind of complexity in design
combined with Bullant’s love of rich classical detail 22

Bullant’s main contribution to French architecture was made when he was working
for Montmorency. His style was formed on the lessons he had learned from antiquity
and from the study of de I'Orme; but he soon moved away from the classicism which he
had thus acquired and evolved a Mannerism which lasted to the end of his career. In his
last works, however, designed for Catherine de’ Medici, he shows a new fantasy of in-
vention which brings him nearer in feeling to his rival du Cerceau.

*

Jacques Androuet du Cerceau the Elder was the first of a dynasty of architects and de-
corators which lasted almost till the end of the seventeenth century. He was probably
born about 1520.22 According to his eighteenth-century biographer, Dézallier d’Argen-
ville, he was enabled to go to Italy by Georges d’Armagnac, whom he probably joined
in Rome while Armagnac was there, as ambassador from 1539 to 1544 and from 1544
onwards as cardinal.2# The earliest certain trace of him is supplied by his first volume of
engravings which was published at Orleans in 1549. He was apparently still there in 1551,
but his first book of architecture, which appeared in 1559, was printed in Paris and
dedicated to Henry II. From this time onwards he seems to have enjoyed considerable
favour at Court. For some years after 1560 he worked for Renée de France, Duchess of
Ferrara, for whom he made additions to the castle of Montargis, and who appears to have
saved him from persecution on account of his Protestantism. In the 1570s he was em-
ployed by Charles IX, and was supported by Catherine de’ Medici, to whom he dedi-
cated several of his books. He is last recorded in 1584.

Even in his lifetime he was more famous for his engravings than as a practising archi-
tect, and nothing now survives of the little he is known to have built. By far the greater
part of his engravings are of decoration, in the form either of grotesques or of designs
for furniture or architectural detail. In these he was mainly inspired by Italian sources,
and many of them are copies of traceable originals.?s They show a high degree of
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fantasy in the treatment both of decorative detail and of architectural elements, and
to this extent form part of the generally anti-classical tendency of French art at this
time.

In his purely architectural designs a clear development can be followed. In the early
works of about 1550 we see a variety of influences. The Arcs of 1549 contain free inter-
pretations of Roman triumphal arches in the idiom of Lescot; the Temples of 1550 are
more fantastic, and reveal North Italian influence, apparently both Milanese and Vene-
tian; and the Vues d’Optique of 1551 consists of compositions in the manner of Jean de
Gourmont. Within the following ten years, however, du Cerceau seems to have gained
freedom and established a personal style. The result is apparent in the first Livre d’ Archi-
tecture published in 1559.

This book contains fifty designs for town houses, which had not up till this time been
systematically treated. The full title contains the following significant phrase: ‘pour in-
struire ceux qui désirent bastir, soyent de petit, moyen, ou grand estat’, and in fact the
book presents plans for houses of all sizes, from one suitable to a merchant, to the grand-
est hotel of a noble family. The smaller houses consist of a single block, usually of
only one storey, but with great variety in the elevations. The surface is varied by
stone quoins and window surrounds; the openings are of different forms; and the front
is often broken by small pavilions containing cabinets and covered by separate roofs, so
that the sky-line also is discontinuous. The basic element out of which the houses are
made up is the appartement, which we first saw early in the century at Chambord. In du
Cerceau’s town houses it usually consists of the chambre accompanied by a cabinet and
garde-robe, the luxury of an antichambre not being necessary inasmall hétel; and generally
there are two appartements linked together by a salle or living-room.

Later in the book du Cerceau shows more splendid houses, and in these he uses plans
which are based more on the country chiteau, usually with a corps-de-logis flanked by
pavilions and preceded by a court enclosed by galleries and a screen (Plate 60B). This
arrangement is also related to Serlio’s Grand Ferrare, but the form with separate pavi-
lions at the corners makes it more like a chiteau in the final effect. In some plans du Cer-
ceau gives free rein to his fantasy, and designs houses round triangular or circular cores
with radiating wings. But generally speaking the plans seem to be very practical, and
there is reason to believe that they were widely copied in houses built in Paris during the
later sixteenth century.26 Very few of these survive, but some are known from engrav-
ings. The biggest must have been the Hotel de Nevers, begun after 1572 for the Duc de
Nevers on the site of the Hétel de Nesle. The house was never finished, and was pulled
down in the seventeenth century, but from Chastillon’s engravings of the whole scheme,
and from views of it in its unfinished state by Silvestre and Stefano della Bella, it seems
to have followed the disposition suggested by du Cerceau in his thirty-eighth design;
and many of its details can be paralleled in others of his schemes. In fact so close
is the resemblance that it seems not unreasonable to suggest that he was actually the
architect.?”

Du Cerceau’s last years must have been largely occupied with the preparation of the
two volumes by which he is best known, Les plus excellents Bastiments de France, pub-
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lished in 1576 and 1579. They are our best source of information for many sixteenth-
century houses that have since been altered or destroyed, although du Cerceau is often
unreliable in completing unfinished buildings according to his own fancy?8and inadding
ornament of his own invention to existing structures.? The book was originally pre-
pared for Renée de France, and the drawings in the British Museum contain several
which were clearly intended for her special pleasure.3 However, she died in 1575, and
the books were dedicated to the Queen Mother.

While preparing the publication of these volumes, du Cerceau found time to design
two important chiteaux, Verncuil and Charleval.3! Verneuil was begun for Philippe de
Boulainvilliers about 1565, and continued for the Duc de Nemours, who acquired the
estate in 1568, but it was probably not finished till the time of Henry IV, who presented
it to Henriette d’Entraigues in 1600. Charleval was begun for Charles IX in 1571 on a
vast scale, but very little of it was actually built.

In plan Charleval is the more remarkable (cf. Figure 9). The chiteau itself was built
round a square cloistered courtyard. In front stretched a vast forecourt flanked by wings
which concealed two further pairs of courts. The outer lines of the area covered by these
five courts were continued by porticos enclosing two gardens, and the whole square
thus formed was surrounded by a moat. In certain respects this is a derivation from Ser-
lio’s plan for the completion of the Louvre, and it must have been thought of by du
Cerceau as a rival to de ’'Orme’s scheme for the Tuileries and Bullant’s for Chenonceau.
The plan of Verneuil is relatively simple, a square court enclosed by three wings and a
screen with a circular entrance in the middle.3? Its principal merit was the advantage
which the architect took of the sloping ground to introduce a semicircular grotto below
the terrace outside the garden front.

The elevations of both Verneuil and Charleval are in the highest degree fantastic (Plates
614 and 604). Classical forms are used in the most wanton manner. Windows or niches
interrupt entablatures, pediments are broken in varied ways, voussoirs are twisted, rusti-
cation spreads over pilasters, and the whole surface is covered with grotesque ornament:
Du Cerceau is as anti~classical as Bullant, but he destroys classical principles mainly by
breaking up smaller architectural features and by covering the surface of the building
with his uncontrolled ornament. Compared with Bullant’s subtle infringement of the
rules, du Cerceau’s Mannerism seems almost barbarous. We are reminded by Verneuil
and Charleval of the fact that du Cerceau was above all a decorator, and not an architect.
Nevertheless, his work was to have great influence in France for more than half a
century.

We shall have occasion to examine the work of several of his descendants and fol-
lowers in a later chapter, but his eldest son, Baptiste (c. 1545-90), must be mentioned
here. He was probably responsible for the Hotel d’Angouléme, later the Hétel de La-
moignon, built in 1584 by Diane de France, illegitimate daughter of Henry II (Plate 618).
In style this house seems to derive rather from Bullant than from the clder du Cerceau,
particularly in the use of the colossal Order of pilastersand in the breaking of the entabla-
ture by the dormers. Though much neglected, it is structurally the best preserved late
sixteenth-century house in Paris.
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In the provinces again we find movements parallel with those taking place in the capi-
tal, but with local variations. In the north-east of France, Flemish influence is naturally
strong, for instance in the wing added by Tesson in 1572 to the town hall of Arras,? or
in the Halle Echevinale at Lille, built in 1593 by Fayet.3* Generally speaking, provincial
architects of this period indulge in a great variety of surface effects, particularly through
rustication and high relief sculpture. This can be seen in buildings such as the chiteau of
Pailly in the Haute Marne, attributed traditionally to Nicolas Ribonnier of Langres.3s It
reached its finest expression in Burgundy in the hands of Hugues Sambin (1515/20-
1601/2) and his school. The most famous example of this manner is the Maison Milsand
at Dijon (c. 1561) (Plate 62), which shows admirably the free use of fanciful sculpture
on a small fagade.?6 Rustication was carried to its highest point in the Petit Chiteau at
Tanlay?” begun in 1568, on the ground floor of which every stone is cut into a sort of
lace-work pattern of vermicular rustication.3®

SCULPTURE

Germain Pilon

After the disappearance of Goujon about 1563 his place was taken by an artist of very
different type, Germain Pilon. Pilon was born in Paris about 1530.% In 1558 he is
mentioned as receiving payment for eight statues for de 'Orme’s tomb of Francis I,
which have since disappeared. Two years later, in 1560, he is found working for Prima-
ticcio on the monument for the heart of Henry II, the base of which was executed by
Domenico del Barbiere.

These two documents are of importance, because they point to the influences under
which Pilon developed. One would expect him to have been strongly affected by his
great predecessor Goujon, but there is hardly a trace of his style to be seen in Pilon’s
work. His first manner seems to be formed on quite different models: the stucco-work
of Primaticcio at Fontainebleau (Plate 41), the figure-sculpture of Domenico del Bar-
biere and the reliefs of Bontemps, the sculptor of the monument for the heart of Francis I
(Plate s68).

The effects of the first two of these models can be clearly seen in the monument for
the heart of Henry II, of which Pilon’s three figures of the Graces and Barbiere’s base are
in the Louvre, the urn itself being a nineteenth-century restoration (Plate 63). In its
general scheme this monument is a direct imitation of the incense-burner designed for
Francis I, known to us from the engraving by Marc’ Antonio.® But Marc’ Antonio’s
three classically proportioned figures with their Roman draperies are translated into
Fontainebleau nymphs with the long necks and small heads of Primaticcio’s stuccos in
the Chambre de la Duchesse d’Etampes (Plate 41). The fluent drapery suggests the in-
fluence of Domenico del Barbiere,* and in no way recalls either the engraving or the
much more linear idiom of Goujon.

The transition to Pilon’s later style can be seen in the tomb of Henry II and Catherine
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de’ Medici, executed under the direction of Primaticcio between 1563 and 1570 (Plate
35). The four bronze figures of Virtues at the corners of the monument, of which the
models were ready for casting in 1565, still have much the same character as the Graces
on the earlier work, though the movements of torso and limbs are freer and the forms of
the drapery more plastic. The reliefs round the base are exquisite variations on the types
of figures used by Primaticcio in the decorations of the Ballroom at Fontainebleau,* and
recall in general character the Bontemps panels on the monument for the heart of
Francis I (Plate 568).

When, however, we come to the kneeling figures of the King and Queen on the top
of the tomb and the gisants under the canopy, we find Pilon in a quite different mood.
The kneeling figures are in a sense bronze versions of the stone statues of Louis XII and
Francis I and their families on their tombs nearby, and they conform to the French
tradition of realism in such works. But they also embody new qualities, greater freedom
of movement in the poses, strong feeling for the material used and, in the figure of the
Queen, skill in the rendering of details of dress and jewellery. This was no doubt mainly
due to the example of Cellini, whose Nymph must have constituted a spur to rivalry for
any French sculptor in bronze. But Pilon never allows himself to be distracted by vir-
tuosity from his main purpose.*? )

In the two gisants (Plate 64) the naturalistic element has been intensified. For these
statues Pilon had several models available. He clearly studied the gisants on the tombs of
Louis XII and Francis I and, in the case of the Queen, he had before him a marble statue
which Girolamo della Robbia had been commissioned to prepare for the tomb.# Pilon
has, however, provided a very personal solution to the problem. He has avoided the
grim details, such as the embalming stitches in the Louis XII or the protruding ribs of
della Robbia’s statue, but he has rendered the complete relaxation of death with great
poignancy. The modelling of the two figures is surprisingly different, the Queen’s
rounded and generalized, the King’s fluid and very sensitive. Most striking of all is
Henry’s head, thrown back and seen in profile, his coarse features here acquiring a fine-
ness which makes one think that the sculptor had been studying the St Peter’s ‘Pietd’ of
Michelangelo, of which a cast existed at Fontainebleau.#s

No large-scale work by Pilon survives dating from the 1570s, but he was active during
this period in making portrait busts and medals. The marble busts of Henry II, Francis II,
and Charles IX now in the Louvre,*¢ probably executed in the reign of the last-named
king, are less interesting than the bronze of Charles IX in the Wallace Collection, Lon-
don,* which reveals again Pilon’s broad treatment of the metal. These busts suggest that
the artist was well acquainted with contemporary Italian sculpture, the closest parallel
being with Leone Leoni. The bronze bust of Jean de Morvilliers (after 1577) prepares the
way for the more dramatic style of the 1580s.4¢ In the same years Pilon made a set of
large portrait medals representing Henry II and his three sons, which are remarkable for
their psychological insight as much as for their technical brilliance.#

During the 15805 Pilon was mainly engaged on two schemes: groups for the Valois
Chapel, and tombs of the Birague family.

When Catherine de” Medici commissioned the tomb of Henry II, her plan was to set
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it up in the central space of the chapel which Primaticcio was to build for her at St
Denis.® At the same time she instructed Pilon to prepare for the smaller chapels various
other groups which were not begun till about 1583. One of these groups was to repre-
sent the Resurrection, and fragments of it are in the Louvre and the church of St Paul-St
Louis.®! It shows more than any other work of Pilon a debt to Michelangelo. The two
soldiers have his full contraposto, and the Christ is based on his cartoon of the ‘Noli me
tangere’ of 1531. The ‘Virgin of Pity’ (Plate 66),52 also for the chapel, is the first instance
of Pilon’s late style, which we shall see fully illustrated in the Birague statues, while the
‘St Francis in ecstasy’, now in the church of St Jean-St Frangois,? almost foreshadows the
Baroque in the relaxed open gesture of the arms and hands, very different from the ten-
sion usual in Mannerist renderings of religious feeling.

Even more impressive is the group of works from the chapel of René de Birague in
the church of Ste Catherine du Val-des-Ecoliers in Paris. Birague, a Milanese by birth,
was chancellor of France from 1573 to 1578. After the death of his wife in 1572 he took
orders and was made a cardinal; he himself died in 1583. Before his death he commis-
sioned from Pilon the tomb of his wife, Valentine Balbiani, and his own monument was
executed by the same artist at the expense of his heirs. The tombs were much damaged in
the eighteenth century and at the Revolution, but the Louvre has preserved the kneeling
bronze figure of Birague himself (Plate 67), the recumbent marble statue of his wife,5*
as well as her gisant in bas-relief (Plate 65).5

The statue of Birague is a development from the bronzes on the tomb of Henry II.
But the conception is grander and the treatment broader. Pilon has placed the figure in
profile kneeling at a prie-Dieu with his robes hanging in heavy folds and forming a long
train behind him.56 All decorative detail has been eliminated, except for the indications
of fur on the hood, which are sharply incised in the clay. Pilon has here exploited to the
full the heavy monumentality of bronze, and has deliberately left the surface rough and
unpolished. The head and the hands show intense observation and great directness of
rendering. The tomb of Valentine Balbiani is altogether different. The marble recumbent’
effigy shows that Pilon was still capable of virtuosity in the carving of detail, and its very
richness heightens the contrast with the grim gisant on the sarcophagus below. Here for
the first time we see Pilon using naturalism to stimulate emotion. In this relief he has
sought all the effects which he deliberately avoided in the gisant of Catherine de’ Medici.
The figure is emaciated, the bones stick through the flesh, the hands are those of a skele-
ton, as in the work of the naturalistic sculptors of the Late Gothic period. This is the first
instance in French sculpture of the phenomenon common in Mannerism, a return to the
Middle Ages. The treatment of the figure, however, is far from being Gothic. On the
contrary, the modelling shows Pilon’s fluid conception of form carried even farther than
in his earlier works. The relicf is very low, and the forms seem to flow loosely over the
ground. This is the same conception of modelling which we saw in the gisant of Henry II,
but developed and applied to the different problem of low relief carving.

The bronze relief of the Deposition (Plate 68) now in the Louvre comes from the
same church as the Birague tombs and probably formed part of the same decorative
scheme. There is no evidence about its date, but its style is so close to that of the gisant
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of Valentine Balbiani that it must have been executed within a year or two of the tomb.
It has not the same grimness of detail, but it comes close to it in its dramatic intensity and
in the treatment of relief. There are strong traces of Italian influence here, principally of
Michelangelo and his school.5” The closest parallels are to be found in Bandinelli’s reliefs
of the same subject in the Louvre and the Victoria and Albert Museum.® But the treat-
ment is entirely personal. It is interesting to compare this relief with Goujon’s treatment
of the same subject (Plate 554). The comparison shows up not only the difference in the
technical methods of the two artists and their opposed conceptions of modelling; but it
also reminds us that the whole feeling of the period had changed. In Goujon the emotion
is there but it is expressed in symbols which conform to canons of classical beauty.
Pilon does not hesitate to use gestures and features that are almost grotesque in order to
heighten his effect. Goujon is typical of the classical period in the middle of the century;
Pilon embodies the emotional state of mind which marked the decades of the Wars of
Religion.

It is not surprising that the personal and emotional qualities of Pilon’s art were not
copied by his successors. But most French sculptors of the last decades of the sixteenth
century were much influenced by his earlier manner. The most interesting of these fol-
lowers was Barthélemy Prieur (active 1573-1611), who made the.sculptures on the
monument for the heart of Constable Montmorency, now in the Louvre, of which the
architectural parts were designed by Bullant.? The central part of the composition is a
twisted or ‘Salomonic’ column, probably the earliest imitation in French architecture
of the columns in St Peter’s said to come from the Temple of Jerusalem, popularized
through engravings after Raphael’s cartoon of ‘ Elymas’.6® Round the foot of this column
stand three life-size bronze Virtues which are variants of Pilon’s corner figures on the
tomb of Henry IL6! Other examples could be found all over France of allegorical sculp-
ture in the same style, and also of kneeling tomb figures deriving from Pilon’s Henry II,
Catherine de’ Medici and Birague, which may be said to have set a fashion lasting well
into the seventeenth century.2

PAINTING

Antoine Caron, Jean Cousin the Younger, and the Portrait Painters

There are few periods at which French painting was at a lower ebb than the last quarter
of the sixteenth century and the first quarter of the seventeenth, and few periods about
which we are more ignorant. In the reigns of Charles IX and Henry III only two
painters, Antoine Caron and Jean Cousin the Younger, stand out as recognizable per-
sonalities; a few portrait painters, hardly above the level of mediocrity, can be isolated;
and for the rest we know some names of artists to whom no works can be assigned and a
vast number of works — mainly portrait drawings - to which no names of artists can be
attached, at least with any certainty.

Antoine Caron,® who is at present enjoying a rather exaggerated popularity, is of in-
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terest in that he reflects vividly the peculiar atmosphere of the Valois Court during the
Wars of Religion. We know that he died at the age of seventy-eight, probably about
1600, and we may therefore conclude that he was born in the early 1520s. He is first re-
corded as working under Primaticcio at Fontainebleau before 1550, and he later became
painter to Catherine de’ Medici. We know, further, that Caron was closely connected
with the Catholic League, and was a friend of Louis d’Orléans, the poet and pamphleteer
of that movement.

Caron’s themes fall into three main categories. The first are allegorical subjects which
in presentation recall the festivities for which the Court of the last Valois was famous. His
paintings of the “Triumphs of the Seasons’, for instance, include fétes galantes, water-
parties, picnics, and orchestras with an allegorical procession in the foreground illus-
trating the season in question, apparently based on the ballets which had become a
favourite pastime of the Court. The two large sets of drawings ~ the ‘Histoire des Rois
de France’ and the Artémise series - belong to the same category. They reflect court
ceremonial rather than court ballets, but the spirit is the same; in the latter the allusion to
Catherine de’ Medici in the person of Artemisia is clear.

In these two sets of drawings the theme of battles also occurs, and provides a link with
the next type of subject treated by Caron, that of the Massacre. The signed painting in
the Louvre represents the relatively rare subject of the ‘Massacres under the Trium-
virate’, and it has often been pointed out that this must be understood as a direct refer-
ence to the bloodshed which characterized the Wars of Religion during which the pic-
ture was executed. The violence of this painting reflects an aspect of life as typical of the
period as the court ballets shown in the first group.

Finally two paintings show a more fantastic approach: the ‘Astrologers Studying an
Eclipse’ and ‘Augustus and the Sibyl’ (Plate 704) bring out the love of predictions,
horoscopes, and anything on the borderline of magic which was current in the late six-
teenth century, and particularly in the circle round Catherine de” Medici.

In his subjects, therefore, Caron is typical of the most sophisticated Court Mannerism,
with its emphasis on external ceremonial and elaborate allegory and its love of the fan-
tastic or irrational. In treatment this Mannerism is even more apparent. The most ob-
vious characteristic of Caron’s style is the elongation of his figures, a device which he
learnt from Niccold dell’Abbate, but which he greatly exaggerated.® From him also he
learnt their strange twisted attitudes and tapering limbs.® His long, pin-headed figures
are then placed in a space which is intentionally too large for them, so that they seem lost
and insignificant in it. This space is usually defined by architecture, drawn in sharply ex-
aggerated perspective and composed of the most fantastic fragments which Caron could
find in the designs of du Cerceau, combined with schematic versions of Roman ruins or
sometimes with a landscape, again based on Niccolo. To this must be added a colouring
dominated by unexpected rainbow contrasts, often against an almost white ground in
the architecture. The sum total of these elements of content and form is to produce what
is perhaps the purest known typc of Mannerism in its elegant form, appropriate to an
exquisite but neurotic aristocratic society.%

In his own time Jean Cousin the Younger must have enjoyed a great reputation, since
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his name is mentioned with reverence by contemporary writers; but his work has mostly
disappeared. He was the son of Jean Cousin the Elder, was born in Sens about 1522, lived
most of his life in Paris, and probably died about 1594. His Livre de Fortune (1568), a
series of emblem drawings, shows him as a continuer of Rosso’s decorative style.6? Two
engraved designs of the ‘Brazen Serpent’ and the ‘Conversion of St Paul’ indicate that
he was influenced by Florentine Mannerism. In particular the ‘St Paul’ belongs to a type
of composition used by Salviati in his painting in the Doria Gallery 68 and his fresco in the
Cancelleria.®? Cousin’s most important surviving work is the ‘Last Judgement’ in the
Louvre, engraved under his name in 1615 (Plate 69a). Here he is playing, like Caron, on
the theme of the puniness of humanity, which is made to swarm over the earth like
worms. But his formula is a Florentine one, and seems to be derived from Bronzino’s
‘Descent into Limbo in the Colonna Gallery,™ although the actual types of figures sug-
gest a Flemish influence. Cousin’s main field of activity may have lain outside painting
properly speaking, as he is known to have designed widely for book illustrations and for
stained glass.™

One series of drawings must be mentioned here as throwing an interesting light on the
taste of the time. These represent the tournament held at Sandricourt in the year 1493.
The drawings which are in the Louvre are probably by Jéréme Bollery (died soon after
1600).7 It is unexpected to find an artist commissioned at the end of the sixteenth cen-
tury to make drawings of a famous feat of chivalry of a century earlier,” but the subject
may well have appealed to a certain section of the aristocracy which looked back with
nostalgia to the days of feudalism.?

Portraiture continued to be one of the most popular forms of art in France in the later
sixteenth century, and in particular the vogue of portrait-drawings grew even greater.
In this genre the two eldest members of the Dumonstier family, Etienne and Pierre the
Elder, were among the most distinguished, but they hardly did more than carry on the
tradition of Frangois Clouet. The same may be said of Benjamin Foulon and Frangois
Quesnel, whose drawings are more polished, but less vigorous than those of the two
Dumonstiers. Among the few painted portraits of the period which can be attributed to
named artists one of the most interesting is that of Mary Ann Waltham, signed with the
initials of Frangois Quesnel and dated 1572 (Plate 698). This is typical of the last phase
of French sixteenth-century portraiture, when the naturalism of Frangois Clouet has
been stylized so that the modelling almost disappears and the portrait is dominated by
the flat linear pattern. Marc Duval showed greater boldness in his full-length life-size
portrait of the three Coligny brothers, known from copies and an engraving. To the
same category belongs the anonymous portrait of Catherine de’ Medici and her children
which was burnt in the fire at Castle Howard.?

One novelty was introduced into French painting in the last decades of the sixteenth
century, namely the treatment of domestic subjects, or at any rate subjects which were
neither religious nor classical.? The favourite themes of artists in this field are scenes from
the Commedia dell’Arte, such as the “Woman Choosing between Youth and Age’
(Plate 70B), or court balls, such as those of the Duc de Joyeuse, at Versailles, and of the
Duc d’Alencon in the Louvre.?? All these paintings show strong Flemish influence, and it
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CHAPTER §

HENRY IV AND THE REGENCY OF
MARIE DE’ MEDICI
1598-1630

HistoricarL BACKGROUND

WHEN Henry IV entered Paris in 1594 and was acknowledged king by the great major-
ity of his subjects, he found a country worn out with a civil war which had been intensi-
fied by religious fanaticism and confused by foreign intervention. The trade and industry
of France were almost ruined, her administration was dislocated, and her population im-
poverished. During the first few years of his reign Henry devoted himself to driving out
the Spaniards, coming to terms with the remaining rebels, and finding a religious settle-
ment. These aims had been achieved by 1598, when the Peace of Vervins brought free-
dom from the invaders, and the Edict of Nantes gave the world the first proof that reli-
gious toleration could be the basis of sound state policy. As regards the rebels, even
Mayenne, the most recalcitrant Leaguer, had made his peace with the King well before
this date.

From 1598 onwards, therefore, Henry and his minister Sully were able to devote their
whole attention to the problem of internal reconstruction. The situation could hardly
have been more serious. In the country the peasantry had, as always, suffered more than
any other section of the community from the civil war and the increased taxation. The
nobility were greatly impoverished, partly owing to the expenses of the war and partly
through the alteration in the value of money, which lowered the effective value of rent-
rolls. The inhabitants of the towns had suffered from the interruption of trade due to the
general insecurity of the kingdom. The bourgeoisie was, however, in a much better posi-
tion to recover than the aristocracy, whose income depended entirely on their land, who
were forbidden to engage in any kind of trade and who, incidentally, had tasted the
pleasures of court life during the latter part of the sixteenth century and were reluctant
to go back and look after their estates.

The reforms of Henry and Sully were mainly directed towards improving the catas-
trophic financial position of the Crown and restoring the gencral prosperity of the king-
dom by the revival of agriculture, trade, and industry. To attain the first of these objects
Sully tried to free the Crown lands from mortgage and to bring some order into the sys-
tem of taxation. He could do no more, however, than remove some of the grosser
abuses in the system of farming out taxes, so that the actual yield to the Crown was in-
creased; but he never tried to change the system itself. His encouragement to agriculture
was more effective; and his attempt to break down the rigidity of the guild system did
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something to free small-scale industry. Trade was helped by his improvement of com-
munications, but was still hindered by internal customs barriers.

Henry IV’s most effective reforms were probably in the field of administration; for
he was able to restore to the Crown the power which it had held under Henry II, but
which it had almost entirely lost during the Wars of Religion. Learning from the ex-
perience of his predecessors he refrained from calling the States General and did every-
thing to strengthen the administration which depended directly on the Crown. The
Council, which in effect governed the kingdom, was reduced to twelve members ap-
pointed by the King, and as a matter of policy the Princes of the Blood and the great
nobles were excluded from it. Realizing that the provincial governors had now become
dangerously powerful and capable of using their power in their own interests rather
than in those of the Crown, Henry limited their authority by removing from them the
control of taxation and justice, and by appointing his own nominees as governors of the
provincial fortresses. With regard to the towns his policy was like that of Francis I, a
mixture of cajolery and bullying which extracted from them important concessions and
decreased their separatist potentialities.

The policy of Henry IV and Sully was notable more for its solid common sense than
for any profound theoretical doctrines about government. But the result of this practical
régime was that at the time of Henry’s assassination in 1610, France was once more in a
position to take her part in the affairs of Europe as one of the great powers. Unfortun-
ately, however, during the minority of his son Louis XIII, who was only nine when he
came to the throne, the regency was in the hands of Henry’s widow Marie de’ Medici,
who handled the affairs of state with such indecision that the work of her husband was
greatly jeopardized. Seeing the weakness of her Government, largely directed by her
unscrupulous and incompetent favourite Concini, the Princes of the Blood and the
nobles, led by Condé, Soissons, and Bouillon, did their utmost to regain the position
which they had lost under the previous reign. At the same time the Parlement chal-
lenged the Crown on every possible issue, above all on the recurrent problem of the
Paulette, the arrangement which enabled the members of the Parlement to hand on their
posts to their children, and so establish the hierarchies which gave them social position
and freedom from taxation. This double opposition to the central power might have
proved fatal, but for the appearance of a new figure capable of dealing with both.
Richelieu, who had been made a Secretary of State in 1616 and had risen by 1624 to be
the head of the Council, was to be the continuer of the policy of Henry IV and the final
consolidator of the centralized autocracy of France.

In the intellectual field the first three decades of the seventeenth century were a time
of considerable activity. They witnessed a religious revival of which the Jeading repre-
sentatives were Cardinal de Bérulle, St Francois de Sales, and St Vincent de Paul. The
particular character of this revival gave the tone for religious thought through almost
the whole century in France. It was profoundly sincere, but lacked the ecstatic and
mystical quality of contemporary movements in Italy and Spain with their love of self-
mortification. Instead these French enthusiasts taught a practical doctrine which could
easily be harmonized with ordinary social existence. The movement led to a general
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raising of the religious life of the community, and, in the case of St Vincent, to the first
great charitable undertakings.

At the same time the development of a purely secular morality was fostered by the
revival of Stoicism due to Guillaume du Vair, one of the leaders of the moderate party
or Politigues at the time of the League, and Pierre Charron. The latter’s famous treatise
De la Sagesse, published in 1601, was used as a handbook by the sceptics of the next
generation, but also influenced the stream of Stoicism which was ultimately to unite with
Christianity in the thought of Pascal.

In literature two strongly conflicting tendencies are apparent. On the one hand, a very
fantastic style flourished, which appealed primarily to the aristocratic taste of which the
law-giver was Mme de Rambouillet with her circle of Précienx. This public enjoyed the
long pastoral novels, such as d’Urfé’s Astrée, deriving from Italian and Spanish models
and a brand of Mannerist poetry which specialized in epigrams, madrigals, anagram-
matic verses and tortured sonnets. On the other hand, Malherbe introduced his reform,
and so laid the foundations of French classical verse. His rational approach to literature,
his common-sense purification of the language, his demand that poetry should be clear,
easily intelligible, and carefully chiselled, put him in complete opposition to the fan-
tastic school of Maynard, Racan, and Voiture, the poets admired by the Précienx. These
qualities also explain why he was the favourite poet of Henry IV.

ARCHITECTURE

The Replanning of Paris, the Younger du Cercean, Le Muet, Salomon de Brosse

The buildings for which Henry IV was directly responsible must be considered in two
groups: the additions to the royal palaces, and the improvements to the city of Paris.

Of the former the finest example is the Stable Court at Fontainebleau (Plate 718),
built probably by Rémy Collin round a square court open on one side towards the Cour’
de I'Ovale.! The great entrance, which bears the date 1609, is a translation into French
terms of Bramante’s Belvedere niche. The architect has relied for a great part of his
effect on the variety of surface produced by the rustication and by the different colours
of the hard local grés, which Serlio had used in a similar spirit in the door of the ‘Grand
Ferrare’. The niche form of entrance is echoed in the semicircular bay in the middle of
the opposite side of the court.?

Far more revolutionary are Henry IV’s improvements to the city of Paris. It was in
accordance with his general policy that he should want to embellish his capital, and in
keeping with his character that his improvements should be of a very practical kind. In
the short space of about ten ycars he completed the Pont Neuf, built the Place Royale
and the Place Dauphine and began the Place de France, created the Hépital St Louis and
laid the foundations of the Collége Royal. In these works Henry IV brought town-plan-
ning to a new stage and established certain principles which were to influence the de-
velopment of Paris for several centuries. In some cases we shall find that he was taking
up ideas which had been suggested in the sixteenth century, but the manner in which
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they were carried out bears the clear stamp not only of the later period, but also of the
character of the King himself. For many of these buildings we do not even know the
names of the architects who seem to disappear behind the personality of the King. We
know that Henry took a close personal interest in these schemes, and they all have so
much in common that we must suppose Chastillon, Louis Métezeau, or Baptiste du
Cerceau, whose names appear in some confusion in the accounts, to have been above all
builders acting under the direction of a single mind, that of the King himself.

In 1599 Henry IV took up the building of the Pont Neuf which had been begun under
Henry Il in 1578, but interrupted by the civil war. As originally planned, the bridge
was to be a somewhat fanciful affair with houses on it, and at each end triumphal arches,
which were to serve purposes of defence as well as of ornament. Henry IV simplified the
scheme, and eliminated the houses and the triumphal arches. The purpose of the bridge
was to link the southern part of Paris, containing the university, with the business and
administrative quarters on the Cité and the right bank. In order to deal with the traffic
which this new communication would create, Henry further planned the rue Dauphine
cutting through the maze of small streets on the left bank. In this way traffic coming
from the north bank could communicate not only with the university quarter but with
the Faubourg St Germain, which as a result of this scheme became more accessible and
was later to be developed as a rich quarter. .

In 1604 Marie de” Medici offered to present to the city of Paris an equestrian statue of
the King to be set up at the point where the Pont Neuf cut the end of the Cité. The
statue, commissioned from Giovanni da Bologna and completed by Tacca, was not set
up till 1614, but the project evidently influenced the development of the site; for in
1607 Henry IV decided to build the Place Dauphine to cover the triangular space at the
end of the island, facing the point where the statue was to be set up (Figure 10). The
Place consisted of two ranges of buildings on the equal sides of an isosceles triangle, leav-
ing openings at the apex and in the middle of the base. The houses were of standard
design, with pairs of arched openings for shops on the ground floor, separated by narrow
doors leading through a passage to the small court at the back, from which a steep stair-
case led to the living quarters above. The outside was of simple design, very similar to
the Place Royale (cf. Plate 714), and of cheap materials, brick decorated with quoins and
chaines in stucco. Henry IV was here following up an idea suggested in the previous cen-
tury, for du Cerceau publishes at the end of the second volume of his Plus Excellents Basti-
ments a line of buildings ‘recently erected’ between the Petit Pont and the Hétel Dieu,
which in their general disposition with arcaded shops separated by doors on the ground
floor are exactly like those of the Place Dauphine. But it is characteristic of the more
advanced thought of Henry IV that, whereas his predecessors had planned a single block
of such buildings, he should have extended the idea to a whole square which in its turn
was part of a larger scheme of town-planning.

The Place Royale, or Place des Vosges asitis now called (Plates 714 and 724), was con-
ceived in 1603 and carried out from 1605 onwards. It was built on the site of the old royal
palace of the Tournelles, which was abandoned by Catherine de” Medici after the death
of Henry Il in the tournament held there. Four years later, in 1563, she put forward a
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plan to make on the site a Place de Valois, surrounded by houses of standard design, but
the Wars of Religion interrupted the project. The idea in Henry IV’s mind is clearly ex-
pressed in the instrument drawn up for the execution of the project. The square was to
provide a promenoir for the people of Paris and a place for them to assemble on occa-
sions of public rejoicing. At the same time it was to contain houses suitable for the well-
to-do. The King let the plots round the square at a nominal rate on condition that the
buyer built according to the agreed plan. Henry himself built the two central pavilions
on the north and south sides, called the Pavillons du Roi et de la Reine, which are taller
than the rest of the houses and more elaborately decorated. The normal plot sold con-
sisted of four bays, which made a house of respectable, but not excessive size. The result
was that, though the great noble families continued to build private houses on larger and
freer sites, the less rich members of the aristocracy and the wealthier bourgeois flocked to
the Place Royale, and made it the centre of a quarter, called the Marais, which remained
fashionable for the rest of the seventeenth century, till it was gradually displaced by the
Faubourg St Germain.

The style of the houses was of the same simplicity as in the Place Dauphine. Instead of
the shops on the ground floor of the latter we find here an arcaded cloister which was an
essential part of the King’s plan; but in the upper storeys the elevation is similar, with
stucco chaines against the brick, and very simple dormers. On the two main floors the
architect has used French windows, opening right down to the floor, which were
apparently a novelty.?

In the last of Henry IV’s great town-planning projects, the Place de France (Plate 728;
designed in 1610), the practical and symbolical sides were both clearly emphasized. Only
a small part of the scheme was carried out, but we know the whole from the engraving
prepared by Claude Chastillon, who in the legend tells us that he and the engineer Jac-
ques Alleaume were responsible for the design. It consisted of a semicircular space closed
along the diameter by the walls of Paris between the Porte St Antoine and th.« Porte du
Temple. In the middle of this diameter was a new gate, the Porte de France. Kound the
circumference were seven buildings for markets and other public services, separated by
roads leading radially from the Place itself. These roads were cut by an outer ring of
streets, some distance behind the market buildings. Each street bore the name of a
French Province, so that the whole plan was a symbol of national as well as civic pride.
Stylistically the buildings are like those of the Place Royale and the Place Dauphine in
their simplicity, but they are more archaic in one detail, namely in having turrets at the
comers of the pavilions which thus look almost like Flemish town-halls of the later
middle ages.*

It would be hard to over-estimate the importance of Henry IV’s public works in
Paris for the history of town development, so advanced were they for their time. Italy
had produced open spaces such as the Capitol and the Piazza of St Mark’s surrounded
by some of the great public buildings of the city symmetrically disposed; and in Flanders
and north-castern France towns like Antwerp, Brussels, or Arras could show squares on
which stood houses of the guilds or the richest citizens. But Henry’s places were the first to
combine the regularity of design of Italy with the Flemish grouping of small houses.
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They were the first examples of that most characteristic expression of bourgeois pride and
practical sense, the regularly designed series of living houses disposed on a geometrical
plan and carried out in simple materials, unostentatious but comfortable.5 The idea was
soon copied. Elsewhere in France examples are to be found built at Charleville (1608) by
Charles de Gonzague, Duc de Nevers, at Henrichemont by Sully (1608), at Montauban
(1616) by the municipality and at Richelieu (c. 1632) by the cardinal.¢ But the idea was
soon to spread outside France. In England Covent Garden (c. 1630) is a direct imi-
tation of the Place Royale, which may therefore be regarded as the ultimate ancestor of
the square development in London, Bath, and elsewhere. And in other forms the idea
took root in Holland, Germany and, later, even in Italy.

In Paris itself, as has already been indicated, Henry IV’s improvements led to the de-
velopment of several new quarters. It became fashionable to build round the Place
Royale, and the bolder spirits soon began to take advantage of the new bridge to buy
sites in the almost deserted Faubourg St Germain. In 1608 the contractor Marie acquired
the right to let off the whole of the fle Notre-Dame, now the fle St Louis, to which he
agreed to build the bridge bearing his name. During the following decades some of the
finest private houses in Paris sprang up on this island, which still preserves its rigid layout
with one street from end to end, crossed by three at right angles to it. At about the same
time a further area north of the Louvre and the Tuileries gardens was enclosed within
the walls of Paris. There Richelieu built the Palais Royal, and a little later Mazarin his
house, now the Bibliothéque Nationale, and round this nucleus sprang up yet another
quarter.?

In all these newly developed areas those who could afford the larger free-standing
type of hotel gave to the architects of the time an opportunity to display their skill in
planning and decoration.

In 1605 Charles, Duc de Mayenne, reconciled with the King after his activities in the
League, began an hétel in the rue St Antoine, not far from the Place Royale.8 The house,
which still stands, though much altered, was built by Jacques Androuet du Cerceau the
Younger and is a variant of the type known in the sixteenth century in the Hétel Carna-
valet, consisting of a main corps-de-logis and wings leading to a street fagade of two pavi-
lions joined by a lower section containing the entrance.?

During the regency of Marie de’ Medici many hétels were put up particularly in the
Marais of which the finest surviving example is the Hotel de Chélons-Luxembourg,
probably built soon after 1623.1 The house itself is a narrow building in brick and stone
standing behind a court, the entrance to which is formed by a magnificent door (Plate
768), originally free-standing. This is a fine example of the more fantastic style which
was current in Paris in the period after 1620.

The most important designer of private houses during this period was Jean du Cer-
ceau, son of Baptiste, who was born about 1585 and dicd about the middle of the seven-
teenth century. He was responsible for the two most typical private houses of the reign
of Louis XIII, the Hétel de Sully and the Hétel de Bretonvilliers. The former, built in
the rue St Antoine for a rich financier, Mesme Gallet, between 1624 and 1629, was
bought in 1634 by Sully, the minister of Henry IV. It still stands (Plate 748), decayed but
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not much altered externally, except that, as at the Hotel de Mayenne, the middle of the
street facade has been filled in.1! The plan follows that of the Hotel de Mayenne, and the
real novelty is to be found in the richness of the decoration. The fagades on the court are
ornamented with allegorical figures in niches which are an echo of Goujon’s decorations
on the Hétel Carnavalet. All the windows are covered by sculptured friezes and pedi-
ments containing masks or shells. The dormers are also of unusually elaborate form with
carved scrolls at the sides and friezes and masks over them. The style of these carved de-
corations is one which does not seem to be traceablé in Paris at an earlier date, but it is
remarkably like that practised by Hugues Sambin in Dijon almost half a century earlier,
and may be a derivation from it.
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Figure 11. Jean du Cerceau: Hétel de Bretonvilliers: Plan

Jean du Cerceau’s other hdtel was also built for a rich financier, Ragois de Breton-
villiers, between 1637 and 1643 on the newly developed fle St Louis.!? It was pulled down
in the nineteenth century, but we can form a fair idea of its appearance from the en-
gravings of Silvestre and Marot. It must have derived much of its beauty from its posi-
tion on the eastern point of the island with views up the river. The exterior seems to
have had sculptured decoration very like that on the Hétel de Sully, and its chief origin-
ality lay in its plan (Figure 11) in which two novel features appear. The first is the in-
genious use of the site. The main entrance from the street led into a court of the usual
torm with the corps-de-logis facing the visitor, but to the left through an arched opening
was another smaller court containing the stables. On the garden side the architect has
taken advantage of this extra width to enlarge the facade which has eleven bays, the
middle one being blind to cover the fact that the two fagades on court and garden are

08




THE YOUNGER DU CERCEAU : SALOMON DE BROSSE

not co-axial. The garden, which filled the space down to the point of the island, was open
to the river on the south and east sides, but protected from other buildings on the north
by a gallery which ran out from the main building. The second novelty is the placing of
the staircase. In the Hotel de Sully, and as far as we know in most Paris houses of the
time, the staircase occupied the middle of the main block,?an inconvenient arrangement
because it broke the flight of principal rooms. At the Hétel de Bretonvilliers du Cerceau
has placed the staircase in the corner of the court, so that it actually occupies a space in
the left-hand wing. In this way he is able to give it a bigger space than it could have in
the middle of the main block, and at the same time to allow for a continuous row of
reception rooms on the first floor. A vestibule in the middle of the ground floor gives
access to the rooms on either side, and also provides a passage to the garden. In order to
preserve symmetry in the court another entrance is made in the right-hand corner which
leads to the rooms in the corresponding wing.14

The principles on which private houses were built during this period are laid down in
two books. The first is the Architecture Frangoise of Louis Savot, first published in 1624,
in which the author discusses the practical conditions of building in Paris, including the
various laws and regulations governing private houses, and the nature and price of
materials. The second is the Maniére de bien bastir pour toutes sortes de personnes, published
by Pierre Le Muet in 1623, and again in an enlarged edition in 1647. This treatise is an
up-to-date version of du Cerceau’s first book of architecture, in that it provides designs
of houses for different categories of owners. But Le Muet goes much farther down the
social scale than his predecessor. His smallest houses are for a street frontage of only
twelve feet, with just enough room on the ground floor for one small room and a nar-
row passage leading through to the staircase and the tiny court. From this smallest
model, built almost without ornament and in the simplest materials, Le Muet takes the
reader on to larger houses, mainly in the current brick-and-stone manner.5 In the second
half of the book, which was only added in the edition of 1647, he is more ambitious and
gives plans and clevations of a few very grand hétels which he actually built. Most of
them were erected after the period which we are now considering, but they belong in
character to the generation of the younger du Cerceau, for Le Muet, who was born in
1591, but lived till 1669, formed his style in the 1620s and never fully assimilated the
classicism of the succeeding generation. The most important of the surviving houses is
the one built for the Président Duret de Chevry in 1635, enlarged for Tubeufin 1641,
later sold to Mazarin, and now forming part of the Bibliothé¢que Nationale (Plate 75).16
This building shows the architect’s love of complicated rustication, of stone chatnes and
quoins and of unusually shaped pediments filled with low reliefs. His other Paris houses,
dating from the 1640s, reveal Le Muet in more classical mood, but there are always some
Mannerist features which appear through the surface regularity.1?

In the chitcau building of the early years of the seventeenth century we find the same
conflict of styles. In the reign of Henry IV the greater part of the castles and country
houses built conform in materials and manner to the brick-and-stone work of the Place
Royale, but in the years after 1610, and even in some cases earlier, architects make an
even greater display of fantasy here than in the Paris hétel.
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Of the simple style a fine example is Grosbois (Plate 788), of which the central pavi-
lion is said to have been built by Raoul Moreau, a financier and civil servant who owned
the estate from 1562 till 1616. The exact date of the building is unknown, but it cannot
be far off 1600. The four pavilions attached to the central corps-de-logis and the two wings
leading to the pavilions at the entrance of the court are said to have been added by the
Duc d’Angouléme, natural son of Charles IX, who bought Grosbois in 1616; but the
difference in style is hardly perceptible.

Grosbois consists of a building round a court with doubled pavilions at the corners of
the principal corps-de-logis. It has, however, one very unusual feature, the apse-shaped
centre to the main block. This relates it to de ’Orme’s Chiteau-Neuf at St Germain;
but the closest parallel for it is the stable-yard at Fontainebleau.!® Allowing for the differ-
ence in materials the two buildings are also very alike in general conception and their
designs must spring from the same architect or circle of architects. Grosbois is built of
the materials usual in the simpler Henry IV chiteaux, but they are applied in an original
manner. The surface of the walls is of white plaster which is relieved with quoins and
chaines, but in this case the quoins are of stone, whereas the chainesare of brick, an arrange-
ment which gives an effect of variety to the elevation without any use of ornament.?®

The same simple manner can be found all over the country. But on the whole the pro-
vinces favoured a more fantastic style. When, for instance, in 1606 Charles de Cossé,
Duc de Brissac, decided to rebuild the chiteau of Brissac, near Angers, he used the foun-
dations of the medieval castle and began to build on them a structure which in its propor-
tions and its detail is a complete contrast to all that had been put up in the fle-de-France
(Plate 77). As it stands to-day the chiteau is only a fragment, and the main facade is still
squeezed between two medieval towers, which were to have been pulled down so that
the front could be made symmetrical. Its enormous height - on the north side where the
ground falls away it rises to six storeys — and its unusual, compact plan make it look more
like a castle than the house of a country gentleman; but we must remember that the
Wars of Religion were only just over and that Brissac had taken an active part in them.
The surface of the building is restlessly broken with long-and-short borders to the win-
dows, rusticated voussoirs and pilasters, and in the central pavilion elaborate Late Man-
nerist carved decoration. In many details, too, the arrangement is Mannerist in feeling.
Notice, for instance, the double dormers with curved pediments enclosed under a single
straight one, and on the same floor in the middle pavilion the two pediments interrupted
by the intrusion of the window of the floor above.2

So far no mention has been made of the most distinguished architect of the period,
Salomon de Brosse, but he is conveniently considered at the end of this section because
more than any of his contemporaries he prepares the way for the next generation and
the introduction of classicism. His father was an architect of some distinction, and his
mother was the daughter of the elder Jacques du Cerceau. He was born in 1571 at Ver-
neuil, and presumably brought up in the circle of late du Cerceau activities there. After
the Edict of Nantes his family, who were Protestants, moved to Paris, and from about
1610 onwards he seems to have enjoyed considerable success as an architect. During the
next few years he was commissioned to build three great chiteaux: Coulommiers in
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1613 for Catherine de Gonzague, Duchesse de Longueville; Blérancourt (Plate 794),
finished before 1619 for Bernard Potier; 2! and the Luxembourg (Plate 744) in 1615 for
Marie de’ Medici.22 In 1618 de Brosse began his two major public commissions, the re-
building of the Salle in the Palais of the Paris Parlement, and the construction of the
palace for the Parlement of Brittany at Rennes (Plate 798). In 1623 he rebuilt the Pro-
testant Temple at Charenton, after the first Temple built in 1606 — perhaps also after his
design — had been burnt.?? He died in 1626.

Of the three chiteaux the Luxembourg and Coulommiers are in many ways tradi-
tional. In plan they are variants of the well-established form with corps-de-logis, two
wings and a screen enclosing a court. The Luxembourg (cf. Figure 12) is the more

Figure 12. Salomon de Brosse:

Luxembourg: Plan

mature with its double pavilions at the cqrners of the main block, cach pavilion pro-
viding a complete appartement on every floor. On the other hand, this plan has the dis-
advantage that its side elevation is asymmetrical.2¢ At Coulommiers? de Brosse gets over
this difficulty by doubling the pavilions at the ends of the wings as well as those on the
corps-de-logis. This arrangement is an cxact reproduction of Jacques du Cerceau’s first
plan for Verncuil, which de Brosse must have known from childhood.

The essential contribution of de Brosse to the development of French architecture at
this moment lies in the fact that he was the first architect since Philibert de I'Orme
to think in terms of mass, and not of decoration of surface. All the members of the du
Cerceau family were essentially inventors of ornament, and even Bullant, though a more
intellectual designer, designed primarily patterns playing on the surface or porticos

applied to a building.
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De Brosse’s sense of mass can be seen most clearly in the two later chiteaux, the
Luxembourg and Blérancourt (Plate 794). In Coulommiers it is less in evidence, partly
because the more elaborate dormers, still in the du Cerceau manner, blur the edges of
the roof, and partly because the walls facing the court are articulated with a system of
coupled full columns on each floor, based on Lescot’s design for the Louvre. In the
Luxembourg the dormers are replaced by an attic floor under a cornice which: leaves an
almost unbroken edge at the spring of the roof. Much greater emphasis is also placed on
the corps-de-logis itself, conceived as a complete symmetrical unit, to which the wings,
being lower and narrower, are clearly subordinated. The articulation with columns used
at Coulommiers is also given up, and both the court and the exterior fagades are now
covered with a uniform and rather light rustication, which does not break the clarity of
outline of the blocks.?6

In one respect the Luxembourg follows the design for Coulommiers, and even the
earlier example of Verneuil, namely in the design of the entrance front which has as its
central element a sort of rotunda. It is noticeable, however, that de Brosse’s design is far
more restrained than du Cerceau’s. His rotunda goes back to the Valois Chapel and
Bramante’s Tempietto as models rather than to the Mannerist fantasies of Verneuil.

At Blérancourt de Brosse’s plastic conception is even more apparent, because the
chiteau has no wings, but is reduced to the corps-de-logis with four flanking pavilions.
This is an important step, leading up to the classical conception of the chiteau as it was
evolved by Frangois Mansart, and bearing a closer relation to the ideals of the Italian
Renaissance than any earlier buildings in France. This free-standing symmetrical block,
designed to be seen from all sides, is of the same family as Bramante’s House of Raphael
or Peruzzi’s Farnesina. But apart from de 'Orme’s Chiteau-Neuf at St Germain, it was
a novelty in France, where up to this time the chiteau had either been built round a
court or on a straight plan with pavilions and wings. De Brosse introduces at Bléran-
court another feature which adds to the compactness of the whole. In his two other
chiteaux he had used the traditional high-pitched roof, though at the Luxembourg he
had altered it to the extent of cutting off the apex; but at Blérancourt he adopts for the
pavilions the square domes used by Jacques du Cerceau at Verneuil, though he makes
them even lower, so that they bring the roof into easy relation with the main mass of
the pavilions below. ]

As far as we can judge from the engravings, Blérancourt was a revolutionary building
in another respect. Its application of the Orders was far more correct than in the other
works of de Brosse or the buildings of his contemporaries. The Orders chosen were the
two most severe, Doric and Ionic, and the walls are decorated by them alone without
any further ornament. In the pavilions which still stand at the corners of the forecourt
we can see also how finely classical was the design of the windows, far in advance of
anything else which was being done in France at this time. The interlacing pattern of the
balustrade was one copied by Frangois Mansart and used in France at any rate till the
generation of Jacques-Ange Gabriel. The same classicism is to be seen in the fagade of
the Palais du Parlement at Rennes (Plate 798),%7 where de Brosse’s feeling for sharply
defined mass, for the simplicity of the wall and for delicacy of classical detail appears at
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its clearest. Here he anticipates many of the features to be developed later by Frangois
Mansart.

The name of de Brosse is also traditionally associated with the most important piece
of church architecture of the period, the fagade of St Gervais (1616; Plate 808).28 This
design is a novelty in ecclesiastical architecture, for it is the application to a church fagade
of the three superimposed Orders regularly used for the entrance to a chiteau. The closest
model is de I'Orme’s frontispiece at Anet, to which de Brosse has simply added a straight
pediment over the main door and a curved one at the top of the whole structure. In this
way de Brosse has invented a French form of the current Roman church fagade. His
problem is different, however, because in the case of St Gervais the church to which the
fagade was being added was a tall Late Gothic building, and this necessitated the use of
three floors instead of the two usual in Roman fronts of the same type.2?

The chapel of the Trinité at Fontainebleau supplies a good example of the interior
decoration of the period. The main ornamentation of the ceiling dates from the reign of
Henry IV, and consists of a combination of stucco frames and painted panels in the man-
ner to be seen in all parts of the palace, though with rather more advanced details of orna-
ment. Over the altar and the royal gallery, however, Marie de’ Medici added two big
stucco groups of angels supporting her coat of arms (Plate 73) in the new style which
was to be current in France during the period ¢. 1615-35. This is a variant of the strap-
work invented by Rosso at Fontainebleau, which had in the interval been imitated and
transformed by Florentine architects such as Buontalenti, who had given it a more curvi-
linear and three-dimensional quality. Instead of curving over like pieces of cut leather,
its forms are now more like a shell or even the lobe of an ear.3® This form of decoration
was widely used during the regency of Marie de’ Medici, in stone or wood work, as for
instance in the door of the Hétel de Chilons-Luxembourg (Plate 768), and can even be
traced in the early work of architects of the next generation - for instance, in Mansart’s
Church of the Visitation and in private houses by Le Vau.

French architecture during the reign of Henry IV and the regency of Marie de’
Medici reflects the conflicting tendencies visible in all fields of French culture at this time.
Henry IV himself was responsible for works revolutionary in their rational conception
and their simple execution. On the other hand, private patrons were still indulging in the
fantasies of Late Mannerism, not, it is true, quite as wild as those of the previous decades,
but still ignoring the logical style encouraged by the King. Salomon de Brosse alone
understood the simplicity of the great royal ventures and added to it a monumental
sense which prepared the way for the greatest figure of the next generation, Frangois
Mansart.
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PAINTING AND SCULPTURE

The Second School of Fontainebleau — the Mannerists of Nancy: Bellange and Callot —
Late Mannerism in Paris — Vignon — Biard

Henry IV devoted considerable energy to the decoration of the royal palaces, but un-
fortunately few of the paintings which he commissioned survive, and we are therefore
badly informed about the so-called Second School of Fontainebleau, which was re-
sponsible for them.

The name is generally applied to three painters: Ambroise Dubois (1542/3-1614),
Toussaint Dubreuil (1561-1602), and Martin Fréminet (1567-1619), who may be said
to have revived the function of their predecessors at Fontainebleau — Rosso, Primaticcio,
and Niccolod dell’ Abbate — after the Wars of Religion had interrupted large-scale painting
in France. Unfortunately, however, these three artists lacked the imaginative invention
of the earlier group, and, as far as we can judge their work, its level is one of even
mediocrity.

The oldest of the three members of the school, Ambroise Dubois,3! was born in Ant-
werp, and apparently came to France as a youth. Before leaving his native town he
seems to have acquired the international Mannerism current there, based on a mixture
of local Flemish elements with a variety of Italian styles introduced mainly by the great
engraving firms, such as that of Jerome Cock.

His most important work in France, the decoration of the Gallery of Diana at Fon-
tainebleau, was destroyed in the nineteenth century and is now mainly known from de-
scriptions and copies. But many paintings survive from the other cycles executed in the
same palace, illustrating the story of Clorinda from Tasso, and Heliodorus’ novel,
Theagenes and Chariclea (Plate 81a). Of the former series, painted for the Queen, three
are known, of which the ‘Baptism of Clorinda’ in the Louvre is typical; of the latter
almost the whole series has escaped destruction and is still to be seen in the Salle Ovale at
Fontainebleau.32

Toussaint Dubreuil, who died at the age of forty-one in 1602, seems to have been an
artist of greater sensibility whose style was formed more on French models. His paint-
ings in the Petite Galerie of the Louvre, now the Galerie d’Apollon, were destroyed in
the fire of 1661, and his decorations at Fontainebleau have also disappeared without
trace. From the series of compositions at St Germain one survives in the Louvre (Plate
818) while others are known from drawings; and further several tapestries of the history
of Diana are known from his designs.? In these his manner is based primarily on Prima-
ticcio. He makes use of certain Italian Mannerist devices, such as the cut-off half-figures
in the foreground, but in general the style is of great restraint and lacks the extremes of
elongation usual in the generation of Caron. In fact, Dubreuil forms a link between Pri-
maticcio and the classicism of Poussin in.the following century.

On the death of Dubreuil in 1602 Henry IV summoned to Paris Martin Fréminet who
had spent the previous fifteen or sixteen years in Italy, first in Rome and later in Venice
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and Turin. In Rome he had been in close contact with the Cavaliere d’Arpino, by whose
style he was much influenced. Ofhis few surviving works the most important is the ceil-
ing of the chapel of the Trinité at Fontainebleau, begun in 1608.3¢

While painting in Paris was in this state of general mediocrity, Nancy was the scene
of a remarkable revival of artistic activity and produced a group of artists celebrated in
their own time far beyond the frontiers of Lorraine: Jacques Bellange, Jacques Callot,
and Claude Deruet, who represent in their several ways the last stage of Mannerism in
Europe.

Bellange is an artist who has only been disinterred from neglect during the last few
decades, and we still know very few facts about him.35 He is recorded in Nancy between
1600 and 1617 as painting portraits, executing wall decorations in the ducal palace, and
preparing scenery and machines for theatrical performances, but little survives from his
hand except drawings and engravings.36 It is generally supposed that he visited Italy, and
although there is no external testimony for such a visit, the internal evidence points
strongly to his presence in Rome in the last decade of the sixteenth century.

The etchings of Bellange are the last in a long evolution of that particular type of
Mannerism in which a private mystical form of religious emotion is expressed in terms
which appear at first sight to be merely those of empty aristocratic elegance. The
founder of this tradition was Parmigianino, who invented many of the formulas used
by his successors, such as the elongation of the figures, the small heads on long necks,
the sweeping draperies, the strained, nervous poses of the hands, and the sweet ecstatic
smile which those of Protestant upbringing find it hard not to think of as sickly and
insincere, but which incorporates a particular kind of mystical feeling. This type of
Mannerism, which flourished in the smaller towns of Italy in the sixteenth century
and expressed a religious mood very different from that of official religious circles
in Rome, came to Bellange through its exponents in the last decade of the century,
Baroccio and his two Sienese followers, Francesco Vanni and Ventura Salimbeni. If he
visited Rome he would have known their works through his compatriot, the engraver
and publisher Philippe Thomassin, but many of them were in any case accessible through
engravings. Vanni and Salimbeni added to what they learnt from Baroccio certain
stylistic elements which are strictly Sienese and derive ultimately from Beccafumi. To
these Italian sources must be added that of Flemish engraving which would have been
known to Bellange in Nancy.3 Out of these varied elements Bellange created a style
which is intensely personal and which can be seen at its best in the etching of the ‘Three
Marys at the Sepulchre’ (Plate 84). The most immediately striking characteristics of the
etching are the strange poses and forms of the three women, their long, sweeping
draperies,®® their swan necks and tiny heads with hair strained up from the nape of the
neck, and their elongated nervous fingers. At first one is tempted to feel that they are
merely ladics of the court walking in the ducal garden, but such an interpretation would
miss the essential point of the work. True, the forms are those of a hyper-sophisticated
court society, but the neuroticism which they display has taken a religious form, as it
often did at the time of the Counter-Reformation. This state of mind may be complex
and remote from modes of religious feeling current to-day, but it is not for that reason
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any the less sincere; and it would be as false to call Bellange unreligious as it was when,
thirty years ago, critics made the same accusation against El Greco.

To create the mysterious atmosphere of his compositions Bellange uses every trick
known to his predecessors. His distortions in attitude and feature have already been men-
tioned, but he has many other shots in his locker. In the ‘Three Marys’, for instance, he
places the three principal figures in the very foreground, but turns them round so that
they all face away from the spectator and into the composition. Almost the same device
is used with great effect in the ‘Carrying of the Cross’. The composition is based on
Schongauer’s engraving of the same subject, but the two soldiers on either side of Christ
in his design are brought forward and made into huge repoussoirs, leading the eye into
the picture and towards the central figure which appears between them. In this case Bel-
lange uses another familiar trick, for between the two soldiers there projects into the
composition the figure of a woman cut off at the waist by the edge of the picture. This
device goes back to some of the earliest works of Italian Mannerism, the Certosa frescoes
of Pontormo, who, perhaps like Bellange, borrowed it from Diirer. In the etching of the
‘Three Marys’ Bellange has shown a typically cavalier attitude towards the question of
space. Sometimes he deliberately makes the space vague, as in the great ‘Annunciation’
(Plate 834), but in the case of the ‘Three Marys’ he chooses a viewpoint so high that the
ground is tipped up, and the spectator seems to be looking down on the principal figures.
Bellange has sought other effects of surprise in a spirit very typical of a Mannerist. For
instance, he has chosen the unusual course of representing the action as seen from the in-
side of the cave, and has broken the unity of time by showing the Marys twice over, once
in the foreground and again in the mouth of the cave in the background.?®

Bellange’s most important works all deal with religious themes (cf. Plate 834); but he
also designed a few genre compositions of which the most remarkable is the ‘Hurdy-
gurdy Player’ (Plate 838). Here Bellange shows an interest, exceptional for him, in the
ugliness and deformity of the blind beggar; but, as we shall see with Callot, there is
nothing unusual in this simultaneous inclination towards the opposite extremes of ele-
gance and repulsiveness.

Jacques Callot was born at Nancy in 1592 or 1593. His family had been connected
with the ducal court for several generations and his father was King-at-Arms to Duke
Charles III. In 1607 Jacques was apprenticed to a Nancy goldsmith, Demange Crocq.#
At some time between 1608 and 1611 he left Nancy for Rome, where he joined the
studio of his compatriot, the engraver Philippe Thomassin, who has already been men-
tioned in connexion with Bellange. There he learnt the current technique of line en-
graving and practised his hand at copying compositions by Flemish artists such as Sade-
ler, and Late Mannerist works in Roman churches. At the end of 1611 he moved to
Florence, where his real artistic career begins. He was immediately attached to the court
of the Grand Duke, Cosimo II, who was a patron of the arts and above all a lover of
every kind of festival and celebration. In 1612 Callot was commissioned to engrave a
series of plates recording the memorial ceremonies for the death of the Queen of Spain,
and soon afterwards another on the life of Ferdinand I of Tuscany, the latter mainly after
the designs of Florentine painters. But he was to achieve his greatest success in engraving
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those public testivities with which the Grand Dukes sometimes amused the people of
Florence, and of which the invention was usually due to Giulio Parigi. Parigi provided
the fantastic cars and allegorical figures of the Guerra d’Amore or the Intermezzi, but it
was Callot who found the brilliant idiom for rendering the action of those taking part.
The idiom can be seen applied to a slightly different subject in the background of the
etching of the “Two Pantaloons’ (Plate 874), which dates from this period. In this case
the people represented are not the members of a pageant, but the ladies and gentlemen
of Florence out walking. In the sophisticated Medici Court, however, the borderline be-
tween festa and daily life was very vague, and here the courtiers are behaving almost as
if they were taking part in a ballet. It is this swaggering, dance-like action that Callot
renders with such vividness, adopting for the figures poses which go back to Late Gothic
models, seen through the eyes of Flemish Mannerists such as Goltzius. But affected
though their movements are, Callot’s figures are based on close and witty observation;
they combine artificiality with naturalism in a manner only excelled by Watteau. Some
of them even take up the poses of the little figures in the fantastic engravings after Bosch
and Bruegel which were common in Italy.*t Callot scems to have been influenced by
these artists in the way in which he builds up his innumerable figures into a single com-
position. In the “Two Pantaloons’ the problem is relatively easy; but in the huge plates
like the “Florentine Féte’ (Plate 86) the actors taking part in the scene run into hundreds,
and Callot displays incredible skill in forcing them into a coherent pattern.

The ‘“Two Pantaloons’ shows another important aspect of Callot’s work, namely his
love of the grotesque. Even in Rome he had begun to imitate the engravings of beggars
and deformities by artists like Villamena and Agostino Carracci, who in their turn had
derived the idea of such studies from Flemish artists of the sixteenth century. Callot
made a speciality of this kind of subject, and his Gobbi (hunchbacks) and Beggars are still
among his most popular works. In the ‘Pantaloons’ he borrows his grotesque characters
from a source to which he often turned, the Commedia dell’ Arte or Italian Comedy. In the
“Two Pantaloons’, however, Callot not only depicts these grotesque figures, but shows’
them side by side with his elegant courtiers. It is typical of the Mannerist state of mind
that the artist should turn, in his reaction against the norm of classical beauty, towards the
two extremes of affected elegance and sheer ugliness, and should find a further piquancy
in the juxtaposition of the two.#

In 1621 the Grand Duke died and his widow, who became regent, introduced eco-
nomies, which included the cancellation of Callot’s pension. The artist therefore left
Florence and returned to Nancy, where he soon became one of the leading figures in the
artistic life of Lorraine.

In Nancy he carried on the various types of etching with which he had established his
reputation in Florence. In 1627, in continuation of his fétes series, he engraved the cele-
brations in honour of the visit of the Duchesse de Longueville during her exile from
Paris; in 1622 he produced the finest of his studies in the grotesque, the ‘Gipsies’; and
in the ‘Fair of Gondreville’ (1624) he repeated the Italian ‘Impruneta’. These last two
etchings show signs, however, of 2 new tendency in his art which appears after his return
to Nancy, an interest in the objective rendering of everyday scenes which are neither

107



HENRY 1V AND THE REGENCY OF MARIE DE MEDICI

swaggeringly elegant nor grotesquely ugly. In the ‘Gipsies’ he still shows his interest in
the grotesque though much less than in the ‘Hunchbacks’, and in other etchings his
rendering is much more objective.

This difference of tone is part of a general change of attitude, which can be described
roughly as an increasing seriousness. The old elements of court Mannerism still occur,
but parallel with them others gain ground. For the first time, for instance, Callot makes
drawings and etchings of landscape for its own sake. Plate 854 of the ‘Agony in the Gar-
den’ shows his fecling for the rendering of natural scenery, though here it is used as a
setting for a religious subject; but there are many dozens of drawings and etchings exe-
cuted by Callot at Nancy in which the landscape is the real theme. Generally speaking,
these follow the Mannerist tradition as it had developed in the Low Countries from the
inventions of Bruegel, whose engraved landscapes Callot must certainly have known.
The convention is fairly rigid and can be seen in Plate 858: a dark tree in the very fore-
ground, the recession based on an alternation of light and dark passages, arranged in
wings as on a stage, aided by an exaggerated perspective established either by the
sharply converging lines of buildings or the sudden diminution in the scale of the figures,
asin the ‘Agony’. The stage properties which Callot employs are arbitrary and often re-
peated - fantastic rocks, broken-down cottages, decaying chiteaux - but he uses them
with such skill and variety that their artificiality is not disturbing.

A marked change can be seen in the religious etchings of Callot during the Nancy
period. In Florence he had designed many compositions of religious subjects in the cur-
rent style of the Late Florentine Mannerists without any personal addition, and without
great depth of feeling. But in the Nancy designs such as the ‘Great Passion’, for which
Plate 854 is one of the preparatory drawings, a real sense of drama appears.** Here Callot
uses the devices of Mannerism to give poignancy to the story. The artist brings out the
sense of tragedy by isolating the tiny figure of Christ in one of the suddenly lit passages
in the middle distance; by contrast the approaching soldiers appear in the shadow, half
cut off by the edge of the hill. That is to say, the tricks of scale and of lighting are used
for dramatic and not for purely formal purposes.

In 1625 Callot was called to Brussels to collect material for his huge ‘Siege of Breda’,
commissioned by the Infanta Clara Eugenia, and in about 1629 Richelieu invited him to
come to Paris in order that he might celebrate the capture of La Rochelle and the island
of Ré in a similar manner. These three siege compositions are among his most dazzling
performances from the technical point of view, in the brilliant grouping of their hun-
dreds of small figures and the inventiveness of their decorative borders. While in Paris
he also made some of his most celebrated topographical landscapes, including the two
views of the Seine.

He returned to Nancy about 1631, and the remaining four vears of his life were
marked by Richelieu’s invasion of Lorraine in 1633, the capture of Nancy and the igno-
minious surrender of the Duke. We do not know how far Callot was directly involved
by these events, but they must have affected his life, and his reaction is to be seen in his
last great work, the ‘Grandes Miséres de la Guerre’, executed in 1633.

It has frequently been pointed out that these etchings must not be connected too
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closely with the actual campaign in Lorraine because some of the scenes which they con-
tain had already been introduced by Callot into earlier works, notably the ‘Siege of
Breda’, and that some of the ‘Miséres’ themselves were begun before the attack on
Nancy. But this does not affect the real point. Lorraine was near enough to the Empire
to have been in contact with the horrors of the Thirty Years War for fifteen years;
Callot himself had been forced to study the sieges of Breda and La Rochelle, even if only
after the event; and the ‘Grandes Miséres’ may therefore be regarded as a precipitation
of his general feelings about war, brought to a head by the invasion of Lorraine.

In the manner of presentation Callot brings all his previous experiments to bear on
intensifying the horror of the story which he has to tell. In the etching in which the ban-
dits are hanged (Plate 85c), the traditional dark tree in the foreground is replaced by a
group of the priest giving absolution to a man about to join the row of gallows-birds
in the centre of the composition. The tree from which they hang is isolated in the middle
of a wide circle of soldiers, reduced by distance to minute scale. In the figures of the
hanged men Callot has expended as much observation and as much finesse as in all his
sketches of the courtiers of Florence. The result is strangely grim, and gives the lie to
those who maintain that Callot was a purely detached observer, recording the scene of
hanging without emotion as if it had been the Fair of Gondreville.#

One painter active in Paris before the return of Vouet in 1627 must be mentioned,
namely Claude Vignon (1593-1670), who represents a phase of European art which
otherwise hardly penetrated to Paris. He was born in Tours, and probably began his artis-
tic education in Paris in the current Late Mannerist style of Lallemant and Fréminet. But
his style was really formed in Rome, where he seems to have spent roughly the years
1616-24. There he scems to have come under all sorts of influences, including that of the
followers of Caravaggio; but the artist to whom he owed most was Elsheimer. He must
have studied his works directly, but he no doubt also knew those of Elsheimer’s younger
followers such as Lastman. The composite nature of his style is well seen in the ‘Death
of a Hermit’ (Plate 88; painted after 1620). Here marked traces of Late Mannerism °
can be seen in the heads of the angels, and of Caravaggesque naturalism in the still-life;
but the most noticeable feature of all is Vignon’s use of that rich and almost tortured
quality of paint which Lastman learnt from Elsheimer and transmitted to the young
Rembrandt. In colour the same mixture exists: the subdued grey-browns in the monk’s
habits — recalling Zurbaran - are strikingly interrupted by the almost rainbow sequences
in the wings and robes of the angels. In certain works of the 1620s, such as the ‘Queen
of Sheba’ in the Louvre, the closeness to the early Rembrandt is even greater. Nor is it
entirely accidental, because we know from a letter that the two artists were at any rate
acquainted and that Vignon, who seems to have been a dealer and valuer of pictures as
well as a painter, sold works of Rembrandt in France.* Vignon lived long enough to be-
come a foundation member of the Academy, but like his contemporary Le Muet in
architecture he never understood the new classicism, and his later style is only a dilution
of his earlier manner with the Mannerist features somewhat reduced.*

Objectively the most important artistic event in Paris during the period which we are
considering was the decoration of the gallery of the Luxembourg for Marie de’ Medici
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by Rubens in the years 1622-5, though it is a fact, frequently commented upon, that
these masterpieces of Baroque painting exercised almost no influence on French art till
the end of the seventeenth century, so contrary were they to the current conventions of
Late Mannerism and to the new canons of classicism which were about to be imposed.

Portraiture during the reign of Henry IV and the regency of Marie de’ Medici was
entirely dominated by the Flemish artist, Frans Pourbus the Younger(1569-1622).47
Trained by his father, Frans the Elder, he achieved European reputation as a court por-
trait painter, first in Brussels and then, from 1600 to 1609, in Mantua. In the latter year,
after passing through various other cities, he was called by Marie de’ Medici to Paris,
which he had visited for a short time in 1606, and where he was to remain till his death in
1622,

Pourbus brought to France the tradition of portraiture of which Mor had been the
founder and greatest exponent in the Low Countries, but which had evolved since his
death towards a greater degree of formalism, with more emphasis on outward show and
on the depiction of rich dresses and jewels. By the turn of the century this manner had
become almost universal and is to be found as much in Spanish painters, such as Coello
and Pantoja de la Cruz, as in the earliest works of Rubens.

The most important commissions which Pourbus received in Paris were for state por-
traits of Henry IV, Marie de’ Medici, and the Dauphin, later Louis XIII. The portrait re-
produced on Plate 89 shows the impressive quality which he was able to give to his
sitters, though in this case he has left out many of the enrichments which he uses for the
portraits of the Royal Family. On the other hand this representation of the Duc de Chev-
reuse reveals a different side of Pourbus’s talent, namely his naturalism in the painting of
both the head and of the stuff, a quality which is frequently obscured under the formality
of the state portraits.*8 This type of portrait was to be the basis of the style of Philippe de
Champaigne, and is therefore important for the whole later development of the genre in
France.

53

French sculpture produced little that was notable during this period. The most im-
portant monuments were erected by foreigners and have since been destroyed, namely
the equestrian statues of Henry IV on the Pont Neuf and of Louis XIII in the Place
Royale.# Of the former, begun by Giovanni da Bologna and completed by his pupils,
the only parts surviving are the slaves round the pedestal by Pierre Francheville, a
Fleming, who after being influenced by Adriaen de Vries became an assistant to
Bologna.5

The most important French sculptor of the period was Pierre Biard (1559-1609)
whose work has disappeared for the greater part. Of his tomb for the Duc d’Epernonand
his wife at Cadillac the bronze ‘Fame’ is preserved in the Louvre and shows Biard to
have been a more robust artist than the followers of Giovanni da Bologna who surround-
ed him. In 1606 he was commissioned to complete the screen of St Etienne du Mont by
carrying it across the aisles. Here again the statues show a masculine but not very brilliant
personality.5!




CHAPTER 6

RICHELIEU AND MAZARIN
1630-1I661

HistoricAL BACKGROUND

DuRriNG the ministries of Richelieu and Mazarin - that is to say, roughly between 1630
and 1660 — France finally established her position as a great power in Europe. In foreign
policy these years mark her victory in the struggle with Spain and the Empire, and in-
ternally during the same period the last forces of discord, social and religious, were
crushed. The outward glory of France was greater in the decades which followed, when
Louis XIV laid down the law to Europe, but there is something more heroic in the pre-
ceding phase, which is the age of achievement as compared with that of enjoyment.

In external affairs Richelieu and Mazarin did little more than follow the lines of policy
which had become traditional in France since the time of Francis I, but, with a richer
and more united country behind them, they were able to follow them with greater
success. Richelieu managed to inflict serious wounds on Spain and the Empire, while
at the same time exposing France as little as possible to the horrors of war. His practice
of subsidizing the enemies of the Habsburgs — even when, as in the case of Gustavus
Adolphus, they happened to be Protestant - proved extremely profitable, and his diplo-
matic skill often caused serious defeats to the enemy without costing France a single
man. Mazarin had only to continue along the same lines, although he was forced to
come into the open and declare war on Spain. However, his diplomatic skill enabled
him to extract at the Peace of Westphalia (1648) advantages out of all proportion to the
sacrifices France had made. The same technique led to the final humiliation of Spain at
the Peace of the Pyrenees in 1659.

Of even greater importance were the internal reforms carried out by the two ministers.
Here their techniques were wholly different, Richelieu using open and ruthless methods,
Mazarin going about his work in a more subtle and indirect manner; but the results
were the same.

To Richelieu goes the credit for solving the problem of religious unity. After defeating
an open rebellion of the Protestants in 1629, he had the wisdom to leave them complete
liberty of conscience, while at the same time destroying them as a political force. His
attitude towards Rome was equally skilful, though somewhat surprising in a cardinal.
By playing ingeniously on the Gallican tendencies of the Parlement he managed to re-
strict Papal interference to the minimum. At the end of his life he could reasonably have
said that, although there might be differences of doctrine in the field of religion in
France, there was unity of loyalty.

His struggle with the socially dissident elements was far more difficult. The Wars of
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Religion had weakened and impoverished the feudal nobility, but had by no means de-
stroyed their power. They soon realized that Richelieu intended to finish the work and,
led by the princes and princesses of the blood, organized a series of plots, all of which
failed owing to their habit of including in each conspiracy Gaston d’Orléans, the King’s
brother, who invariably betrayed it. These plots were seized on by Richelieu as oppor-
tunities to strike at the nobility, and were followed by executions and the razing of
castles. Even when not engaged in such violent attacks, Richelieu continued his policy
of weakening the nobility by other methods, such as steadily undermining the position
of the provincial governors and transferring as much as possible of their power to the
central authority. In the same way he continued the old policy of reducing the Parle-
ments and the provincial Etats, though here he was not always successful, because he was
dependent on them for a part of the state income.

The death of Richelieu at the end of 1642, followed by that of Louis XIII himself early
in 1643, seemed for a moment to endanger the whole of the work that had been achieved.
The nobility were quick to realize the weakness of the Crown, owing to the fact that the
King was a minor, and they were deceived by the apparent benignity of the new minister,
Mazarin. Instantly the old plots began again and it was evident long before the outbreak
of the Fronde in 1648 that Mazarin would have trouble with these traditional enemies
of the Crown.

The great blunder made by Mazarin was his estrangement of the bourgeoisie. Like
Richelieu, Mazarin had somewhat primitive ideas about finance, and, provided that
money was available for present needs, he did not enquire too closely into the methods
by which it was obtained or the possible implications for the future. This lack of fore-
sight, combined with the corruption of the financiers who worked for him, created a
series of grievances in the minds of the bourgeoisie. New taxes were added which hit
them particularly; the sale of offices was increased, which lowered the effective value of
those already in existence; and, most serious of all, the payment of rentes became ex-
tremely irregular and the rate of interest insecure. The result was that the middle classes
were, almost against their will, forced into hostility towards the Crown as it was repre-
sented by Mazarin, and, when the nobles came into the open against the minister, they
could count on support from this unexpected quarter.

The story of the Fronde (1648-53) is one of confusion, but the main implications of
it are clear and important. The nobility went into it hoping to regain the power which
they had seen slipping from them. The bourgeoisie took part, as has just been said, for
much more temporary reasons, and they soon realized that they stood to lose more by
the victory of their allies, the nobility, than by the triumph of their nominal enemy, the
Crown. The situation was fundamentally the same as that during the Siege of Parisunder
the League, and the evolution of thought was the same. The bourgeoisie gradually came
to its senses, and the basic differences which separated it from the nobility were given
greater prominence by the injudicious use which the latter made of a powerful but dan-
gerous weapon: their ability to rouse the Paris mob against the bourgeoisie when the
latter was recalcitrant. After the people of Paris had burnt the Hotel de Ville at the in-
citement of Beaufort, the bourgeoisie realized that they had chosen the wrong allies. The
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Fronde collapsed partly because of the futility, internal quarrels, and lack of policy of the
nobles, and partly because the bourgeoisie saw where their real interests lay.

The Fronde is of immense significance because it led to a re-alignment of parties
within the kingdom which lasted for more than a century. The power of the nobility
was finally and completely broken, and the way was open for Louis XIV to distract
them from noticing that they no longer performed any function by giving them that
most expensive of toys, the Court of Versailles. The middle classes finally accepted the
fact that they could best achieve their aims by submitting to the wise dictation of a cen-
tral authority. Luckily Colbert was sufficiently intelligent to conduct autocratic govern-
ment so that the middle classes really obtained the benefits for which they had hoped.

One feature of this period, which is of particular importance for the development of
the arts, is the enormous increase in the wealth and power of the middle classes. We
have seen that throughout the sixteenth century they had been establishing their position,
but it was under Richelieu and Mazarin that their rise took a steeper upward curve. The
methods by which they attained their wealth were mainly disreputable, largely through
the exploitation of the loose financial administration of the Government, but the result
was remarkable in many ways. It is hardly an exaggeration to say that during this period,
apart from works ordered by the Crown, the first minister, or by one or two princes of
the blood, such as Gaston d’Orléans, every commission of importance comes from a
bourgeois. Whereas in the late sixteenth and the early seventeenth centuries the names of
the great French families occur frequently in art history, if we list those who employed
Frangois Mansart or Le Vau, Poussin or Vouet, we shall hardly find one name belonging
to the noblesse d’épée. The period ends characteristically and spectacularly with the career
of one of the greatest of all bourgeois patrons, the Surintendant Nicolas Fouquet. Fou-
quet gained immense wealth by methods no more corrupt than those of his colleagues,
and he used his money with exceptional taste. He collected round him a team of archi-
tects, sculptors, painters, poets, dramatists, and musicians, who made of Vaux-le-Vicomte
the greatest art centre of its period and who after his disgrace were to become the nu-
cleus of the culture of Versailles.

Artistically the period of Richelicu and Mazarin saw the rise of French classicism. This
was true in all the arts, literary as well as visual. We shall see later the parallel which
exists between the classicism of Poussin in painting and that of Corneille in tragedy, and
both artists are characteristic of a wider movement. This is not the occasion to analyse
the French classical spirit. It will be enough to recall that in these years there flourished
perhaps the most uniformly brilliant group of Frenchmen in all fields that has ever ap-
peared at one time. In philosophy it was the age of Descartes, in religious thought that
of Pascal, in drama that of Cormneille, in painting that of Poussin and Claude, and in
architecture that of Fran¢ois Mansart. _

But though classicism and rationalism were the great invention of the age, French
culture at the time was not uniform. We shall examine the different tendencies which
exist, for instance, in the field of painting, ranging from the pure classicism of Poussin to
the naturalism of Louis Le Nain, but the same variety can be found in literature. While
all progressive sections of Paris were applauding the heroic tragedies of Corneille, Mme
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de Rambouillet and her circle of Précienx were still playing elegant games with madxi-
gals and anagrammatic verses.!

In the field of the visual arts the variety is further complicated by outside influences.
Many French artists visited Italy, where Rome was their principal goal, but they were
also more deeply affected than is generally realized by Venetian art. At the same time
Paris was open to influences from Flanders and even Holland, which led some painters
in the direction of naturalism. Fortunately the French spirit was strong enough to make
out of these elements an art which, though varied, is yet united in its fundamental
principles.

ARCHITECTURE

Lemercier, Frangois Mansart, the early work of Le Vau

French classical architecture was the creation of three men: Jacques Lemercier, Frangois
Mansart, and Louis Le Vau. Of very different character, of talent varying in degree and
kind, they yet each made a distinct contribution to the evolution of the style and were to
influence their successors for more than a century.

Jacques Lemercier was the eldest and certainly the least talented of the three. He was
probably born about 1580-5, the son of a master mason who worked on the church of
St Eustache. It may be assumed that he obtained his first training in his father’s workshop
till, at a date before 1607, he went to Rome, where he seems to have stayed till about
1614. In 1615 he is mentioned in the royal accounts, but we have no record of any work
by him till 1624, when he was commissioned to carry out Louis XIII's new plans for ex-
tending the Louvre. His career was, however, to depend above all on the favour of
Richelieu, for whom he built the Palais Cardinal, later called the Palais Royal (begun
1633), the Sorbonne (begun 1626),? the chiteau and church at Rueil, and the chiteau
and new town at Richelieu (begun 1631). In addition to these buildings for the Cardinal,
he probably carried out town and country houses for the Duc de Liancourt and the Hotel
d’Efhat,? and he was involved in the building of three great Paris churches, the Oratoire,
St Roch, and the Val-de-Grice, but in the first two cases his share is impossible to
determine.4

Lemercier’s style is composed of two elements which he never succeeded in com-
pletely fusing; the first is the current French manner of the first years of the seventeenth
century, and the second consists of the idiom which he learnt in Rome.

It will be convenient to consider the second aspect first, because it can be found in
isolation in Lemercier’s church designs. The three churches for which he was entirely re-
sponsible were two small buildings at Rueil and Richelieu and the more ambitious
church of the Sorbonne begun in 1635 (Plate 9o; Figure 13).% All three show a Roman
form of front with two superimposed Orders facing the nave, this higher central part
being linked by volutes to the lower sections closing the aisles. This Roman front had
only been seen once before in Paris in the Noviciate of the Jesuits built by Martel-
lange in 1630,° which was an almost exact copy of Giacomo della Porta’s S. Maria dei
Monti.” From the general character of Lemercier’s three fagades it is clear that he has
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studied the same type of model, and has followed Giacomo’s method of articulating the
wall principally with pilasters.® The alternating rhythm of wide bays with doors or win-
dows and narrow ones with niches could also be paralleled in the churches of Giacomo
and the other members of this academic late sixteenth-century group.

The Sorbonne, however, leads us to a more precise source and even to a possible
master for Lemercier in Rome. The plan (Figure 13) is an unusual one, consisting of a
central dome, round which are grouped a nave and choir of equal size and two shallow
transepts, the corners between the arms of the cross being filled with four rectangular
chapels each of two bays. The only asymmetrical element in the plan — apart from the
north porch, to be considered later - is the shallow bay containing the altar. Now,
this plan is a close imitation of Rosato Rosati’s church of S. Carlo ai Catinari in Rome,
which was begun in 1612; that is to say at a time when Lemercier was in Rome.” Even

Figure 13. Lemercier: Church of the Sorbonne: Plan

more striking, however, is the resemblance of the two domes. The drum of the Sor-
bonne dome differs from the conventional Roman design of the late sixteenth or early
seventeenth centuries in that it is articulated with clustered pilasters, between which are
round-headed windows; and both these features occur in S. Carlo, but, as far as I know,
in no other dome of the period.’®

Now, the dome of S. Carlo was not completed till 1620, that is to say, about six
years after Lemercier left Rome, and one is forced to the conclusion that he must have
known Rosati’s plans; hence that he must have had access to his studio; and therefore
that possibly this architect may have been his master. In any case, Lemercier’s relation
to Roman architecture can be preciscly defined; he brought back to France the academic
style inaugurated by Giacomo della Porta and continued after his death by a few archi-
tects, of whom Rosati was one, who resisted the movement of Maderna towards the
Baroque. In this way his function in relation to the development of French art is
analogous to that of Vouet, who brought back the idiom of painting current in Italy just
before the flowering of the Baroque.
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There is, however, one original feature in the Sorbonne. The church had to present
two important facades : the main front towards the street, and another on the north to-
wards the court of the college. In order to make the latter front impressive Lemercier
added to the north transept a free-standing classical portico with a triangular pediment
enclosing a cartouche with the arms of the Cardinal, which makes an impressive and
unusual end to the courtyard.!!

Towards the end of his career Lemercier had one further opportunity to design a
dome, when he took over the construction of the Val-de-Grice from Mansart in 1646
(Plate 91).12 Here Lemercier continues to use pilasters for the drum, but by doubling
the number of piers he strengthens the effect of upward movement, which is carried on
in the statues and candelabra round the base of the dome.13 The result is to make the
Val-de-Grice the most dramatic and impressive seventeenth-century dome in Paris.

Lemercier received his most important royal commission in 1624, when he was
ordered to continue the Square Court of the Louvre according to the scheme conceived
in the sixteenth century. This involved doubling the existing wing on the west side of
the court and inventing a centre for the now enlarged building. For this centre Lemer-
cier built the Pavillon de I'Horloge, of which the three lower stages are simply an
adaptation of Lescot’s design. Over the latter’s attic, however, Lemercier adds a full
storey of his own invention with caryatids supporting a complex pediment, above which
rises a square dome of the kind used by J. A. du Cerceau the Elder and de Brosse,
which Lemercier was to repeat constantly, for instance at Richelieu. The only trace of
Roman feeling in this design is in the curious repetition of the pediments, a straight with-
in a curved within a straight pediment, which is an extension of the method used by della
Porta on the facade of the Gesti. The caryatids after the designs of Sarrazin are an in-
genious solution to the problem which faced later architects in continuing the court;*
that is to say, the difficulty of knowing what Order to use in the top floor, since the
lower floors are decorated with Corinthian and Composite, above which, according to
classical precept, no proper Order of columns may be placed.’s

Of Lemercier’s smaller domestic works in Paris only one need be mentioned in detail,
the Hétel de Liancourt.!s In 1623 the Duc de Liancourt bought the Hétel de Bouillon,
built by de Brosse in 1613, and enlarged it to almost double its size on the designs of
Lemercier.l” The enlargement of the site gave the architect the opportunity of an in-
genious piece of planning (Figure 14). Seen from the street, the left half of the site was
occupied by a base-court and a small garden, and the right half by a court forming the
main approach to the house. The porte cochére was flanked on the court side by two
quadrant wings with niches, an arrangement probably surviving from de Brosse’s build-
ing® which was to be much imitated by later architects. More remarkable, however, was
the disposition of the principal corps-de-logis which ran along the whole width of both
courts, presenting on the garden side a front of fifteen bays, with pavilions at the ends
anda portico with three openings in the middle. From the court the entrance to the house
lay in the corner; it opened on the staircase and led through it to the vestibule on the
garden.?? In this way Lemercier managed to produce the maximum grandeur on the gar-
den side while leaving ample room for the stables and offices, and at the same time con-
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cealing the difference of axis between the court and garden fronts. This type of solution
was to be used by almost all his successors in Paris.

Of the three country houses, Rueil, Liancourt, and Richelieu, built by Lemercier, prac-
tically nothing remains. Rueil was a2 modest house with elaborate gardens. Liancourt is
known to us through engravings which show it to have been a variant on the standard
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Figure 14. Salomon de Brosse and Lemercier:

Hotel de Liancourt: Plan

pattern of three wings round a court, differing from the normal in having the right-
hand wing missing except for the end pavilion, thus giving a view from the court over
the elaborate gardens at the side of the chiteau.

The chiteau of Richelieu (Plate 924) was on a scale quite different from the houses so
far mentioned.? In conception itisreminiscent of Charleval. The chiteauitself was of the_
usual form round three sides of a square court, with a low closing wall on the fourth;
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but in front of this spread a forecourt enclosed by two lines of offices. This forecourt
opened out again into a still wider space, of which the middle formed the main approach
to the house, while on each side was a base-court concealed behind a rusticated wall.
Finally came the entrance gate itself, set in a semicircular wall with pavilions at the ends.
The main lines of the design were carried on into parterres behind and on the north side
of the chiteau. Of all this there remain only two small garden grottos, the entrance gate,
and one domed pavilion of the office block. Plate 924, which represents the chiteau from
the garden side, gives an idea of the general character of the ensemble, with the buildings
of the office block and one base-court disappearing into the distance on the left. It also
shows, however, that Lemercier was ill at ease when designing on this scale. In particu-
lar, the garden front is composed of a series of almost unrelated sections: a heavy central
pavilion and two smaller end pavilions, against which nestle, as it were, four mean little
turrets, in two cases supported on trompes. In this additive method of designing a facade,
Lemercier has made no advance on the architects of the previous generation; and much
of the decoration is also archaic, particularly the elaborate dormers. From contemporary
descriptions we learn that the effect of the exterior depended largely on the statues and
busts which filled niches all round the court and a few on the garden front. These were
nearly all antiques, except for the two Michelangelo Slaves which were moved here
from Ecouen. The interior was richly decorated with paintings and tapestries.2!

The Cardinal’s ambition was not, however, limited to the building of a chiteau at
Richelieu. He wished also to found a town which should bear his name, and he therefore
ordered Lemercier to prepare a completely new scheme according to which the village
of Richelieu would be enlarged to a township planned and executed according to the
most rational principles. This project was carried out, and Richelieu still stands to-day
(Plate 928) as one of the most consistent examples of town-planning on a small scale.
The town forms a rectangular grid with a main street forming the long axis and connect-
ing two squares, and the houses are of uniform design, built of brick with stone quoins.
The project is in fact an extension of Henry IV’s ideas for the Paris Places. But Richelieu
lacked the common sense of Henry; he overlooked the fact that there was no good eco-
nomic reason why there should be a town on that particular site, and though he used
every means to persuade people from neighbouring districts to migrate to Richelieu, he
had little success, and the town seems always to have been as deserted as it is to-day.

*

Frangois Mansart was in almost every way a complete contrast to Lemercier. Lemer-
cier was no more than a competent designer, whose importance lies in his introduction
of a new foreign idiom. Mansart was an architect of almost unparalleled subtlety and
ingenuity who learnt little from his contemporaries abroad, but brought a genuinely
French tradition to a high level of perfection.

We know surprisingly little about Mansart’s life.22 According to Perrault, he was born
in Paris in 1598. His father was a master carpenter who died when he was quite young,
and Francois is said to have been trained by his brother-in-law, Germain Gaultier, who
had collaborated with de Brosse at Rennes. Mansart himself probably worked under de
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Brosse at Coulommiers,? and the style of his early works proves beyond doubt that this
architect was the real formative influence on him. There is no evidence to show that
Mansart ever visited Italy,?* and the purely French character of the greater part of his
works is strongly against it. As we shall see, however, he instinctively understood some
of the essential qualities of Italian classical architecture more profoundly than some of his
contemporaries who mastered the Italian idiom of detail.

If 1598 is the correct date for his birth, Mansart must have been unusually precocious,
because he appears in 1623 as a well-established architect, and by 1635 his reputation
must have equalled that of any rival, since he was called on to plan the chiteau of Blois
for Gaston d’Orléans, the King’s brother, as well as to build several important private
houses in Paris. In 1646 he suffered a severe setback over the building of the Val-de-
Grice, a commission given to him in 1645 by Anne of Austria. As a result of his difficult
character, his recklessness with regard to expense, and his habit of changing his plans as
he went along, he was deprived of the job, which was given instead to Lemercier. The
same difficulties continued to surround him, and towards the end of his life prevented
him from obtaining important commissions, such as the construction of the east front of
the Louvre, so that when he died in 1666 he had grown to be somewhat neglected in
favour of younger and more flexible men.

As far as we can judge his character, he was arrogant, obstinate, intolerant, difficult,
and probably dishonest, but these qualities were only the unattractive reverse of his high
feeling for his own calling and his justifiable confidence in his ability as an architect. He
made many enemies, who attacked him during his lifetime on all scores, charging him
with incompetence as well as corruption. The latter charge may be true, but posterity
has not ratified the former.

We have records of three buildings for which Mansart was responsible before 1630,
and from these we can form some opinion of his early style and its sources. These are the
fagade of the church of the Feuillants in Paris (1623),% and the chiteaux of Berny (de-
signed in 1623),%6 and Balleroy (begun about 1626).27 .

The fagade of the Feuillants, as it is known to us through the engraving in Blondel,
brings out clearly Mansart’s dependence on de Brosse in his early years. It is an almost
exact copy of the two top storeys of St Gervais (Plate 80s), with the addition of certain
omaments deriving from French Mannerism of the late sixteenth century.?® That is to
say, it is less classical than the model on which it is based, so that Mansart’s position at this
time can be defined by saying that though he based his style on de Brosse, he had not yet
understood the significance of his last classical phase, as it is shown at Blérancourt and
Rennes, but dilutes his borrowings with decorative elements from the tradition of the
du Cerceau.

The same features can be seen in the chiteau of Berny, of which part of one wing on the
court side still stands (Plates 934 and B), and of which the general lay-out is preserved in
the engravings of Silvestre and Pérelle.? The form of the house was unusual. Seen from
the court, it presented a main corps-de-logis of two storeys rising to a three-storeyed pavi-
lion in the middle covered by a high-pitched roof. Two short wings sprang forward on
either side of this main building, ending in the fagade shown in plate 9383 and joined to
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the central block by quadrant arcades like those at Coulommiers. Outside these two
pavilions were two others covered with low square domes, another reminiscence of de
Brosse, though taken this time from Blérancourt.3!

This disposition, composed of an agglomeration of almost independent units, shows
that Mansart was trying to conceive the chiteau as a free-standing plastic unit but that he
had not yet mastered the method of so doing which de Brosse had used with such suc-
cess at Blérancourt. The surviving fragment shows, however, that he was already evolv-
ing a personal style. There are still many traditional Mannerist passages, such as the
heavy voussoirs of the dormer, and the consoles of the window and door, but certain
details, above all the niches and the palms at the top of the ground-floor panels, fore-
shadow the classicism of Mansart’s mature style.

In Balleroy (Plate 94), near Bayeux, built for Jean de Choisy,? Mansart has overcome
the immaturity visible in the design of Berny. In general character and materials the
chiteau is like the country houses of Henry IV’s time, and depends for its effect on its
massive blocks, composed of the rough, brownish-yellow local stone, with quoins and
window-surrounds of dressed white stone. The main design of the court side is like the
middle of Berny, but Mansart has omitted the wings, and ends the building with low
one-storey blocks. The grouping of the main masses is much clearer and more har-

“monious than at Berny. On the court side it depends on the simple relation of the three
main blocks, which are almost in the same alignment, while on the garden side the cen-
tral block breaks forward more markedly, leaving room for small terraces on either side.

One of the most striking features of the whole design of Balleroy is the forecourt.
This is surrounded by a low terrace on which stand two small pavilions, as at Bléran-
court. The court itself is raised above the approach, from which it is reached by a flight
of steps copied from Bramante’s scheme for the Belvedere, but made oval in plan in-
stead of circular. This staircase is echoed in three other oval flights, of which two lead
from the forecourt to the terrace and the third to the front door. One result of this
series of rises in level is that the simple masses of the chiteau seem to tower over the
visitor arriving from the village and crossing the moat.33 At Balleroy, in fact, we may say
that Mansart appears for the first time as an independent artist. He has now realized the
implications of the classicism of de Brosse in his last phase, and has combined the manner
of his master with another tradition which can also in a sense be called classical, namely
the brick-and-stone style of Henry IV.3¢

The two patrons who commissioned the chteaux just discussed must have prepared
the way for contact with those who were to employ the architect during the rest of his
career. Choisy, the owner of Balleroy,3 was chancellor to Gaston, Duc d’Orléans, brother
of Louis XIII, and it was no doubt he who obtained for Mansart the commission for the
rebuilding of Blois for the Duke. Nicolas Brulart de Sillery, who began Berny, was
chancellor of France, and therefore belonged to the class which was to provide Mansart’s
best patrons, the great officers of the Crown, particularly those who were connected with
the Treasury. La Vrilliére, Longueil, Duplessis-Guénégaud, Fieubet, La Basiniére, the
men whose names recur most frequently in the career of the architect, all belonged to
this class of bourgeois who had enriched themselves, often with suspicious rapidity, in the
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service of the State and the collection of taxes. Not once do we come upon the name of
a great noble family on Mansart’s books; and although he was occasionally to receive
commissions from the King and the Queen Mother, he was never successful in these,
and his achievement was entirely fostered by the parvenus - ‘avortons de fortune’, as
Sauval calls them — who were intelligent enough to understand his sophisticated but
luxurious classicism, and rich enough to indulge his extravagant whims.

During the years from 1630 to the beginning of the construction of Maisons in 1642
Mansart’s personality continues to affirm itself more and more clearly. This is the period

Figure 15. Frangois Mansart: Visitation: Plan

of the purest classical works, such as the new wing at Blois, in which the subtlety of the
architect’s methods reaches its fullest expression and his treatment of detail its greatest
refinement. The characteristics of his style during these years are the pursuit of clearly
defined forms in plan and in elevation the increasingly correct use of the Orders and a
great respect for the flat surface of the wall.

In the earliest of the works now to be considered these features are only partially
apparent. The church of Ste Marie de la Visitation in the rue St Antoine was begun in
1632 at the expense of No¢l Brulart, a relation of the builders of Berny, and consecrated
in 1634. The plan (Figure 15), strictly central in conception, consists of a domed circle
round which are grouped three curved chapels, recalling de I'Orme’s design for Anet.3
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These are covered with oval domes into which strong light falls from a tall lantern, pro-
ducing an effect which anticipates that of the cut-off domes used by Mansart later in his
career. The decoration of the interior shows the transition through which the architect
was passing. The main Order of the pilasters and the decoration up to the cornice are
strictly classical and conceived in terms of flat panels which hardly disturb the surface of
the walls, and the same method can be seen in the panelled design on the domes of the
chapels (Plate 968), but in the latter case there is superimposed on this panelling fantastic
Late Mannerist high-relief decoration of scrolls and cherubs’ heads, which seems in com-
parison a pure archaism.?

In 1635 Mansart received his first recorded commission for a private house in Paris
from Louis Phélypeaux de la Vrilliére, and designed for him what was to be a model
for the classical type of hotel for many decades (Plate 93c¢).38 The main part of the build-
ing follows the usual form, and consists of three wings round a court closed by a wall,?
but Mansart has given a classical simplicity and harmony to the whole design. All the
elements — the main corps-de-logis, the central pavilion, and the wings — are clearly de-
fined masses, almost unbroken by ornament, and each harmoniously related to its neigh-
bours. The windows are rectangular openings surrounded by the simplest mouldings.
The division into floors is the same the whole way round the court, but monotony is
avoided by subtle variations in the pitches of the roofs, all of which incidentally are lower
than was normal at the time, and therefore more easily brought into harmony with the
masses which they cover. The garden front was of about double the width of the court
side, and was not coaxial with it, but Mansart has disposed his rooms with great in-
genuity to conceal this irregularity. On the garden side La Vrilliére planned a grandiose
extension, consisting of two wings, longer than those on the front court, to run back at
right angles to the garden front. Only one of these was built, and even over this Mansart
was nearly frustrated by the cutting of a new road across the back of the site. But he
characteristically got over the difficulty by making the end of the gallery overhang the
street on a trompe, an arrangement which was greatly admired by his contemporaries.
The ceiling of the gallery was painted between 1645 and 1650 by Frangois Perrier,% who
collaborated with Mansart on other occasions,*! and the walls were ornamented with
a series of large classical compositions by Guercino, Guido Reni, Poussin, and other
painters.#?

In the Hétel de la Vrilliére, Mansart showed how his classical style could be applied to
a town house;* at Blois (Plate 95) he had an even finer opportunity of showing its
potentialities in a great chiteau.

Had it been completed Blois would have been a grander and more monumental ver-
sion of the Luxembourg. It was to consist, like the latter, of a court with main corps-de-
logis, double pavilions, wings, and closing side with a rotunda entrance. But it was to
have been extended beyond this by a forecourt leading down towards the town on the
cast and by terraced gardens stretching over the sunk road to the west.# The main door
to the corps-de-logis was approached by two quadrant colonnades, a2 more classical ver-
sion of the arcades at Coulommiers and Berny. The plan was full of the kind of in-
genuity which has already been noticed in the Hétel de la Vrilliére. Not only were the
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axes of the court and the garden fagades different, but the latter was on a higher level
than the former. Mansart, however, has skilfully masked these differences by his dis-
position of the staircase in the central pavilion.# The two wings were to contain long
galleries, which were no doubt designed to house the Duke’s collections, including his
antiques and his natural history specimens, and on the north-west side the gallery was to
be doubled by a huge salle des fétes, which would have projected some thirty feet beyond
the wing of Francis I on the cliff overhanging the town.

Figure 16. Frangois Mansart: Hotel de la Vrilliére: Plan

Of all this vast project only the central block and the quadrant colonnades were built,
but this fragment is one of Mansart’s purest works. Blois is the direct descendant of de
Brosse’s design for Blérancourt. The masses have the same grand simplicity, and Man-
sart follows his master’s use of the superimposed Orders to articulate them. In this case,
however, the problem is less casy because of the difference of level between the two
sides of the block. Mansart, however, gets over this by using on the court side the Doric
for the ground floor, Ionic for the main storey, and a truncated Corinthian for the attic,#?
while on the other front he replaces the Doric by a low, unarticulated basement. In this
way a particular Order is always to be found on the same level on both fronts of the
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block, a fact which shows that Mansart, unlike most of his French contemporaries,
thought of his buildings in the round, and not merely as composed of a series of dis-
connected fronts.#® But Mansart eliminates the curved roofs of Blérancourt and substi-
tutes for them a continuous high-pitched broken roof of the kind which bears his name.#
He has further sharpened the definition of the edges of his buildings by bringing the
pilasters right to the corners of the block, whereas de Brosse always sets them slightly
back. This clarity of disposition, the harmonious proportions of the masses, and the re-
strained details which hardly break the surface of the walls5° combine to make this one
of Mansart’s most completely satisfying designs. His style was to become more plastic
and more dramatic later in his career, but never again was it to be so placid.

Very different qualities are, however, revealed by the one part of the interior to be
actually executed, the grand staircase. Even this was not completed in Mansart’s time.
The panels on the walls still await their decorative sculpture, and the steps themselves,
based on those at Maisons, were put up in this century. In plan the staircase follows the
type which Mansart had used at Balleroy and at the Hétel de la Vrilliére, with three
flights round the sides of a square. But it is in the treatment of the upper part of the
space that Mansart’s boldness appears (Plate 96a). The staircase itself only leads to the
first floor, but the cage runs through the whole height of the building. At the top of the
first floor it is covered by a coved ceiling, which supports a gallery allowing communica-
tion between the top floor rooms on either side of the stairs. The central panel of the
ceiling, however, is open, so that the eye passes right through to the upper storey, which
is covered by a dome supported on pendentives and ending in a low lantern. This
arrangement is in a sense a development of the device used in the smaller domes in the
Visitation. There the rim of the cut-off dome stands out dark against the strongly lit
lantern, but in the staircase at Blois this effect of contrast is much intensified by the fact
that there are windows on the second floor which are not visible from the staircase itself,
but which throw light on the dome above. In this way a practical necessity - the com-
munication between two parts of the chiteau - is made the excuse for an arrangement
almost Baroque in its use of directed light.5!

The decoration of the staircase is also in some ways related to that of the Visitation.
The dome is panelled in much the same way; above the panels and in the shallow lantern
is decoration composed of Mannerist scroll-work and masks mixed with more classical
garlands. The classical tendency is more apparent in the low reliefs on the panels, in the
putti and trophies below the cornice, and in the panels, again with arms, on the cove
below, though in the last there appear again Mannerist elements in the form of masks.
The whole of this decoration seems to be in the manner of Simon Guillain, who is
known to have been working in Blois in 1637-8, and to whom the groups which once
stood on the colonnade on the court side have always been attributed.

During the 1640s a change comes over Mansart’s style. His buildings become freer in
planning, more plastic in conception, and more classical in decoration. This is also the
period when he seems to approach most closely the ideals of High Renaissance archi-
tecture in Italy, sometimes through direct borrowing, but sometimes apparently
unconsciously.
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In this decade Mansart embarked on his two most important undertakings in church
architecture, the Val-de-Grice (Plates 91 and 101) and the chapel at Fresnes (Figure 17).
The Val-de-Grice was begun in 1645 by Anne of Austria in fulfilment of a vow made
before the birth of the Dauphin, later Louis XIV. Mansart was commissioned to build a
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Figure 17. Frangois Mansart: Chapel of Fresnes: Plan

church and a convent, but, as has already been said, after little more than a year’s work
he was dismissed and Lemercier appointed to complete the work. The history of the
building is complicated,52 but it is certain that Mansart was responsible for the plan of the
church and for its construction up to the entablatures of the nave and the lower storey
of the fagade. The remainder of the structure wasdesigned by Lemercier;33 the sculptured
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decoration of the interior was carried out by Michel Anguier between 1662 and 1667
and the dome was painted by Pierre Mignard in 1663.

The exact date of the building of the chapel of Fresnes is not known,54 but it cannot be
far off that of the Val-de-Grice to which its plan (Figure 17) is closely related, though
on a miniature scale.53

The essential feature which the two plans have in common is the dominant central
domed space, surrounded by three equal apses for the choir and transepts.5 Thisarrange-
ment is quite unlike anything that had been built in France up to this time, and seems to
derive from Palladio’s Il Redentore in Venice.5” The source is important, for the plan of
the Redentore is one of Palladio’s most classical designs, in which the principles of the
High Renaissance are carried out with great consistency in the play on circular forms and
the repetition of the same elements three times in the choir and the transepts. In plan,
therefore, the Val-de-Grace and Fresnes provide evidence of the way in which Mansart
seems to approach the methods of Italian High Renaissance architects at this stage in his
career. The treatment of the interior of the Val-de-Grice is also highly classical, though
less Italianate than the plan.®® The main Order of Corinthian pilasters and the fine but
severe entablature are due to Mansart, and although the decorative reliefs in the span-
drels and pendentives on the vaulting were only executed after his retirement they carry
on perfectly the combination of richness and severity which is characteristic of the whole
design. Externally the lower storey of the fagade with its massive portico is an instance
of Mansart’s fully plastic style in the 1640s. In the Feuillants and the Minims he had used
columns against the wall of the fagade, and in the Visitation they are to be found flanking
the door. But at the Val-de-Grice the whole portico projects, supported by half-columns
against the walls and full columns standing some feet in front of them. This portico is
perhaps an adaptation of Lemercier’s on the north side of the Sorbonne, but it is a
novelty in Mansart’s work, and its simpler arrangement of the heavy columns in pairs
gives it a grandeur and a monumentality lacking in Lemercier’s portico, just as it makes
his upper storey above look light and almost over-delicate by comparison.

During the period 1640-55 Mansart built a series of private houses in Paris, some of
which survive and some of which are known from engravings. In the Hétel du Jars, be-
gun in 1648, he made an important innovation in planning (Figure 18). The site was
narrow, and in order to take full advantage of it he arranged the principal rooms in two
parallel ranges, with the staircase at the right-hand end of that on the court side. This
freer disposition in depth enables him to give greater variety of shape and size to the
rooms and at the same time to arrange convenient access to all of them. It was to be
followed in most of the later developments of the hotel design. In the Hbtel Carnavalet,
which he remodelled in 1655,5 he made a further unusual disposition by carrying the
principal rooms on the first floor round all four sides of the court, instead of interrupting
them on the street front as was normally done. This meant that the fagade on the street
was all of the same height, instead of consisting, as usual, of two high pavilions joined
by a lower central section.€? In the side pavilions (Plate 1008) Mansart has produced one
of his subtlest designs, a delicate arrangement of Ionic pilasters above a rusticated ground
floor, with detail of the greatest restraint.63
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Figure 18. Frangois Mansart: Hotel du Jars: Plan.
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The chiteau of Maisons, or Maisons-Lafitte, as it has been called since the nineteenth
century, is the most complete work surviving from the hand of Mansart and gives a
better idea than any other of his genius as an architect. In 1642 René de Longueil, later
to be called the Président de Maisons, decided to build a new chiteau on his estate and,
having called in Mansart, appears to have given him a completely free hand.¢* The main
structure seems to have been finished in 1646 and the decoration was probably carried
out in the immediately succeeding years.

The plan is a variant on themes with which Mansart had played in his earlier chiteaux.
It consists of a free-standing block, like Berny, with a prominent central frontispiece,
flanked by two short wings of the same height as the main block which are continued in
two projecting blocks of one floor only. Each part of the building is composed of rect-
angular masses, which are as clearly defined as at Blois but more complex. The relations
of the main blocks are simplified by the elimination of the quadrant colonnades used at
Blois, so that the two wings project in unbroken rectangular sections from the main
front. The same principle can be seen in the design of the frontispiece on the entrance
side (Plate 99), which grows out of the main wall in a series of shallow layers. The plane
of the main wall of the fagade is carried on upwards in the top storey of the frontispiece
which is decorated with Corinthian pilasters only. In front of this stands a layer con-
structed with columns - Doric below, Ionic above — and on the ground floor there pro-
jects from this yet another block, slightly narrower than the other panels and articulated
with Doric pilasters. Behind this frontispiece and behind the wall of the main fagade
stands an attic supporting a high-pitched roof. The central part of the frontispiece is
broken in varying ways on different floors. The entablature over the Corinthian pilasters
at the top is completely interrupted; that over the Ionic columns breaks back over the
central window, and that over the Doric pilasters on the ground floor is continuous. In
this way there is built up a structure of blocks each clearly defined, each different from
its neighbour and each seeming to grow logically out of the whole setting. This is per-
haps the purest example of the plasticity of Mansart’s architecture in the 1640s.65

Maisons is the only building by Mansart in which the decoration of the interior sur-
vives. The entrance vestibule (Plate 98) is a magnificent example of his severe richness —
a design of Doric columns and pilasters, with allegorical reliefs on the vault and eagles
on the entablature, but all kept in restraint by being executed in stone without either gilt
or colour. Most splendid of all, however, is the staircase (Plate 1004), the finest surviving
specimen of Mansart’s work in this field. It mounts in four flights round the sides of a
square of which the central part is open, following in this way the plan which he had
already used at Balleroy and Blois. The whole space is covered with a dome, below
which runs a narrow oval gallery serving the same purpose as the coved open ceiling at
Blois, namely to allow communication between the two ends of the building on the
second floor. But the gallery at Maisons, having no window above it, does not produce
the light contrasts so carefully calculated at Blois, and, being narrower, it interrupts less
sharply the continuity of the space. In fact in its spacing and lighting the staircase at
Maisons is more classical than that at Blois.

Its decoration is particularly fine. As at Blois, the walls are ornamented with panels,
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on which sit groups of putti representing the arts and sciences.56 Even more remarkable,
however, is the balustrade (Plate 978), which is composed of interlocking curved blocks
of great complexity, topped by a rich bunch of acanthus decoration.

These are all examples of the more playful and freer type of decoration at Maisons. In
other parts it takes on a more severely classical character which almost reminds one of
the style of Louis X VI, particularly in the sphinxes on the side pavilions, in the draperies
over the main entrance, and in the flaming urns flanking the classical medallions on the
top section of the frontispiece.

Maisons suffers sadly from the fact that the estate was broken up at the end of the nine-
teenth century. The chiteau is now surrounded by main roads and villas instead of the
terraced gardens made for it by Mansart, but in spite of this lack of charm in setting, it
remains one of the most remarkable works in the whole range of French architecture.

The alterations to the Hétel Carnavalet are the latest surviving work by Mansart, but
there are records during the last ten years of his life of other projects, of which two were
not even begun and the third, the least important, has been destroyed. We are left there-
fore with the impression that Mansart was somewhat neglected during his last years,
owing, no doubt, partly to changes in taste but partly also to his difficult character. The
drawings of these last years themselves confirm what we are told by his contemporaries
that he was incapable of producing and keeping to any final plan for a building, and in
the case of the projects for the Louvre, we know that it was for this reason that he finally
lost the commission.

In 1664 Colbert, who was considering the completion of the Square Court of the
Louvre by the building of its castern wing, asked Mansart to produce designs for the
work.6” Mansart’s drawings are preserved in the Bibliothéque Nationale but have never
been fully studied. Even a cursory examination of them, however, brings out the im-
mense fertility of Mansart’s invention at this time. There are only about half a dozen
sheets of plans, but to each of them is attached a series of flaps incorporating variants,
these flaps again having other flaps, so that for certain parts of the buildings there may be -
two, four, eight, or even sixteen possible combinations. In some the fagade is planned
with Orders on each floor, in some with a colossal Order, in some with no Order at all.
Sometimes Mansart uses pilasters, sometimes half columns, sometimes full columns, and
often a combination of all these forms. In the arrangement of the interior also there is
great variety: oval, octagonal, or square vestibules, with or without columns; and stair-
cases in single flights round a square, in two flights which lead to one, or of one flight
dividing into two. And, as at the Carnavalet, Mansart shows respect for existing work,
incorporating the design of Lescot and Le Vau as far as possible.

In 1665, Colbert evolved another scheme to the glory of Louis XIV for which he
again seems to have asked Mansart to produce designs. This was to be a chapel for the
tombs of the Bourbon dynasty at St Denis to outshine the unfinished Valois Chapel
there.%® The chapel, which was to be of vast dimensions — its diameter was almost the
length of the whole church - represents Mansart’s last researches into the problem of the
centralized building. But it is conceived on very different lines from the Visitation. The
central domed space was to be supported on full columns, and round it were to be -
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grouped chapels which in the plans take on a confusing variety of forms, so that evi-
dently Mansart was here ‘thinking aloud’, as he was in the Louvre sketches. One of the
designs has an unexpected feature, namely that each chapel is covered by a separate dome
visible from the outside, which produces an effect of small independent units clustering
round a large one reminiscent of the church projects of Leonardo.? Mansart also makes
use here of a device which we have found several times in his domestic architecture: the
cut-off dome. In this case the principal dome of the chapel is truncated, so that the eye can
see through to an outer shell, on which presumably there was to be frescoed decoration.?

In 1665 Mansart designed a staircase for the Hétel d’ Aumont, of which the main part
had been built nearly twenty years before by Le Vau.™ The staircase, which is known
from the engraving in Daviler (Plate 974), is an interesting example of Mansart’s in-
genuity in his last period. He has exploited brilliantly the possibilities of the limited avail-
able space by putting the bottom steps of the flight in the middle of the opening leading
to the staircase, and then moving the succeeding steps to one side, at the same time nar-
rowing them, so that when they turn round for the last part of the flight they are only of
half the width of the whole space. However, this transformation is so subtly done that
it would hardly have disturbed anyone going up the stairs. The staircase is preceded
by a shallow vestibule with full Doric columns and a deep niche on each side, which
provides a dramatic and plastically conceived approach to the main flight. The balus-
trade seems to have been as ingenious as that of Maisons.™

Mansart must be regarded as one of the artists who expressed most purely and com-
pletely the French classical spirit of the seventeenth century. His works show in the
highest degree the qualities generally associated with this spirit: clarity combined with
subtlety, restraint with richness; obedience to a strict code of rules coupled with flexi-
bility within them; and concentration by the elimination of inessentials. His style has not
the heroic quality which is to be found in the more classical paintings of Poussin and in
the great tragedies of Corneille, but he worked for patrons who demanded luxurious set-
tings for their lives and would not altogether have appreciated the stoical grimness of
Poussin’s most severe works. But with that difference it is fair to say that his style is the
equivalent in architecture of the classicism which grew suddenly to dominate French
culture in other fields during the minority of Louis XIV. Voltaire has summed up the
qualities of this art in lines which are believed to refer to Maisons:

N

Simple en était la noble architecture;
Chaque ornement en sa place arrété
Y semblait mis par la nécessité:

L’art s’y cachait sous I'air de la nature,
L’ceil satisfait embrassait sa structure,
Jamais surpris et toujours enchanté.

*

Frangois Mansart may have been the most subtle architect of his generation, but he
was not the most successful. Louis Le Vau seems to have been temperamentally much
better suited to the demands of his patrons and, whereas Mansart threw away commis-
sions owing to his obstinacy and arrogance, Le Vau was adaptable enough to fit in with
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what was demanded of him. He seems to have lacked the scrupulous artistic conscience
which was the most marked quality of Mansart. Le Vau is, on the contrary, an artist
careless of detail and thinking always of a general effect, inconsistent in his use of the
Orders, but brilliant in decoration. Mansart walked alone; Le Vau was the head of a team
of craftsmen - painters, sculptors, stucco-workers, gilders ~ who combined to produce
effects which come nearer to the Baroque than any other architectural work in France
during this generation. He was a great metfeur-en-scéne rather than an intellectual artist.

We know almost nothing of his life.”> He was born in Paris in 1612, and his father was
a master-mason also called Louis. From about 1639 onwards he seems to have been finan-
cially interested in the development of the ile St Louis. He built a house there, where he
lived with his father, and it was there that his most important private commissions in
Paris were carried out: houses for Lambert, Hesselin, Gruyn des Bordes, Sainctot, Gil-
lier, and other wealthy patrons. He and his father seem to have done a little speculation
in buying and selling plots as well as being concerned with the actual building. His first
patrons come from a class closely related to those who employed Mansart, but with a
slight difference. Both architects worked for the recently enriched financiers, but where-
as Mansart also built for the great officers of the Crown, Le Vau was more favoured by
the members of the Parlement. It was not till he was noticed by Fouquet in about 1655
that he moved into the higher circle, but he made much better use than Mansart of his
newly gained position and managed after the fall of Fouquet to obtain the favour of his
rival, Colbert, and through him that of Louis XIV. His works at the Louvre and Ver-
sailles, executed between 1661 and his death in 1670, belong therefore to the next phase
in French history, and will be considered in a later chapter. For the moment we are only
concerned with his buildings for private patrons, almost all of which date from before
1661, and which may be conveniently considered under the two headings of Paris houses
and country chiteaux.

We have no information about Le Vau’s early training, though we may assume that
it was begun under the instruction of his father. The earliest work attributed to him, the
Hétel de Bautru, built between 1634 and 1637, in the latter of which years Le Vau was
only twenty-five,’ shows him beginning in the picturesque style of the last du Cer-
ceau, and using the pointed roofs, the ornamental dormers, the rich rustication, and the
ingeniously curved entrance doors which they favoured. From the very beginning,
therefore, the contrast with Mansart is visible. Mansart derives from de Brosse, the most
monumental architect of the previous generation; Le Vau bases his style on the decora-
tive tradition.

Very soon, however, Le Vau gave proof of greater individuality, and in two hétels
which were almost certainly begun before 1640 he made a real contribution to the de-
signing of the Paris house. The Hétel Tambonneau was built by Le Vau for a rich and
debauched Président de la Cour des Comptes on a site in the rue de I'Université, bought
in 1639, when the Faubourg St Germain was still almost deserted. It is known from the
engraving in the Grand Marot (Plate 1044). This, one may feel, is Le Vau’s answer to
Mansart’s Hétel de la Vrilliére, that is to say, it is his first version of the classical hotel
design. It is still traditional in plan, with one-storeyed wings on each side of the court,

131



RICHELIEU AND MAZARIN

but its proportions are less Mannerist and its decoration more restrained than in the
Hétel de Bautru. It includes one motive which Le Vau was to use in different forms for
the rest of his career, the triple-arched portico on two floors as the central element of the
main block. No plan of the house survives, but it seems fairly certain that on the ground
floor this entrance led, as it always does in Le Vau's later works, to a shallow, oblong
vestibule through which the visitor reached the central salon on the garden front.
Blondel tells us one fact about the house which is also typical of Le Vau’s style: the
garden fagade was decorated witha colossal Order of Tonic pilasters, whereas on the court
side there is no Order on the main block and two small superimposed Orders in the cen-
tral portico. This inconsistent employment of the Orders emphasizes once more the con-
trast with Mansart, and shows that Le Vau thought of his buildings rather as a series of
separate fagades than as solid blocks of which the whole surface had to receive a con-
sistent articulation by means of the Orders.

The Hbtel Hesselin was among Le Vau’s first commissions in connexion with the fle
St Louis. The site was bought in 1639, and the house was under construction in 1642; it
was pulled down in 1931, but is recorded in engravings and in photographs. This house
shows Le Vau’sability to make a plan to suit unusual circumstances. Since the hétel faced
on a quiet quay, and not on a noisy strect, there was no need for the usual arrangement of
a court to set the main rooms well back from the entrance. Le Vau has, on the contrary,
placed the part of the house used for living purposes in the block on the river, from
which there would have been a fine view across to the University and up-stream to-
wards the Salpétri¢re. A further piece of ingenuity appears in the disposition of the river
fagade, for Le Vau had also been commissioned to build the house on the next site for
Sainctot, and he managed to combine the two fronts so that they make an almost sym-
metrical whole. We have no records of the appearance of the interior, but we know that
Le Vau was already using here the team of artists who were to work for him for most
of his career: as painters Le Sueur, Bourdon, Lebrun, and Dorigny; as sculptors Sarra-
zin, Guérin, van Obstal, and Le Hongre, whose carved wooden doors are the only sur-
viving part of the hotel.

At almost exactly the same time Le Vau received the far more important commission
to build a house for Jean Baptiste Lambert.? The plot was bought in 1639, and the owner
moved into the house in 1644, though the decoration of the interior continued probably
for another ten years. The site was one of the best on the island, on the eastern point
facing up the river, parallel with the Hétel de Bretonvilliers and separated from it by the
main street which formed the axis of the island. It was, on the other hand, curious in
shape (Figure 19), and Le Vau has made brilliant use of its possibilities. The entrance
from the street leads to a court of which the curved end facing the visitor (Plate 1024)
contains the staircase. The wings on each side of the court are composed of two sets of
private rooms, which are approached from the staircase through an oval and a circular
vestibule respectively. The right-hand vestibule also gives access to a wing which runs
parallel with the street towards the point of the island. On the first floor this contains a
long gallery with windows on one side looking over the garden and ending in a bow
with a magnificent view up the river, with the Arsenal in the foreground.
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Externally the Hotel Lambert shows features which we have already found in Le
Vau’s buildings. The entrance from the court to the staircase is composed, as at the Hétel
Tambonneau, of porticos of three openings on two storeys; but here the bays have flat
entablatures instead of being arched. In this way the design is more classical than in the
earlier building, but in other details we can see how free Le Vau is in his treatment of the
Orders. The upper Ionic Order appears too small for the Doric below it, partly perhaps
because of the high isolated bases of the latter, which make the columns look even taller
than they are; and the architect is further incorrect in carrying on the Doric entablature
right round the court, even though there are neither columns nor pilasters to support it.
On the outside of the gallery, moreover, he introduces a colossal Order, thus once more
showing his lack of feeling for the plastic unity of the whole.

The importance of the building, however, depends, apart from the brilliant use of site,
on the disposition and decoration of the interior. The staircase is a highly personal inven-
tion, conceived on almost theatrical principles entirely opposed to those applied by Man-
sart in his staircase at Maisons. There the visitor realizes at first glance the whole plan and
spacing of the staircase; at the Hotel Lambert these are only gradually revealed as he goes
up the steps, encountering as he does so a series of surprises. After going up a few steps
from the court the staircase divides into two flights, of which that on the left leads only
to the lower of the two main floors, while that on the right, after taking the visitor to
this level, doubles back and leads him to the upper floor. Gradually, as he goes up this
second stage, he moves from the narrow confined flight into the main cage of the stair-
case, three times the width of the flight, lit by big windows on the next floor and con-
tinued upwards past a gallery through the whole height of the building.”” The effect is of
emerging from a dark tunnel into a well-lit, open space. The contrast is deliberately pre-
pared and ingeniously carried out in an almost Baroque spirit.7

Much of the decoration of the interior survives.” The Cabinet de ’Amour, decorated
¢. 1646-7, has suffered most severely, for it has been stripped of its panelling and its
paintings, which are now for the greater part in the Louvre. Its original appearance,
however, is preserved in an engraving by Picart (Plate 1048). The walls were divided into
almost equal parts, consisting of a dado and frieze, almost as in sixteenth-century French
rooms. The dado was decorated with landscape panels by the elder Patel, Swanevelt, and
Jan Asselyn, and the frieze with mythological subjects by Perrier, Romanelli, and Le
Sueur, who was also responsible for the figure panels in the ceiling. The Cabinet des
Muses survives in better condition, though it was altered in the eighteenth century ® and
its paintings have been removed to the Louvre. Itis probably a few years later, though it
must have been begun before 1650, the year of Perrier’s death, since he painted the de-
corations on the cove of the ceiling. It presents an advance on the Cabinet de I’Amour in
the general disposition of the decoration, since the walls are no longer divided into equal
dado and frieze, but are treated as wholes with a single central painting by Le Sueur,
above and below which are narrow decorative panels of grotesques.

The gallery is even more striking (Plate 1054). Mention has already been made of the
skill with which the architect has designed it with an eye to the view which it overlooks,
and his abilities are no less apparent in its decoration. It is by far the finest room of this
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period to survive, and although many Paris houses had galleries of this type,®! the enthu-
siasm of early writers justifies us in assuming that this must always have been an excep-
tional example. The walls are decorated with a series of stucco reliefs, bronze and gold
in colour, by van Obstal, representing the Labours of Hercules, to whom the room is
dedicated. On the side opposite the windows these reliefs alternate with landscapes by
Rousseau. The ceiling was painted by Lebrun, who continued the story of the hero in a
huge decoration which was in its time the most ambitious piece of Baroque illusionism
to be executed in France. Le Vau was presumably the controlling mind behind this mag-
nificent scheme, and it shows his real qualities at their best. As a purveyor of this kind of
grand and highly coloured setting Mansart could not hold a candle to him; his ambitions
lay in other fields.82

Le Vau’s most important building before he gained royal favour was the chiteau of
Vaux-le-Vicomte, but before he undertook this task he had already built at least one
other major country house, Le Raincy, designed before 1645 for Jacques Bordier, In-
tendant des Finances.8* The plan was a usual one: a main block with slightly projecting
pavilions at the end of the forecourt; but the novelty was the introduction of a great oval
vestibule in the centre which made a curved projection in the middle of both garden and
court facades.8

It was, however, in 1657 that Le Vau had his great opportunity, when he was com-
missioned by the Surintendant des Finances, Nicolas Fouquet, to plan for him on his
estate at Vaux-le-Vicomte the most splendid chiteau and gardens to be found in the
whole of France (Plate 103). The building was carried out at unparalleled speed; the roof
was already being put on before the end of 1658, and the decoration of the interior was
almost complete by the time of the féte of 1661.

The plan of the chiteau (Figure 20) was an adaptation of that of Le Raincy, varying
externally only in that it has double pavilions and no forecourt. It is, therefore, a com-
pletely free-standing block in the tradition of Blérancourt and Maisons. As at Le Raincy,
there is a projection in the centre of each fagade, but with a slight difference. Instead of a
single oval vestibule, the middle of the block is occupied by a rectangular vestibule which
leads to an oval salon lying across the main axis of the building. The staircases are fitted
into the spaces at the sides of the vestibule,85 and the two wings contain each a splendid
appartement, one on the cast side for the King and one on the west for the owner of the
house.

The vestibule itself is of an unusually masculine style for Le Vau, and its sole ornament
is a row of detached Doric stone columns. His favourite motive of the triple opening is
here carried right through the building, for the transitions from court to vestibule, from
vestibule to salon, and from salon to garden are all made through three arches. The salon
is again relatively staid in its ornament, white stucco composite pilasters below and stucco
caryatids above; but the cciling was to have had frescoes by Lebrun which would have
added greater richness.# The other rooms are elaborately decorated, some with painted
grotesque panels, others, like the King’s bedroom (Plate 1028), in a style new to France
which Lebrun had brought from Italy. This is based on a combination of stucco, gilding
and painting, which Lebrun seems to have learnt from studying Pietro da Cortona’s
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rooms in the Palazzo Pitti. In the King’s appartement Le Vau and his team of colla-
borators, Lebrun for painting, Guérin and Thibault Poissant for sculpture, invented the
style which was to be used in the decoration of Louis XIV’s first rooms at Versailles;
that style which at first sight seems to be Baroque, but which is always more restrained
than its counterpart in Italy.87 It uses the Baroque combination of all the arts in one
striking general effect, but it eschews the more ingenious tricks of illusionism and fore-
shortening which the Roman Baroque decorators loved. The line of demarcation be-
tween painting and sculpture is kept clear, and figures are not allowed to wander from
one into the other. It is, in fact, a compromise, a Baroque tamed by the French classical
spirit.

Externally the architecture of Vaux shows only too clearly Le Vau’s weaknesses as a
designer. There is the looseness in the use of the Orders which we have found in almost all
his works; but there is also a great indecision in the grouping of the main masses. On the
garden side the projection made by the oval salon is not brought into any relation with
the remainder of the fagade, and to it is applied, as the centre for the whole design, what
is in effect the frontispiece of the Hotel Tambonneau. It may be said in defence of Le
Vau that he must have been working under great pressure of time and that he could not
work out details such as these as carefully as he may have wished; but the fact remains
that his artistic conscience did not prevent him from producing these ill-digested features.

It is, however, unfair to cavil at details, because the general impression of Vaux is
triumphantly successful, and this was certainly what mattered to Le Vau and to Fouquet.
The combination of chiteau and gardens has hardly its peer in France, and although this
must be largely attributed to the skill of Le Nétre, who here appears for the first time
as a garden designer, there can be little doubt that Le Vau must have had the main dircc-
tion of the lay-out, and that the admirable relation of the buildings to the whole must
be due to him. The approach to the house from the road slopes slightly down, flanked
by the two basc-courts, built of brick and stone, in contrast to the milky stone of the
chiteau itself. As the visitor walks down he is able gradually to sce the gardens stretching-
away beyond the house itsclf. The terraced parterre slopes slowly down again till, half
a mile away, it reaches the canal and the grotto, beyond which the ground rises again in
a long grass stretch between trees. Fountains, terraces, grottos, canal, fapis-vert, all the
elements of Versailles are already there, and on a scale which might well have made the
King jealous when he saw it.

The last chapter in the story of Vaux is well known. On 17 August 1661, Fouquet
entertained there the King, the Queen, Mlle de la Valli¢re, and the whole Court. After a
supper prepared by Vatel, they were offered a new comedy-ballet, Les Ficheux, com-
posed for the occasion by Moli¢re, with décor by Lebrun and music by Lully. La Fon-
taine, Fouquet’s poct, was in the audience, and wrote a description of the evening, which
ended with a splendid firework display. Three wecks later Fouquet was arrested for em-
bezzlement; all his property was confiscated; and his enemy and destroyer, Colbert,
took over his artists to work for the King. In the most literal sense, therefore, Vaux was
the preparation for Versailles. Colbert needed only to transport to Paris the team of
architects, sculptors, painters, composers, and poets to have, ready-made, a means of
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flattering the King’s taste for splendour. Colbert was not the man to miss such an oppor-
tunity because of any of the scruples which a more sensitive character might have fele. It
may, however, be thought that he went unnecessarily far in actually transporting to Ver-
sailles the best statues and the rarest trees with which Fouquet had ornamented his park.
From 1661 onwards Le Vau becomes the servant of Colbert and the King, and, as has
already been said, his work for them will be considered in the next chapter.88
French architectural style of the mid seventeenth century was formed by Mansart and

Figure 21. Antoine Le Pautre: Hotel de Beauvais:
Plan of ground floor

Le Vau, but among their contemporaries were many artists of considerable talent, who
produced work with individual characteristics.

The most original of these was Antoine Le Pautre (1621-81).8 Before 1650 he had
already built the monastery of Port-Royal, which still stands, and at least one private
house, the Hétel de Fontenay-Mareuil.® But his reputation rests on the Hétel de Beau-
vais, erected between 1652 and 1655, on the rue St Antoine, which survives to-day,
though in sad condition. This house is the most ingenious of all the solutions found by
French architects for the problems presented by difficult and irregular sites (Figures 21 and
22). In this case Mme de Beauvais had bought two plots, one facing the rue St Antoine and
the other the rue de Jouy. Though contiguous, the two sites formed together an area
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with re-entrant angles and with no side parallel to any other side. Le Pautre has planned
a deep corps-de-logis on the rue St Antoine, with shops on the ground floor and a porte-
cochére in the middle leading to a circular vestibule where the visitor got out of his coach
and walked into the staircase on the left. Beyond this main block the architect has con-
trived to fit in a court which is symmetrical in spite of the small amount of space avail-
able on the left. The court ends in a sort of apse, from which the coach-house opens,

Figure 22. Antoine Le Pautre: Hétel de Beauvais:
Plan of first floor

while to the right a covered way leads out beside the stables to the rue de Jouy. If we
compare the plan of the first floor with this disposition of the space below we shall see
yet further proofs of Le Pautre’s boldness. In the main corps-de-logis the rooms corre-
spond very roughly to those below them; but in the rest of the plan they go their own
way without consideration for what is underncath. Over the stables and the passage to
the rue de Jouy, and at right angles to them, Le Pautre contrives a long gallery, a hanging
garden, and an appartement, while over the coach-house there is a terrace and a chapel.
The detail of the Hotel de Beauvais is disappotnting in comparison with the general plan,
though the staircase is skilfully designed and richly decorated with stuccos by Martin
Desjardins (Plate 106).9t
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Of Le Pautre’s other executed works we know little,2 but more light is thrown on his

methods by the volume of engravings which he published in 1652. In these he presented
to the public the designs for country and town houses which he had not been able to
execute. That he had found no patrons bold enough to undertake them need not sur-
prise us, if we look at their vast scale and fantastic qualities (Plate 1058). In these plates,
unrestrained by the ties of practical considerations — which, however, as we have seen in
the Hétel de Beauvais, he was well able to deal with - Le Pautre gives free rein to his
imagination, and creates a series of designs which have hardly any parallel in French
architecture. Some depict vast rusticated chiteaux; others show villas almost Palladian
in plan, but with porticos supported by huge figures totally foreign to the spirit of Palla-
dio; yet others derive their inspiration from nearer home and are adaptations of designs
by Le Vau. The chiteau illustrated in plate 1058, for instance, recalls Le Raincy in its use
of the colossal Order intermingled with rusticated wall surfaces. But in its general con-
ception it is far freer than anything that Le Vau created. Le Pautre alone among French
architects could have thought of the semicircular concave bays which link the end pavi-
lions to the centre and to which the drum over the middlesection forms a contrast of con-
vex curves.?? Internally the plan is wholly fantastic. The middle three sections of the
building are occupied by the vestibule and the staircase, and only the two wings contain
living-rooms; but even here half of cach wing is taken up with a huge ¢olumned salon.
It was a splendid invention, and one from which later theatrically-minded architects%
were able to derive useful ideas, but hardly, as it stands, a practical design for a country
heuse. :
Generally speaking, however, the architects of Le Pautre’s generation had their feet
firmly on the ground. They knew exactly what their patrons wanted, and they were able
to satisfy equally their practical demands and their desire for display. Even, for instance,
Jean Boullier of Bourges, an almost unknown architect by whom only one work is re-
corded, seems to have been completely successful in the field of private house designing.
His one work, the Hotel Aubert de Fontenay in Paris (or Hotel Salé, as it was called,
after the source of the owner’s wealth, the Gabelle), built in the years 1656-66,% presents
to the street a fine classically conceived fagade with discreet use of rustication in the
manner of Mansart.% In the interior Boullier has taken up Mansart’s idea of 2 double row
of rooms which has enabled him to introduce a magnificent staircase on an unusual plan
(Plate 1074), consisting of a single flight starting up the middle of the cage and turning
back on itself, instead of dividing into two, the third section of the whole space being
filled with a gallery which leads to the rooms at one end of the house. The effect of the
staircase depends as much on its decoration as on the plan, particularly on the fine stuccos
and the splendid forged-iron balustrade. In interiors such as this the style of Versailles
seems once more to be foreshadowed.

Pierre Cottard (?-1701) is also remembered for one building, the Hétel Amelot de
Bisseuil, better known as the Hotel des Ambassadeurs de Hollande, on which he worked
from 1657 to 1660. Here the decoration, both internal and external, rather than any skill
in planning, is the most striking feature, and the house presents to the street one of the
finest of Parisian portes-cochéres (Plate 1078).57
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A more puzzling figure, of whom too little is known, is Gérard Desargues (1593~
1661), who worked at Lyons as well as in Paris. He was a mathematician and engineer
rather than an architect, and his achievement lies in the field of construction. In the rue
de Cléry he built for M. Roland a house with a staircase of great originality (Figure
23).%8 The staircase is placed in the comner of the court and set diagonally. A few steps
lead to an oval vestibule from which the first flight goes straight up, to divide into two
flights, each at an angle of 45° with the first flight. Desargues was probably led to this
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Figure 23. Desargues: House of Monsicur Roland: Plan

unexpected plan by his interest in structural problems, but the result was a type of stair-
case which was taken up again by architects of the early eighteenth century when they
were secking original forms and trying to break away from the strictly rectangular plans
of the seventeenth century.

Mention must also be made here of Jean Marot (c. 1619-79), since he was also a de-
signer of private houses, though he is chiefly remembered for his volumes of architec-
tural engravings, notably the Grand Marot and the Petit Marot, which have often been
referred to in these pages. The only works which he is known to have carried out are
the Hoétels de Pussort, de Mortemart, and de Monceaux, all of which are engraved
by him, but we can also learn something of his style from his plates after his own
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unexecuted projects. These show him to have been an eclectic with little originality
and with a rather dry manner. He picked up ideas from all his major contemporaries,
particularly Mansart and Le Vau, and on the whole added little to them. He is more per-
sonal when he is designing decoration or triumphal arches or working in any field which
is not strictly architectural

One of the few public buildings put up in Paris during this period is the Hall of the
Marchands-Drapiers (Plate 108), designed in about 1655-60 by Jacques Bruant, the elder
brother of Libéral, the builder of the Invalides.?® The only part which survives is the
facade which was transported in the nineteenth century to the Carnavalet museum. In
certain respects the design derives from Mansart’s frontispieces at Blois and Maisons,
particularly in its application of the three Orders, with a truncated Corinthian for the
attic. But the general character is entirely different, since Bruant’s frontispiece is con-
ceived primarily as a setting for sculptured decoration, which centres on the arms of
Paris flanked by two caryatids.1!

The middle decades of the seventeenth century were also a period of activity, though
not of great progress, in church-building. We have already considered the major works
produced — Mansart’s Visitation, Lemercier’s Sorbonne, and the Val-de-Grice - but be-
sides these a number of other churches of quite different character were erected. In most
cases they were long in building and there were several changes of architect, so that it is
difficult to determine the real authorship of any part of the design. But they all have one
feature in common: they represent an attempt to reconcile the new classical forms with
traditional church-planning. Notre-Dame des Victoires (begun 1629), St Jacques-du-
Haut-Pas (begun 1630), St Sulpice (begun 1645), St Roch (begun 1653), St Nicolas-du-
Chardonnet (begun 1656), St Louis-en-I'fle (begun 1664) are all built on a Latin cross
plan with aisles and ambulatory like Gothic churches. In some there are even more
curious reminiscences of medieval architecture. In St Sulpice, for instance, the curve of
the vault is so much higher than the semicircle that it looks almost like pointed groin-
ing, and many of these churches have a rib along the ridge of the vault which again pro-
duces a Gothic effect. Externally some of them, for instance St Nicolas-du~Chardonnet
and St Sulpice, present what can almost be described as a chevet with buttresses, classical
in their moulding but Gothic in their structure.

The period of Richelieu and Mazarin was in French architecture, as in other fields, one
of great individualism. Frangois Mansart, Louis Le Vau, Antoine Le Pautre were per-
sonalities who left their mark on the art of their time and on that of succeeding genera-
tions. They all contributed to the creation of the French classical style, but their contri-
butions were distinct, marked by the idiosyncrasies of their makers. Colbert and Lebrun
had not yet imposed the uniform excellence which marked all the visual arts under the
personal reign of Louis XIV. Architects could still be difficult, even preposterous; they
were not and could not be courtiers. They still had the calibre of the men who fought,
however futilely, in the Fronde. Life at Versailles under Louis XIV may have been much
more polished than it had been in Paris in the time of Retz and Mlle de Montpensier, but
it must have been much duller. The same is true of the art of the two periods.
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PAINTING

Vouet and early Italian Baroque

As we have seen, French painting was dominated by a form of Late Mannerism through-
out the first quarter of the seventeenth century. The event which inaugurated the new
movement was the arrival in 1627 of Vouet, who had been in Italy for fifteen years and
brought back a style of Italian painting which was up till then unknown in France.

Vouet was born in 1590.102 At the age of fourteen he is said to have come to England
to paint the portrait of a French lady, and in 1611 he accompanied the French ambassador
to Constantinople. From there he made his way to Italy, arriving in Venice in 1613. By
1615 he had moved to Rome, which seems to have remained his headquarters till his
return to France in 1627, though he may have visited Naples in 1620 and certainly spent a
period during 1621-2 in Genoa, visiting several towns, including Modena and Bologna,
on his way back.103 In 1624 he was elected President of the Roman Academy of St Luke.
He is again traceable in Venice in 1627, presumably en route for France. On his arrival
in Paris he immediately scored a great success, receiving commissions for the decoration
of private houses and churches on a great scale. The arrival of Poussin in 1640 was a
threat to his monopoly, but when the latter returned to Rome in 1642 Vouet was left
again in almost unchallenged supremacy, though in his last years advanced opinion prob-
ably began to turn against him and in favour of a more classical style. But he seems to
have enjoyed wide popularity till his death in 1649.10¢

During his Roman period Vouet was much influenced by Caravaggio, as we can see in
his earliest known work, the “Birth of the Virgin’ in the church of S. Francesco a Ripa
(Plate 110), and in the scenes from the life of St Francis in S. Lorenzo in Lucina.’> The
‘Birth of the Virgin’ is an unusually original version of Caravaggio’s style, novel in its
broad, low composition, bold in its foreshortenings, and striking in its handling of .
drapery. In fact it shows a vitality which Vouet was soon to lose. It reveals a curious
featurc of the artist’s style at this period, for onc detail, the head of the maid-servant in
the middle, is taken directly from Michelangelo.' An analogous point occurs in the
‘Temptation of St Francis” in S. Lorenzo, where the figure of the saint is borrowed from
Michelangelo’s model of a river-god in the Accademia. This combination of Michel-
angelesque and Caravaggesque elements gives an unusual flavour to Vouet’s naturalistic
work of this time.107

Vouet seems, however, soon to have deserted this style for a more eclectic manner,
and the surviving works of the Italian period show him as an eclectic fluctuating between
the early Baroque manner of Lanfranco and Guercino and the more classical styles of
Domenichino and Guido. The altarpiece of the Virgin appearing to St Bruno, painted
in 1620 for the Certosa of S. Martino at Naples (Plate 109), shows most of the tendencies
in his work at this time. The scntiment, marked above all by the atmosphere of ecstasy,
is already Baroque, though it is still restrained; in the same way the composition, with
its strong diagonal, is typical of the transitional stage towards the full Baroque movement

L 143




RICHELIEU AND MAZARIN

of a Pietro da Cortona. On the other hand, the firm modelling and the almost
Domenichinesque type of the Madonna show that the artist has not altogether thrown
off the classical tradition. The influence of Reni is visible in many of the compositions
engraved after Vouet by Mellan, such as the ‘Lucretia’. At the same time he painted por-
traits of a swaggering, bohemian type which in the treatment of light and colour remind
one that he had also passed through Venice.108

On his arrival in Paris, Vouet seems at first to have been mainly occupied with paint-
ting religious subjects, and in this field the style which he brought from Rome was
bound to be successful with the French public. The Mannerist upbringing of Parisian
connoisseurs would have prevented them from appreciating the naturalism of the Cara-
vaggesques, and the religious atmosphere was not sufficiently enthusiastic and emotional
for them to have stomached the full Baroque. But Vouet’s compromise manner, Baro-
que still qualified by a classical tradition, was exactly in tune with the needs of a society
whose religion was that of St Frangois de Sales, of Bérulle,and of Olier. For the rest of his
career Vouet was overwhelmed with commissions for altarpieces in the churches of
Paris, whether for the various orders - the Jesuits at St Paul-St Louis and at their Novi-
ciate,19 the Minims, the Carmelites, and the Oratorians - or for the parish churches such
as St Eustache and St Merri. One of his most successful altarpieces was the ‘Presentation
in the Temple’, commissioned in 1641 by Richelieu for the high altar of the Noviciate
of the Jesuits (Plate 1118). The general principles of design are still the same as in the early
painting at S. Martino, with the strong diagonal emphasis. But the space is now more
carefully defined by means of the architecture, which also gives stability to the pattern
by its strong verticals. That is to say, the composition is slightly more classical than in the
S. Martino painting, whether it is considered in two or three dimensions. In the same
way the modelling is firmer and the drapery more statuesque. The colour is colder, and
perhaps shows the influence of Philippe de Champaigne. In the treatment of the subject
there is also a change. The presentation is more rational, with less emphasis on the super-
natural and emotional sides of the theme. The figures swoon less, and the angels appear
in more human guise without the aid of clouds and mystical light. In fact in both form
and content this altarpiece shows that Vouet after his return to France moved farther
away from the Baroque and nearer to the type of classical painting of which Poussin was
beginning to set the standard.

At the same time he began to try his hand at poetical and allegorical composition. The
first large series in this genre is one illustrating Tasso, executed for Bullion in 1630,11°
in which the artist applies his Roman style to this new kind of subject. More personal
arc the allegorical panels executed for the various royal palaces, of which a series is in the
Louvre and a fine ‘Allegory of Peace’ at Chatsworth (Plate 111a). This work, which
is probably very late,!!! shows that Vouet did not always carry on the classical tenden-
cies visible in the ‘Presentation’. The design is freer, the modelling looser, and the whole
picture is conceived more in terms of light and colour, reminding us of the fact that
Vouet in his youth studied not only in Rome but also in Venice, where he must have
learnt the style of colouring which he here displays, a rather pallid version of Veronese’s
tones.
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Vouet’s most important innovations, however, lie in the field of decorative painting,
in which he founded a tradition destined to dominate French painting for a century.

His earliest decorative schemes were carried out in conjunction with the sculptor
Jacques Sarrazin, and consisted of painted panels surrounded by stucco.!12 In the ceilings
each panel was depicted in steep perspective, but there was no attempt to create a con-
sistent illusion linking up the different parts of the decoration.!? A second group of de-
corations is mainly made up of panels of grotesques with landscapes and small figure
groups set among them. The most important of these were two for Anne of Austria at
Fontainebleau (1644) and the Palais Royal (between 1643 and 1647), now destroyed and
only known from engravings,!!4 but a similar series, probably by Vouet and his pupils,
survives, though much restored, at the Arsenal, where it was executed for the Maréchal
de la Meilleraye about 1637.115

It was, however, at the Hotel Séguier that Vouet received his greatest opportunity.
There he painted the chapel (1638), the library (finished by 1640), and the lower gallery,
which was left incomplete at his death in 1649.116 In the first two of these Vouet intro-
duced methods of decoration which were up till then unknown in France. Or rather, to
put it more preciscly, he grafted new wood on an old tree, and revived with fresh ideas
a tradition which had been founded by the school of Fontainebleau, but had died out in
the early seventeenth century.

It will be remembered that in the Galerie d’Ulysse at Fontainebleau, Primaticcio and
Niccold dell’Abbate had included illusionist panels in steep perspective and that the
method had been carried even further in the chapel at the Hétel de Guise.!” The second
school of Fontainebleau had not continued the tradition,!18 but Vouet took it up, adding
to it the methods which he had learnt in Italy. In the library at the Hétel Séguier the ceil-
ing seems to have been completely painted, without stucco but with a background
imitating gold mosaic. The individual compositions are in steep perspective, some of
them based on Guercino’s ‘Aurora’, but others showing Vouet’s debt to Venetian
painters. Some of the big oval designs have architectural backgrounds which derive,
directly from the ceilings of Veronese, whose works, we are told by Amidei, Vouet had
particularly studied in Venice.

In the chapel ceiling he went a step further, and decorated it with a fresco of consistent
illusionism. The subject was the Adoration of the Magi (Plate 1124), and Vouet disposed
the procession of the Kings and their attendants in a sort of frieze round the cove of the
vaulting, so that the figures seem to stand on the cornice. As Sauval points out, he has
followed the example of Primaticcio and Niccold, who used the same arrangement in
the Guise Chapel. But, whereas the sixteenth-century artists organize their figures into a
continuous bas-relief, Vouet is far freer in his disposition. All but the central figures of
the Kings and the Holy Family are arranged bchind a balustrade, which must have
looked like a continuation of the wall architecture into the ceiling, and behind the groups
are indications of further architecture, carrying the composition into depth. In details the
figures again recall Veronese, but the general scheme of the fresco is closer to the two
first examples of this type of illusionism, Correggio’s dome in the cathedral of Parma
and Giulio Romano’s ceiling of the Sala di Troia in the Palazzo del Te.11?
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In this fresco Vouet introduced a form of illusionist decoration which was not to be

followed up in France till almost the end of the century,12° for the ceiling decorations of
the next decades are based on the illusion created by means of painted architecture, and
therefore derive from a different tradition, that of the Farnese Gallery.
- Vouet’s influence on French painting was greater than his real quality as an artist
might lead one to expect. His success depended on his bringing in a suitable new Italian
idiom at the moment when it was needed, and on his skill in undertaking all sorts of
tasks. Historically his position is parallel to that of Lemercier, but in temperament he re-
minds one more of Le Vau. He was supple, brilliant, rapid, adaptable. Like Le Vau’s, his
artistic conscience was not very sensitive, and his works suffer from a certain superficial-
ity. But he brought new life to French painting when it was at a very low ebb; he intro-
duced a solid tradition of competence; and he managed to inspire a generation of pupils
who were to carry on his work in a remarkable way. Almost all the artists of the middle
of the century - Frangois Perrier, Le Sueur, and Pierre and Nicolas Mignard - passed
through his studio, and his influence was felt even farther through the most important
of them all, Charles Lebrun. Theoretically Poussin represented the ideal which the Aca-
demy set itself to follow in the later seventeenth century, but all its members, starting
with Lebrun, sacrificed as often, though with less ostentation, at the altar of Vouet.12!

Among Vouet’s contemporaries were several artists who, like him, drew their inspira-
tion from Italy and who continued to paint up to the middle years of the century with-
out being affected by the new classicism introduced by Poussin. They are not artists of
great calibre, but they are typical of one aspect of French taste at this period.

Vouet’s collaborator, Francois Perrier, is still a somewhat hazy figure. Born, accord-
ing to Dézallier d’Argenville,'2? in 1590, he went young to Rome, and returned to France
in 1629, painting for the Charterhouse at Lyons in that year and joining Vouet at Chilly
in 1630. He then settled in Paris and executed a number of works, including a series for
Bordier at Le Raincy. He made a further journey to Rome, returning in 1645. In the
same year he was commissioned to paint the gallery at the Hotel de la Vrilliére, his most
important work, replaced by a copy when the gallery was rebuilt in the nineteenth cen-
tury. At about the same time he decorated the cove of the ceiling in the Cabinet des
Muses at the Hotel Lambert, and perhaps executed some of the panels on the walls of the
Cabinet de ’Amour.12* He became a foundation member of the Academy in 1648, and
died two years later.

Perrier’s style seems to have been formed in Rome on the study of the Carracci and of
Lanfranco, in whose studio he actually worked. His ‘Acis, Galatea, and Polyphemus’
(Plate 1138) in the Louvre is based on Lanfranco’s treatment of the subject in the Palazzo
Doria Pamphili, but is treated in a much more picturesque and less classical manner. In
his decoration of the La Vrilliére gallery he used a compromise between the decorative
methods of the Carracci and those of the early Baroque. A part of the ceiling was divided
up by ribs painted in imitation of architecture, against which were set pictures in
trompe I’ @il gilt frames, flanked by satyrs and nudes; but the middle section was opened
up to a vista of open sky, across which the chariot of Apollo was seen advancing. The
walls of the gallery were completely redecorated in the eighteenth century, so that the
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general effect of the room is hardly as it was intended by Perrier and Mansart, but even
in its present state it is still possible to realize the importance which it must have had in
the development of French decoration. It must not, moreover, be forgotten that Lebrun,
who applies the same method in the gallery at the Hétel Lambert, worked for a time in
the studio of Perrier before he joined that of Vouet.12¢

Jacques Blanchard is a more easily intelligible figure. He was born in 1600 and was
brought up, presumably in the Late Mannerist tradition, by his uncle, the painter Nico-
las Bollery.1? In 1620 he went to Lyons, where he worked for a time under Horace Le
Blanc, and in 1624 attained what was no doubt his original goal, Rome. Here he only
stayed for eightecen months, and at the end of 1625 moved to Venice, where he spent two
years, mainly studying Veronese. In about 1628 he returned to Paris, stopping on the
way to carry out commissions in Turin and Lyons. In the remaining years till his death
in 1638 he seems to have achieved a certain success in painting small religious and mytho-
logical subjects, though he also undertook the decoration of two galleries, one for Bul-
lion, in whose house Vouet was also working.

The dominant influence on his formation was certainly the painting which he saw in
Venice, and above all that of Veronese, whose cool colours and silvery light he imitates
more successfully than Vouet. He seems to have specialized in painting such subjects as
‘Charity’ (Plate 1128), of which many different versions exist, all showing the particular
type of rather delicate sentiment which appears in almost all his work. In this painting
the influence of Veronese is visible not only in the light and colour, but also in the archi-
tectural background and in the classical building up of the group. In other probably
carlier paintings, such as the ‘Medor and Angelica’ in the Metropolitan Museum, New
York, he is more Mannerist, borrowing his compositional method from Tintoretto and
his treatment of trees from Paul Brill. In yet other paintings, notably the ‘Cimon and
Iphigenia’ in the Louvre, his model is evidently Rubens, whose late nudes he must have
known. Blanchard is also a sensitive painter of portraits, as can be seen from that of
the sculptor Duquesnoy in the Czernin collection, Vienna.1?6 This portrait must have
been painted in 1624~5, when Blanchard was in Rome, and it is interesting as showing
that he must have known Poussin there, since Duquesnoy and he were close friends at
this time. There 1s, however, no trace either then or later of influence from Poussin’s
work on Blanchard, who seems to have been always loyal to the Venetian-Flemish
tradition.

A more interesting painter, of greater individuality and range, is Laurent de la Hyre.
He was born in Paris in 1606,'?” and worked for a short time in the studio of Lallemant.
His main training, however, consisted of studying the works at Fontainebleau, particu-
larly, his biographers say, those of Primaticcio, but no doubt also those of Dubois and
the other painters of Henry IV’s time. The effect of this training can be scen in his earliest
surviving works, the two altarpicces painted for the Capuchins in the Marais, represent-
ing the ‘Adoration of the Shepherds’ and ‘Nicholas V before the Body of St Francis’,128
dated 1630 (Plate 114), in which the architectural setting, seen in sharp perspective, is
used very much as it had been in the ceiling panels of the Galerie d’Ulysse at Fontaine-
bleau. On the other hand, his figures have none of the characteristics of Mannerism, but
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are, on the contrary, staid and realistic, unlike the work of any other religious artist
active in Paris at that time. We must therefore suppose that La Hyre had also seen more
classical and naturalistic models. We know that he did not visit Italy, but he could have
found inspiration for this style in the Venetian paintings in the royal collection and in
certain private collections in Paris, particularly that of the Duc de Liancourt, who had an
important series of paintings by Titian and Veronese.1* In La Hyre’s works of about
163 5—71% this Venetian influence is even more apparent, both in the classical arrangement
of the space defined by the architecture and in the treatment of light and colour. About
1638 La Hyre appears to have come under the influence of Poussin’s earlier style, of which
he produced a personal variant. The ‘Mercury giving the Infant Bacchus to the Nymphs’
in the Hermitage at Leningrad (Plate 1134), dated 1638, is typical of this phase. The
romantic treatment of the ruins is close, for instance, to Poussin’s ‘Adoration of the Magi’
at Dresden, but La Hyre adds to the architecture broken fragments of sculptured heads
and bas-reliefs, a device which he frequently uses at this time. 13! The figures, moreover, are
in a personal style, independent of Poussin, and the landscape, with its romantic view on
a river valley, is one of the earliest examples in La Hyre’s art of his individual contribu-
tion in this field.

In his last years, from about 1648 till his death in 1656, La Hyre’s paintings fall into
two categories. His figure compositions become colder and more classical, under the in-
fluence apparently of Poussin and of Philippe de Champaigne.122 In these works the artist
seems to be adapting himself not altogether happily to the new fashion, and the result is
something impersonal and not deeply felt. At the same time, however, he continued to
develop his interest in landscape, and it was in these years that he produced his most
original works in this field. Sometimes he models himself on Flemish masters, such as
Foucquier, who was then working in Paris,’33 though modifying their naturalism into a
slightly more generalized formula. At other times, as in the ‘Landscape with the Ar-
cadian Shepherds’ at Orleans, he adopts the luminous qualities of the early Claude and
uses them to create a poetical setting for a nostalgic classical theme.

La Hyre is far from being a great master, and his influence was never considerable;
but he is typical of a phenomenon which was to become increasingly common in France
from this time onwards, namely the artist with minor talent who managed to make a
personal contribution to a school of painting more notable for its steady level of quality
than for the giants which it has produced. La Hyre embodies in a small way the good
sense and the good taste of French seventeenth-century culture.134

So far in this section we have considered those painters of the mid-seventeenth cen-
tury who were dominated by the influence of Italy, and it will be appropriate therefore
to end it with a mention of the few Italian artists of importance who actually visited
France during the decades in question.

One of these, the engraver Stefano della Bella (1610-64), spent the years 1639 to 1650
in Paris. He was a pupil of Callot, and benefited from the popularity of Callot’s work in
France. His extremely delicate topographical and decorative etchings had much success
n Paris, and the latter probably exercised some influence on engravers of the next
generation, like Jean Le Pautre.13
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The appearance in Paris of the celebrated Roman decorative painter, Giovanni Fran-
cesco Romanelli, the ablest pupil of Pietro da Cortona, naturally created a more lasting
effect. Romanelli paid two visits to Paris. The first took place in 1646-7, when he painted
for Mazarin the Galerie Mazarine which survives in the Bibliothéque Nationale, and also
for the Président Lambert in the Cabinet de I’Amour. The second was in 1655-7, when
he decorated the rooms of the Queen Mother, which also survive, though radically
altered, on the ground floor of the Louvre.136

In the Galerie Mazarine Romanelli created a type of decoration blending in a novel
manner classical and Baroque elements. The painted mythological scenes are enclosed in
well-defined stucco frames, partly gilt, the panels themselves being mainly treated with-
out illusionist foreshortening. This is a method which had been frequently used in both
countries, but with the difference that the panels here are much larger than usual and
their forms simpler and more rectilinear, producing thereforc a less broken and more
unified effect. Romanelli may be said to have combined the classical pattern of the
Farnese ceiling with the rich stucco effects achieved by Pietro da Cortona in the Palazzo
Pitti, the Baroque character of the latter being thus adapted to a more classical canon,
which, as Romanelli no doubt realized, would be palatable to a French public.3? The
scheme was to have its influence on the most important decorations of the next genera-
tion, particularly on Lebrun’s Galerie d’Apollon in the Louvre.138

Philippe de Champaigne and Flemish Influence

Although French artists turned more regularly to Italian art for inspiration than to any
other school during the seventeenth century, there were always certain groups whose
interests were directed northwards to Flanders. We have already noticed the small
amount of influence cxercised on French painting by Rubens’ Maric de’ Medici cycle,
but his manner and technique were to a certain extent introduced to France by a much
less considerable master who, however, by adapting himself completely to French taste,
established a more important position than Rubens in the development of French art in
the mid seventeenth century.13?

This artist was Philippe de Champaigne. He was born in Brussels in 1602 and trained
there, mainly as a landscape painter under Jacques Foucquier or Foucquiéres.!¥0 In 1621
he came to Paris, perhaps with his master, who arrived in the same year. He worked with
various painters, including Lallemant, on whose designs he exccuted a portrait group of
the aldermen of the city of Paris.}#! At about the same time he met the young Poussin,
with whom he collaborated on decoration for Marie de” Medici in the Luxembourg
under the landscape painter, Nicolas Duchesne.1#2 In 1627 he paid a short visit to Brussels,
but returned at the beginning of the next year to Paris to succeed Duchesne as painter to
the Queen Mother. In 1628 he began for her a series of paintings in the convent of the
Carmelitesin the rue St Jacques.1#? At the same time he seems to have gained the favour of
Louis XIII, for whom, presumably, he painted the portrait in the Louvre showing the
King crowned by Victory with a background composed of a view of La Rochelle,
where the Protestants had been besieged and defeated in 1628. Six years later, in 1634, he
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executed a picture for Notre Dame showing Louis XIII offering his crown to Christ at
the foot of the Cross. In 1636 Champaigne was commissioned by one of the canons to
design two tapestry cartoons of the Life of the Virgin for the cathedral 14

Before 1635 Champaigne had also attracted the attention of Richelieu,!#* for whom he
decorated one gallery at the Palais Royal and painted a series of portraits of great men for
another.146 The Cardinal also commissioned him to execute the frescoes in the dome of the
Sorbonne and to paint his own portrait (Plate 1164). Of his other recorded works of this
time we have no trace, except the composition painted in 1634 to celebrate the reception
of the Duc de Longueville into the Order of the Saint-Esprit, a huge formal design now
at Toulouse.1¥

As far as we can judge him in this early period, Philippe de Champaigne stands in the
same relation to Rubens as did Vouet to his Italian masters. That is to say, he succeeds in
moderating a Baroque idiom to a more restrained and classical form in which it was ac-
ceptable to the French public.1#® The ‘Adoration of the Shepherds’ in the Wallace Collec-
tion (Plate 115) shows the artist in this phase.1#? The handling and the lighting have been
learnt from the early Rubens, ! and even the colour and the composition are derived from
him, but they have been transformed in the borrowing. Champaigne has checked the
strong movenient which Rubens introduced into the group, and he has modified the
colour in the direction of cold and strong local colour, almost unbroken and unblended.
There are still Baroque traces in the conception of the subject, particularly in the miracu-
lous lighting and in the putti which fly in at the top. But Champaigne’s personal style is
already apparent in the naturalistic treatment of the shepherds, who are unlike Rubens’
figures and at the same time quite unclassical.15!

The only portraits of this period about which we have any certain knowledge are
those of Louis XIII and Richelieu.!32 The allegorical portrait of the King after the siege
of La Rochelle (1628) is probably the earliest of the series, and embodies the type used
in all the later portraits, but Champaigne has evidently not felt at home in the rendering
of the Victory, a trace of Baroque machinery which does not harmonize with the
straightforward rendering of the King. In a fine version of Louis XIII belonging to the
Comte de Paris one source of Champaigne’s portrait style is evident, for he has here
borrowed the pattern used by Pourbus for his state portrait of Henry IV in the Louvre
and also for that of the Duc de Chevreuse, except that he has modified the perspective,
presumably because the picture was intended to be seen from below.15?

The portraits of Richelieu show, on the other hand, his links with Rubens and van
Dyck. The full-length (Plate 1164) is based on a pose much used by van Dyck in his
Genoese portraits, and borrowed by him from Rubens. On the other hand, the model-
ling of the robes is much more classical and even sculpturesque, a fact which suggests
that Champaigne had been studying Roman statues and that he was moving towards the
imitation of them at the same time as Poussin, but independently of him.134

In1643, or soonafter, there occurred the most important event in Champaigne’slife: he
came in contact with Port Royal and the doctrines of Jansenism.!55 Like so many serious
men of his time, he was evidently attracted by the sincerity of the Jansenists, their severe
way oflife, their devotion to their beliefs, and their complete rejection of everything that
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was worldly. For the rest of his life Champaigne was in closc relation with the convent,
for which he painted several of his most important works. But the effect of their teaching
can be seen in everything that he produced, whether religious or secular.

In the religious works of his later period Champaigne rejects the elements of the Baro-
que which he had retained in the earlier. There are no radiances, no putti, no ecstasies;
everything is carefully stated in clear and intelligible terms which appeal to the reason
as much as to the emotions. In the big compositions, such as the series illustrating the lives
and martyrdoms of St Protasius and St Gervasius (1655),16 the result is sometimes cold
and uncomfortable. Champaigne here abandons his near-Baroque energy, but never
quite attains the classicism of Poussin, at which he seems to be aiming. The compositions
are cold rather than lucid, and the figures rigid rather than statuesque. But in the scenes
which admit of more restrained treatment the effect is of real intensity. Among the
finest is the ‘Crucifixion” in the Louvre, painted by Champaigne in 1674, the year of his
death, and bequeathed by him to the Charterhouse of Paris. Here the simplicity of the
presentation is dramatically effective - the cross standing in isolation, seen frontally with
a classically constructed view of Jerusalem in the background.!s?

The most important works of this later period, however, are the portraits, in which
Champaigne attains to real originality. He occasionally continues to produce the more or
less show-picces, such as the portrait of the Président de Mesme (1653) in the Louvre,
in which he still uses a modification of the Rubens-van Dyck formula. But his real in-
vention is the half-length portrait of a much simpler type (Plate 1168) which he uses to
depict his Jansenist friends, and also a series of ecclesiastical and bourgeois patrons. The
formula is a simple onc, based on the Venetian sixteenth-century type of figure behind a
parapet. But in the example here illustrated he has modified the pattern by representing
his model actually sitting in a window on the sill of which he leans his hand. In this he
may have had in mind certain Dutch models, either paintings of Frans Hals or etchings
by Rembrandt. But the treatment is highly personal; the sharp observation and the
severe naturalism of the portraits are all Champaigne’s own. In colour one can almost .
say that these portraits arc Janscnist in their extreme restraint. Champaigne’s sitters
usually wear black, and there is little to relieve the severity of the whole, since they are
shown against a grey background and behind a stone-coloured parapet. In pose they are
again as classical as possible, with the head and body almost frontal, and no suggestion of
movement or contraposto. In these portraits, in fact, Champaigne creates a French
equivalent for the bonrgeois portraiture which flourished in Holland at the same period.

On three occasions Champaigne was also commissioned to paint the official portrait
group of the mayor and aldermen of the city of Paris.1%® One of these groups, for the
year 1648, exists in the Louvre (Plate 1174). As in the case of the Saint-Esprit commemo-
rative pictures, the artist here had to follow a rigidly established formula. The individual
heads are painted with great naturalism, but the figures kneel in almost hieratic poses on
cither side of a small altar, on which is the figure of St Genevitve, the patron saint of
Paris. The severity and rigidity of the design arc in keeping with the dignity of those
who ruled over the city at this time and who, from what we know of them, took theic
duties seriously and proudly maintained the independence of their municipality.
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All Champaigne’s qualities are concentrated in the masterpiece of his later period, the
votive picture for the curing of his daughter (Plate 1178). The story of the miraculous
cure is well known. Champaigne’s daughter, who was a nun at Port Royal, was attacked
in 1660 by paralysis, which by the end of 1661 had made it impossible for her to walk at
all. The prioress, la Mére Agnés Arnauld, then declared a novena in the hope that she
might be cured, and at the end of it she found that she was suddenly and miraculously
enabled to walk. In thanksgiving for this cure Champaigne painted the votive picture
of the miracle, which he presented to the convent. In it he depicted his daughter stretched
on a chair in her cell, while the prioress kneels in prayer beside her. The composition is
of the simplest, with the two figures set in almost geometrically related poses at right
angles to each other against the plain background of grey walls. The colour is limited to
greys and blacks, with only two strong notes of red in the crosses on the nuns’ habits -
and even one of those is partly obscured. The indication of the miraculous event is
limited to the ray of light which falls between the two figures. In its restraint and sim-
plicity this painting is as typical of the Jansenist approach to a miracle as Bernini’s ‘St
Theresa’ is of the Jesuit.15

Philippe de Champaigne is important not only as an original artist but also as sum-
ming up one aspect of French art in the middle of the seventeenth century. His portraits
and his later religious works are as true a reflexion of the rationalism of French thought
as the classical compositions of Poussin in the 1640s. One uses the formula of Roman re-
publican virtue to express his beliefs, and the other that of Jansenism, the most severe and
heroic of all forms of Catholicism in the seventeenth century.

It is a considerable drop from Champaigne to the remaining portrait painters of this
period, but some of them must be mentioned. In their own day the cousins Henri
(1603-77) and Charles Beaubrun (1604-92) enjoyed a great success, especially among the
society of the Précieux. Their style was a continuation of the Late Mannerist formula of
Pourbus in a less sensitive manner, and their portraits have little value except as records
(cf. plate 1488). Louis Elle (1612-89), son of Ferdinand, was of the same type, though
he sometimes enlivened his portraits by a pose borrowed from van Dyck. Justus van
Egmont (1601-74), a pupil of Rubens, spent the years c. 1628-48 in Paris, where he
painted many of the most important members of the Court, using a moderated version
of Rubens’ style.160

The only member of the group to attain distinction was the draughtsman and en-
graver, Robert Nanteuil.’6! He is in engraving what Philippe de Champaigne was in
painting, and it is no chance that he should have engraved so many heads after his
Flemish contemporary. Technically he was a master of his craft, and his original en-
graved portraits reveal an acute power of observation (Plate 147). His works give us the
most complete view which remains to us of the greatfigures of the middle of the century.

The Caravaggesques

The influence of Caravaggio never penctrated as far as Paris, but in the provinces his
style enjoyed a considerable vogue. We have already seen that Finsonius practised it
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with success in Provence, and in the next generation the tradition was carried on by a
far more sensitive painter, Nicolas Tournier of Toulouse (1590-after 1660),162 who
specialized in Caravaggesque religious and genre scenes (Plate 1194), but who also
painted a vast ‘Victory of Constantine’, now in the museum of Toulouse. His natural-
ism is always qualified by a slightly Mannerist elegance in the poses of his figures and by
his preference for rather elegant types, as opposed to the coarse peasant heads of most
Caravaggesques.

It was, however, in Lorraine that the influence of the master produced its most inter-
esting results, and in Georges de la Tour we find a personal interpretation of the conven-
tion not to be paralleled elsewhere.

La Tour was bornat Vic-sur-Seille in 1593.162 By 1620 he was established as a master in
Lunéville, one of the most prosperous towns of the duchy, which he seems to have
made his headquarters for the rest of his life and where he died in 1652. Records show
him to have been successful in his career and to have accumulated enough wealth to
arouse jealousy among his fellow townsmen. Quite early in his career, in 1623-4, he re-
ceived commissions for two works from the Duke of Lorraine, but there is no evidence
that the favour of the Prince was continued. In 1639 he is mentioned as having the title
of Peintre du Roi, and it is known that Louis XIII owned a painting by him of St Sebas-
tian. Some five years later he caught the attention of the Ducde La Ferté-Senecterre, who
had been made French governor of Lorraine in 1643, and who managed to persuade the
town of Nancy to present him with several works by the artist. In fact La Tour’s links
scem to have been not with the Court of Lorraine itself, but with a bourgeois circle in
Lunéville and with members of the French administration at Nancy. It is, therefore, to
be expected that his style should not be like the court Mannerism of his immediate pre-
decessors and contemporaries at Nancy, Bellange, Callot, and Deruet, but should strike
out on quite different lines. We know further that he was connected with the religious
revival which took place at this time in Lorraine, and it has been plausibly suggested
that his painting reflects the feeling of the Franciscans who were the leaders of it.

La Tour’s artistic education has been the cause of much speculation. What appears to
be the artist’s earliest work, ‘The Cheat’, in the Landry collection, shows no direct evi-
dence of Caravaggesque influence, but is an exercise in a manner which had been prac-
tised in Nancy by Callot in etching and by Jean Leclerc in painting.6* But a series of
paintings which I believe can be assigned to the 1620s, including the ‘St Jerome’ (Plate
1198), show that La Tour soon came into contact with the style of Caravaggio. Most
writers have assumed that he went to Italy and picked up the tradition as it was con-
tinued in Rome by Manfredi and Valentin. The particular form of naturalism in the ‘St
Jerome’, however, scems to suggest not so much direct knowledge of Caravaggio’s own
painting and that of his Italian imitators, as acquaintance with his Dutch followers. The
closest parallel is to be found in Terbrugghen’s works, such as the four evangelists at De-
venter painted in 1621, a time when La Tour might well have visited Utrecht. In these
one finds the curious clay-like handling of the flesh and the emphasis on the dry wrinkles
which are so characteristic of the St Jerome’. In this phase La Tour is naturalistic in the
sense that he describes minutely the incidents on the surface of the bodies which he
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paints. Only in the cardinal’s hat in the background is therc a trace of the generalized
treatment which was to be the hallmark of his later style. The other works which I be-
lieve to be of the same date all have the same picturesque, rugged, descriptive quality,
for instance the ‘Hurdy-Gurdy Player’ in the museum at Nantes, which is the equiva-
lent in a modern subject to the ‘St Jerome’, and painted from a very similar model.165

A painting, representing ‘Job and his Wife’, at Epinal marks the transition to the next
phase. It is still conceived in the same spirit of descriptive naturalism, but it has one im-
portant difference: it represents a night scene, illuminated by an unshaded candle held
by Job’s wife. This is yet another link with the Dutch followers of Caravaggio who were
the real exponents of this treatment of light. This method is used with great originality
in almost all La Tour’s later works, but in various different ways. In the recently dis-
covered ‘Penitence of St Peter’,1% dated 1645, and in the * Christand StJoseph in the Car-
penter’s Shop” (Plate 120), in the Louvre, the warm, almost coppery tones suggest the
influence of Honthorst’s mature work, which La Tour may have seen if he madec a
second journey to the Low Countries, as is possible, in the years 1639-42, when he is not
recorded in Lunéville. But in another group, the latest of all, the use of candle-light
effects is far more personal, and it is here that La Tour shows his true qualities. These can
be grouped round the ‘Denial of St Peter’ at Nantes, dated 1650,267 and include the ‘St
Sebastian’ (Plate 121) in Berlin and the Rennes ‘Nativity’ (Platc 1224). Here at last La
Tour has broken away from the descriptive style of his earlier period and, avoiding all
disturbing detail, reduces individual forms to almost geometrical terms, and relates
them to each other in compositions of equally mathematical clarity. The result is a
monumentality which has no parallel among the other followers of Caravaggio, an im-
pressive simplicity which converts the formula of naturalism into something classical.

The style of Caravaggio admits of two different, one can almost say opposite inter-
pretations. Some of his followers, particularly the Neapolitans, emphasized the dramatic
and horrific qualities in his painting, and adapted the manner to gruesome renderings of
martyrdoms in which every unpleasant detail is recorded with fidelity and heightened by
chiaroscuro. La Tour in his mature works seeks in Caravaggio exactly the opposite
qualities. He does not imitate his rendering of detail, and he avoids the depiction of the
disagreeable details. Notice, for instance, that in the ‘St Sebastian’ there is no blood and
no anguish; the saint lies motionless and apparently dead, but with hardly a trace of his
martyrdom. The forms are generalized to their greatest simplicity, and all violence, all
movement even, are eliminated, so that the picture takes on a quality of stillness and
of silence rarely to be found in the visual arts. In this calm, detached interpretation of
Caravaggesque naturalism La Tour comes near to the classicism of Poussin and to the
nobility of the finest compositions of Champaigne. The art of La Tour is as far removed
as it can be from the Mannerisin of the Court of Nancy, but it has qualities in common
with the style which was being evolved as a reflexion of bourgeois culture in Paris at the
same time.
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The Le Nains

More ink has been spilt over the ‘Le Nain Problem’ than over any other question in
French seventeenth-century art; to some effect, however, since, although many points
remain obscure — and are likely to do so for a long time - it is now possible to give in
outline a solution.

The problem itself can be easily and shortly stated. There were three brothers called
Le Nain, all painters and all born at Laon. The eldest, Antoine, was probably born in
1588; the next, Louis, in 1593; and the youngest, Mathieu, in 1607. The two elder
brothers both died in 1648, but Mathieu survived till 1677. From early accounts we
know a few facts, including the point that the brothers may on occasions have colla-
borated on the same canvas. About fifteen signed and dated pictures survive, but the
signatures simply read ‘Le Nain’, without christian name, and the dates are all between
1641 and 1648, when all three brothers were active. There is therefore no solid starting
point for distinguishing the works of the three brothers. On the other hand, stylistic
analysis has shown that there are three main groups, each with a distinct character, to
which the names of the three brothers have been convincingly attached. The border-
lines between the groups are, of course, liable to provoke incidents between critics, and
there is endless room for speculation on the possibility of collaboration in any one
painting.!68

Antoine, we arc told, ‘excelled in miniatures and portraits in small’. By 1629 he had
moved from Laon to Paris, and was made master painter to the Abbey of St Germain
des Prés. To him are attributed a series of small pictures, mainly on copper (Plate 1228),
depicting groups of diminutive figures, painted in strong and pure local colours, and
naively placed with no great care for calculated composition.1? Most of these groups are
portraits of bourgeois families, cither of Laon or of Paris, shown in the surroundings of
their own houses. But some of Antoine’s compositions - for instance, the small picture in
the National Gallery — represent peasant families. The origins of Antoine’s style are ob-
scure. He was trained in his native town, and the tradition which he would there have
picked up must have been a late form of Netherlandish sixteenth-century naturalism,
such as that practised by Adriaen Pietersz. van der Venne, or Hendrik Averkamp.

Louis, the second brother, is a far more considerable artist; indeed, it is because of his
achievement that the family is worthy of the attention which it has received. Of his
life we know only that, together with his brothers, he was installed in Paris by 1630, but
that, unlike Antoine, he was still at that date an apprentice. Eighteenth-century writers
describe him as ‘Le Romain’, and, although this evidence is too late to be conclusive, it
points strongly to a visit to Rome. The paintings associated with his name are quite
different from those of Antoine (Plate 1234). They arc larger in scale, impressive, and
almost classical in composition, and subdued in colour, being mainly painted in a narrow
range of cool greys, grey-browns, and grey-greens. They mainly depict scenes of peasant
life, but occasionally, as in the Louvre ‘Adoration of the Shepherds’, Louis tried his hand
at a religious subject.!7°
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In the case of Louis it seems possible to explain the origins of his manner more fully
than for Antoine. The writers of the seventeenth century describe him as a painter of
bambochades, that is to say as an imitator of the Dutch artist Pieter van Laer, or Bam-
boccio as he was called in Rome, who specialized in small pictures of low life. Louis Le
Nain could have learnt from Bamboccio not only the type of composition which he
painted but also his colouring, for Bamboccio, too, based his palette on a limited range
of colours near to grey. Further, we know from Sandrart that van Laer, who was born
in Haarlem in 1592 or 1595, came through France on his way to Rome, which he
reached in 1626. It is therefore possible that Louis Le Nain could have known him in
Paris, and perhaps have continued the acquaintance in Rome.1?

Whatever his sources, Louis Le Nain had mastered by the early 1640s a style which
enabled him to paint his remarkable peasant scenes (Plate 1234). In a sense these pictures
belong to the tradition of Dutch bamboccisti, but with the very important difference that
the artist never satirizes his sitters, nor draws out their grotesque or amusing qualities.
He paints the peasants with complete sympathy, but at the same time he resists the de-
sire to idealize them. He steers, that is to say, a course midway between the boors of
Brouwer and the pious simpletons of Millet’s ‘Angelus’. This detached observation is
coupled with a mastery of a classical type of composition which intensifies the calmness of
the presentation. The figures are grouped without obvious thought, but in fact on a care-
fully worked-out method of frontal positions and balancing half-views, strangely like
 that used by Philippe de Champaigne in the votive picture. Here we find again that re-
current phenomenon in French art of this period, a classicism which does not use the
outward forms of Greek or Roman formulas, but attains to the clarity and calm which
are the more fundamental qualities of the style. Louis Le Nain is classical in his approach
to life and to painting, even though he never turned to mythology for his themes.172

Mathieu Le Nain was a quite different character. In 1633 he became master painter to
the city of Paris, and he seems to have made for himself a successful career through his
municipal connexions. He became a lieutenant in the city militia, was made a chevalier,
probably of the Order of St Michael, called himself ‘Seigneur de la Jumelle’, from a
farm which he owned near Laon, and had an expensive funeral at St Sulpice. Like his
elder brothers, he was a member of the Academy, but, unlike them, lived long enough
to enjoy the privileges which it afforded.13

The paintings connected with the name of Mathieu reflect his character. Among the
carliest is probably the ‘Corps de Garde’ (Plate 1238), dated 1643, which is also perhaps
his masterpiece. It shows a scene almost certainly taken from Mathieu’s life in the Paris
militia, and represents a party of officers sitting round a table, drinking and attended by
a Negro servant. The scene is lit by a candle standing on the table, and the effect is there-
fore immediately reminiscent of the Dutch Caravaggesques, whose works Mathieu
must have known. Essentially his style is made up of elements learnt from his brother
Louis,'™ to which is added a finish of handling which again suggest contacts with the
Dutch school. Appropriately to his swaggering subjects, Mathieu makes his composi-
tions more lively and more Baroque than those of Louis. One is not tempted here to
seck comparisons with the classical artists of the century.17
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The Le Nain brothers present one further important problem: who were their patrons?
We have seen that Antoine’s groups are mainly portraits and were no doubt commis-
sioned by modest bonrgeois. Mathieu evidently also had a regular clientéle of a slightly
richer bourgeois class who bought his composite portraits such as the ‘Corps de Garde’
and the Louvre group which evidently represents a party of intellectuals. The difficult
case, however, is that of Louis and his peasant scenes. Clearly they were not bought by
the peasants whom they represented. Nor can one argue entirely on the analogy of
Dutch painting and say that they would naturally have appealed to a middle-class town
public; for, as we have already seen, Louis’s paintings lack the comic or bohemian side
which made such subjects interesting to the townsman. One might hope to find a
parallel in the literature of the period; but there is none that really fits. The novelists of
the time, such as Scarron and Charles Sorel, often describe peasants and country life but
always with the intention of making them grotesque; and La Bruyére and his famous de-
scription of the French peasant are still fifty years off. We have no record of any collector
who owned peasant scenes by the Le Nain in the artists’ life-time, nor indeed till the later
eighteenth century, when interest was revived in them under the influence of Rousseau’s
doctrines and the belief in the nobility of the simple life. It is probably safe to guess that
the aristocracy did not interest themselves in Louis’s painting, since their inclination
seems to have been in the direction of a much more Mannerist type of art. Rather, we
may believe, some sober magistrate might have been attracted by the classical distinction
and the severe dignity of Louis’s finest compositions, remembering perhaps also his own
origins in the peasantry which may not have lain so many generations away. But this is
pure speculation 176

Naturalism produced one other remarkable artist in this period, the engraver Abra-
ham Bosse (1602-76).177 Bosse is gencrally studied purely as a recorder of life and man-
ners, but he is also an artist of high quality. He began as an illustrator of novels and reli-
gious works and as a copier of the Late Mannerists. But in the 1630s he developed an
independent and very personal style. His subjects are either taken from contemporary .
life, as in the ‘Mariage 4 la Ville” (Plate 1248) and the ‘Mariage 3 la Campagne’ scries
(1633), or are clothed in the forms of his own period as in the ¢ Wise and Foolish Virgins’
(c. 1635) (Plate 1244). Bossc always gives a clear idea of the life of his day; but thekind of
life which he describes is a limited one, that, namely, of the well-to-do bourgeoisie. In the
‘Mariage 2 la Ville” this is particularly clear. The characters are all the dignified members
of the noblesse de robe and their families. The scenes illustrated arc the practical events
associated with a bourgeois marriage — the signing of the contract, the return from the
baptism, and so on. The artist takes no stock in the personal aspect of the theme, nor in
the romantic - or falscly romantic - love-making which played so important a réle in
the aristocratic-intellectual life of the Hotel de Rambouillet and the circle of the Pré-
cieux. In most of the engravings the lovers play a quite minor part and always behave
with unemotional decorum. When aristocratic figures appcar in Bossc, as they do on
occasions, they are usually slightly caricatured as in the ‘Noblesse Frangaisc 3 I'Eglise’,
or made to symbolize the morally less respectable part of society. For instance, in the
engravings illustrating the Parable of Lazarus the ‘Rich Man’s Feast” is shown attended
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by over-dressed fashionable figures, whereas in the ‘Prodigal Son’ the father wears the
clothes and has the appearance of a respectable magistrate.

When Bosse renders a biblical subject such as the “Wise and Foolish Virgins’ he makes
the parable the means of conveying a moral dear to the scrious hearts of his audience,
and at the same time gives yet another series of scenes from bourgeois life. In the engrav-
ings of the ‘Wise Virgins Watching’ (Plate 124a) we see his narrative and descriptive
skill, but at the same time his mastery of technique. His detached naturalism in the ren-
dering of the subject brings him close to Louis Le Nain, and he has further in common
with him a fine grasp of classical composition, coupled in this case with a Caravaggesque
use of lighting. His qualities are the opposite to those of Callot - solid technical ability
and clear composition, as opposed to wit and brilliance of touch - so that to a certain
extent he represents the classical phase of French art engraving just as Callot embodies
the Mannerist stage.17®

Nicolas Poussin

By a curious freak, French painting of the seventeenth century produced its most re-
markable and its most typical works not in Paris but in Rome, since it was in Rome that
Poussin and Claude spent almost the whole of their active lives. In one sense these artists
belong not to the French school, but to that of Rome or the Meditetranean. Seen from
another point of view, however, Poussin at least is the key to the whole later evolution
of French art. In him are summed up all the qualities traditionally associated with French
classicism; and his influence was to be predominant in French art from his own time up
to our own, in the sense that many artists took him as their ideal, and an almost equal
number reacted against him with a violence which was in itself a tribute to his im-
portance.}?

Nicolas Poussin was born in 1593 or 1504 of a peasant family in a hamlet near Les
Andelys in Normandy.!® In 1611 he had his first taste of painting when Quentin Varin
came to Les Andelys to execute a series of altarpicces for the church there. Varin (c.
1570-1634) 18! was a minor Late Mannerist who worked mainly in the north-cast pro-
vinces of France. As his surviving paintings at Les Andelys and elsewhere show, he was
an eclectic of mediocre quality, combining some knowledge of late sixteenth-century
Roman painting with an inherited Flemish style. He can have done little more than whet
Poussin’s appetite, but he did this to such a degree that the boy left home in the next
year, apparently going first to Rouen, where he worked under Noél Jouvenet, and then
to Paris. We know almost nothing of his activities between his arrival in Paris about 1612
and his arrival in Rome in 1624, although some writers have filled the gap with great in-
genuity by invention. He studied for a short time with the Flemish portrait painter
Ferdinand Elle and probably also with Lallemant. We know too little of these artists to
be able to deduce what he would have learnt from them, but it is safe to guess that he
would have absorbed a style close to that of the Second School of Fontainebleau. In
addition to these models, however, he had access to others better suited to his taste. He
was able to work in the Royal Library, where he studied engravings after Raphael and
Giulio Romano, and in the collection of sculpture, where he formed his first acquain-
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tance with Roman statues and reliefs. It is to be supposed that he also had access to the
royal collection of paintings, and so began to know Raphael and Titian. He made several
attempts to reach Rome, the first two being abortive and taking him only as far as
Florence and Lyons respectively. He also travelled about France executing works of
which little trace remains.182

In Paris he met Philippe de Champaigne, as we have seen, and worked with him for
the Queen Mother at the Luxembourg. It was perhaps at her Court that he found his first
real patron, the Italian poet Marino, who was attached to Marie de’ Medici as her
laureate. During the years 1615-23 Marino enjoyed a great success in Paris, particularly
at the Hétel de Rambouillet, where we may picture him reading parts of the Adone, his
most important work, published in Paris in 1622. He may even have introduced Poussin
to this circle, and we know at any rate that he commissioned from the young artist a
series of drawings illustrating Ovid’s Metamorphoses, which are the only works before
1624 certainly attributable to him.13 They confirm the view suggested above that Poussin
started as a follower of the Second School of Fontainebleau, and as a not very distin-
guished member of that school. They are coarse and vigorous, full of Mannerist tricks
of drawing and composition, and of borrowings from the approved authorities. They
give no indication that their author was to become a great artist.

In 1624 Poussin succeeded, at the third attempt, in reaching Rome, spending a few
months in Venice on the way .18 Unfortunately for him, his one friend in Rome, Marino,
left within a few months for Naples, where he died in the next year. But before leaving
he had introduced Poussin to Marcello Sacchetti, through whom he met Cardinal
Francesco Barberini, the nephew of the recently elected Pope Urban VIII.

Poussin’s first five years in Rome were a time of experiment. After a period of real
poverty he obtained several important commissions, some for the Cardinal personally
and one for an altarpicce in St Peter’s, and he seemed set for a successful career as a painter
of large altarpieces and classical compositions. It is difficult to define his style at this

stage, because he tried his hand at so many different things, changing his manner with -

each new type of commission. His very first works in Rome - two battle scenes from
the Old Testament85 (Plate 1254) - still show the influence of his study in Paris of en-
gravings after Giulio Romano and Polidoro,although his imagination had been refreshed
by contact with the antique sarcophagi which he would have seen in Rome. These two
battle-picces are, however, still Mannerist, in that their composition is constructed in
terms of high relief, without any real space in which the figures can exist and move.186

Soon after his arrival in Rome, Poussin is known to have worked in the studio of
Domenichino, and to have copied his ‘Martyrdom of St Andrew” in S. Gregorio al
Celio. The influence of this artist is more apparent in his work of the 1630s, but it can be
traced in the general design and the cool colouring of paintings such as the *Triumph of
David’ at Dulwich 87 and the ‘Parnassus’ in the Prado.18¢

In the last years of the 1620s Poussin carried out several large-scale compositions,

mainly, we may suppose, on commission. The most important was the altarpiece of the

‘Martyrdom of St Erasmus’ (Plate 126) for St Peter’s, for which he obtained the
commission in 1628 through Cardinal Barberini. This was, of course, the chance for
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which every young artist in Rome longed, but there is some reason to think that Poussin
did not profit much by it from the point of view of his own career. In any case, it re-
mained his only public picture painted in Rome, and we can feel in Sandrart’s account of
its reception that many critics disapproved of it, and preferred its pendant, Valentin’s
‘Martyrdom of St Processus and St Martinianus’, for its colour, its naturalism, and its
vigour. The truth seems to be that Poussin already felt ill at ease in these big com-
positions in which the Baroque painters scored their great successes, and his attempt to
produce a design which should be in accordance with his own principles and at the same
time fulfil the needs of an altarpiece for St Peter’s led to a compromise which satisfied
neither condition.

In one other painting of this period, the ‘Madonna del Pilar’ in the Louvre,!8 Poussin
is more frankly Baroque. In others, such as the ‘Massacre of the Innocents’ at Chantilly,1%
painted for Giustiniani, he is more Caravaggesque. In the ‘Marriage of St Catherine’ 19!
he adapts a Venetian type, derived from Veronese, to the solution of the same problem.
In the ‘Inspiration of the Poet’ in the Louvre (Plate 127), Poussin attains complete
originality. Here the classicism is so marked that many critics have dated it much later,
but although in the pose of the Muse the artist uses an ancient model with a directness
unusual at this period, the pale, cool colour, the luminous modelling, and the free hand-
ling, which are Venetian in origin and recall Veronese, point to this short phase in Pous-
sin’s career.1%2

About 1629 or 1630 a crisis seems to have occurred in Poussin’s life. One cause may
have been the relative failure of the St Peter’s picture; another may have been the severe
illness from which he suffered at this time. But whatever the reason, he scems suddenly
to have changed direction. He abandoned the arena in which the artists of Rome were
competing for the public commissions for churches and palaces, and from now onwards
paints only relatively small pictures. His patrons, moreover, were no longer the princes
of the Church or members of the wealthy Roman families. He seems to have been de-
pendent for the next ten years on a small circle of cognoscenti, of whom the most impor-
tant was the Commendatore Cassiano del Pozzo. This attractive character was secretary
to Cardinal Francesco Barberini, and Poussin no doubt knew him from his first years
in Rome. Cassiano was a serious patron of the arts and the friend of Pietro da Cortona,
Lanfranco, Testa, Mola, and many other artists. But his dominating passion was the
study of antiquity. With apparently limited means, he brought together a collection of
material designed to illustrate every aspect of life in ancient Rome. Original ancient mar-
bles were for the most part beyond his purse, but he made up for this by commissioning
a team of artists to draw for him every fragment of classical sculpture, every piece of
ancient architecture, and every relic of Imperial Rome that was dug up. The volumes
containing this collection are now at Windsor, and they give one a singularly vivid idea
ofthe atmosphere in which Poussin moved at this time. Cassiano was evidently not a man
who took advantage of his position to intrigue for promotion in the political world, and
we can rather imagine him surrounded by his friends and collaborators, poring over his
drawings and documents illustrating the ancient world.1%3

It was in this backwater of scholarly and sensitive archaeological study that Poussin
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produced his paintings in the 1630s. In those dating from the years 1629-33 a complete
change of subject and style is visible (Plate 128). During these years Poussin hardly treats
religious subjects; his themes are taken from ancient mythology, and from Tasso. The
stories of Bacchus, Narcissus, Apollo and Daphne, Venus and Mercury, Rinaldo and
Armida — these are the stock-in-trade of the artist at this time.

One of the earliest of these poesie must be the ‘Rinaldo and Armida’ at Dulwich
(Plate 1258). The colouring and the juicy handling of the pigment are Venetian and close
to the ‘Marriage of St Catherine’; the closed sculptural oval of the figures recalls the
‘Massacre of the Innocents’; but the feeling is new in Poussin. His intention here is to
render the dramatic moment in the romantic story: the coup de foudre as Armida falls in
love with Rinaldo just as she is about to kill him. Even the usually artificial putto here
plays a real part, as he holds back the arm which is about to raise the dagger. Poussin’s
rendering is effective by its very literalness.

Among the classical compositions, the slightly later ‘Arcadian Shepherds’ (Plate 128)
is exceptional, since it is not taken directly from an ancient author, but its theme - the
presence of death even in Arcadian happiness - is based on classical ideas. It shows clearly
the change in Poussin’s approach. The picture derives in its conception and its execution
from models quite other than those on which Poussin had hitherto drawn. Above
all, the influence of Titian is manifest. Poussin must have seen the works of Titian when
he passed through Venice in 1624, but, as far as we can judge from his works, he was not
deeply influenced by him at that time. We know, however, that in Rome he studied
attentively the Este ‘Bacchanals’, which were at that time in the Villa Ludovisi,!®* and
it is these poesie that we find reflected in Poussin’s paintings of this time.

In a few instances Poussin actually borrows figures direct from Titian,'¥5 but generally
speaking he imitates the atmosphere, the colour, and the light of his model. In the ‘Ar-
cadian Shepherds’ the most obviously Titianesque element is the treatment of the trees
and the sky. Poussin has taken over Titian’s play of dark tree-trunks and light leaves
against the stormy sky, and has caught the romantic atmosphere created by these means. -
Unlike Poussin’s works of the late twenties, it has a warmth and a richness of colour
which are again due to Titian, for whom in this respect he has forsaken Domenichino
and even Veronese. Above all, however, it is in his attitude towards antiquity that Pous-
sin has learnt from the great Venetian. His approach is poetical, and not archaeological;
there are none of the outward signs of classicism which were favoured in Rome at that
time, and which were later to be much used by Poussin himself. The painter has sunk
himself in the atmosphere of Ovid and his interpretation of mythology, and has pro-
duced this personal version of it in paint.

The ‘Arcadian Shepherds’™ was painted as one of a pair, the pendant being a picture
representing Midas washing in the Pactolus to rid himself of the gift which he had beg-
ged of Bacchus that everything he touched might turn to gold.1% These two pictures are
typical in their rather melancholy, disillusioned themes of the tone of Poussin’s painting
at this time. Even his love-stories arc usually sad — Narcissus, Apollo and Daphne, Venus
and Adonis. They are not treated philosophically nor with great carnestness; they are
taken rather as excuses for clegies designed to provoke agreeably and romantically
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melancholy thoughts.19 When religious themes occur, they are treated in exactly the
same elegiac spirit; and it is characteristic that the dead Christ in the Munich ‘ Entomb-
ment 18 is identical with the young hunter in the ‘Death of Adonis’ at Caen.1%

About 1633 another change begins to take place in Poussin’s style. The turning point
is marked by the ‘Adoration of the Magi’ in Dresden, dated 1633,20° which provides a
basis for distinguishing a group of paintings and assigning them to the years 1633~7. In
these Poussin no longer concentrates on poetical and mythological themes; his preference
is rather for subjects which offer a good pageant. From the Old Testament, for instance,
he likes scenes from the wanderings of the Children of Israel, the ‘Golden Calf’ (Plate
1294),21 or the ‘Crossing of the Red Sea’;2%? from ancient history the ‘Rape of the
Sabines’ 203 or the ‘Saving of Pyrrhus’.2% This is also the time of the great Bacchanals,
notably those painted for Richelieu,2> which are more elaborate and spectacular than
the earlier paintings of the same kind.

The ‘Golden Calf’ shows clearly the qualities of Poussin’s painting at this period. Cer-
tain elements remain of the earlier manner. The landscape is still Titianesque, the colour is
warm, and the small figures in the background are still treated with the rough free hand-
ling of the ‘Arcadian Shepherds’. But the feeling has changed. The influence of Titian
has been to a great extent replaced by that of Roman sculpture and of the late Raphael
and Giulio Romano. The group of dancing figures, for instance, can be traced from
Roman reliefs through paintings by Mantegna, Giulio Romano, and Taddeo Zuccaro
to Poussin, that is to say, through a linear and sculptural tradition quite different from
that of Titian. Poussin has, moreover, arranged this group strictly in the form of a bas-
relief. As far as possible cach figure is turned so that its whole movement is in a single
plane, parallel with that of the picture, and in almost every case the head is seen in pro-
file. For the first time in Poussin’s work the figures have that frozen appearance which
is often to be seen in marble figures of dancers, as if they had been turned to stone in the
middle of their action; and this quality is yet further evidence for the fact that Poussin
was now studying ancient reliefs more and more closely.

A similar change can be seen in the modelling of individual figures. It is perhaps clear-
est in the foreground group of a mother with two children. Ultimately this group is de-
rived from one in Raphael’s ‘Mass of Bolsena’, and Poussin has attempted here to imitate
to some extent the generalized modelling of Raphael, though he has emphasized more
than his predecessor the sharp edges of the folds in the drapery. But he is now evidently
thinking in plastic terms, and no longer in the colourist idiom of Titian.

One further point must be noticed. Poussin has here taken great pains to make the
various actors in the scene show their emotions and explain the part which they are play-
ing by means of their gestures and their facial expression. This was later to be for him a
point of cardinal importance, but even at this stage he exploits it to a considerable
extent.

The rejection of Venetian colouring, the sharper modelling, and the evolution of a
composition based on carefully balanced movements are more apparent in a small
group of works which must be dated just after the ‘Golden Calf’. The most important
are the ‘Nurture of Jupiter” at Dulwich206 and the ‘Kingdom of Flora’ formerly at Dres-
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den (Plate 1298).27 In no other pictures did he attain to such light-hearted delicacy. The
composition of the ‘Flora’ is built up-of a complex play of diagonals, all in planes parallel
with the picture, so that once more the whole group occupies a shallow stage, behind
which the pergola and the rocks formasort of drop-scene. The poise of the composition
is exquisite but never too obvious. Echo and Narcissus form a closed oval group in the
foreground, while Ajax on their left balances in his death-movement Flora scattering
flowers on the right. Clytie follows Apollo with her eyes ~ the only movement in depth
in the whole composition — and on the right the other pairs of lovers give stability by
their vertical and horizontal poses to what might otherwise be a too lively whole.

In the paintings of the very last years of the thirties the tendencies which we have
noticed in the immediately preceding period are intensified. The influence of Titian dis-
appears, while that of Raphael and of antiquity increases. The compositions become
more carefully planned; forms are more plastically modelled; colour is more local and
less broken. Generally speaking, Poussin shows a leaning towards a psychological inter-
pretation of his themes, and the emphasis on gesture and expression becomes increasingly
marked. This is made very clear in the letter with which he accompanied the painting
of the ‘Israclites collecting the Manna’ when he sent it in 1639 to the patron in Paris
who had ordered it. He explains that his intention is to ‘represent the misery and hunger
to which the Jews had been reduced, and at the same time their joy and delight, the
astonishment with which they are struck, the respect and reverence with which they feel
for their law-giver; with figures of women, children, and men of different ages and tem-
peraments, all which things, if I am not mistaken, will not be displeasing to those who
can read them’.2%8 Notice his use of the verb read in the last sentence. This brings out his
real intention, that the spectator should study every group in the composition and be
able to decipher the exact feelings of each figure and his function in the action as a whole.
This is, of course, carrying the psychological and literary conception of painting very
far, and the dangers of the method were to become only too obvious in the next
generation when the Academy transformed it into a system.

At the same period, although Poussin continued to paint subjects from the Meta-
morphoses, he turned also to classical allegory and executed for instance the ‘Dance of
Time’, now in the Wallace Collection in London,2% which foreshadows to some extent
the more philosophical classical paintings of the next decade. It was also in these years
thathe painted for Cassiano del Pozzo the series of the ‘Seven Sacraments’ 210 which came
to England in the eighteenth century, and of which five are still in the collection of the
Duke of Rutland. In the “Ordination” (Plate 1308) the influence of Raphael is once again
apparent, since the design and the types are taken closely from the tapestry ‘Feed my
Sheep’. But it is important to notice that Poussin is now turning to the more classical
Raphael of 1515 and not to the style of the master’s very last years.

In 1640 Poussin set out for Paris. For nearly two years the Surintendant des Batiments,
Sublet des Noyers, had at the command of the King and Richelicu been trying to per-
suade the artist to return to his native country. The offers made to him were in many
ways tempting: good salary, honourable position, lodgings in the Louvre, and so on.
But Poussin clearly did not want to give up his quiet existence in Rome, where he could
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devote all his energy to his work. However, the pressure became too great to resist, and
eventually he had to give in.

His first letters from Paris were cheerful. He was well received by Sublet des Noyers,
Richelieu, and the King, who, on his being presented, made the not very generous com-
ment: ‘Voild Vouet bien attrapé’, which Poussin, with even less generosity, retailed to
his correspondent, Cassiano del Pozzo, in Rome. But very soon the trouble began. He
was commissioned to carry out two altarpieces, two large allegories for Richelicu, and
to plan the decoration of the Long Gallery of the Louvre. It would have been hard to
find tasks worse suited to Poussin’s talent and method of working. He was used to paint-
ing small canvases on which he could work at his leisure and without the help of assist-
tants. Here he was being made to work in a hurry and on a scale which made it inevit-
able that the execution should be mainly left to assistants. In addition, he had to face the
intrigues of artists whose position in Paris had been threatened by his arrival, above all
Vouet, but also men like Foucquier, who had been commissioned to decorate the Long
Gallery with landscapes, and saw a dangerous rival in Poussin. He made a further enemy
in Lemercier, whose decorations for the Gallery he criticized mercilessly in a letter to des
Noyers.

The paintings which Poussin actually executed during this visit to Paris are among the
least satisfactory that came from his brush. The altarpieces and the allegories are cold
and empty. Poussin had never been addicted to such compositions, and he had lost
whatever skill he may once have had for them.2!! We can only form a partial idea of the
decoration of the Long Gallery,?? but although it wasmuch admired in its day and exer-
cised considerable influence for half a century in France, Poussin’s real gifts did not lie in
this field. In fact, the most successful works produced on the visit were probably the de-
signs for three frontispieces for books to be printed by the Royal press: a Bible, a Virgil,
and a Horace. These are all competent, classically conceived compositions, which to
some extent lead on to the work of the next years.

In September 1642, having been in Paris just over eighteen months, Poussin set out
again for Rome, nominally to fetch his wife, but quite certainly with the determination
not to return. He reached his real home before the end of the year,and never left it again
till his death in 1665.

From the point of view of his official mission, therefore, Poussin’s visit to Paris was a
failure. But in other ways it had consequences of the greatest importance for his develop-
ment. While in Paris he established contact with a circle of friends whom he had begun
to know during the last years of the 1630s, when some of them had visited him in Rome.
Not only were these men to be his best patrons for the latter part of his life, but they
were to influence his whole intellectual outlook, and so to have an important bearing on
his evolution as an artist.

Poussin’s new friends belonged to a clearly defined class, and, as we have come to ex-
pect in this period, it is from the bourgeoisie that they sprang. But they were not the
same as those who commissioned their houses from Mansart or Le Vau. They came of
more modest but more solid stock. They were not so rich as the Lamberts nor so power-
ful as the Longueils, but their money had been gained by more honest means, and they
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were less ostentatious in spending it. Poussin’s most regular patrons and most intimate
friends were merchants, minor civil servants, and small bankers. The circle extended into
the legal world, but on the whole only to the more modest sections of the Parlement,
and although one or two names occur which are already familiar to the reader as among
the richest men in Paris — La Vrilliére, Jabach - they stand out as exceptions.?13

One of Poussin’s Paris friends must be mentioned more specifically, because after 1640
he played a part as important as Cassiano del Pozzo’s had been before that date. This was
Paul Fréart de Chantelou, a civil servant, secretary to des Noyers. He seems to have been
the first Frenchman to ‘discover’ Poussin, and it was for him that the artist painted the
‘Manna’ despatched to Paris in 1639. In the next year Chantelou was sent by des Noyers
to Rome to bring Poussin to Paris, and in Paris it was he who looked after the artist
during his stay?4. After Poussin’s return to Rome the two friends continued to write to
each other regularly, and this correspondence, of which luckily Chantelou kept the part
which he received, gives us the most interesting details which we have about Poussin’s
life and works in the last twenty years of his life. Chantelou was probably not as intelli-
gent a man as Cassiano, but he was devoted and patient, and it is clear from Poussin’s
last letters to him that the artist felt a deep debt of gratitude towards him. Other mem-
bers of this circle also corresponded with Poussin and visited him on their business jour-
neys to Rome,?!% but our knowledge of their relations with the artist is fragmentary.

For these Paris intellectuals Poussin produced during the ten years after his return to
Rome the paintings which were regarded in his own time as his most perfect, and which
are now considered to be among the purest embodiments of French classicism (Plates
131-133).

In treatment of subject and in formal conception they reveal the fact that a revolution
had taken place in the artist’s outlook. Poussin’s choice of theme is significant. He con-
tinues to treat religious and classical subjects, but in both his attention is differently
directed. In the field of religious painting his preference is now for the New Testament
rather than the Old, and in the New he turns to the central themes, to those which have
always occupied great religious artists — the Holy Family, the Crucifixion, the Entomb-
ment. He again takes up the theme of the Seven Sacraments, but he treats it with a quite
new solemnity. When he uses Old Testament stories, it is no longer the pageant scenes
from the book of Exodus that he selects, but those which admit of more dramatic or
psychological interpretation: the Judgement of Solomon, Rebecca and Eliezer, Esther
before Ahasuerus, the Finding of Moses. In the classical field he completely abandons
Ovid and the loves of the gods, and tums instead to the Stoical historians for his matter.
Coriolanus, Scipio, Diogenes, Phocion are his heroes. In all these he expounds moral
themes in accordance with Stoical philosophy, all variations on the central problem of
the victory of the will over the passions: Coriolanus sacrificing himself for his country;
Scipio overcoming his sexual desires out of generosity; Diogenes giving up his last tie
with material things; Phocion suffering death for his refusal to conceal the truth. We
have already seen that the revival of Stoicism in France was fostered by the middle
classes, and no doubt Poussin’s bourgeois friends found these stories exactly to their taste.
It is also important to notice that in certain respects they correspond to the stories of
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Corneille’s classical tragedies of the same decade: in Horace the sacrifice of personal inter-
ests to the safety of the state; in Cinna the victory of moderation over the desire of
vengeance; in Polyeucte the sacrifice of one’s life for religious beliefs; in the earlier and
more romantic Le Cid, the willingness to sacrifice love to a code of honour.

On the other hand, the parallel between Poussin and Corneille must not be pressed too
closely, for there is an essential difference between their approaches. Poussin’s conception
of his stories is fundamentally human and rational; Corneille’s heroes are superhuman,
and often defy the dictates of reason. They pursue la gloire with an enthusiasm which
takes on the character of a pure and uncontrolled passion, and actions such as the murder
of Camille by her brother in Horace have an almost monstrous quality which sets them
apart from the moderate behaviour of Poussin’s Greeks and Romans. In this respect Cor-
neille is more Baroque than classical 216

Poussin’s presentation of his themes is, however, curiously like Corneille’s. Both aim
at perfect clarity, at an exposition which states everything essential and leaves out every-
thing incidental. Both work within very strict rules — in the one case the Unities, in the
other a canon of classical forms — but both derive extreme subtlety from this very limita-
tion. Both aim at concentration rather than richness, and both may be said to limit their
vocabulary to the minimum. Each, we are led to feel, could have explained exactly why
he used a particular phrase or selected a particular pose. Neither ever gives his audience
the unexplained shock of revelation which is the characteristic of the opposite Shake-
spearian type of art; but both lead the spectator by an infallibly calculated series of steps
to the exact point at which they aim.

~ In order to see how Poussin achieves these effects, it is necessary to examine some of
the paintings of the period in greater detail. The method becomes apparent if we set
paintings of this time beside those of similar subjects from Poussin’s carlier years.
Compare, for instance, the two versions of the ‘Arcadian Shepherds’ (Plates 128 and
1318), the first painted, as we have already seen, about 1630, and the second probably
executed about 1650. One is immediately struck by what Poussin has sacrificed in the
second version - warmth of colour, freedom of handling, dramatic effect as ex-
pressed both in the action and in the setting. All sense of urgency has gone, and, instead
of rushing forward to decipher the inscription, the shepherds stand motionless in con-
templation of what they have read, absorbed by the thoughts which it arouses. As befits
this new conception of the subject, Poussin has eliminated all movement, and has
changed the diagonal arrangement of the figures of the earlier version for a nearly fron-
tal disposition. The figures themselves are more strictly classical in their poses, types, and
drapery, and Poussin has clearly been studying ancient sculpture with renewed interest
and with the intention of imitating it more closely than before. The landscape is calm and
without the contrasts which give its particular character to the Devonshire version. In
fact, where one version is spontaneous, lively, and poetical, the other is calculated, calm,
contemplative, and philosophical.

The same change of feeling can be seen in the religious paintings. The second series of
Sacraments executed for Chantelou between 1644 and 1648 (Plates 1304 and 1314) have
a solemnity wholly lacking in the more picturesque first series. This is perhaps most
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apparent in the ‘Eucharist’ (Plate 1314), one of Poussin’s most severe compositions. The
scene is set in a room of the utmost simplicity, without ornament, and articulated only
with plain Doric pilasters. The apostles are shown lying on couches round the table - a
point of archaeological accuracy to which Poussin attached great importance - and are
dressed in Roman togas. The artist has chosen 2 moment which enabies him to combine
the two main themes which the subject involves: the dramatic and the sacramental.
Christ has given the bread to the apostles and is about to bless the cup, but on the left of
the composition we see the figure of Judas leaving the room. That is to say, Poussin re-
presents primarily the institution of the Eucharist, but at the same time reminds the spec-
tator of Christ’s words: ‘One of you shall betray me’.217 The double theme is madeeven
clearer in the actions of the apostles, which are defined with great precision. Some are
engaged in eating the bread, others show their realization of the significance of what is
taking place by gestures of astonishment, while St John shows from his expression of
sorrow that he is still thinking of Christ’s words about Judas. It is typical of Poussin’s
humanist religious belief at this time that he should combine in this way the transcen-
dental and the dramatic elements of the story.

Formally Poussin has concentrated his group into a symmetrical relief pattern. His
choice of a low view-point has enabled him to foreshorten the front apostles, so that they
form a compact group with those on the other side of the table.

In this respect, however, we can see Poussin’s new method even more clearly by a
comparison of the two versions of the Sacrament of Ordination (Plates 1304 and 8). In
the first the apostles are arranged in a long row in the very front of the composition with
the principal group, consisting of Christ and St Peter, on the extreme left. Behind them
the landscape closes the picture like a backcloth. In the second version Poussin has used
a quite different compositional method. Christ stands in the middle of the picture with
St Peter kneeling at his feet and facing into the composition. The apostles are arranged
in two groups at the sides and form a sort of avenue, leading up to the central group and
also establishing a much greater depth in the composition than in the earlier version.
Behind them is a landscape which is no longer a backcloth, but is planned in three dimen-
sions. To the left is a hill crowned with buildings, and on the right a temple surrounded
by smaller buildings. These two blocks, defining the middle distance, are joined by a
bridge, which runs parallel with the picture plane and almost closes the composition.
Not completely, however, for over it the eye can see two rows of buildings stretch-
ing still farther back. That is to say, the landscape, punctuated by architectural features, ~
is a three-dimensional space, analogous in its form to the groups of the apostles in
the foreground. This more spatial conception of composition is a method regularly
used by Poussin during this period, and is one of the indications that his mind was
turning not only to classical antiquity but also to the most classical works of the High
Renaissance in Rome, Raphael’s frescoes in the Stanza della Segnatura. For this is merely
an extension of the principles of composition displayed by Raphael in the ‘School of
Athens’.

Another example of this method of space composition, and one which further illus-
trates Poussin’s link with High Renaissance art at this time, is the ‘Holy Family on the
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Steps’ (Plate 132) of 1648. The Madonna and the Child are based on Raphael’s ‘Madonna
with the Fish’, and the pyramidal formation of the whole group was perhaps suggested
to Poussin by Andrea del Sarto’s ‘Madonna del Sacco’. But the essential features of the
composition are of Poussin’s own invention. The whole space of the picture is organized
in purely geometrical terms. The figures are placed in a setting defined by the simplest
planes: the wall, the side of the temple, and the steps themselves, which carve out the
space into a series of rectangular blocks. This obvious emphasis on the mathematical
structure of the space composition reminds one that Descartes was a contemporary of
Poussin, and that he conceived the physical universe as being subject to the laws of
mathematics. It is by no means certain that Poussin actually read Descartes, but it is still
true to say that his conception of space composition is based on the same mathematically
rational principles which governed Descartes’ view of the material world.

The same fact is apparent in another group of Poussin’s paintings. In the second half
of the 1640s he began, rather unexpectedly, to turn his attention to landscape, a field in
which he had hitherto shown little interest. In doing so, however, he applied the same
method which he had used for his figure compositions. The most impressive examples
are the pair of landscapes illustrating the story of Phocion, a theme taken from Plutarch
(Plate 133).28 Round the story of the collecting of the hero’s ashes by his wife after his
unjust condemnation to death Poussin has built up a landscape of the greatest solemnity,
suitable to the subject with which he is dealing. The calm and sombre scene, with the
city of Megara in the background, has just the heroic character which the story de-
mands. But the most interesting feature of the picture is that Poussin has managed to
apply to the confusion of inanimate nature the same principles of mathematical order
which he introduced into, say, the ‘Holy Family on the Steps’. The space composition
is as carefully planned and as mathematically lucid as the architectural setting of the
latter. Poussin has achieved this by a judicious introduction of architecture into the
landscape and by treating the natural features with a monumental simplicity which re-
duces them to the same clarity. In the foreground the line of the wall crossed by that of
the path leads the eye into the middle distance, fixed by the line of the river, which runs
parallel with the plane of the picture. Behind this rises the city in which houses, temples,
and rocks all conform to the same principles of clarity and parallelism. Even the sky falls
into the same scheme: it does not lead the eye off to infinity, but is closed by layers of
clouds, which recede one behind the other like the more tangible elements in the fore-
ground and middle distance.

How complete was the identity of his treatment of animate and inanimate nature can
be seen from the remarkable *Finding of Moses’ painted for Raynon in 1651 (Plate 1344).
Here the figure groups in the foreground and the rocks and buildings in the middle dis-
tance arc all handled as masses to be fused into a single spatial scheme almost without
distinction. The caesura in the middle of the figures is echoed in a break through the
landscape, which leads the eye to the distant vista of the town. This picture also illustrates
a feature which was to become more important in Poussin’s last period. Up to this time
he had always made his figures express their meaning by gesture or facial expression.
Here he manages to produce the sensation of excitement at the discovery of the child to
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a great extent by the fluttering effect of the draperies in the left-hand figures, contrasted
with the static quality of those on the right.

Since it was in the period 164353 that Poussin’s art attained its greatest maturity, and
his ideas their greatest clarity, it may be worth while to consider for 2 moment what we
know of his method of work and the principles which underlay it. In his letters he often
empbhasizes points which have been made in the foregoing pages. Painting, he says, deals
with human action, and above all with the most noble and serious human actions. It must
present these according to the principles of reason; that is to say, it must show them ina
logical and orderly manner, as nature would produce them if she were perfect. The artist
must seek the typical, and the general. Painting should appeal to the mind and not to the
eye; hence it must not bother with trivialities, such as glowing colour, which is only a
sensuous attraction, but must only use colour and light as means of expressing the action
of the picture.

One form which this doctrine took with Poussin was the well-known theory of
Modes. According to this, cach subject demands a particular kind of treatment, just as,
according to the ancients, different Modes in music expressed different characters of
themes, the Dorian heroic, the Lydian melancholy, and so on. The principal result of
this view was that if the artist was treating a harsh and solemn subject his painting would
also have to be harsh and solemn, and it would be wrong for him to introduce into it any
sweetness or charm. Poussin was consistent in applying this doctrine, with the result that
many of his paintings of this period are remarkably lacking in attraction to the eye, and
appeal to the emotions only through the mind and the reason.

Of Poussin’s method of work we have some knowledge from accounts left by his
contemporaries. When a subject was suggested to him, he began by reading carefully all
that he could find about it. Then he made a rough sketch of the projected design. For
the next stage in the evolution of the design he made small wax figures, which he dressed
with linen draperies and put them into a sort of peep-show, or miniature stage, to which
he could control the lighting and in which he could put a backcloth to represent the
landscape. Then, having arranged the figures to his satisfaction, he would make another
sketch. If that did not seem right he would again move his puppets and make a new
sketch; and so on, till he found the grouping which satisfied both his desire for harmony
and his principle of the greatest clarity of exposition. We can actually watch this process
taking place, for in some cases - for instance the ‘Baptism’ belonging to the second series
of Sacraments ~ cnough drawings survive to show us half-a-dozen stages in the game. 219

When the figure composition was fixed in this way, Poussin made bigger models, and”
again covered them with draperics. From these he executed the actual picture, never
painting dircct from life, but going to look at real figures when he felt the need to do so.
The proportions and types of the lay figures from which he actually painted were based
on his long study and intimate knowledge of ancient statucs, and it was to these that he
looked as the ideal for his own compositions. He felt that if he painted from life he
would lose his image of this ideal. This unusual method explains many of the features of
Poussin’s style: its classicism, its marble-like detachment, and also its coldness, which at
some moments comes near to lack of life. g
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In the last twelve years of his life (1653-65) Poussin’s style changes again, and in a
rather curious way. By this time his position in Rome was unique. His reputation was
European, but he had never played an active part in the official artistic activities of the
city. He had become something of a hermit, revered by many, but seeing only a small
circle of intimate friends. We have the impression that he now worked more to satisfy
his need to paint, and less to please anyone else. His last works are, therefore, highly per-
sonal, and represent the researches of the old artist in the privacy of his studio rather than
his reaction to any outside impulse.

In the figure compositions of his last phase certain features present in the previous years
are intensified, such as the almost puritanical simplicity and severity of the compositions,
and the elimination of all picturesque ornament. But there are new qualities. In the ‘Rest
on the Flight’, finished in about 1658 (Plate 1348), for instance, the calmnesshas been car-
ried to a much higher pitch. Action and gesture have disappeared, and even facial expres-
sion is reduced to the minimum. The composition is as clear as in the works of the 1640s,
but even simpler in that it is based entirely on horizontals and verticals, with hardly a
diagonal movement. The whole painting is typical of the method of expressive under-
statement which Poussin uses so much in the last period.

The ‘Rest on the Flight” also contains another typical feature. The details of Egyptian
architecture and customs in the background were taken, as Poussin himself indicates in a
letter, from the Roman muosaic at Palestrina which represents scenes from Egyptian life.220
We have seen that in earlier periods Poussin paid attention to details of classical archaeo-
logy, but he is here doing more. Up till now he had been content with a generally
antique setting for such a subject, but now he seeks greater precision and wants the de-
tails to be correctly Egyptian.

The same motionless quality which we have noticed in this composition is to be found
in the few classical paintings of the last years, such as the ‘Achilles on Scyros’, painted in
1656, and now only known from engravings,??! and even more clearly in the ‘Holy
Families’. The most striking of these is one with almost life-size figures in the Hermitage,
probably finished about 1655 (Plate 135). The last vestiges of action and expression have
gone. The only figure to make any gesture at all is the infant St John, who holds out his
hands. The other figures are lost in a marble stillness, which gives a sort of abstract
grandeur to the composition.

- Poussin also returned in his last years to the painting of mythological stories, butina
spirit entirely different from that in which he had treated them in his early years. Now he
makes the stories in Ovid symbols for some general truth which he wishes to convey.
His gods and goddesses have the same abstract qualities as the figures in the ‘Holy
Family’. Moreover, they are usually placed in a landscape, and the two together are used
to convey the allegory. It has been shown, for instance, that the ‘Landscape with Orion’
in the Metropolitan Museum is an allegory on the origin of clouds,??> and the ‘Birth of
Bacchus’ in the Fogg Museum symbolizes the contrast between the forces of life and
death.?2 In these paintings it is noticeable that nature itself takes on a character new in
Poussin. Instead of being orderly and subject to the laws of reason, it has a grand
wildness quite unexpected in his work. Even in the ‘Apollo and Daphne’ (Plate 136), left
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unfinished at his death, we feel that nature has this character. The exact meaning of the
subject here is not clear,22* but there is little doubt that Poussin has combined in it various
different mythological stories to symbolize some special idea which eludes us. In any
case, it sums up all the strange features of his last phase: the wildness and grandeur of
inanimate nature, the impassive calm of the human actors, here more than ever like wax
images, and the other-worldly atmosphere in which they live. These are no longer the
gods and goddesses of Ovid, subject to the passions of the flesh. They are symbols
created by the mind of the artist, existing in a world of pure intellect, into which itisnot
always easy to penetrate.

Poussin’s last phase is a logical development from his earlier work. The whole of his
ceuvre is based on the assumption that the processes involved in the creation of 2 work of
art are essentially rational. Poussin himself possessed a powerful imagination, without
which his works would, of course, be insignificant; but he regarded this as something
to be assumed and not to be talked about or deliberately cultivated. The business of the
artist, according to him, was to mould his imaginative conceptions into forms of perfect
clarity, which should, further, conform to certain canons derived from classical art and
should producc an internal harmony almost musical in quality. These were the conscious
aims of the artist and they could be attained by Reason. In concentrating so exclusively on
this aspect of art Poussin was inevitably led to sacrifice certain opposite qualities: spon-
taneity of design, frecedom of handling, richness of colour, beauty of matiére; and he ran
the risk of inhibiting the free working of his imagination. His art may, therefore, be said
to lack the case and directness essential to man’s very greatest imaginative expressions.
But if Poussin fails in this, he attains other qualities only one degree less important: the
invention of visual forms limited in range but perfectly adapted to their purpose, a con-
centrated pointedness in expression, an integrity which seems both intellectual and
moral, a high seriousness and a harmonious calm which are hardly excelled save in the
frescoes of Raphael and the sculptures of fifth-century Greece.

Landscape Painting : Claude Lorraine and Gaspar Dughet

As we have seen, Poussin, following the example of Annibale Carracci and Domeni-
chino, experimented in classical landscape, but it was Claude Lorraine who did for
Roman and French painting what, much ecarlier, Altdorfer had done for Germany, and
Patinir and Bruegel for Flanders, that is to say, cstablished landscape as a means of
artistic expression as subtle and varied as the older genres of religious and historical
painting.

Claude Gellée, known to the French as Le Lorrain, and to the English as Claude Lor-
raine, was born in the village of Chamagne, not far from Nancy, in 1600225 At a very
carly age, probably when he was about twelve, he went to Freiburg-im-Breisgau and
thence to Rome, to follow the favourite trade of the Lorrainers, that of a pastry-cook.
In this capacity he obtained employment in the house of the landscape painter Agostino
Tassi and, gradually turning himself from cook into apprentice, learnt from him the
rudiments of painting. At an uncertain date, probably about 1623, he made a visit to
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Naples, to study under the Flemish artist known in Italy as Goffredo Wals. We know too
little of the work of this painter??6 to be able to estimate his influence on the young
Claude, but the visit to Naples produced one result which affected Claude for the rest of
his life. He was haunted by the beauty of the Gulf of Naples, and to the very end of his
life we find him reproducing the coastline from Sorrento to Pozzuoli and the islands of
Capri and Ischia.

In 1625 he left Rome and, passing through Loreto, Venice, Tyrol, and Bavaria, re-
turned to Nancy. There he worked for a time as assistant to Deruet, painting architec-
tural backgrounds to his ceiling paintings for the Carmelite church, now destroyed. By
the end of 1627, however, he had again abandoned his native country and returned to
Rome, travelling this time through Marseilles and Civita Vecchia. As far as the records
tell us, he never again left the city, though it is hard to believe that he did not revisit
Naples to revive in his mind the image of the bay.

By the end of the 1630s he had established a considerable reputation as a painter of
landscape. We know that about 1634 another artist, Sébastien Bourdon, thought it worth
while to imitate his style and pass off a painting of his own as a work of Claude; and
before the end of the decade he had attracted the attention of Béthune, the French am-
bassador, Cardinals Crescenzio and Bentivoglio, and finally Urban VIII, all of whom
had commissioned paintings from him. From that time onwards patrons were never
lacking, and the measure of Claude’s success in later life is the fact that he felt it necessary
to record his compositions in drawings, forming the Liber Veritatis,??™ to guard against
imitations and forgeries. He died in 1682, a respected member of the colony of foreign
artists in Rome.

Whereas the landscape of Poussin derives from the line of Bellini, Titian, Annibale
Carracci, and Domenichino, Claude’s roots are in a quite different tradition, that of the
Northerners established in Rome. Apart from his master Tassi he learnt his art in the first
instance from studying the works of Paul Brill and Elsheimer.?28 Brill and Tassi had im-
planted and developed in Rome the style of Late Mannerist landscape, with its artificial
disposition of dark-brown foreground, lighter-green middle distance, and blue hills on
the horizon, each stage being marked by wings as in a theatre, starting from a dark
tree in the foreground. This artificiality of design was coupled with a stylized treatment
of the detail, the trees in particular being painted in a set formula of frond-like branches.
Elsheimer had used this Mannerist idiom of landscape, but in a wholly different spirit;
for he had understood the poetical possibilities of light enveloping the whole of a land-
scape, of an infinite vista contrasted with a filled foreground, and of the evanescent effects
of dawn and twilight.

In his earliest paintings Claude imitates the more prosaic of these models, and, for in-
stance, in the ‘Mill’, dated 1631 (Plate 1394), he follows closely the example of Brill.
There on the left is the regulation dark tree; the foreground is filled with incidents of
the kind which Brill loved - boats in construction, fragments of ancient columns, and
small figures, in this case artists sketching; on the right is a picturesque tower; behind it
the trees form the next stage, and the hills close in the background. The Mannerist
scheme is carried out even to the formula for the tree silhouettes. Of Elsheimer we can
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see little, except that there is some feeling for the enveloping quality of light, which gives
a more definite mood to the picture than would be found in Brill. This is the only fore-
taste of the poctical qualities of Claude’s mature style. In the etchings of the same period
the influence of Elsheimer is more evident, and through their technical incompetence
there shines a glimmer of real imagination.22?

During the years 1640-60 Claude developed his full mastery in every type of landscape
painting, and we may therefore consider the general characteristics of his style as it is
manifested in those years.

The first problem to be considered is the actual content of his paintings. I say content
rather than subject because it has long been realized that it was not of primary importance
to Claude whether he depicted in a painting the Flight into Egypt or Cephalusand Procris.
He did not, like Poussin, evolve his composition logically from the particular theme of
the painting. On the other hand, it is quite wrong to jump from this argument, as some
have done, to the conclusion that Claude was not concerned with subject, but merely
painted light or pursued some abstract quality in his art. He was, on the contrary, deeply
interested in the content of his paintings, but this content was something different from
the theme set him for any particular work.

As a first approximation we may say that the content of his painting was the beauty of
the countryside round Rome. This was actually in itself a novelty in landscape painting.
The south German and Austrian painters had discovered the beauty of the Danube
valley; the Umbrians had realized the pure clarity of their hills; the Vene