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The way in which the artist arrives at his goal
is the secret of his own existence.
It is the measure of his own vision.

Auguste Rodin

The art of the sculptor is made of strength,
exactitude, and will. In order to express life,
to render nature, one must will and will with
all the strength of the heart and brain.
Auguste Rodin
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FOUNDATION FOREWORD

Without question, Stanford University is the home of the
greatest concentration of Auguste Rodin’s work outside
his estate in Paris. The product of an ardent friendship
between the munificent patron B. Gerald Cantor
(1916-1996; fig. 1) and Stanford professor Albert Elsen
(192%7-1995), this unparalleled Rodin study center ben-
efits Stanford’s students, the San Francisco Bay Area
community, and the world at large in a distinctly educa-
tional way. Mr. Cantor and Professor Elsen worked for
years to tailor the content of the collection so that it
spanned all periods of Rodin’s approximately fifty years
of creative production and so that comparisons could be
made between the same works figures executed in both
plaster and bronze, between reductions and enlarge-
ments, and between the work of different foundries. This
catalogue records the totality of Cantor’s gifts of sculp-
ture, drawings, prints, photographs, and documents asso-
ciated with Rodin, which was accompanied by the
donor’s personal Rodin reference library (now in the Art
and Architecture Library, Stanford University).

A zealous collector, Mr. Cantor eagerly shared his
Rodins with the public. He also sought to clarify com-
mon misconceptions about what qualifies as an original
in bronze editions and to instill an appreciation of the
value of the posthumous cast. Mr. Cantor chose Stanford
as the recipient of his gifts because the university setting
allowed Rodin’s work to be exhibited in terms of vou-
noisseurship. He was confident the university would use
the collection in the teaching of art history and that its
presence would be an intellectual inspiration. In 1969
he set his plan in motion by creating a research fund to
support academic study of Rodin under Professor Elsen,
an endeavor that not only produced numerous impor-
tant Rodin exhibitions and publications but also many
scholars who hold positions in museums today.

The majority of the art was given in 1974, when Mr.
Cantor had been collecting for almost thirty years. At the
time the gift was hailed as one of the largest donations of
sculpture ever received by a museum from a private col-
lector. It prompted donations to Stanford from other col-
lectors, and Mr. Cantor also made additional gifts in suc-
ceeding years. In 19777 he was joined in his philanthropic
pursuits by his wife, Iris, who now serves as Chairman
and President of the board of Directors of the Iris and B.
Gerald Cantor Foundation (fig. 2). The couple shared a
strong belief that the greatest pleasure to be derived
from art comes in making it possible for others to learn
from it. B. Gerald Cantor’s comments of record on phi-
lanthropy were most often simply put: “Why not give it
while you’re alive and can see people enjoy it?”

Placing Rodin sculpture in public spaces has been a
persistent undertaking of the Cantors as evidenced by
the numerous sculpture gardens and galleries that bear
their name around the country. Twenty monumental
bronzes were chosen specifically for the one-acre B. Ger-
ald Cantor Rodin Sculpture Garden at Stanford, which
was conceived in the 1970s and opened officially in May
1985. Many of Rodin’s bestloved sculptures are
included, notably The Gates of Hell, Adam, Eve, The Three
Shades, monumental heads of two of the Burghers of
Calais, and The Walking Man. The Garden’s design was
inspired by the Bagatelle Gardens in the Bois de
Boulogne in Paris as well as by that city’s Sculpture Salon
of 1898 in the now-destroyed Galerie des Machines, with
its freestanding colonnade, cypress trees, grass, and
gravel walks. Stanford’s Garden is unique in that it has no
fences or walls, and Professor Elsen once noted that its
beauty is its sole protection, for it is open to the world 24
hours a day throughout the year. Since its inception it
has been host to numerous public and private events; Al
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Fig. 2. Iris and B.
Gerald Cantor at
Rodin’s home in
Meudon, outside
Paris.

Elsen himself was both married and eulogized there.
One year before Professor Elsen’s unexpected death
in February 1ggp, the Cantors pledged major support
toward an ambitious fund-raising campaign to recon-
struct and expand the Stanford University Museum of
Art, which had been damaged by an earthquake in 1go6
and further devastated by the calamity of the Loma Pri-
eta earthquake on 17 October 198g. Mr. Cantor, who was
in poor health, felt this was the right custodial gesture
toward maintaining the museum that would be the home
for his beloved Rodins. Sadly, he passed away less than a
year after the construction began. With devotion to the
commitment she and her husband had made, Iris Cantor
stepped in to consult with museum director Thomas K.

Seligman on those details of the building that required
her approval. The renovation by the architectural firm of
Polshek and Partners resulted in the subtle blend of a
historic building with a contemporary addition. It
opened in January 19qq as the Iris & B. Gerald Cantor
Center for Visual Arts. An important university and com-
munity resource, it offers new and renovated galleries in
a facility that includes teaching spaces, thus providing an
enriched environment for learning.

The Cantors established the Iris and B. Gerald Cantor
Foundation in 1978 with two primary goals: first, to sup-
port the arts, particularly to encourage public access,
appreciation, and understanding of Rodin’s work; and
second, to benefit biomedical research, with a particular
emphasis on health-care initiatives for women. Iris Can-
tor has said that she likes to think of the work she and
her husband did together as supporting body and soul.

With the completion of this catalogue, a daunting
project begun by Professor Elsen and completed by his
capable successors and colleagues at Stanford Univer-
sity, comprehensive documentation of this Rodin study
‘collection now exists for reference, research, and the
enjoyment of those who share the Cantors’ love of
Rodin in The
immensely grateful to all the many contributors to the
book, who have helped us take a giant step toward fur-
thering our mission.

the future. Cantor Foundation is

RACHAEL BLACKBURN

Director,

Kemper Museum of Contemporary Art

and

Executive Director,

Iris and B. Gerald Cantor Foundation, 1998—2000
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DIRECTOR’S FOREWORD

Auguste Rodin was the most celebrated European artist
of his day; today he is one of a handful of artists who have
become household names. This catalogue offers a
detailed examination of the Cantor Center’s Rodin col-
lection, the majority of which was donated by Iris and B.
Gerald Cantor and their foundations. Although some
critics have been unmoved or decried the emotional
depth of Rodin’s work as mere melodrama, the artist’s
popular acclaim is paralleled by other criteria of great-
ness. He created works that so perfectly embody particu-
lar ideas that it has become almost impossible to con-
ceive of these abstractions in any form other than as
Rodin modeled them. The Kiss, for example, has become
virtually synonymous with the concept of romantic pas-
sion, and The Thinker offers such a convincing depiction
of rumination that Rodin’s image has become a univer-
sal, if overused, symbol for this idea. Rodin’s legacy,
important also for its formal innovation—particularly as
it relates to the partial figure—continues to influence
artists, and his work has provided the raw material for
countless art historians. Our bibliography cites only
some of the books and articles by biographers, journal-
ists, poets, critics, psychologists, and art historians who
have discussed the creations of Rodin’s prodigious imagi-
nation. Among these writings, this volume is somewhat
unusual. It takes the form of a collection catalogue, but
because the collection itself was developed with the
express purpose of illustrating the breadth of Rodin’s
accomplishment, the entries guide our eyes in the
minute and exciting exploration of each object, and in
combination they offer a broad perspective that encom-
passes essential elements of this artist’s creative process.
The power of Rodin’s artistry, its enduring capacity to
stir the imagination and the emotions, inspired the life-
long enthusiasm of two remarkable men without whom

this publication would not exist. The fascination shared
by B. Gerald Cantor, a financier, philanthropist, and col-
lector, and Albert Elsen, a Stanford professor who
devoted most of his career to the study of Rodin, greatly
benefited this university (fig. ). Taking advantage of a
provision in Rodin’s will and a decision of the French
government that authorizes the Musée Rodin to produce
up to 12 bronze casts from each of the works the sculptor
bequeathed to France, Cantor augmented historic casts
with posthumous examples and eventually donated
almost all the items catalogued here together with mate-
rials that offer insight into the sculptor’s life and studio
practice. Conceived as a magnificent educational tool
under Elsen’s guidance, the collection surveys the artist’s
development throughout his long and prolific career. It
features examples of Rodin’s less-familiar private com-
missions, figures created simply as the sculptor “thought
with his hands,” as well as sculptures that document the
evolution and resolution of such monumental public
works as The Burghers of Calais, Monument to Honoré de
Balzac, and The Gates of Hell, many of which are available
for public enjoyment night and day in the B. Gerald Can-
tor Rodin Sculpture Garden and elsewhere on the Stan-
ford campus.

In addition to creating a collection that offers a micro-
cosm of Rodin’s work, the two men, philanthropist and
scholar, intended to illuminate the magnitude of Rodin’s
accomplishment in a comprehensive study of the valu-
able resource they had developed. Unfortunately Cantor
and Elsen both passed away before this second phase of
their collaboration could be concluded. The professor,
however, left a massive manuscript—or set of manu-
scripts on which he had periodically worked for at least
15 years—into which was compressed a lifetime of obser-
vation and study. Rosalyn Frankel Jamison, a Rodin
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Fig. 3. B. Gerald
Cantor and
Albert Elsen
discuss The
Walking Man.

scholar and former student
of Elsen who was working
with him in the final phase
of the catalogue, accepted
responsibility for preparing
the manuscript for publica-
tion. She integrated several
drafts, assembled the illus-
trations, and selectively up-
dated the literature. She is
to be commended for her
fortitude and thanked for
the diligence, intelligence,
and thoroughness demon-
strated  throughout this
process.

The end result of all
these efforts is a volume that
does more than merely doc-
ument a collection. Elsen

observed the conventions of this genre, describing the
history of each sculpture, analyzing its role within a
larger project and its significance in the evolution of the
sculptor’s art. In addition he stressed the physicality of
each piece, renewing our pleasure in seeing even the
most frequently reproduced of Rodin’s sculptures. Con-
sidering the nuances of each surface, Elsen enhances
our appreciation for the vocabulary of line, void, and vol-
ume that Rodin manipulated as he struggled to imbue
the forms he modeled with an expressive intensity that

continues to intrigue audiences throughout the world.

It is a pleasure to express our gratitude to all those
who contributed to this publication. In particular, our
debt to the Cantors is immeasurable. They donated the
major portion of the museum’s Rodin collection, sup-
ported research by Albert E. Elsen and several of his stu-
dents, which is incorporated in this volume, and, finally,
gave generous support for this publication itself. In addi-
tion to Rosalyn Frankel Jamison, we would also like to
thank our structural editors, Mitch Tuchman and Kath-
leen Preciado, who were given the unavoidable task of
reducing an unwieldy manuscript to manageable size
and who maintained respect for the author’s intention
and tone. Bernard Barryte, chief curator, represented
the museum in all facets of production and contributed
in a variety of ways to the content and character of this
volume. Finally, we would like to thank our copublisher,
Oxford University Press, for helping the Center make
this information widely accessible and in a notably hand-
some form.

All museums have a responsibility to teach, but as a
university art museum the Iris & B. Gerald Cantor Center
for Visual Arts has a special educational mandate. In
offering this catalogue to the public, we believe that we
are fulfilling the aspirations of both benefactor and
scholar, who also shared a passionate belief in the impor-
tance of this mission.

THOMAS K. SELIGMAN
John and Jill Freidenrich Director
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PREFACE

Rodin has been well served in the literature. The
reader will not find here a biography of Rodin, as his
life has been thoroughly chronicled and interpreted
not only by Judith Cladel’s writings but in more recent
times by those of Frederic V. Grunfeld and most espe-
cially Ruth Mirolli Butler. There also exist the excellent
museum catalogues of Rodin’s art with informative
introductory essays by Athena Spear for the Cleveland
Museum of Art; John Tancock for the Philadelphia
Museum of Art’s Rodin Museum; Jacques de Caso and
Patricia Sanders for the California Palace of the Legion
of Honor, San Francisco; Joan Vita Miller and Gary
Marotta for the Metropolitan Museum of Art, New
York; and Lynne Ambrosini and Michelle Facos for the
Brooklyn Museum. More recent catalogues include
those by Anne-Birgitte Fonsmark for the Ny Carlsberg
Glyptotek, Copenhagen, and Mary Levkoff for the Los
Angeles County Museum of Art.

The Musée Rodin curators Nicole Barbier, Alain
Beausire, Claudie Judrin, Antoinette Le Normand-
Romain, and Héléne Pinet have been publishing indis-
pensable catalogues of Rodin’s drawings, correspon-
dence, exhibitions, bronzes, and works in stone. The
best analysis of the drawings came from Kirk Varnedoe,
the first Cantor Fellow at Stanford. J. A. Schmoll gen.
Eisenwerth published in Germany many major studies
of individual works and Rodin’s relation to ancient art.
The 1903 essay by Rainer Maria Rilke and that of 1965
by Leo Steinberg remain classics of interpretation.
Catherine Lampert’s 1986 Rodin: Sculpture and Draw-
ings exhibition is the best attempt to show Rodin’s art
as a whole.

Through the extraordinary generosity of B. Gerald
Cantor it was possible (until the 1989 Loma Prieta
earthquake, which closed the Stanford University Art

Museum but not the sculpture garden and campus dis-
play) to show the largest and most important collection
of Rodin’s art in the world outside the Musée Rodin in
Paris. Following the museum’s temporary closing in
1989, most of the collection was lent to other institu-
tions or put in storage. Even during these difficult
times Cantor continued to enlarge Stanford’s hold-
ings. No question but that nature’s devastation delayed
the writing and publication of this catalogue.

The intellectual justification for this book is given in
the Introduction. Having for many years taught from,
written about, and curated this great collection, the
author found in preparing this catalogue the opportu-
nity for a close reading of Rodin’s art in terms of what
the sculptor actually made as a revelation of his artistic
intelligence. At times extensive formal analysis may try
some reader’s patience, but we are here concerned
with how Rodin thought with his hands. What follows
includes not just entries on individual pieces contain-
ing reflections on their meaning and critical reception
but also extended essays on The Gales of Hell, The
Burghers of Calais, and the Monument to Honoré de Balzac.
Not only are these heroic projects strongly represented
in the Cantor collection, they are three of the artist’s
most important commissions, and in this author’s view
substantial treatment is needed beyond what has been
published.

The entries are grouped by themes because of the
dating problems that a strict chronology would have
presented and because this grouping allows the reader
to comprehend Rodin’s thinking as a patriot, a por-
traitist, an advocate of artists and writers, and an
explorer of the nature of creativity, and to appreciate
deeply his thinking about works made for himself in
less than life-size sculptures and partial figures. Within
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broad categories the entries are mostly ordered graphs taken under Rodin’s direction to give the
chronologically, with an occasional departure to allow reader a sense of how the artist wanted us to see his art.

the juxtaposition of thematically related works. Frank ALBERT E. ELSEN
Wing’s intelligent and sensitive photographs of works Walter A. Haas Professor of Art History
in the Stanford collection are supplemented by photo- (1927-1995)

graphs taken by others, including historical photo-
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NOTES TO THE READER: Works of art are by Auguste
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number. Photographs of Cantor Center works are by
Frank Wing unless otherwise noted.
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Two Genuine Articles: A Memoir of
Albert Elsen and B. Gerald Cantor

KIRK VARNEDOE

Chief Curator of Paintings and Sculpture, Museum of Modern Art, New York

J

ew graduate students are so lucky as to find a mentor,
Fa project, and a patron all in one shot. I was. As a
green, unfocused enthusiast of early modern art and
Rodin in particular, I arrived at Stanford in September
1968 with the vague intention of getting an M.A. in art
history while savoring California in the late 196o0s. By
June 1969 I was on my way to Paris, armed with a thesis
topic courtesy of Albert Elsen, a plane ticket and a new
Nikon courtesy of B. Gerald Cantor, and an already fever-
ish focus on what would be one of the most intense learn-
ing experiences of my life. In retrospect, I look on that
suddenly propelled trajectory, and that raw student’s
accelerated mutation into aspiring scholar, as just one of
the first “particle effects” of educational and cultural
enrichment that radiated into the world from the colli-
sion and partial fusion, during that six-month period, of
Elsen and Cantor, two fundamental forces of nature (and
culture) if ever there were such. Al's personal reminis-
cences in this volume (“B. Gerald Cantor and the Stan-
ford Rodin Collection”) give the basic outlines of that
encounter but discreetly leave out the shading of emo-
tion and personality that were so crucial to the two men’s
initial antagonism and to their eventual bond of synergy
and friendship, from which Stanford was to profit so
immensely. Now that both men are gone, I feel that I
can, in the spirit of love and gratitude I bear for both, fill
in the picture a little more.

Al's autumn 1968 television review of the showing of
the Cantor collection in San Francisco would have, if crit-
icism were calories, melted directly off those bronzes the
buffed wax polish he found so offensive. As the first
American scholar to work seriously on Rodin and the
man most responsible for creating a new scholarly inter-
est in the artist as a modern innovator (after years in
which the sculpture had been dismissed as so much Vic-

torian bathos), Elsen had been titanically frustrated by
Cécile Goldscheider, the director of Paris’s Musée Rodin
and gatekeeper of its immense but then unplumbed
archive of letters, clippings, drawings, and sculptural
studies. Though he did not know Cantor personally,
Elsen knew that his collection had been formed through
the Musée Rodin, and a goodly portion of the anger
vented in the review was doubtless aimed, consciously or
unconsciously, at the collaboration with his nemesis in
Paris, which he saw as reinforcing with the cash of
patronage Goldscheider’s obstructive policies in the
scholarly domain.

Bernie Cantor’s initial reaction to this assault appar-
ently matched Elsen’s anger and raised it; he was said to
be consulting his lawyers about possible suit for libel, Al
reported with the ill-concealed satisfaction of a man who
was always happiest when pugnacious in the furtherance
of a righteous cause. And when the cooler head of
Bernie’s curator, Ellen Landis, prevailed with the argu-
ment that the collector had ultimately more to gain from
working with Elsen than from battling him, Al decided to
up the ante yet another notch: he responded to their
“dove of peace” overture with a quasi demand that, as a
kind of precondition to a discussion of cooperation, Can-
tor should “do something right for Rodin,” by giving a
grant to support a summer’s research in Paris for his stu-
dent, intent on studying the sculptor’s drawings. I have
always guessed that Bernie, to his great credit, found that
cheekiness more congenial than alien, and sensed
then—correctly—that he and the fellow he had run up
against shared not only a real love for Rodin but a basic
kind of moxie. In any event, he graciously complied; and
so began my doctoral pursuit, as an initial drop of glue in
the bonding of these two very willful and fervently com-
mitted ruen, But more importantly, from this unpromis-
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Fig. 4. B. Gerald
Cantor (centen)
with Albert
Elsen (left), and
Kirk Varedoe
at Meudon,
1977.

ing overture of animosities began the important pro-
gram of Cantor Fellows at Stanford and a great relation
of friendship and mutual respect that was to shape the
activities of both the collector and the professor in the
years ahead and to lead eventually to Iris and Bernie
Cantor’s tremendous donations to the university. Per-
haps still more miraculously, Bernie was eventually able
to get Al to speak civilly to Cécile Goldscheider, while Al
was able, with Bernie’s support, to convince French cul-
tural officials to modernize and open up the Musée
Rodin, allowing for a new surge in his own scholarship
and empowering younger researchers worldwide.

I was privileged to see Bernie and Al form and then
deepen their friendship in some memorable places: over
a desk scattered with loose tobacco and pipe parapherna-
lia; in an office perpetually carpeted in the floor-to-ceil-
ing photographic clutter of work in progress at Stanford;
in a wide plush command center of investment finance
in Los Angeles, as remarkable for the Rodin bronzes by
the exercise bike as for the kingpin in his corduroy jump-
suit; or in the ultimate connoisseur’s candy store of the
reserve storerooms of Rodin’s former home in Meudon,
outside Paris, with hoards of plaster and clay studies over-
brimming every shelf (fig. 4). Whatever the setting, it was
clear that these two boys from the Bronx always found
themselves back at home with each other. Neither had
mellowed in the California sun, nor had either allowed
the rarefied air of high finance or elevated aesthetic pur-

suit to sap the feisty, often argumentative pleasure they
took in art and in getting big things, like the eight-ton
casting of The Gates of Hell or record-setting acts of phi-
lanthropy, done right. Both were in their way idealists
and perfectionists, yet both were blessed with a leaven-
ing sense of pragmatism and a thick-skinned and cold-
eyed—if not always tolerant or accepting—sense of the
way the world worked. They goaded each other, infuri-
ated each other, and enjoyed each other, developing ties
of affection and respect that helped them get over their
chronic disagreements and transcended the business
they had to do together as Maecenas and mentor. Al
shared with me his preoccupying worries over Bernie’s
health problems, and eventually I witnessed the intense
of grief and abandoned that
enshrouded Bernie as he sat, nearly blind from the dia-
betes that plagued his last years, in the B. Gerald Cantor
Rodin Sculpture Garden, hearing Al eulogized after his
sudden and unexpected death in 1995. In the plane
returning to Los Angeles that evening, he wept as he
held close to his eyes treasured photographs of the two of
them kibitzing together at foundries, in museums, and at
Stanford.

More than a quarter century had then gone by since
the heady, conflictridden, and often confusing months
of the late 1g6os, when these two men first came
together in the mutual cause of the artist who so moved
both their passions to possess and to understand. Their
meeting had initially sent me off, then, to try to distin-
guish true from false—for my doctoral project was to
establish criteria for separating authentic Rodin draw-
ings from the numerous forgeries that plagued his repu-
tation. In such matters, I found, one learns the most by

sense loneliness

comparing; and the broader one’s base of comparison,
the more telling become the unique qualities of the
authentic, original items amid the common run of
approximations, falsifications, and partial efforts. Simi-
larly years of study, and of life, have only reinforced my
immense sense of personal gratitude that I was privileged
at a particular time to know and come under the fertile
influence of not one, nor even two separate, but a
matched pair of human originals, each individually, and
more so together, a special force in the life of Stanford
and its students, Rodin studies, and late twentieth-cen-
tury American cultural life writ large.
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B. Gerald Cantor

and the Stanford Rodin Collection

In the United States several collectors have made great
contributions to the public’s awareness of Rodin.
Thomas F. Ryan began the Rodin collection at the Metro-
politan Museum of Art by providing the funds for the
purchase of g2 sculptures. Mrs. John Simpson donated
her small but important collection to the National
Gallery of Art. Alma de Bretteville Spreckels gave the
California Palace of the Legion of Honor its more than
70 Rodins, and with her husband she provided the build-
ing itself. Jules Mastbaum built and filled the Rodin
Museum of Philadelphia. By his reckoning B. Gerald
Cantor and his wife, Iris, have acquired roughly 750
Rodin sculptures, more than any other collector by far,
and given more than 450 works to 770 institutions around
the world. The Cantors more than doubled the Rodin
holdings of the Metropolitan Museum of Art, for exam-
ple. As recipient of the largest number of their donations
and promised gifts, Stanford University has been the pri-
mary beneficiary of the Cantors’ generosity to the extent
that the university now possesses the second largest and
most important Rodin collection in the world after the
Musée Rodin in Paris.

The Collector

Born in 1916, B. Gerald Cantor was the founder, presi-
dent, and chairman of the board of Cantor Fitzgerald
Incorporated, an international securities firm and inno-
vator in securities brokerage technology. In 1972 his
firm originated screen bond brokerage (up-to-the-
minute market information displayed on monitors) in
the United States, and in 1983 it became the first corpo-
ration to offer worldwide screen bond brokerage services
in United States government securities.

Nothing in Cantor’s family background or education
in New York encouraged his collecting. He was not even
sure that his mother ever took him to museums. The
courses he remembered at New York University were
those in business. His first purchase of a Rodin sculpture
was in 1947 from a Madison Avenue gallery that dis-
played it in a window. It was a reduction in bronze of The
Hand of God, the marble version of which he had seen at
the Metropolitan Museum of Art in 194# after his dis-
charge from the army. He had just begun his business,
and the cast cost the equivalent of two months’ rent for
his apartment. Although he changed his place of busi-
ness many times, that sculpture always accompanied
him. It was not until a trip to Paris in the late 195o0s,
when he went to the Musée Rodin and talked about the
sculptor with Edith Lionne, a member of the staff, that
he started to buy works in any number. To begin with
they were small. His business was always capital intensive,
and until it was well established, he had no thought of
collecting seriously. Some early purchases he gave as
gifts. These gestures of personal friendship and later his
donations to museums explain his buying many casts of
the same work; and this in turn contributed to the
rumor that Cantor was trying to corner the market.
Unusual among major collectors is that after a few early
sales, Cantor neither sold nor traded from his Rodin col-
lection. When he deaccessioned, it was in the form of
donations to museums.

Cantor recalled that his decision to become an ardent
Rodin collector occurred in the mid-1g60s, when he was
drawing up his will and designating various sculptures
for friends. He decided then that he would like to share
the art he had acquired and give it away during his life-
time. His taste in Rodin’s art was always the bronzes, not
the carvings or drawings. Romantic themes and whole
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Fig. 5. Iris and
B. Gerald
Cantor (right),
with Vera Green
(left), former
curator of
Cantor’s
collection,
attending the
dedication of
the Rodin
rotunda,
Stanford
Museum (now
Iris & B. Gerald
Cantor Center
for Visual Arts
at Stanford
University), 10
April 1981,

figures were his early instinctive interest. In time he came
to admire and covet the studies for major monuments
and the partial figures and hands.

There was no collector who served Cantor as a model,
despite his service as a trustee of the Los Angeles County
Museum of Art and the Metropolitan Museum of Art,
where he had extensive contact with some of the most
prominent collectors in those cities. Cantor’s readings
on Rodin began with Ludwig Goldscheider’s 1949 book,
Rodin (London: Phaidon), Georges Grappe’s 1944 cata-
logue of the Musée Rodin, and my book, Rodin, which
accompanied the 1969 Museum of Modern Art exhibi-
tion. Today these books anchor a substantial and well-
used library on the artist. With regard to his acquisitions
Cantor always sought lifetime casts when available and of
fine quality, and the success of his business made them
affordable. Cantor relied in part on his curators to alert
him to objects in the auction and gallery market. There
were a few dealers and galleries, notably the late Charles
Feingarten and the Dominion Gallery in Toronto, who
brought important works to his attention.

In the late 1960s Cantor set aside a room in his Bev-
erly Hills office as a gallery in which to display almost
100 small bronzes. In 1981 he opened the B. G. Cantor
Sculpture Center, a 4,000—square-foot gallery on the
105th floor of the now destroyed One World Trade Cen-
ter, to which he had relocated his New York office. There
he installed 100 works from his coue “ion—and made

the Guinness Book of Records as the highest institution of
its kind. Several Rodin exhibitions were mounted, but in
1987 Cantor decided to donate most of the works to the
Metropolitan Museum of Art and Brooklyn Museumn of
Art (as well as to Stanford) because it had become awk-
ward to accommodate the large numbers of visitors, and
his company needed the gallery space for expansion.
Cantor also wished to honor two great museums in the
city where he and Iris were born.!

A turning point in Cantor’s views about what he
would do with his collection came in 1967, when the Los
Angeles County Museum of Art exhibited many of his
bronzes in Homage to Rodin: The Collection of B. Gerald
Cantor. The pleasure it gave him to mingle anonymously
with the crowds and overhear their enthusiastic reactions
to Rodin’s work shaped his personal mission as a collec-
tor-educator. It was Sidney Brody and Henry Rogers, fel-
low trustees of the Los Angeles museum, who suggested
one day at lunch that he might circulate his bronzes to
numerous museums. When Homage to Rodin toured four
American cities—Houston, Brooklyn, Richmond, and
San Francisco—Cantor initiated the practice of giving a
Rodin bronze to each museum that hosted his collection.
The Los Angeles County Museum of Art has benefited
frequently from the Cantors’ generosity, receiving
dozens of works by Rodin and other nineteenth-century
artists, a sculpture garden, gallery, and outdoor plaza.?

The record of Cantor’s exhibitions and donations of
art over a 20-year period is staggering, unmatched, it
seems safe to say, by that of any other collector. For this
program he relied for many years on his curator, the late
Vera Green (fig. 5). Not only did he circulate groups of
Rodin sculptures, but he toured three of Rodin’s greatest
works—The Thinker, The Gates of Hell, and The Burghers of
Calais—as single-sculpture shows.3

Cantor and the Musée Rodin

From the then newly opened Musée Rodin, Jules Mast-
baum in the early 1g20s commissioned posthumous casts
of all the bronzes in the Philadelphia museum collection
that today bears Rodin’s name. Mastbaum also agreed to
restore Rodin’s home and build a new pavilion at
Meudon to properly house all of Rodin’s plasters, which
previously were stored in the artist’s temporary pavilion
built for the Paris exposition of 19goo and then moved to
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Meudon at its close. Mastbaum died before his museum
was opened and the new pavilion built, but his widow
honored her husband’s pledge.

Cantor is the second American to become best friend
to the Musée Rodin.t Although the museum is part of
the French Réunion des musées nationaux, it was a con-
dition of its founding in 1916 that it be self-supporting,
and that was an important reason that Rodin assigned to
the state all rights of reproduction of his art. Under its
first curator, Léonce Bénédite, the museum’s casting of
Rodin’s art began even before the artist’s death in 1917.
(Rodin retained the right to cast for himself while he was
alive.) When Cantor came into contact with the Musée
Rodin in the late 195o0s, its records and vast archives had
not been put in order and were not accessible to schol-
ars; its casting policies were not clear, at least to out-
siders; and the physical conditions—a kind of genteel
decrepitude—and irrational display of the art in the
Hotel Biron, where Rodin had lived before it became a
museum, had been deplored by generations of visitors,
who kept returning, however, because of the power of
Rodin’s art. Since 1975 the improvement of the Musée
Rodin in all these areas is due not only to the profession-
alism of directors Monique Laurent and Jacques Vilain,
her successor, but to Cantor’s patronage in the form of
substantial acquisitions of Musée Rodin casts and per-
sonal advice.

In the late 1g50s Cantor met Cécile Goldscheider,
then secretary to Marcel Aubert, the museum’s curator.
It was she whom Cantor credits with first tutoring him in
Rodin’s art and the mysteries of the bronze-casting
process. She opened his mind to the torsos and hands
and showed him the great collection of plasters at
Meudon, those on public view and those in the vast
reserve. It was through Goldscheider that Cantor in the
1960s obtained many small sculptures as well as three
large works: The Thinker, Monument to Honoré de Balac,
and The Walking Man. When he saw that the museum’s
casts were neither numbered nor dated—certificates
were issued instead—he successfully urged numbering
the casts with the size of each edition. When Cantor
requested bronze casts from certain plasters, often he
was successful, but sometimes he was not. (The final deci-
sion, which lay with the museum’s administration [ consei!
d’'administration], seems to have been based less on
whether a work was intended for casting and more on
whether an edition would be salable.) As his connois-

seurship increased, Cantor pointed out to Goldscheider
that the Musée Rodin was sometimes accepting inferior
castings. When she told him of the problem of finding
good foundries, Cantor proposed buying one for the
museum, but the offer was declined, presumably because
the government did not want to compete with private
founders. When Cantor acquired at auction Rodin plas-
ters once owned by Antony Roux, he returned to the
Musée Rodin the exclusive rights to their reproduction
given by the artist to their first owner. He also gave the
museum plasters not in its inventory.> Perhaps his most
significant contribution to Rodin scholarship was his
encouraging the new Musée Rodin administration in
1975 to open its great archives to scholars. Rodin
research, especially my own, was thereby given a dramati-
cally new and fruitful life.

In 1974 Cantor began to think about commissioning
a cast of The Gates of Hell. He knew that the Musée Rodin
would only consent to such a commission if the cast went
to an institution. Cantor also knew that the planned
1981 presentation by the National Gallery of Art in
Washington, D.C., of the largest Rodin exhibition ever
held, Rodin Rediscovered, would include works from his
own collection. From 1975 until 1977 he negotiated with
the Musée Rodin for the cast of the portal with the
understanding that it would be finished in time for the
Rodin Rediscovered exhibition and then be given to Stan-
ford. Iris Cantor had the idea of making a documentary
film of this historic casting at the foundry of the Fonda-
tion Coubertin, for it would be the first of The Gates of
Hell to be created by the lost-wax process as Rodin had
wanted.6

During a visit to Meudon with Monique Laurent and
Jean Chatelain many years ago, Cantor noticed a private
home being erected on the boundary of the museum’s
property, encroaching on the distance required next to a
historic site. The despairing museum officials told him
nothing could be done, but Cantor’s response was quick
and simple, “I'll buy and give it to the museum”—and
with a couple of phone calls that’s precisely what he did.

Cantor and Stanford

The idea of assembling a very large concentration of
Rodin’s art to form a national study center for the artist
grew out of Cantor’s experience with having so many
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works on display in his Beverly Hills office in 1970. He
wanted the art handled more professionally and made
more easily accessible to the greatest number of people.
Stanford came to interest him through his long associa-
tion with Peter Bing and his family. In the early 1970s
Bing was a member of the Stanford board of trustees and
in 1975 assumed its presidency. In 1979 Cantor visited
Stanford for the first time to be present at the opening of
the university museum’s Rodin and Balzac exhibition,
which consisted of sculptures he lent and whose cata-
logue his company published to accompany the show as
it toured. In 1989 Cantor recalled, “Upon my first visit to
Stanford I had an immediate affinity with the place; it
had everything, a beautiful nineteenth-century building
with a rotunda, which dates from Rodin’s lifetime, and
large exterior space for a sculpture garden, which I
paced off with my good friend Peter Bing. It had a built-
in Rodin scholar of worldwide reputation in Professor
Elsen, who since then has become a very good friend.
Furthermore, I wanted my collection to be exposed not
only to the public but to students and Rodin scholars. In
short, I wanted it to function not only as a museum but
also as a study center.”

Rodin worked by daylight, and all his large pieces
were intended for the outdoors. Stanford afforded ideal
viewing conditions for these, but Cantor was also
impressed by the spaciousness and natural light in the
adjoining rotunda, where smaller works could be
installed (see fig. 5). He was assured that the collection
would not gather dust in storerooms, that as much of it as
possible would be displayed at all times, and that it would
be taught from and researched. This pragmatic man
knew that for museums to successfully educate they must
first inspire and that what he was giving would be inspira-
tional to people of all ages. With Bing, Cantor liked to
prowl the campus, looking for sculpture sites. It was his
idea to place around the campus and not just in the
sculpture garden many of Rodin’s life-size works, such as
four figures from The Burghers of Calais in the Quad and
one in the History Corner Courtyard,” The Thinker to the
west of Meyer Library, and the Monumental Bust of Victor
Hugo in the lobby of Green Library. The addition of
these works to the existing campus collection of modern
sculptures has given Stanford one of the premier univer-
sity collections of modern outdoor art in the world.

Quite apart from the impressive number of his gifts,
what has separated Cantor from most other benefactors
of university art collections has been his willingness to

subsidize exhibitions, establish the ongoing Rodin
Research Fund at Stanford, and underwrite publications
by museum and independent Rodin scholars such as
Ruth Butler. From the time of the fund’s establishment
in 1969, the Cantor Fellows have produced several doc-
toral dissertations and publications on Rodin’s art: Kirk
Varnedoe’s thesis on the drawings of Rodin and his forg-
ers, Mary Jo McNamara’s study of The Burghers of Calais,
Marion Hare’s dissertation on Rodin’s portraits after
1880, Rosalyn Frankel Jamison’s study of the influence
of Victor Hugo on Rodin’s Gates of Hell, and Daniel
Rosenfeld’s study of Rodin’s more than goo carvings in
stone.8

When Cantor gave Stanford 89 Rodin sculptures in
19%74, it made news nationally because it represented the
largest sculpture donation to a university art museum.
Following that, he doubled the size of the sculpture col-
lection and added gifts of books on and illustrated by the
artist, drawings, prints, photographs taken under the
sculptor’s direction, and documents. To what was already
the largest concentration of Rodin outdoor sculptures,
Cantor in 1992 added as part of another of his substan-
tial donations to the university the majestic, life-size Three
Shades,® while many previous loans were converted to
gifts. Understanding the importance of showing the
Rodin collection in the context of his contemporaries,
Cantor also gave Stanford works by such artists as Emile-
Antoine Bourdelle (1861-1929), Jean-Baptiste Car-
peaux (1827-1875), Albert-Ernest Carrier-Belleuse
(1824—1887).

Cantor’s passion for educating the public in all
aspects of Rodin’s art accounts for the unique character
of Stanford’s collection quite apart from its size. From its
inception the informing principle was to illustrate
Rodin’s growth and range as an artist, the diverse media
in which he worked, and how he worked. Thus the col-
lection represents the “confections,” or commercially
attractive works, the artist made to support himself in the
1870s and 1880s as well as his serious artistic audacities
represented by The Gates of Hell and the Monument to Hon-
oré¢ de Balzac. The Stanford collection is the only one to
display side by side the same subjects by Rodin in more
than one medium. Cantor was eager to obtain Rodin’s
plasters for the Stanford collection not only for their
artistic and educational value but to prevent their being
recast by private owners. He also acquired certain works
in their original as well as enlarged or reduced sizes, such
as Flying Figure and the nude study for Jean d’Aire, so that
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students could examine the resulting effects. Rare is the
collector who would commission all the casting states of
the lost-wax process by which a bronze was made, but
Cantor gave Stanford these didactic objects to display. To
further the education of the public and collectors in the
connoisseurship of Rodin bronze casts, Cantor donated
a poorly patinated posthumous cast of the Mask of the
Man with the Broken Nose that could be compared with the
brilliantly finished lifetime cast of Bellona.10

The university’s Rodin collection has not been deter-
mined exclusively by its major benefactor’s taste. At the
time of his first large donation I was invited to select the
89 sculptures from a longer list of works he intended not
only for Stanford but for the Los Angeles County
Museum of Art as well. There have been times when he
did not agree with my recommendations for acquisi-
tions, and Stanford declined some works by other artists
that he offered. Many of his donations, such as the Head
of Charles Baudelaire and Avarice and Lust, were of subjects
that Cantor would not have acquired for his personal
collection but which he realized were important for our
mutual educational objectives.!!

As a donor Cantor was always very businesslike. As
others who benefited from his largesse to their institu-
tions could testify, his gifts never required flattery, only
our crediting the source and carrying out our promises
concerning how the art would be used. It is a measure of
the man that Cantor felt this was sufficient compensa-
tion for all that he did for Stanford.

Other Rodin Donors

Stanford began its Rodin collection before 1974. The
first gift was the wax Head of Mrs. Russell from Mr. and
Mrs. William Janss in 1968, given in honor of my joining
the faculty that year. In 1970 Cantor made his first dona-
tion, Flying Figure. Cyril Magnin gave the beautiful old
cast of the bust of Victor Hugo in 1971. A good friend of
the museumn was the late Charles Feingarten, this coun-
try’s most important Rodin dealer in the 1970s, who
encouraged clients such as Janss and Magnin to donate
to Stanford and from whom Cantor also acquired impor-
tant Rodins. His widow, Gail Wiley Feingarten, a Stan-
ford alumna, gave us the profile portrait of Rodin by
John Tweed (1869-1933; fig. 6). Funds from the
William R. Rubin Foundation were used in 1974 to pur-
chase the three great moonlit photographs of Rodin’s
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Balzac by Edward Steichen (1879-1973; figs. 7, 833—34).
Far from discouraging gifts of Rodin’s art by others, Can-
tor encouraged additional donors. The day the New York
Times announced Cantor’s 1974 gift of sculptures, for
example, Madame Lascelle de Basily, the owner of two
glazed porcelain reliefs, Springtime and Composition with
Putti, stored for years in the Hoover Institution, read the
story, changed her mind about giving them to a friend,
and donated them to our collection instead.

One afternoon in 1972 an elderly woman came to the
museum with a small box. In it was a beautiful old cast of
Head of Hanako. 1t had belonged to the visitor’s compan-
ion, who had just died, and the sculpture was lent to
Stanford for safekeeping. A few years later it was given in
honor of Alice F. Schott because the museum’s growing
collection “looked like the right home for it.” In 1982 a
grant from John K. and Josephine Pike, Stanford alumni,
and the Fluor Foundation made it possible to publish the
first edition of The Rodin Journal. From the Ahmanson
Trust came the important Zorso of a Young Woman in
1981. Three years later Dr. and Mrs. Harold Torbert gave
Small Torso. The Rodin sculptures, prints, old photo-
graphs, and drawing given by my former wife and me
were in large part expressions of gratitude to Iris and
Bernie Cantor.

NOTES

1. Much of the information in this essay is derived from a for-
mal interview with B. Gerald Cantor conducted by the
author on August 20, 1987, the text of which was given to
the Archives of American Art. The Brooklyn Museum, of
which Iris Cantor is a trustee, received 58 Rodin sculp-
tures, $3.5 million for a new auditorium, and a $1 million
endowment to underwrite scholarly publications devoted
to the museum’s collections and major special exhibitions.

2. On these gifts, see Levkoff 19g4.

3. For ten years The Thinker was displayed in museums
throughout the United States and Japan before it was
installed at Stanford in 1988. The sculpture’s itinerary is
revealing not only of its international appeal but also of
Cantor’s concern that it be shown for the first time in cities
that had never seen the actual sculpture before. The
legacy of exhibition is sustained by the Iris and B. Gerald
Cantor Foundation, which in 1998-2000 sponsored The
Thinker's exhibition at Rockefeller Center, New York, the
White House, and the North Carolina Museum of Art,
Raleigh, as well as a monographic exhibition devoted to
the sculptor’s Monument to Victor Hugo and other traveling
exhibitions.

4. The French government recognized Cantor’s many contri-
butions by making him an officer of the Order of Arts and

10.

Letters in 1984 and giving him a plaster cast of Rodin’s
Hand of God.

. They were Mask of the Man with the Broken Nose, Glaucus,

and Prayer.

. Iris Cantor coproduced Rodin’s “Gates of Hell,” which has

won numerous awards. Important to Bernie Cantor was
the pleasure the documentary film gave Jean Bernard,
director of the Fondation Coubertin, and his staff to have
this historic and dramatic enterprise so beautifully and
accurately recorded. A second film, produced in Japan,
documents the casting of The Gates of Hell completed in
1994 for the Shizuoka Prefectural Museum of Art.

. All six burghers were installed together in Memorial Court

in June 1998 (see fig. 56).

. A few days after his appointment as director of the

National Gallery of Art in 1g6g, J. Carter Brown visited my
office during the dedication of the Cummings Art Build-
ing. Lining the walls he saw hundreds of photographs of
Rodin drawings put there by Kirk Varnedoe, who shared
the office while working on his dissertation. From that
visit, Varnedoe’s dissertation became the source of the
exhibition Rodin Drawings, True and False at the National
Gallery and the Solomon R. Guggenheim Museum in
1971-72. Mary Jo McNamara’s dissertation was published
as the catalogue for a traveling exhibition sponsored by
the Cantor Fitzgerald Corporation in 1977, and she
defended her paper in the museum amid the studies of
The Burghers. Another Cantor Fellow was JoAnne Culler
Paradise, whose dissertation of 1982 on the critic Gustave
Geffroy grew out of her Rodin studies. Rosalyn Frankel
Jamison conducted the oral defense of her dissertation on
a sunny day in 1986 in front of The Gales of Hell. Essays by
Cantor Fellows Stephen McGough and Steven Wander
appeared in the catalogue Rodin and Balzacin 1973. The
catalogue of Rodin Rediscovered contained contributions by
Jamison, Paradise, and Varnedoe as well as Cantor Fellow
Daniel Rosenfeld, and the Cantor Rodin Research Fund
supported my own planning and research for the exhibi-
tion. Cantor provided the funds for a film on Rodin’s
Balzac made by Marilyn Waterman, a Stanford graduate
student in the department of communications. The Can-
tor Fitzgerald Foundation provided subventions for my
books “The Gates of Hell” by Auguste Rodin (Stanford Univer-
sity Press, 1985), Rodin’s “Thinker” and the Dilemmas of Mod-
ern Public Sculpture (Yale University Press, 1985), and this
catalogue.

The group was placed in the B. Gerald Cantor Rodin
Sculpture Garden in June 19g8.

In the sculpture garden the two versions of Fallen Caryatid
exemplify the differences in quality of bronze, fidelity to
modeling, chasing, and patina of two famous foundries—
Coubertin and Susse—with the Coubertin cast being
exemplary. When the cast of Adam was first installed in the
garden under brilliant sunshine, the poor quality of its
painted finish became apparent; Cantor had it repatinated
by one of the best patineurs in France.
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11. At my request his purchase and donation of Octave Mir-
beau’s book Le jardin des supplices, illustrated by Rodin,
made possible an exhibition of Rodin’s influence on the
art of Henri Matisse. Cantor’s gift of an early sketch of
Ugolino and His Sons gave the museum a precious example

of Rodin’s drawing at the time he began The Gates of Hell.
The purchase at auction and subsequent donation of
many historic photographs of Rodin sculptures (described
in the Appendix of this catalogue) allow museum visitors
to see how Rodin wanted his art to be viewed.
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Introduction

n addition to being a catalogue of a major collection,
Ithis book is about the way Rodin thought as an artist and
how his artistic mentality was the basis of his modernity.
Essential to understanding Rodin’s mentality or vision of
what sculpture could be are the questions he asked of art,
not just the art of others but his own. Having had only the
beginnings of a traditional art education in the 1850s,
when he became an artist early in the 1860s, he knew nev-
ertheless the theories or premises on which sculpture was
based. He learned the rules and, as Pablo Picasso would
later point out, that art’s power is manifested in their
breaking. Having been denied admission to the Ecole des
beaux-arts before he was twenty, Rodin spent almost zo
years practicing and testing the old assumptions as he
struggled to make a living working for others. Then, in
midlife, he began to question these assumptions more
extensively and provide powerful alternatives to them. To
cite the most important example that mirrors his moder-
nity, when Rodin came to art in the mid-nineteenth cen-
tury, sculpture was defined in academic texts as the “palpa-
ble selective imitation of nature.” By the time he died in
the early twentieth century, sculpture had been redefined
by Rodin’s deeds and own words as the art of the “hole and
the lump.” How did this come about?

The abundant literature on Rodin as a person and as
an artist tells us his genius was not evident in his parents.
Denied a higher formal artistic education, Rodin became
brilliantly self-educated in art’s history thanks to print
reproductions, libraries, museums, and rail travel around
France and Italy, which allowed him to directly confront
sculpture from the great periods of Western art. His self-
education comprised exposure to greatness in the origi-
nal, such as extensive visits to the Gothic cathedrals and
reading the works of great writers, not commentaries on
them, so that his early mentors included Dante, Victor

Hugo, and Charles Baudelaire, as well as Michelangelo
and Donatello. The liberal and artistically enlightened
government of the Third Republic honored him with
important commissions and many acquisitions that
helped secure his reputation. It gave him the money to
try out his alternatives to professional models in station-
ary, repertorial poses, which led to artistic audacities that
were freed from the kind of censorship that plagued the
Second Empire. Starting in the 1880s, a constantly grow-
ing cohort of gifted and influential critics and writers on
art explained Rodin to the art world, defended his daring
against waves of negative criticism, and helped him sus-
tain self-confidence after defeats.? (Nothing so sustained
Rodin’s belief in himself, however, as much as work
itself.) Through exhibitions in Paris and other European
cities, dealers and curators gave the sculptor crucial pub-
lic exposure. From the 1880s a growing international
clientele seconded Rodin’s importance by an astonishing
number of acquisitions.t An international press and pho-
tography made it possible for Rodin to be the first artist in
history to experience genuine worldwide fame.

Pivotal to our understanding of Rodin’s art itself, how-
ever, is something not inevitably or totally explained by
external influences. I share Ernst Gombrich’s view that
art is not necessarily related to other developments of a
particular era and is neither totally nor consistently the
product of social, economic, and political conditions or
the spirit of a time.5 As if anticipating Gombrich, Rodin
pointed out, “I know very well that one must fight, for
one is often in contradiction to the spirit of the age.”
Crucial to his art but not the literature on it is Rodin’s
questioning mentality, which was neither inherited nor
acquired in the classroom. It is the core of his genius.”
More specifically, it is a certain type of question that sets
this artist apart from other sculptors of his era.

<13>
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Rodin may not have had a single theoretical cell in his
brain, for as he put it, “I understand nothing of theo-
ries.” He had to learn and know things from personal
study and practice, which in turn convinced him that
the making of art could not be done or imparted by for-
mulas or “studio recipes.” From his early twenties Rodin
began to pose the most dangerous questions to the sta-
tus quo in any field: What if? and Why not? With long-
established institutions dogma or doctrine can be
offered in answer to the question Why? At the Ecole des
beaux-arts in the 18go0s, for example, a student might
ask, “Why make art?” and be told, “To perpetuate
beauty.” At the same time a novice studying for the
priesthood in the Catholic Church might ask, “Why are
we here?” and be given the response, “To know and
honor God.” But What if? presupposes that the ques-
tioner concedes the possibility of an alternative. Modern
art is rich in examples of how the posing of this inter-
rogatory changed history’s course and took painting
and sculpture where they had never gone before. Con-
sider the impact of even a few of the questions posed by
artists of Rodin’s generation: Paul Cézanne, Edgar
Degas, and Claude Monet. What if one painted outdoors
rather than in the studio and based one’s work on sensa-
tions of light and color rather than drawing? Why not
base art on modern life directly experienced? Suppose
there is no subject other than the expressive properties
of the elements of art.?

“The way in which the artist arrives at his goal is the
secret of his own existence. It is the measure of his own
vision.”1® Unvoiced by Rodin were the personal charac-
teristics that contributed to the separation of his vision
from that of most sculptors of his generation. He showed
an unusual aptitude for analysis, fostered by a rigorously
inquisitive mind that helped him form his own goals and
establish the precedent for modern sculptors to redefine
sculpture for themselves. Both traits were seconded by
extraordinary talent, skill, and mastery of craft, tenacity,
courage in adversity, and stamina—all of which were nec-
essary to achieving his objectives. With the possible
exception of Michelangelo, no previous sculptor offered
more important alternatives to sculpture as it had been
than Rodin. He may not have been the first or alone in
posing a certain challenge, but it is the broad and rich
spectrum of Rodin’s queries that is historically distinc-
tive. Crucial to understanding his way of thinking artisti-
cally is knowing what his questions addressed and what
were the resulting alternatives.

Nature

If there is a single work or artistic talisman in which
Rodin early posed the basic questions and gave the per-
sonal answers that guided his art for the rest of his life, it
is Mask of the Man with the Broken Nose (cat. no. 125). With
one of his earliest sculptures Rodin had begun to ask,
What if, instead of looking at nature in terms of art, one
looked at art in terms of nature? Why not trust in instinct
rather than idealism? Having been taught modeling at
the Ecole impériale de dessin (or Petite école) by copy-
ing reliefs and working from a few prescribed views of
the model, Rodin’s early portrait of his father, Jean-Bap-
tiste Rodin (cat. no. 123), shows that he had asked him-
self, Why not study the subject in the round, in terms of
its successive contours when viewed from all angles? He
extended this query to the full-scale figure in The Age of
Bronze (cat. nos. 1-g). The results of what came to be
known as his profile method of modeling convinced him
that this was the way to bring art closer to life. His ethic
of what constituted both truth and the well-made in
sculpture early came to be based on what he called Z
modelé, which he understood as the exact fitting together
and interaction of planes seen from all angles. Also estab-
lished was a new democratizing of the human body for
art. Rodin asked and successfully answered the question,
What happens if we do not restrict our focus to the front
of the human body but make sculptures that have no
front or back? Witness Fallen Caryatid (cat. nos. 56-57).
With that attitude Rodin was to show that it was possible
to make a back or hand as expressive as a face.

Broadening Beauty

The choice of a broken-faced model rendered with a
pathologist’s accuracy was Rodin’s challenge to the selec-
tive imitation of nature or conventional notions of beauty,
as he made no attempt to cosmetically improve his model.
Effectively he had asked, What if there was no such thing
as ugliness in nature, only bad sculpture? What if beauty
in sculpture was a matter of good modeling rather than
beautiful models. Why not go against convention and
dare to be ugly? Hence Old Woman (cat. no. 51).

When he could afford it, as when he received the com-
mission for The Gates of Hell (cat. no. 87), Rodin asked,
What if one does not work from professional models in
traditional art poses but lets unprofessional, naked mod-
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els move freely about the studio, watched by the artist for
a particularly spontaneous, expressive movement or nat-
ural attitude? The figures in The Gates of Hell are unthink-
able without this practice. Countless Rodin figures with-
out historical postural precedent, such as Despairand The
Martyr (cat. nos. 69—73), resulted.

Movement and Gravity

And then there was the subject of movement itself. To
Rodin the concern of his contemporaries for sculptural
stability produced work that appeared to suffer from
inertia. Analyzing figural movement, he concluded that
it consisted of a changing equilibrium between volumes
and that there was “a central point around which the
volumes are placed and expand.”! Instead of conceiv-
ing a figure from the feet upward, Rodin asked, What if
one began with and made the torso the pivot of move-
ment and of the whole figure? Hence Torso of @ Man and
The Walking Man (cat. nos. 173—74). What if, instead of
showing a subject at the end of a movement that often
made a figure seem static, one showed in the same
sculpture a succession or summary of movements? But
how to convey a sense of a fluidity in a body that was
actually a static object? Rodin answered with the alter-
native to anatomical correctness by proposing the new
notion of what was artistically correct or what looked
right. The Ecole insisted that to maintain a sense of sta-
bility in a moving figure the head had to be plumb, or
vertically aligned with the weight-bearing leg. Rodin
countered with, What if the head is aligned with the
interval between the legs, and so Saint John the Baptist
Preaching (1878; fig. 446). Meditating on how a figure
in sculpture was expected to adhere to the pull of the
earth, Rodin came to ask, What if the figures could be
as free of gravity in sculpture as they are in painting?
How else to explain Spirit of Eternal Repose (cat. nos.
98-100) and Half-Length Torso of a Woman (cat. no. 74)?
It was while working on The Gates of Hell that Rodin may
have pondered the tyranny of gravity over sculpture,
leading to a self-interrogatory, What if I change the ori-
entation of a well-made figure without adjusting
anatomy in its new relation to gravity? The Falling Man
(cat. no. 64) in three orientations, The Martyr (cat. nos.
72-73), and other figures from The Gais of Hell were
the answer. Rodin had discovered that exaciitude was
not artistic truth.

Continuous Drawing

One of Rodin’s most important innovations, continuous
drawing, involved his quest to render human movement
in art more faithfully and resulted from questioning the
limits of drawing as they had been taught to him. He had
been instructed to memorize movements, noting the
position of the figure’s flexible joints in space, to draw
with his finger in the air the outline of a distant, moving
person. He came awake to what every artist who draws
from the model has always known: After looking at the
subject, the artist must look down to draw on paper,
thereby breaking visual contact with the subject. To
maintain direct contact with what inspired him, in the
mid-18gos Rodin asked himself, Why not draw continu-
ously on the paper while not taking one’s eyes off the
moving model? What if the proportions are wrong? The
contours will be right, and the artist will have won a new
intimacy with his model and drawing. The same method
was adapted for sculpture in his series of dance move-
ments (cat. nos. 171-72).

Mixing Genders

Rodin’s liberation from gravity’s tyranny over sculpture
was accompanied by his liberation from gender consis-
tency in a single figure. Rodin was not the first artist to be
unbound by the dictum of making a single sculpture
from a single model. Where he departed from his prede-
cessors, going back to the celebrated Greek artist Xeuxis
who chose the best parts from models of the same gen-
der for a painting, was his proposition that if the best
available parts for a sculpture are not of the same sex,
why not use them anyway? As with other aspects of
anatomical correctness, Rodin insisted that what
counted was that which seemed to make sense visually, or
what he chose to call the “decorative” in, say, his Aescu-
lapius (cat. no. 169) and Orpheus (cat. no. g6) or Medita-
tion (cat. nos. 61-62). Just as Rodin democratized the
notion of beauty, so too did he enlarge the range of
anatomical probability in sculpture.

Cubism

And then there was Rodin’s “cubism.” With the lesson of
his abbreviated academic background and the need for
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discipline in mind, Rodin was concerned about how to
control the flood of spontaneous movements he sought for
sculpture without diminishing the appearance of being
natural. What if one imagined the evolving figure within a
transparent cube?!2 That would prevent forms and ges-
tures from flying off into space. In single figures like The
Thinker (cat. no. 38) and Balzac (cat. no. 112) or groups
like The Burghers of Calais, the imagined cube became
Rodin’s compositional coordinate system. Whether or not
his figures achieved harmony within the cube, rather than
by mutuality or intertwining of limbs, became Rodin’s cri-
terion of success. The sculptor concluded, “It is the right-
ness of the cube, not appearances, that is the mistress of
things.”!3 In many of his small compositions, especially
those in which figures having disparate origins were
joined, Rodin showed how to achieve more dynamic com-
positions. The unorthodox pairing of figures after The Kiss
(cat. nos. 48—49) presupposed his view that in composing
why not just rely on good modeling of the figures and on a
fruitful friction caused by their points of contact as in
Avarice and Lust (cat. nos. 66-67), The Three Shades (cat.
nos. 43—44), and Triton and Siren (cat. no. 149)?

Questioning the Unquestionable:
Art as a Continuum

It is a trait of genius to question the unquestionable by
seeing beginnings where others see only conclusions.
Rodin reasoned, if “nothing is arrested or finished in
nature,” what if one discarded the notion of a finished
work of art? As false to Rodin as the public’s expectation
for finish was its demand for elegance and perfection.
He countered that what was important was for the sculp-
tor to achieve “solidity” and “life” through the right rela-
tionships of his planes.1* If not finish, why not sculptural
completeness to interrupt, if not halt, work on a sculp-
ture? As it did for Picasso, to finish meant death to
Rodin. Even before the painter, the sculptor effectively
asked, Why not open art to the artist’s processes of
thought and give more time for the purely intuitive? Why
not consider a sculpture as only a possibility, a stage,
something to continually change as the artist changes.
Hence the many studies over the years for the Monument
to Honoré de Balzac (cat. nos. 102—12) and the Bust of
Georges Clemenceau (cat. no. 145) and the presence of so
many anatomically unaccountable touches in his other
portraits, especially that of Baudelaire (cat. no. 101).

As Rodin always felt the need for more time to reflect
on his work, he also asked, Why not consider the salon
and art gallery as extensions of the studio, in which
works still in progress would be shown? Rejecting perfec-
tion as well as finish, he posed and answered a question
of great importance to younger sculptors like Henri
Matisse: What if the étude were given the status of a fin-
ished sculpture and exhibited? Genius often loves frugal-
ity, and Rodin did not let a good sculptural idea go to
waste, as when he tried the Mask of the Man with the Broken
Nose on entire figures and used the same basic face for
three of his burghers of Calais.15

Rodin’s lifelong interrogations of art, in sum, caused
him to successfully challenge the very foundations of
nineteenth-century sculpture. Denied was the proposi-
tion that art could be transmitted by theory; truth and
beauty were relativized; the concepts of finish and per-
fection were rejected. Additionally he upset expectations
about decorum in the conduct of the artist with his work
and sculpture’s very subject. On many levels Rodin made
public what previously had been considered private.
Instance the way he demystified the artist’s studio for the
public. Being a natural teacher, not only did he encour-
age thousands of visitors, including writers, to his studio,
but he was the first artist to ask questions about the
potential of photography for educating the public about
art: What if by means of photography the public could
see the hard work of art, the phases a sculpture goes
through in its making, the changes an artist must make.
And for himself, What if one used photographs, not just
for publicity but as part of the creative process, analo-
gous to a plaster study or as a stage in the sculpture’s cre-
ation, even drawing ideas on the print?16

Rodin’s liberal views on changing notions of human
privacy extended to questions about how to personalize
his art. In assessing the shortcomings of his earlier work, by
the 18gos he had decided that while it was “adroit,” it was
“too thin and dry.” He knew what was missing and in effect
asked himself, What if [ put more of myself, my tempera-
ment and feelings, into my art? To do this, and to be mod-
ern, what if he exaggerated or amplified forms and sacri-
ficed the detail to “general geometry” or to win “the great
line,” as epitomized in the Balkac?17 To personalize his art,
he also explored art as a continuum with life. And in his
themes he chose to explore his own deep interest in the
mysteries of artistic creation. He focused on the subject of
creation in multiple ways: depicting creation themes from
religion and mythology, producing many portraits of and
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monuments to history’s great artists, writers, and thinkers,
and investigating his own creative process in terms of his
most private emotions and sexuality.

Modernizing the Monument

By 1880 Rodin had set his thematic life course. For this
tireless inquisitor it was logical to ask, What if sculptural
form were given not to the rendering of heroes and
heroines but to humanity’s fears and frustrations, the
internal lives and hidden conflicts of ordinary people as
they manifest themselves in the naked body? Why not
make his own and others’ passionate natures and sexual-
ity more explicitly sculpture’s subject? Thereby The Gates
of Hell. Rodin’s originality as an artist nowhere expressed
itself more dramatically than in the results of his rethink-
ing of the public monument. The Gates of Hell was a gov-
ernment commission, and Rodin saw it as a monument
to art and artists inasmuch as the portal was originally
intended to front a museum of decorative art. Nowhere
in earlier history had an artist taken as big a gamble with
his career as did Rodin on this work. As he began the
work as an illustration of Dante’s Divine Comedy in the for-
mat of Lorenzo Ghiberti’s doors for the Baptistery in Flo-
rence, Rodin early asked himself, Was he an illustrator
who wanted to perpetuate the Italian Renaissance idea of
how to relate sculpture and architecture? Probably
within a year of its beginning he had answered no to
both questions. But he had alternatives. What if, instead
of illustrating a medieval poem in a Renaissance format,
he relied on his experience as an artist and personal
observations of modern life? If great French writers like
Hugo and Baudelaire working in Paris had modernized
the Inferno in literature, why could he not do the same in
sculpture? Instead of providing a literary base to which
the public had access to fathom meaning in the portal,
Rodin asked himself, What if one looked to literature as a
source of inspiration rather than as a subject for illustra-
tion? In questioning the relationship of sculpture to liter-
ature and symbolism and building on what he had
learned about the expressiveness of the human body, the
sculptor had to define for himself how meaning is
instilled in sculpture: How does a sculptor create, pre-
serve, and enhance the poetic in sculpture? He proposed
to avoid applied symbols and asked, Why not let meaning
emerge with the modeling? Why not a name or names
instead of a title and make meaning more open-ended,

leaving it to viewers to interpret The Gates of Hell on the
basis of their experience with life and art?

While working for 20 years to complete The Gates,
Rodin developed other fundamental and alternative
premises about making art, which are crucial to the artis-
tic freedom of modern artists. Instead of working from
words and drawn blueprints for the portal at the outset
and using narrative forms throughout, he asked, What if
one improvised by working from the self in terms of
one’s own experience of life and culture and responding
intuitively to the thematic and formal demands of the
portal as it evolved? Instead of continuing the Renais-
sance and beaux-arts tradition of making architectural
sculpture, Rodin asked, Why not make sculptural archi-
tecture? In his years of thinking about The Gates of Hell,
Rodin had to determine how to give artistic order to the
subject of chaos. His answer was unprecedented: What if
one judges the result not by finished details and tradi-
tional harmonies but on the basis of its overall decorative
effect when seen over time in daylight? This was tanta-
mount to insisting that instead of reading a composition
like an illustrated novel or just studying its parts, one
should step back and survey the whole work of art
abstractly in terms of its form. Such a perspective would
answer questions about why the empty spaces were there,
why moldings were interrupted, why a consistent gradu-
ated sizing of figures was not observed, why The Three
Shades are above The Thinker, and so on.

Rodin was well aware that in his day the monument to
heroes was losing credibility as audiences became more
sophisticated. What was needed to restore authority in the
public monument? And what if a monument was
designed for a very specific site where the hero lived and
worked? What if we modernize the concept of heroism
and patriotic devotion and show the cost of human sacri-
fice? To make heroes of the past seem to be literally
among the living, what if we do away with the pedestal and
put the burghers among the paving stones where they
offered to die for Calais? Thus The Burghers of Calais. What
if, instead of posing for posterity and the crowd, the sub-
ject was shown alone and unselfconscious, in a situation
or attitude that tells us why he was important? So fules
Bastien-Lepage and Claude Lorrain (cat. nos. g1—g5). Put
another way, What if the private aspect of a public figure
was shown? Hence Balzac in his dressing gown (see cat.
no. 103). How do we celebrate genius? What if we com-
memorate a great writer not through his body but by the
life of his brain? So Baudelaire. Why not truly humanize
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and further modernize the muse and show her sharing
the artist’s suffering and sexuality? Thus The Tragic Muse
(without Her Left Arm) (1890—g6) in the first Monument to
Victor Hugo and Iris, Messenger of the Gods (cat. no. 185) in
the second. Despite the originality of his questions and
daring responses, Rodin’s work did not stem the tide of
banality in French monuments during his lifetime, but he
earned the admiration of younger, venturesome artists
such as Constantin Brancusi and Jacques Lipchitz.

Public monuments seen from a distance and in all
kinds of light and weather prompted Rodin’s powerful
responses to the questions of how to make the gestures of
the subjects carry over distances, how to avoid the cold
silhouettes of conventional monuments, and by what
means to prevent a totally black silhouette when the
statue was seen against the sky. In answer to the first
Rodin said, in effect, why not exaggerate the proportions
of the extremities such as the hands and feet of the
burghers and Balzac’s face. To the second, he proposed
fashioning surfaces—by the hole and the lump—that
interacted with light and atmosphere around the
burghers’ draped forms. To the third, Rodin offered a
simplification of big planes and avoidance of deep holes
to preserve a range of moderate values as in the robed
body of Balzac.

Surfaces

Renowned in his lifetime for the emotional and psycho-
logical profundity of his subjects, Rodin’s greatest artistic
distinctiveness may still reside in his surfaces. When nine-
teenth-century beaux-arts students came to sculpture,
they were taught to make smooth surfaces that would be
independent of light; hence the sculpture would be pro-
tected against accidental effects. Rodin questioned why,
instead of seeing life’s surfaces as flat, young artists were
not taught to develop a sense of forms in terms of thick-
ness or depth and, just as important, why should not the
sculptor also incorporate light in his thinking and fash-
ioning of surfaces so that they would appear to have a
pulse or be in the process of becoming rather than being
frozen? The figure would seem thus to be more ani-
mated and partake of atmosphere. For his major public
commissions until the Monument to Balzac, Rodin
accorded his figures the equivalent of a “salon finish.” In
his smaller sculptures by the end of the 1880s, Rodin was
showing the answers to what would be the effect if the

exposed touch of the artist were left intact, as in Flying
Figure (cat. nos. 183-84). And when he enlarged uncom-
missioned figures to life-size and for the outdoors, the
smooth yielded to the rough, the marks of making
remained, as in Meditation.

Partial Figures and Outdoor Sculpture

It was not only to the monument that Rodin sought to
restore credibility but to sculpture itself. Along with con-
temporaries like Cézanne, he was pondering what was
essential to a work of art. Both painter and sculptor
deduced that art was a matter of planes in proper rela-
tionships, and for the latter, seen from all directions. To
the question of what sculpture could do without to
regain the power and poetry smothered by academic
teaching and salon standards, Rodin showed in private
and public his alternative, which could be paraphrased,
What if, in addition to titles, costumes, and props, we
were to eliminate parts of the human body that dis-
tracted from those areas having the most expressive and
beautiful movement? So The Walking Man and Flying Fig-
ure. What if by subtracting heads and limbs and physical
movement, we focus just on the beauties of modeling
and light’s passage on the surface? Torso of a Young
Woman (cat. no. 177). What if, instead of vigorous physi-
cal movement as a subject, all that is needed is a well-
modeled sculpture interacting with the movement of
light on the surface of a stationary figure just being?
Thus Prayer (cat. no. 80). Rodin had studied outdoor
sculpture that met contemporary standards of finish and
had seen how strong light on their surfaces tended to
flatten them. What if, to hold the curvature of the mod-
eled plane against the disintegrating or flattening action
of light, the surfaces were roughened, the casting seams
and the shadows they cast were kept in preference to cos-
metic attractiveness? So Cybele (cat. no. 186).

Conservatism

Consider now those assumptions about sculpture he did
not question, or Rodin’s conservatism. First, foremost,
and always that the unclothed human figure—"“nature”
or “life” as he also referred to it—was to be his exclusive
focus, in which as a source of inspiration he had
“absolute faith.” No priest was more demanding than
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Rodin, who told the young, “Nature must be your only
goddess,” for nature “is never ugly.” If at the end of his
life Rodin, like the priests of his youth, had been asked
why artists were put on earth, he might have replied, “To
know and honor nature.” Second, the great tradition of
art was something from which to learn and draw new
inspiration. “Love devotedly the masters who preceded
you. Take care, however, to not imitate your elders.
Respect tradition but know how to discern that which
includes the eternally fertile: the love of Nature and sin-
cerity.” Third, mastery of and passion for métier, or craft
writ large, were essential (“Love your mission passion-
ately”), and the patient worker who loved his craft was
Rodin’s ideal: “Work with tenacity . . . don’t count on
inspiration, it doesn’t exist . . . accomplish your task like
honest workers.”18

When Rodin spoke of the artist’s mission, it included
the practice of working for others. He was mindful how
in the past and in his own day sponsorship by private
individuals, organizations, and the government gave the
artist the place and occasion to do great things. He did
not question the importance of commissions, and as for
public art, he queried only the forms it could take and
how to make it thematically credible to a modern audi-
ence. With his more conservative colleagues, Rodin
believed in the principle that art in public should edu-
cate, elevate, and delight the people. Where he often dif-
fered from his peers was in how and what kind of art
should do these things. He agreed that public art con-
tributed to shaping the nation’s mentality, morality, and
taste, and he took pride that his eventual international
fame brought glory to sculpture and France.

Rodin never questioned the primacy of stone and
bronze as the artist’s materials of choice because of their
long history, strength, and beauty. Nor did he question
nineteenth-century studio practice and its division of
labor by which the artist had artisans translate his work
into plaster and then into carved and cast sculptures.
Testifying at a customs hearing in 1914 on the dutiability
of a bronze head ¢” Balzac, Rodin affirmed his view that
foundry work was for technicians, “as that is not the work
of a sculptor in our days. ™9
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life. I search in nature for this life and amplify it by exag-
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During Rodin’s lifetime the best attempt to analyze his way
of thinking about art may have been the articles by Camille
Mauclair, especially “L’art de M. Auguste Rodin” (1898)
and “Notes sur la technique et le symbolisme de M.
Auguste Rodin” (1gogb). Criticizing traditional art history
as too limited and for not showing Rodin’s relevance to a
broader realm of ideas, Rainer Crone in his essay “Trauma
of the Divine” (in Crone and Salzmann 1992, 9-34)
sought to fathom the nature of Rodin’s genius by citing
Nietzsche’s views on the subject. The result is disappoint-
ing: not once is Rodin’s questioning mentality mentioned.
Instead Crone cites Nietzsche’s conception of genius: “The
Genius in work and deed is necessarily a squanderer: that
he squanders himself, that is his greatness.” The problem
with Crone’s approach is that he knows more about Niet-
zsche than Rodin. The essay “The Many Lives of a Rodin
Sculpture,” which follows in the current volume, indicates
how in the studio Rodin sought not to squander himself as
an artist. It is Crone’s view, influenced by Nietzsche, that
“Pity is that sentiment that must be cast off by the genius”
(21). Perhaps, but Crone’s problem includes the fact that
Rodin was not Nietzsche. As many of Rodin’s contempo-
raries observed, The Gates of Hell provides a compassionate
view of humanity’s fate.

. Mauclair 1gogb, 208.
. I am distinguishing between basic conceptual questions

about what art might be as opposed to what might be
called procedural or technical ones. With regard to the lat-
ter, it is a given that every artist while at work asks such
questions as, What if I use this color? What if I thicken or
darken that surface? What if I add weight to or lighten this
part of the composition?
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Cladel 1917, 56.

Mauclair 19ojb, 208.

Ibid.

Mauclair 1918, 58.

Hughes 1990, 131. Hughes uses the term aqutophagy for
Rodin’s “cannibalizing, part by part, of his own images in
numerous variations, a self-reflexive mode of invention
that one associates more with Picasso than anyone earlier.”
This is discussed at greater length in Elsen 1980.

Mauclair 1gogb, 206.

Translated from Rodin’s “Testament,” reproduced in
Descharnes and Chabrun 1967, 8.

“Rodin’s Mask of Balzac Dutiable as Metal,” Daily Mail, 29

June 1913.
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The Many Lives of a Rodin Sculpture

xcept for his more than 8,000 drawings, some small
Epaintings, several prints, and a number of unique
terra-cotta sculptures, we know Rodin’s art in reproduc-
tion in thousands of plasters and bronzes. This condition
has been true historically for all who modeled first in wax
or clay before having others cast their work in metal or
having assistants carve their work in stone. Only earlier
sculptors who did their own casting, as Benvenuto Cellini
did, or who carved their work directly in wood or stone,
as Donatello and Michelangelo did, produced unique
sculptures. By the nineteenth century most sculptors,
with the exception of Antoine-Louis Barye who ran his
own foundry for a time, relied on a division of labor and
had their plasters cast in bronze or carved in stone by
specialists.

Rodin’s impressive productivity depended not only on
his great energy but on the commercial laws of supply
and demand resulting from an expanding international
clientele for bronze and marble sculptures and on a
large pool of skilled artisans and artists to assist him.!
Rodin’s creativity was his own, but his means of produc-
tion were mostly inherited from predecessors like Jean-
Baptiste Carpeaux and Albert-Ernest Carrier-Belleuse. It
is worth tracking the lives of a Rodin sculpture to under-
stand how he was so prolific, meeting the demands of
commissioners and collectors from the world over while
husbanding time to be creative.

Rodin’s sculptures began in clay and, if not life-size or
portraits, were often small enough not to require an
armature. They were not made from drawings. It was
Rodin’s custom to leave a work in clay for long periods,
relying on skilled assistants such as his model, lifelong
assistant, and mistress Rose Beuret (1844-1917) to keep
the wrapping cloths humid so that the clay would not dry
out, crack, and break. Often Rodin would interrupt his

work to go on trips of many weeks or months, and his let-
ters to Rose included queries about conditions of his clay
sculptures. While in London on 1 June 1886, he wrote,
“My work is in your hands. Do not moisten [the damp
cloths] too much and test with your finger.” Shortly
thereafter and obviously upset by Rose’s reply, he sent a
second letter: “I do not understand that you let the
model moisten [the cloths] when I have given you that
task. I do not want the model when she comes to the stu-
dio to look at the works in clay every day.”?

Rodin loved to work in the heat of feeling, but he also
loved to study his work in clay over time. One of the best
eyewitness accounts of his working procedure came from
Paul Gsell.

In his studio on the rue de I'Université, we often
saw naked women and men who walked around
him. He paid them to live and move before his eyes.
If he caught one of them in a pose that struck him,
he asked the model to stop walking and quickly he
fashioned a small sculpture in clay. He thus exe-
cuted a great number of études. Then he chose
those that pleased him the most for enlargement. . . .
Rodin worked very quickly. His hands were extraor-
dinarily large with strong short fingers. He
kneaded the clay with a fury, rolling it in balls or
cylinders, using in turn the palm and the nails,
playing on the clay like a piano, making it shudder
under the small bones of his fingers; sometimes
brutal, sometimes caressing, twisting in a single
effort a leg, an arm, or lightly stroking the swelling
of a lip. . . . When the fury of a sketch charmed
him, he refused to work on it anymore. He savored
the verve of the quick execution where without any
weakness the unity of feeling ruled all the details of
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a figure. And he feared dulling his idea by more
careful work. If he saw in restudying a figure that a
part came out badly and compromised the signifi-
cance of the rest, he broke it off without scruple
and the statue lost an arm or a leg. . . . He aban-
doned a work, leaving it to rest for a time. He
began a new one. He continued with a third. In the
studio he always had a large number of works in
process, and he moved from one to the other
according to his humor. Certain figures, certain
groups, ripened if one can call it that. Others were
never finished. Clients were impatient, but he
couldn’t care less.3

A second such account came from the Austrian writer
Stefan Zweig, who as a young man visited Rodin and later
recalled the event. After lunch the sculptor took him to
the studio.

The master led me to a socle on which was con-
cealed under damp cloths his last work, a portrait
of a woman. He removed the cloths with his hands,
heavy and wrinkled like a peasant’s, and stepped
back. It drew from me an involuntary “Admirable!”
and I immediately blushed at this banality. But with
his objective tranquillity, in which one could not
find a grain of vanity, he murmured while contem-
plating his own work, “Is it not!” Then he hesitated:
“Only there, the shoulder . .
removed his jacket, put on a white blouse, seized a
spatula and with a magisterial touch smoothed the
tender skin of the shoulder that seemed to live and
breath. He stepped back again, “And then, there”
he murmured. The effect was intensified anew by
his slightest touch. Then he spoke no more. He
advanced and retreated, considered the figure in a
mirror, uttered groans and other inarticulate
sounds, changed, corrected. His eyes that at the
dinner table wandered distractedly and were filled
with amiability now projected a singular glimmer.
He seemed to have become larger and rejuvenated.
He worked and worked and worked with all the pas-
sion and strength of his power..l and heavy body;
each time that he stepped forward and brusquely
retreated the floor boards cracked. But he did not
hear it. . . . A quarter of an hour passed thusly, a
half hour. . . . Rodin was so absorbed . . . in his work
that a thunder clap would not have awakened him.

. one moment!” He

He worked more and more quickly. Then his hands
became more hesitant. They seemed to have recog-
nized that there was nothing more for them to do.
Once, twice, three times he drew back, without
changing anything. Then he murmured something
in his beard, delicately replaced the cloths around
the figure the way one slips a shawl around the
shoulders of a woman he loves.*

When he could find no more to add or subtract from
a clay sculpture, he would then have one of his assistants,
such as Dieudonné or Fugene Guioché, father and son
who specialized in moldmaking, make a mold of it, from
which several plaster casts would then be made. The clay
itself, particularly if small or at the beginning of a major
effort, might be baked into a terra-cotta, thereby preserv-
ing it as a permanent record. We know from the artist’s
files that these terra-cottas were sometimes used for
enlargements. On 12 May 1g9rz, for instance, an
enlarger named Anciaux von Elsberg billed Rodin 160
francs for “a crouching woman—modeled in terra-cotta,
enlarged to twice its original size.” Rodin’s assistants,
particularly those who worked in stone, seem to have pre-
ferred working from plasters rather than the unique
terra-cottas, which contracted as a result of dehydration
during the baking. When Rodin was finished with a clay
sculpture, especially a large figure, and did not have it
baked into terra-cotta because of its size and the metal
armature inside, it would then be destroyed. In the
instance of a large sculpture that had been cast in plaster,
such as the lifesize clay figure of Claude Lorrain which
Rodin left in his Nancy studio, it would be referred to in
studio notes as the “carcass,” and destruction included
dismantling the metal armature.

The molds that produced the plasters could also be
used by Rodin to make additional clay impressions,
which were known as estampages (stampings). A fresh clay
impression allowed Rodin to continue modeling without
further fatiguing his original material, and as in the case
of portrait studies, like those of Clemenceau, they
allowed him to assay different expressions or facial
adjustments. The value of making new clay casts from the
plasters was explained by Rodin himself: “It is almost
always at the very last moment that I find what I wantin a
figure or bust, after wandering around in the deepest
despair. Sometimes I do not find my idea until the work
is cast in plaster, then I reproduce it in clay, and make it
as [ want it.”6 The making of clay impressions or casts was
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a timesaving device for an artist who constantly saw ways
of changing what he had done and never considered a
work finished. Rodin did not invent this method but
learned it probably while working in the studios of his
former employer Carrier-Belleuse.

Another use to which the clay impression was put is
revealed in a letter to Rodin from one of his carvers,
Marcel Jacques. Rodin often gave his carvers (practiciens)
plaster models that were not totally resolved, and they
had to consult with the master if they did not want to
exercise their own initiative in interpreting Rodin’s
intentions. Thus Jacques’s comment, “When the model
is not very resolved, I believe that the best means to help
you would be to retake an impression of the model in
clay; with your indications and [working from] nature,
nothing would be easier and one would realize your
idea. Then, one would only begin the marble with a well-
resolved model: that would not cost much more and you
would be completely satisfied.”” As well as providing the
artist the wherewithal to continue his modeling and
make alterations, additional clay impressions could be
made into terra-cotta editions—popular since the eigh-
teenth century because of their color and low cost—such
as his portrait of Albert-Ernest Carrier-Belleuse (cat. no.
84). Thus it was possible to have both clay and terra-cotta
versions of a sculpture that were, in fact, reproductions.

Rodin always had numerous plaster casts made of his
initial clay sculpture (usually from six to twelve), even if
only a figural fragment like an arm. They served myriad
purposes beyond replacement of broken casts. Usually
more than one of these plasters went into what he
termed his bibliothéque anatomique (anatomical library) as
a record for later study of what he had done or for other
future uses, according to René Chéruy, Rodin’s secretary
from 1goz to 19o8, who left many notes that he
intended for a book on Rodin.# Rodin’s anatomical
library grew to be his world-famous personal museum of
about 7,000 plaster casts at Meudon, where he lived just
outside Paris (fig. 10).9

Today’s public does not generally consider Rodin’s
plasters as final or “finished.” Plasters are thought of as a
kind of limbo, something far less attractive than a bronze
and a nuisance because of their susceptibility to breakage
and dust. While he did have a disparaging word to say
about plasters on occasion, Rodin thought of his plasters
as works of art as shown by the fact that he exhibited,
sold, and gave them away: “Rodin had no superstition
(or preference) for either bronze or marble. He was only

interested in the form and modeling. He preferred the
plasters, and in his ‘museum’ he took care to only keep
there fresh casts, which, of course, caused him consider-
able expense. (Rodin employed three moldmakers at all
times.) His only regret was that the plasters would get
dirty and were fragile. He hoped that an unbreakable
plaster would be invented.”10

Most of Rodin’s sculptures never got beyond the plas-
ter stage during his lifetime because of his practice for
the most part of only bronzecasting or carving on
demand. From the edition of plasters Rodin would select
one for exhibition, as was the custom in his day, and buy-
ers would then order a bronze cast or stone carving. All
dirt would be removed from the exhibition cast. Some-
times a plaster cast would be painted to look like a
bronze for purposes of exhibition or study, as when
Rodin placed a bronze-painted plaster cast of the large
Thinker in front of the Panthéon to consider its relation
to the building. If, as in the competition for The Burghers
of Calais, it was a presentation plaster, it might even be
polished. When Rodin wanted to give a friendly critic or
frequent client a token of his appreciation, it was often in
the form of a plaster cast, which might bear a personal
inscription. Rodin probably gave away more plaster
sculptures than he sold bronzes, which did not hurt his
reputation among those in the art world who supported
him. The collector Antony Roux was the rare client who
demanded his plasters be unique and none others be
sold, as with The Bather (cat. no. 150), sold in 1888 to
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Fig. 10.
Contents of
drawer from
Rodin’s studio
containing 28
plaster
fragments
including a
torso, arms,
legs, feet,
hands. Musée
Rodin, Paris,
$710-36.



Fig. 11. Man and
His Thought,
1889, plaster
with nails.
Musée Rodin,
Paris, S618.

Roux. The collector wrote to Rodin, “Except Danae, for
which you have reserved to yourself the right of repro-
duction (three in marble with enlargement), all the
other compositions remain my exclusive property, it
being understood that you will not keep any examples.”!

At least by 1900 Rodin’s plasters had the value of cur-
rency, and he so used them. That they were often highly
regarded by artists is shown in a letter to Rodin from
one of Emile-Antoine Bourdelle’s assistants, Nuala
O’Donel, who in 1905 wanted work as a carver: “I would
be very happy if you permitted me just to keep the plas-
ter that served as my model.”1?2 According to one of
Rodin’s former and most skilled assistants, the sculptor
and practicien Georges Mathet, he did not pay them well.

His practice of sometimes compensating or rewarding
his favored assistants with a plaster, or just leaving a plas-
ter working model in an assistant’s studio, caused seri-
ous problems after his death, when these sculptures
were translated by their owners into bronzes and carv-
ings unauthorized by the French government, which
had obtained all reproduction rights in 1916. In 1919
the government brought several artists and a foundry to
trial on this basis.!3 The son of a sculptor named Charles
Jonchery was found guilty of such abuse, despite the
pleas of the defendant and his lawyer that Jonchery’s
father, who died in 1907, had been given reproduction
rights by Rodin in 1go4 or 1gop.!* In the same trial it
was further revealed that Mathet on certain occasions
received two plasters and two marbles for his services.
He assumed that the rights of reproduction were his
after Rodin’s death, and he sold the plasters and their
reproduction rights to a dealer named G. Danthon. This
man was in turn found guilty of participating in the ille-
gal reproduction of Rodin’s sculpture.15

A plaster that was to be used for a bronze was some-
times reworked by Rodin, who would use tools to
sharpen details lost in the moldmaking. (Stanford’s plas-
ter head of a one-eyed, one-eared man [cat. no. 144]
shows such marks, although in the absence of the var-
nish then used often for moldmaking, the plaster seems
not to have served for a bronze-casting in Rodin’s life-
time.) A bronze foundry such as Leblanc-Barbedienne,
with which Rodin entered into a contract in 1898 for
open-ended editions of The Kiss and Eternal Spring,
would receive a plaster that in turn might be reduced to
a size the editor deemed commercially attractive.
Instead of relying on the fragile plaster for future mold-
making, the foundry would make at times an unbreak-
able iron casting so that numerous molds could then be
taken for years afterward.

Plasters that served Rodin’s assistants in carving stone
might have nails driven into them at certain points,
known as points de repére (guiding marks), on which the
leg of a compass could be placed for measuring purposes
(fig. 11). The surface of the plaster would be covered
with hundreds of graphite points for the second leg of
the compass, thereby assisting the carvers in reckoning
distances to be copied in the stone.16

When a marble was finally carved from a plaster,
Rodin usually had a plaster cast made of the result as a
record. (Constantin Brancusi learned this from Rodin.)
The process of reproducing the marble usually began by
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making a mold out of clay as plaster would have adhered
to the stone.l” That this reproductive process was not
always a simple matter was shown in a letter from Rodin’s
practicien J. Menque, who warned, “[If] you have the
intention of taking a hollow mold of the marble I am
about to deliver to you, it would be prudent to mold the
weaker part in gelatin, the marble not being solid
there.”8 When he was especially pleased with a carving,
as in the case of Illusions Received by the Earth, Rodin
would have its plaster cast in bronze (cat. no. 168). A
not-unusual sequence for a Rodin sculpture consisted of
eight or nine states: the clay, then a plaster and occasion-
ally a terra-cotta, then possibly a clay enlargement, fol-
lowed by its casting in plaster, then a bronze or a carving,

and if the latter, then a plaster that in turn would be used
to make a bronze.

Rodin used plasters for his own enlarging and reduc-
tion. With the introduction in 1836 of Achille Collas’s
machine it became possible—and common—for artists
to have reductions made of their most popular works
(fig. 12).19 There were technicians then (and are still
today) who specialized in making smaller versions that
were easier to sell.20 Rodin’s contribution seems to have
been, after The Burghers of Calais, to use the Collas
process and technicians like Henri Lebossé
(1845-1922) to enlarge new sculptures from less-than-
life-size plasters (see fig. 18). In this manner the final
Balzac, the large Thinker, and the larger-than-life-size
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far left: Fig. 12.
Three views of
sculpture
technician
Georges Bigel
in his Paris
studio using a
Collas machine
to reproduce a
sculpture.

Left: Fig. 13.
Photographer
unknown,
plaster expert
(mouleur) Paul
Cruet attaches
The Head of
Sorrow to the
enlargement of
the Ugolino
group at
Meudon,

€. 1911



Top: Fig. 14. Small
Torso of a Seated
Woman, n.d.,
plaster, 7%z in. (19
c¢m). Musée Rodin,
Paris, S532.

Abaove: Fig. 15.
Torso of a Seated
Woman, n.d.,
enlarged 19077,
plaster. Musée
Rodin, Paris.

Whistler’s Muse were made by
Lebossé in clay. Rodin saw
this as a labor-saving device.
There were frequent consul-
tations between Rodin and
Lebossé about changes that
had to be made in the larger
clay from the smaller plaster
version. On the one hand
Rodin had confidence in his
own sense of scale, that his
modeling could accommo-
date (figs.
14-15), and that he could
make corrections during the
actual enlarging process. But
on the other hand he told
Chéruy, “The enlargement of
a figure also enlarges the
errors if they exist. They are
invisible to the uninitiated
and are visible only to the

enlargement

author . . . I prefer my first
version.”2!

How Rodin might deal with
the errors in the enlarged
plasters  was  graphically
recorded in Ambroise Vol-
lard’s account of visiting

Rodin’s studio: “He had a
large saber in his hand. On
the studio floor one saw the
debris of statues, hands,
decapitated heads. . . . Rodin
spied one of the statues, the
only one that remained intact. . . . He wielded his sword.
The head fell. . . . Rodin then held the head in his hands.
“How beautiful it is without the body! I will tell you one
of my secrets. All these fragments that you see come from
enlargements. Now, in an enlargement if certain parts
keep their proportions, others are not in scale. But one
must know where to cut!™?2 The membra disjecta, such as
the head Rodin exclaimed over, would be treated as self-
sufficient works of art and possibly cast in bronze.

Along with studying them in a mirror, Rodin often had
his plasters, as well as clay versions, photographed in the
studio (fig. 16). He used mirrors and these photographs
for a more detached evaluation of his work. Thanks to a

photograph taken in 1887 by Jessie Lipscomb
(1861-1952) of Rodin in his studio before The Gates of
Hell, we can actually see one of the mirrors he used (fig.
177). At times he would draw on the photographs, testing
possible changes in the arrangement of hair, drapery, cos-
tume, or socle (fig. 18).22 Thus photographs on which he
had drawn became “states” in the evolution of a sculp-
ture. From photographs taken under his direction and
surviving examples in the Musée Rodin, we know that
Rodin would add clay to his plasters to try out new ideas
or improve on the work of his assistants.2¢ Rodin would
first establish a physical reconnaissance of the sitter in
clay and then plaster. After he had established what for
him was the “type,” he would begin his interpretations.
When working on a portrait, such as that of Clemenceau
(cat. no. 145), he filed the surfaces of four plaster casts to
provide a greater purchase for the addition of clay, which
allowed him to alter his interpretation of the subject (fig.
19). If he was satisfied with the additions, a new mold
would be taken so that a fresh plaster would make the
changes more permanent.?> Rodin had separate molds
made of Clemenceau’s features so that he had an inven-
tory of eyes and eyebrows, mustaches and mouths. With
this repertory and like an actor using props such as wigs,
mustaches, and false eyebrows, Rodin tested minimal fea-
tural changes in successive plasters.

Plasters were cheap, abundant, and they crowded his
studios, as photographs and eyewitness descriptions tell
us. (Edmond de Goncourt likened them to a coral reef.)
They were surrogates for live models and encouraged
Rodin to continue working when the models themselves
had gone. Not only did Rodin think with his hands while
modeling clay, but he also thought with the manipula-
tion of his plasters, his own ready-mades. Many of his
audaciously paired figures, for example, were not the
result of models posing but derived from the sculptor’s
manipulation of plasters separately made. Their joining,
in what is called marcottage, depended on the fruitful fric-
tion or interaction of surfaces in contact with one
another as well as the overall, abstract, aesthetic effect,
not psychological or physical probability (see, for exam-
ple, cat nos. 50, 16g; figs. 150, 230, 571).26 As Rodin put
it, “When the figures are well modeled, they approach
one another and group themselves by themselves. I
copied two figures separately; I brought them together;
that sufficed, and these two bodies united made
‘Francesca da Rimini and Paolo.””"?7

Rodin’s anatomical library allowed him to invent fig-
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Top left: Fig. 16.
Harry C. Ellis,
Centauress
(A137)

Top right: Fig.
17. Jessie
Lipscomb,
Rodin in the
Mirror with “The
Gates of Hell” in
background,
1887. Musée
Rodin, Paris.

Bottom left: Fig.
18, Victor
Pannelier,
“Eustache de
Saint-Pierre,” in
clay, 1886,
albumen print
with ink
additions.
Musée Rodin,
Paris.

Bottom right:
Fig. 19. Study
for “Portrait of
Georges
Clemenceau,”
. 1911-14,
plaster and
plastilene.
Musée Rodin,
Meudon, S1730.



Top left: Fig. 20.
Study for
“Portrait of
Etienne
Clémentel,”
second state,
1915-16,
plaster, 223/ x
24Yi6 X 1146 in.,
(57.8x 61.1x
29.7 cm).
Musée Rodin,
Paris.

Top right: Fig.
21, Study for
“Portrait of
Etienne
Clémentel,”
second state,
1915-16, plaster
with plaster
coating, 21'%e x
1456 X 10Wis in.
(55.1x37.2x
27.2.¢cm).
Musée Rodin,
Paris.

Bottom left; Fig.
22. Bust of
Helene von
Nostitz, 1902(?),
plaster, 814 x
8e X 434 in.
(22x22x12
cm). Musée
Rodin, Paris,
S688.

Bottom right:
Fig. 23. Bust of
Helene von
Nostitz, 1902(?),
plaster with
graphite
notations, 81
X 8146 X 43/ in.
(22x22x12
cm). Musée
Rodin, Paris,
S689.

ures, like Orpheus (cat. no. g6), in which he showed indif-
ference to consistency of gender. He was also able to vary
the position of a figure’s arms, like those of Meditation
(cat. nos. 61-62), without changing her torso. Drawing
from his inventory of plasters, Rodin showed no concern
for consistency of sizes, so that a life-size adult figure
might be joined with a halflife-size one as in “Shade” with
“Meditation” (see fig. 192).

Usually the plaster figures, such as Stanford’s
Ugolino and His Sons (cat. no. 45), were joined with
wax, and sometimes they were given new common sur-
faces by dipping them in liquid plaster. This technique
of providing a plaster with a new coat or skin may have
been learned from ceramists in producing glazes, as
Anne Pingeot suggested to me, or it may have just
developed in earlier nineteenth-century studio practice
as a quick and inexpensive way of cleaning plaster
casts. It seems Rodin may have been using it as early as
1877, when in a letter to Rose Beuret he referred to a

small study of Ugolino that he wanted her to
ship to him. He instructed that his assistant
Paul Frisch was to make a wooden base for
the sculpture and that “he whiten it, and if
there is a need he will give a coat [une couche]
to the plaster so that it is even.”28 The prac-
tice of dip-casting his plasters offered many
advantages besides unifying the surface color
and texture of paired figures or of a single
figure, such as The Sphinx (cat. no. 79).
When making studies of a head, such as that
for Saint John the Baptist Preaching (1878), by
dipping a rough plaster sketch, he
could get the sense of a more finished
appearance. In portraiture, such as that
of Etienne Clémentel (figs. 20-21), the
process allowed him to modulate previ-
ous touches of the clay thereby trans-
forming them from appearing to be
warts to facial muscles and giving the
subject more resilient skin and hence a
more youthful look. As the new coat
masked tiny details, it allowed him to
foresee what a plaster might look like
when carved in marble. In the case of a
dipped plaster Bust of Helene von Nostitz
(figs. 22—23) Rodin produced the effect
of a veil covering part of her face.2?

The various states through which a
sculpture might pass had an equivalent in Rodin’s draw-
ings, further evidence of his inventive frugality and
never considering a work finished. Before about 18go
he might begin with a pencil sketch, then rework it with
inks and gouache so that the drawing had become many
layered. (His art school teachers had urged him to
improve at night drawings made in the daytime.) After
1896 his initial pencil sketch might be traced by the
artist holding two sheets of paper up to a window, thus
allowing him to give one of the drawings to a friend
while retaining the original or copy or to rectify the orig-
inal by adjusting the figure’s placement within the field
of the copy. (There are two such tracings on onionskin
paper in the Stanford collection [cat. nos. 202-203].)
To a pencil-drawn sketch Rodin often added a wash of
body color through which he could alter or rectify con-
tours. If the drawing was to be reproduced, a technician,
like Auguste Clot, would make a transfer lithograph, or
an engraver, like J.-L. Perrichon, would translate it into a
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line cut. On more than 8o occasions, and anticipating

Henri Matisse, Rodin used scissors to silhouette a figure
drawing in wash, thereby having a third chance to shape
its bodily contours. With his cutouts Rodin might make
a montage, similar to his marcottage of plaster sculptures
(fig. 24), in which he joined separately made figures in a
new composition.30
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15.
16.

17.
18.
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The reader should find informative Frederic V. Grunfeld’s
chapter about the manner in which Rodin’s atelier was
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Roux to Rodin, 6 November 18go, in Roux file, Musée
Rodin archives.

O’Donel file, Musée Rodin archives.
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is in the Musée Rodin archives. For the testimony of
Mathet see Cahier 5.044—7, Musée Rodin archives.
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Cahier 5.044—7, Musée Rodin archives.

Some years ago in his zeal to restore a damaged plaster cast
of Rodin’s life-size Eve, which had served as the source of a
carved version, the then director of the Maryhill Museum
of Art in Goldendale, Washington, did not prevent the
equally eager and historically uninformed conservator
from removing all the cosmetically unattractive graphite
markings. As impressive evidence of his ardor as an educa-
tor, Rodin had chosen that cast to go via Loie Fuller to the
American collector Sam Hill and his museum to further
public understanding of the work of art. On this collection
see Jean-Luc Bordeaux, Rodin: The Maryhill Collection. Exh.
cat. J. Paul Getty Museum. Pullman, Wa.: Washington State
University Press, 1976.
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tury Sculpture,” in Wasserman 1975, 47-49.

See author’s “Rodin’s ‘Perfect Collaborator,’
Lebossé” in Elsen 1981, 248-59.
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(Paris: Albin Michel, 19%7), 233-35.

See Elsen 1980, 16-18.

See photograph of the Barbey d’Aurevilly bust, all of which
was done by an assistant from visual documentation except
for the clay additions, in Elsen 1980, pls. 123—24. See
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named Nicoladze made the bust.
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Photographer
unknown,
Rodin with “The
Hand of God,”
n.d., aristotype.
Musée Rodin,
Paris.



Casting a Rodin Sculpture

1l bronze casts authorized by Rodin and later by his

heir, the French government, are authentic and
original.! There are some purists who argue that only
when the sculptor himself has chased or reworked a cast-
ing is it authentic.?2 By this standard not a single bronze
authorized by Rodin would be authentic, as he did not
himself work on the casting and finishing, and he report-
edly never set foot in the foundries that worked for him.3
Rodin believed that foundry work was for artisans and
not sculptors like himself.

The public’s confusion about which of the 21 casts of
the large Thinker is the “original,” for example, stems
from equating original with unique or first. Like lithogra-
phy and etching, bronze is a reproductive medium, and
all works in an authorized edition are original. What was
chronologically the first in an edition is not necessarily
any better than what came last. When a work is bronze-
cast, the final mold is broken to release the metal sculp-
ture inside. What is not destroyed are the plasters from
which were made the various molds used in the casting
process. These plasters are the property of the Musée
Rodin and are usually stored at Meudon. As they could
be damaged in the casting process, Rodin always had sev-
eral made of the same subject.

Without a complete and accurate history of a bronze
cast’s ownership, its continuous presence in a museum
before the artist’s death, or its having come from a
foundry that worked for Rodin but closed before 1917,
such as Griffoul and Lorge, it is usually impossible to tell
if a bronze was made during Rodin’s lifetime.* Before the
Musée Rodin had foundries date the casts made for it,
they were not so marked. During and after his lifetime,
Rodin’s signature, A. Rodin, was inscribed in the cast by
foundrymen. No question but that the Alexis Rudier
foundry, which cast Rodin’s work from 1go2 until its

closing in 1953, produced many of the best casts, but
even that fine foundry was not infallible. Lifetime casts of
Rodin’s work were not of consistently high quality, and
the same is true of authorized posthumous castings. The
connoisseur of Rodin casts must take them on an individ-
ual basis. Judging the quality of casting includes an evalu-
ation of the bronze used; determining its fidelity to the
modeling achieved by either sand or lost-wax casting
(Rodin preferred the greater precision of the latter but
was often forced to settle for the former); examining the
chasing or reworking of the raw cast to bring it closer to
the plaster from which it was made; and finally consider-
ing the patina or color produced by the application of
acids to the bronze. In the judgment of this author, to
1995 the finest casts of Rodin’s work in terms of consis-
tency, accuracy, and quality have been those made by
Jean Bernard, master founder at and president of the
Fondation Coubertin (fig. 25). (It was explained to me
by a director of the Musée Rodin that Coubertin could
not be used exclusively because the government could
not be seen to favor a single foundry over others.) In
Rodin’s lifetime the demands of clients dictated which
works were cast in bronze, as the sculptor evidently did
not want to maintain an expensive inventory or seem to
be keeping a sculpture shop like his contemporary
Emmanuel Frémiet and bronze editors like Barbedi-
enne. At least since 1975 the decision as to which Rodin
plasters were to be cast has been made by the administra-
tion of the Musée Rodin.

The Stanford cast of The Gates of Hell (cat. no. g7) was
commissioned by the French government from the Fon-
dation Coubertin at the request of B. Gerald Cantor in
1977. He wanted it to be shown in Rodin Rediscovered
(1981-82), the largest exhibition ever of the artist’s
work, organized by the author for the National Gallery of
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Art. In the period 1978-81 the cast-
ing was done by the Fondation Cou-
bertin under the supervision of
Bernard (fig. 26).> Rodin had made
it clear that he wanted the doors cast
by the lostwax method: “For its
reproduction in bronze it is an
absolute condition that it shall be by
the lost-wax process.”™ His reasons
were that the lost-wax process gave
greater precision and because the
surfaces of The Gates of Hell were so
complex.
The Stanford cast was made in 7
sections, and g2 parts were poured
separately and then welded to the
portal. Both numbers are smaller
than those required for sand cast-
ings: 15 sections and more than 120
separate figures. The old foundry-
man who supervised the four sand
casts for Rudier observed the results
of the Coubertin casting with the
author in 1981 and pronounced
them superior to his own in terms of
accuracy and quality. This superior-
ity extends to the higher quality of
the bronze, greater fidelity to
Rodin’s modeling, decreased need
for chasing, and superior welding.
(Less chasing, according to
Bernard, means “less abuse” to the
metal.) Unlike the Stanford cast,
none of the previous sand casts were
patinated; the advantage of patina-
tion being a more even coloration
over time and less variability with
changing light conditions. The ear-
lier cast in the Musée Rodin garden
had an interior iron armature that
in 1974 disintegrated due to elec-
trolytic action over the years. As
designed by Bernard, the Stanford cast has a bronze
and steel armature, and a drainage system to remove
water from the roof that in the Musée Rodin cast rusted
and damaged The Thinker below it. Like all but the
Meudon cast, the Stanford Gates include the standing
nude figure, The Small Fauness (fig. 27) on a ledge

Left: Fig. 25. B. Gerald Cantor with master
founder Jean Bernard (left) at the Coubertin
Foundry, 1977.

Below: Fig. 26. The Gates of Hell in the
Coubertin Foundry, 30 January 1981.

attached to the upper right molding, just below the lin-
tel and opposite The Falling Man. (Indicative of their
interest in educating the public, the Cantors commis-
sioned an illustrative record of the stages of the lost-wax
casting of The Small Fauness; one set is in the Stanford
collection [figs. 28-38].)
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Fig. 27. Detail of The Gates of Hell: The Small

Fauness.

BELOW AND OPPOSITE PAGE
Figs. 28-38. Eleven-step lost-wax casting process of
The Small Fauness from The Gates of Hell (A21-31).
Descriptions were written by Léonard Gianadda for
the catalogue of the 1984 exhibition Rodin (see
Gassier 1984, 50-55). Bracketed comments are by

the author.

Fig. 28. Step 1. The sculptor creates
a model, which is generally made of
plaster, clay, marble, stone, or
wood.

Fig. 29. Step 2. An impression of the
model is made in a bed of very fine
elastic material (such as latex)
supported by a rigid outer mold. The
supportive outer layer is designed
to withstand the pressure of melted
wax running through the mold.

Fig. 30. Step 3. This sharply defined
mold is used to create a fireproof
clay model, or “core,” identical to
the artist’s original model. [This
step is necessary for several
reasons but chiefly to make the final
casting hollow rather than solid, as
the core is scraped out when the
bronze has cooled.]

Fig. 31. Step 4. The surface of the
clay model core is scraped, reducing
it by the desired thickness of the
final bronze. [For large sculptures
this requires experienced foundry
workers who know where to use
thicker bronze to enhance the
structural integrity of the piece.]



Fig. 32. Step 5. After closing the
mold around the clay model, wax is
poured into the space between the
core and the mold. This stage is
crucial in producing a perfect
reproduction of the initial sculpture.
The result is a wax model, which is
finished by hand to restore any lost
fidelity to the modeling of the
original sculpture and to incorporate
the artist’s signature, cast number,
and foundry seal.

Fig. 36. Step 9. Molten bronze is
then poured into the cavity of the
mold, filling the spaces left by the
wax model. After it has cooled, the
mold is broken and the metal
appears—the figure and the
conduits are an exact reproduction
of the wax figure in step 5.

Fig. 33. Step 6. A network of wax
conduits, called sprues and gates,
are attached to the core model. They
will act as channets through which
the wax when heated will escape
from the mold.

Fig. 37. Step 10. The network of
conduits are then cut and the
surface reworked so that no trace of
them can be seen. This procedure of
hand finishing the bronze to
perfection is called chasing.
Remains of the fireproof clay model
core left inside the bronze are now
removed.

Fig. 34. Step 7. A finely granulated
ceramic is gradually applied to the
surface of the core model and its
conduits until it becomes thick and
coarse. The end result is called an
investment mold. The mold is then
dried and heated; the melted wax
now flows through and out of the
mold, leaving a space between the
fire-resistant clay core and the
investment mold. This method of
losing the wax is catled “the lost-
wax process.”.

Fig. 38. Step 11. On completion of
the chasing, hot or cold oxides are
applied with a brush to the surface
of the bronze to create a thin layer
of corrosion. This layer, which,
depending on the oxides used, is
usually brown, green, black, or blue
in color, is called the patina.

Fig. 35. Step 8. The investment mold
is then heated to a high temperature
and covered with a coating, which
must be completely dry before
bronze pouring begins. [For large
casting there is often a
reinforcement of the mold by metal
mesh.]



NOTES
1. For a discussion of this subject the reader is encouraged to

see Jean Chatelain’s essay in Elsen 1981, 275-82. See also
Monique Laurent, “Les éditions de bronze du Musée
Rodin,” in Rodin et la sculpture contemporaire (Paris: Musée
Rodin, 1982), 13—19 and “Vie posthume d’un fonds d’ate-
lier: les editions de bronzes du musée Rodin,” in La Sculp-
ture du XIXe siécle, une Mémoire Retrouvée. Les fonds de sculp-
ture (Rencontres de I'Ecole du Louvre; Paris: La
Documentation francaise, 1986), 245-53.

. De Caso and Sanders discussed this view (1977, 32) and
also referred to the opinion of Frisch and Shipley (1939,
393)-

. See Chéruy file, Musée Rodin. This information seems not
to have been available to Patricia Sanders, who wrote the
otherwise helpful essay “Notes on Rodin’s Technique,” in
de Caso and Sanders 1977, 29-33.

. See Laurent’s essay “Observations on Rodin and His
Founders” in Elsen 1981, 285-93.

. In 1977 the author was asked by the Musée Rodin to give
an opinion on the appropriate foundry to do the casting.
After study of the subject and foundry visits, the Fondation
Coubertin was recommended and accepted. This was on
the basis of Rodin’s desire that the work be made by the
lost-wax process, and in my opinion the Fondation Cou-
bertin was outstanding in this regard. After World War 1I,
Jean Bernard, son of the famous French sculptor Joseph
Bernard, who was interested in bronze-casting all his life,
obtained from the U.S. Air Force declassified information

on improvements made in the lost-wax method in order to
precisely cast engine parts for American fighter planes.
This new technology coupled with Jean Bernard’s inven-
tiveness with such things as the backing of the latex molds,
new formulas for making investment molds, and pouring
molten bronze through the bottom of the cauldrons
rather than spilling it over the edge, has meant that life-
size casts, such as the individual burghers of Calais, can be
done in one piece, thereby eliminating the problem of
joints and extensive chasing.

Of the first five bronze casts of The Gates of Hell made
after Rodin’s death, that by Coubertin is the only one done
by the lostwax process. The others were made by the
Alexis Rudier foundry using the sand-casting method. In
1992 a sixth lost-wax cast was completed by Coubertin for
the Shizuoka Prefectural Museum of Art in Japan, and in
1993 a seventh for the Rodin Gallery in Seoul, South
Korea. The first two casts were purchased by Jules Mast-
baum for his Rodin Museum in Philadelphia and for the
Musée Rodin. The third, in Tokyo’s Museum of Western
Art, was purchased by the great Japanese art collector
Prince Matsukata. On the advice of Arno Breker the
fourth was ordered by Hermann Goring for Adolf Hitler
during World War II and since 1954 has been outside the
Kunsthaus Zurich.

. Bartlett in Elsen 1g65a, 74. Other citations regarding cost

estimates are in Elsen 1985a, 62.
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Catalogue

atalogue entries are arranged thematically. Within
Ceach section, works follow an approximate chrono-
logical sequence with occasional departures to juxtapose
works related by theme or derivation.

Each work is identified by main title. One French title,
either that given by Georges Grappe, author of the fun-
damental Musée Rodin catalogue, or one conventionally
used by the Musée Rodin has been supplied, followed by
principal title variations historically carried by the work;
these variants are provided in English. Title variations
are given only once when more than one version of the
subject is discussed. References to Musée Rodin encom-
pass the collections in Paris and at Meudon which may
be specified by an inventory, or “S” number.

Dates given for each work are those of the object’s
conception or a reasonable approximation thereof. For
sculptures, where appropriate, a date of reduction or
enlargement and, if known, the date of the present cast is
also provided.

For each sculpture, signature, inscriptions, and marks
are indicated. A statement such as “signed on left shoul-
der” (see, for example, cat. no. 4) denotes the figure’s

own, or proper, left shoulder. The foundry as well as
uninscribed cast and edition numbers are indicated if
known. Provenance is cited if known. Versions and vari-
ants of the works are discussed in the entries; document-
ing the multitudinous versions and variants and their
whereabouts, however, is outside the scope of the present
enterprise.

For each entry the Literature includes selected mono-
graphs and collection and exhibition catalogues in which
the composition is discussed, including some references
to versions and variants in other media and dimensions.
Citations to Grappe refer to the Catalogue du Musée Rodin,
1944 edition, unless otherwise noted. The sources, listed
chronologically in the Literature in abbreviated form
according to author (or editor) and date, are keyed to
the Selected Bibliography, which provides full apparatus.

The date of a gift is included in the accession number.
Photographs are by Frank Wing unless otherwise noted.
Translations are by Albert Elsen or Rosalyn Frankel Jami-
son (or cited authors) unless otherwise noted. Bracketed
interpolations within quotations are Elsen’s unless other-
wise noted.
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Patriotic Themes

By 1900 Rodin was viewed by many as a great artist who
belonged to the world, yet he always reckoned the hon-
ors paid to him outside France to be tributes to France
and French art. It was in certain sculptures of the 1870s
and 188os that he unabashedly displayed his love of
country and pride in being a Frenchman. In this section
have been grouped proposals for and actual patriotic

monuments, such as The Burghers of Calais. They are
reminders that for Rodin and his contemporaries there
was total confidence in public sculpture’s power to affect
the people’s mentality and emotions with regard to their
country’s history and identity. Working within an old tra-
dition, Rodin nevertheless dramatically altered the stan-
dard for patriotic public art.
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The Age of Bronze (Ldge d'airain), 187576

* Title variations: The Age of Brass, Age of Iron, Age of Stone, The Awak-
ening of Humanity, Man Who Awakens to Nature, Primeval Man, The
Vanquished, Wounded Soldier

* Bronze, Alexis Rudier Foundry, cast c. 1920

® 71x20x20in. (180.4x50.8 Xx50.8 cm)

* Signed on top of base, left: Rodin

* Inscribed on back of base, right: Alexis Rudier/Fondeur. Paris; interior
cachet: A. Rodin

¢ Provenance: Reynaud Icare, Paris; Wildenstein Gallery; Charles
Zadak, New York; Bruton Gallery, Somerset

* Gift of B. Gerald Cantor Collection, 1983.300

Figure 39

2

The Age of Bronze, 1875—76,
reduced (large reduction) 1903—4

* Bronze, Georges Rudier Foundry, cast 1969, 11/12

* 39Xx15%2131in.(99.1X39.4x33 cm)

* Signed on top of base, left: A. Rodin.

* Inscribed on back of base, right: Georges Rudier/Fondeur. Paris; on
base, left side, near front: © by Musée Rodin 1969; interior cachet: A,
Rodin

® Provenance: Musée Rodin, Paris; Paul Kantor Gallery, Los Angeles

* Gift of the Iris and B. Gerald Cantor Foundation, 1974.51

Figure 40

3

The Age of Bronze, 1875—76, reduced (small reduc-
tion) 1903—4

¢ Plaster, Alexis Rudier Foundry

* 26x8Y2x7in. (65x21.6x17.8cm)

e Signed on top base, left : Rodin

* [nscribed on back of base: Alexis Rudier/Fondeur Pa[ris}

* Provenance: Alexis and Eugéne Rudier Collection, Paris; Sotheby's,
Monaco, 25 November 1979, lot 34

o Gift of the Iris and B. Gerald Cantor: Foundation, 1984.431

figure 41

]—:)day when sculptors have midcareer retrospectives
before the age of g, it is astounding to realize that
Rodin did not even make his public debut as a maker of
statues, the most important title to which a sculptor
could then aspire, until the age of 36. To earn his bread
in the wake of the Franco-Prussian War and its after-
math, he had been forced to leave France in 1871 for
Belgium, and he worked for years in the employ of other
sculptors or in collaboration with them, not signing his
name to his work.! In 187576, a period when there was
a shortage of work for him in Belgium, Rodin used his
modest savings from his commercial enterprises to sup-
port himself for the 18 months necessary to complete
The Age of Bronze. During that period he took a trip to
Italy in 1875, interrupting work on the figure to study
Michelangelo at first hand and at the same time make an
important discovery about how his profiling method cor-
responded with that of the Greeks.2 One of Rodin’s most
important qualities was patience, fortified by the belief,
as he told young artisans in Belgium, that “it is only nec-
essary to make a single statue to establish a reputation.”

Although he had made earlier life-size figures, a lost
Bacchante (1865— c. 1868) and his Seated Ugolino (1876),
Rodin knew that this single statue was to be a critical
turning point in his career. It would mark his return to
Paris after seven years in Belgium and the hoped-for
establishment of his reputation in his own country. On a
more personal level, through its exhibition in an official
Salon he would find out by comparison with good sculp-
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Fig. 39. The Age
of Bronze (cat.
no. 1).



tors if he possessed only skill and hence was fated to
spend his life forever as an artisan or if he had both the
skill and talent to be a professional maker of statues.*

Near the end of his life Rodin seems to have forgotten
his original intentions when he expressed to a writer, “I
wanted at first to make a wounded soldier, leaning on a
lance.” In 1887, when his memory was presumably more
reliable, Rodin, speaking in the third person, shared his
recollected intention with the American sculptor Tru-
man Bartlett: “The sole idea in the sculptor’s mind was to
make a study of the nude, a good figure, correct in
design, concise in style and firm in modeling—to make a
good piece of sculpture.” Bartlett continued, “For the
sake of elucidation, the process of the origin may be
sketched as follows: The necessity of artistic action moves
the artist into contact with nature, its recognized
inspirer, and he places his model in various positions, in
keeping with its character, until he finds one that is har-
monious in every way. In this instance, the question of
subject is not included. The position, movement, atti-
tude of the model, as found by the artist, is satisfactory to
him, and he makes the statue. After it is completed it sug-
gests various names and subjects to those who see it [as
well as to the artist] though it is really nothing more or
less than a piece of sculpture—an expression of the
sculptor’s sense of understanding of the character of his
model, and of his capacity to reproduce it in clay.” That
this was the sculpture’s initial and primary purpose
seems seconded by the fact that in his early letters Rodin
referred to the work as “my figure.”

Rodin baptized his figure Le vaincu ou le soldat blessé
(The vanquished or the wounded soldier).” Giving a
name to his figure before its exhibition in 1877 was
Rodin’s concession to the salon practice of the day, but he
did not arrive at his decision mindlessly. He had been
conscripted during the Franco-Prussian War and fled
Paris before the Commune, two terrible events for France
that moved Rodin’s heart as a patriotic Frenchman. As
Ruth Butler has shown, he was well aware that his country
looked to sculptors such as Henri Chapu, Jean-Alexandre
Falguiére, and Antonin Mercié for images to console a
defeated nation.8 The Vanquished must have seemed apt to
a sculptor returning from years of self-imposed exile who
had used a young soldier as a model. Judith Cladel inter-
preted The Vangquished to mean “glorification of tragic
heroism that had touched his French heart.”

Despite the great pleasure and pain the sculpture
brought Rodin in its making and reception, ten years

after its debut, when his international reputation was
being established, the artist shared with Bartlett his nos-
talgia for the circumstances of its creation: “So little does
Rodin sympathize with the circumstances that have sur-
rounded him during the past ten years, that today, in the
full possession of his powers, his sole ambition is to relive
the time of ‘The Age of Brass’ [The Age of Bronze]; to
begin again to make a simple piece of sculpture without
reference to subject.”10

Rodin’s model was a young Belgian soldier named
Auguste Neyt, “a Flemish youth, of twenty-two years of
age . .. afine, noble-hearted boy, full of fire and valor.”!1
Neyt recalled his experience after the sculptor had
selected him from among “the best built” men in the
company: “I was at once introduced to his studio in the
rue Sans-Souci in Ixelles, where I had to go through all
kinds of poses every day in order to get the muscles right.
Rodin did not want any exaggerated muscle, he wanted
naturalness. I worked two, three and even four hours a
day and sometimes for an hour at a stretch.”2

Neyt was subjected to a rigorous and exacting scrutiny
as part of a method Rodin later described thus:

I strive to express what I see with as much delibera-
tion as I can. I proceed methodically by the study of
the contours of the model which I copy, for it is
important to rediscover in the work of art the
strength and firmness of nature; translation of the
human body in terms of the exactness of its con-
tours gives shapes which are nervous, solid, abun-
dant, and by itself [this method] makes life arise
out of truth. . .. When I begin a figure I first look at
the front, the back, the two profiles of right and
left, that is, their contours from four angles; then,
with clay, I arrange the large mass as I see it and as
exactly as possible. Then I do the intermediate per-
spectives, giving the three-quarter profiles; then,
successively turning my clay and my model, I com-
pare and refine them. . . . In a human body, the
contour is given by the place where the body ends;
thus it is the body which makes the shape. I place
the model so that light, outlining it against a back-
ground, illuminates the contour. I execute it, I
change my position and that of my model, and thus
I see another contour, and so on successively all
around the body. . . . It is important to look at the
shapes from beneath and above . . . to look down
on the contours from above, and to see those which
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Left: Fig. 40.
The Age of

Bronze {cat. no.

2).

Right: Fig. 41.
The Age of

Bronze {cat. no.

3).

overhang, that is, to become aware of the density of
the human body. Looking at a skull from above, 1
see the contours of the temples, the hollows, the
nose, the jaws—all the cranial construction which is
ovoid when seen from above. Next I see and com-
pare with my clay the plane of the pectorals, the
scapulas, the buttocks; I look at the springing of the
muscles of the thighs; below, the planting of the
feet on the floor. When I was working on “The Age
of Brass,” I procured one of those ladders painters
use for their big canvases; 1 climbed up and did
what I could to make my model and my clay agree
in foreshortening, and I looked at the contours
from above. What I do might be called “drawing in
depth,” for . . . it isn’t possible to make something
that looks flat.13

Rodin showed Henri-Charles Dujardin-Beaumetz the
Treatise on Sculpture by Benvenuto Cellini, citing a passage
that showed the affinity of his method with that of the

Painting is one part of the eight principal points of
view to which sculpture is committed. When a
sculptor wants to model a figure, nude or draped,
he takes the clay or wax and begins with the front of
the figure, which he doesn’t leave without many
times having raised up, cast down, advanced,
shoved back, turned, and returned each limb.
When finally he is satisfied with this first point of
view, he works on one of the sides of his maquette;
but then quite often it happens that his figure
seems less graceful to him. Thus he finds himself
forced, in order to make his new point of view
agree with the former one, to modify that which he
had already thought finished. And each time that
he changes his point of view he will encounter the
same difficulties. There are not only eight of these
points of view, but yet more than forty, for however
slightly one turns the figure, a muscle shows too
much or too little and the aspects vary infinitely.14

older artist. Rodin paraphrased Cellini’s ideas on sculpt- One would expect that with such a system Rodin
ing in the round, could have achieved his figure without too much diffi-
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culty and only patience, but he told Bartlett, “I was in the
deepest despair with that figure, and I worked so
intensely on it, trying to get what I wanted, that there are
at last four figures in it.”15 Bartlett opined that “ “The Age
of Brass’ is the sculptor himself concealed in the figure
of a young warrior waking from the halfssleep of
unknown strength, in the ‘St. John’ he is fully manifest as
the matured chieftain heralding the coming of a new
and reviving force in art. But from a truer point of view
the latter has as little to do with any biblical purpose as
the former with an historical period. Both are, purely
and simply, pieces of sculpture.”16

Unlike his later full figures, such as the Saint John the
Baptist Preaching (1878), The Age of Bronze does not seem
to have been preceded by a series of preliminary and
smaller figure studies. (If such had existed, Rodin could
have made them available later to a skeptical jury.) There
is, however, in the reserve of the Musée Rodin at
Meudon a smaller-than-life-size study of the head and
right arm in terra cotta (fig. 42), which may be explained
by the fact that Rodin seems to have departed most from
the model in the area of the face, a conjecture that is
only now possible because of the scandal evoked by the
statue when it was first exhibited in Paris during the
spring of 1877, and because of Rodin’s attempt to vindi-
cate himself by having the actual model photographed.
The precious photographs by a Brussels photographer
named Gaudenzio Marconi (1842-after 1885) include
those of the actual model and those of the plaster that
was probably exhibited first in January 1877 at the Cer-
cle artistique et littéraire in Brussels and then in April at
the Paris salon (figs. 43—46).17

Rodin first offered the work as The Vanquished but had
removed a spear and a fillet from the figure before its
debut. e used Marconi’s photographs as the basis of
two drawings, one of which showed the weapon, which
had been represented by a baton used by the model in
the studio to support his left hand (fig. 47).1% At its salon
debut, if not at its inception, the sculpture reflected
Rodin the patriot, celebrating the heroism of French
youth (although the nation had been defeated by the
Prussians in 1870), a theme he was to repeat in the late
1870s in La défense and one adopted by other French
sculptors. When shown in Paris, the work was renamed
more broadly The Age of Bronze. The latter name Rodin
explained as early man awakening to his humanity, “in
the infancy of comprehension, and beginning to awake
to the world’s meaning.”® The equivocal nature of the
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Left: Fig. 42. Study for the Head and
Right Arm of “The Age of Bronze,”
1876(7), tema cotta, 11746 x 9246 X 83/4
in. (29 x 25.2 x 22.3 cm). Musée Rodin,
Paris, 52582.

Below, top left: Fig. 43. Gaudenzio
Marconi, Auguste Neyt, Model for “The
Age of Bronze, (front)” 1877, albumen
print. Musée Rodin, Paris.

Below, bottom left: Fig. 44. Gaudenzio
Marconi, Auguste Neyt, Model for “The
Age of Bronze, (rear)” 1877, albumen
print. Musée Rodin, Paris.

Top right: Fig.
45. Gaudenzio
Marconi, “The
Age of Bronze,”
1875-76, in
plaster (front),
albumen print.
Musée Rodin,
Paris.

Bottom right:
Fig. 46.
Gaudenzio
Marconi, “The
Age of Bronze,”
1875-76, in
plaster (rear),
albumen print.
Musée Rodin,
Paris.



Fig. 47. “The
Age of Bronze”
with Lance,
1876, pen and
ink(?). Location
unknown (from
Mauclair 1918).

sculpture’s meaning and
its pathetic heroism give
it a theme that, along
with its form, reflects a
modern consciousness.
How the name or its
change after the first
showing came about was
indicated by Rodin:
“When I was making
‘The Age of Brass’ I was
in the deepest darkness.
I thought it a failure. I
had no name for it. This
name was given to it by
some one.”20

The Receiftion of The
Vanquished

In Rodin’s day, as in our
own, critics and the pub-
lic reflexively looked for
a figure sculpture’s title
or an identifying attrib-
ute to explain its mean-
ing.2! The Vanquished did not satisfy Rodin’s critics in Bel-
gium; one wrote, “Without having any indication other
than the work itself, it seems to us that the artist wished
to represent a man on the verge of suicide.”? A friendly
critic named Jean Rousseau, who knew the artist and the
circumstances of the sculpture’s making, reassured his
readers, “Everything is clearly and logically explained by
the title: “The Vanquished,’ and it is sufficient to add that
the raised hand was to have held two spears.”?3
Rodin knew he could change the sculpture’s name,
and he did, but a far more damning comment came
from an anonymous reviewer who wrote, “What part cast-
ing from life has played in making this plaster we can not
discuss here.”?* Rodin immediately wrote to the editor,
“One asks if my figure has not been cast from nature. If
some connoisseur will give me the pleasure of reassuring
him. . . . I will put him in the presence of the model and
he can notice at what point an artistic interpretation
must distance itself from a servile copy.”?
When Rodin brought the plaster sculpture to Paris for
exhibition in the spring Salon of 1877, even before the

opening he received from the jury bad news, which he
imparted in a letter to Rose Beuret who had remained in
Brussels: “I am very sad. My figure was found to be very
beautiful by [Jean-Alexandre] Falguiére [a member of
the jury] but they say that it was cast from life.”26 Rodin
also wrote a letter to the Marquis de Chenneviéres, who
was then the government’s director of fine arts and pres-
ident of the jury. It reveals how important the sculpture’s
reception was to Rodin’s reputation and uncertain finan-
cial future.

It has been brought to my attention that the figure
I submitted to the Salon was cast from life. By this
terrible doubt the jury has robbed me of the fruit
of my labor. Contrary to that opinion, suppose that
I have not cast from life and that I actually took a
year and a half and that my model came almost
constantly to my studio.

Again grant that I utilized my thrift to work on
this figure that I hoped would find in Paris, as in
Belgium, a success because the joining of the mod-
eled planes [le modelé] seemed right, is good and
itis only the process that one attacks.

What an unhappiness to see my figure, which
was to help me find a future, a future that is start-
ing late because I am g6 years old—what an
unhappiness to see it rebuffed by this dishonoring
suspicion.??

Rodin’s sculpture was admitted to the Paris salon, but
his request for its purchase by the state was denied.
When the salon opened, Rodin’s statue garnered mixed
reviews, and not surprisingly he was preoccupied with
the negatives. He wrote to Rose Beuret, “They say I have
made a cast from a cadaver and put it on its feet.”?8 For
sculptors exhibiting at the salon, the placement of their
work and what light it received was crucial. In a letter to
his friend Gustave Biot, Rodin noted the casting charge
and the comments of some who said his figure was bad,
adding, “As for me, I am badly placed such that one can-
not judge my figure completely while there are well
lighted sculptures that are only the efforts of ama-
teurs.” In Rodin’s case good lighting, especially as his
work was in plaster, was essential to dispelling the life-
casting charge.

What the critics had to say gives us a perspective on
the sculptural standards of the time, especially with the
choice of model and the need for clarity of meaning.
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Charles Tardieu pointed out that “M. Rodin has under-
taken to symbolize the hardships of war; only he has, per-
haps, neglected to give the statue an explanatory attrib-
ute that would have made his intention clearer.” Tardieu
then defended Rodin against the “inanity” of the charge
of casting from life but went on to say, “The work of M.
Rodin is a study rather than a statue, a too servile portrait
of a model without character or beauty; an astonishingly
exact copy of a low type. But if M. Rodin appears to care
so little for style, he makes it all up in the living repro-
duction of the life of his model. On this point his work is
very interesting, and, with the addition of a few modifica-
tions, such as a little more nobility in the head, a little
less thinness in the lips, it might easily rise above the crit-
icisms now made against it.”3 Charles Timbal also took
exception to the choice of model—"this sickly nude fel-
low”—and saw the work as “a curious atelier study with a
very pretentious name.”31

Rodin had set nature as his guide, but he was also very
much of his time and conditioned by the sculptures and
their titling that he saw in the salons.32 He had carefully
selected a model, but without making the expected cos-
metic improvements, and deliberately posed him in the
studio. For these decisions he was belabored by critics in
reviews that he kept and showed to Bartlett: “Incompre-
hensible, this ‘Age of Brass.” . . . Why does this little man
grasp his head? Why do his eyes appear to be blinded?
Why, anyway, does he not stand straight on his legs?” “Too
much of the pose and study of the studio. M. Rodin shows
too much of what he has learned, in this good study, not
to give a little more freedom to his imagination. ‘The Age
of Brass’ has too much suffering in it, and too little of its
author’s philosophy and poetry.”3? Rodin was not indif-
ferent to or unmindful of these negative criticisms, as
some were right on the mark. He would later move away
from the obvious académie or studio pose.

Quite a different perspective of the statue’s Paris
debut came from a then young sculptor, probably Jules
Desbois (1851-1935), who later worked for Rodin: “The
first work of Rodin’s that I saw was his ‘Age of Brass,” in
the Salon of 187%. Among the real artists it had a great
success. But the old school, many of whom had made
fine things, and were still making them, were down on it
to a man. We thought that it was the most lifelike piece of
sculpture that had been produced in French art since
the ‘Mercury’ by Jean-Louis Brian [shown in the Salon of
1864], and that it was really entitled to the Medal of
Honor, We were wild over it.”34

Another aspect of the statue went unremarked by
both critics and supporters. Writers commented on the
hesitancy of the warrior’s step but not the effect of the
entire statue’s almost imperceptible movement. Because
the statue is wider toward the top than its tapered base in
the feet, and the body leans slightly forward, if one looks
at the sculpture for a long time from various angles, it is
possible to develop the impression that the figure is sway-
ing slightly. A case can be made that this was intended by
the sculptor. The soldier’s weight on one foot and the
upraised right arm gave Rodin the asymmetry and
extended contours he wanted, and the counteracting in-
and-out movements of the contour of the body seen in
profile, a way of posing the figure that Rodin called the
“console” shape and that he had learned from Michelan-
gelo’s work. What Rodin gained from his study of
Michelangelo’s figures were structural principles. It was
possibly by studying the console structure of The Bound
Slave in the Louvre,? for example, that Rodin came
upon his idea, which The Age of Bronze excellently embod-
ies: “Every well made figure will swing back and forward
when standing on both feet in an erect position, often as
much as an inch and a half and quite imperceptible to
the ordinary eye, as well as to many artists . . . but poorly

"made human figures stand nearly still. This is the lateral

elasticity of the human figure. Then is the perpendicular
also, both well understood by great artists and made use
of in their work. It is the foundation of the purpose of a
figure . .. [and] marks the difference between great and
little, or good and bad sculpture. It is the leaning of the
figure that makes it appear to the real observer as mov-
ing or on the very point of doing so.”36

The accusation of having formed a mold upon a living
person was a stunning insult to Rodin’s integrity, which
he never forgot, even though he was able in subsequent
work to vindicate himself. When in 1917 a life cast was
made of his hand, he posed holding a small torso of a
woman so that one could see the difference between a
mechanical reproduction and Rodin’s art (cat. no. 194).
In all his work, starting especially with The Gates of Hell,
Rodin strove to show this difference, but in The Hand of
Rodin, he stated it explicitly, as a final manifesto. The gov-
ernment purchased a bronze cast of The Age of Bronze in
1880 (with a fig leaf added); it was exhibited in the
Jardin du Luxembourg between 1885 and 1go1 and
later in the Musée du Palais du Luxembourg.37

How that life-casting charge came about in Paris may
be explained best by one of Bartlett’s informants, proba-
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bly Desbois: “Those who could not explain its existence
by the ordinary process of making sculpture were
obliged, in spite of themselves, to say that it must be a
cast from nature, a trick by no means rare in these days. I
don’t think that the men who made this accusation
against Rodin really knew or thought at the time what
they were saying, or were conscious of the gravity of the
charge.”

Rodin told Dujardin-Beaumetz that the sculptor
Eugeéne Guillaume said, “Have a cast of your model
made, we will compare them. The model lent himself to
this. I sent a cast and photographs to the Salon. The
crate was never opened.”® Though amplified, this recol-
lection by Rodin seconds what he had previously told
Bartlett: that it was at the suggestion of the jury that he
requested Neyt to have himself photographed. (He also
obtained testimony from Neyt’s commanding officer
that the soldier had posed for Rodin over a long period
of time.) Rodin showed the photographs to at least one
of the 81 jurors, the sculptor Falguiére, who was to
become a close friend, but the jury’s verdict was not
overturned. We can now study photographs of the
model against those of the plaster sculpture as Rodin
intended. Neyt conscientiously posed in exactly the right
stance, aided by a baton and a model’s stand, whose ver-
tical pipe rises between his legs (see figs. 43-44). The
photographer cooperated by setting the camera at the
approximate distance and angle from the model as in
his photographs of the plaster (see figs. 45-46). The
reader might imagine that he or she is a juror in 1877
studying this evidence.# Do the photographs vindicate
Rodin or confirm the accusation of life-casting? Could a
case be made that Rodin’s profile method produced dis-
cernible differences from a life cast? Would you, the
reader, agree with one of the original jurors that “even if
it is cast from nature, it's very beautiful; it should be
accepted anyway”?4!

Without having seen the photographs of Neyt and
almost go years later, Leo Steinberg, one of Rodin’s most
perceptive critics, offered this view: “Perfect parity was
the hoped-for illusion: no nuance of M. Neyt’s body sur-
face was to lack in his bronze double, and every turn of
the bronze must follow the young man’s physique. The
result is a frustration, almost aggressively boring. But it
took the earnestness of a genius to pursue the reigning
cant about objectivity to this end. The Age of Bronze was a
paradigm of the esthetics of analogues, and the scan-
dalous charge that the sculptor had merely taken a cast

from the life model, though unjust in fact, was estheti-
cally justified.”2 Contrast this reading and judgment
with that of the poet Rainer Maria Rilke: “Here was a life-
sized figure in all parts of which life was equally powerful
and seemed to have been elevated everywhere to the
same height of expression. That which was expressed in
the face, that pain of a heavy awakening and at the same
time the longing for that awakening, was written on the
smallest part of this body. Every part was a mouth that
spoke a language of its own. The most critical eye could
not discover a spot on this figure that was the less alive,
less definite and clear.”3

While the photographs help to judge the extent to
which Rodin adhered to the model’s proportions, they
do not give us vital evidence with regard to details of
Neyt’s body surface. The negative verdict of the jury tells
us that even in Rodin’s day professional sculptors in a
crucial situation did not look closely at his work or com-
prehend, as Desbois pointed out, how another sculptor
could make sculpture so differently than they. Admit-
tedly, in contrast to studying a plaster under natural
ambient light, examing a bronze cast under similar con-
ditions makes it somewhat easier to see not only how
Rodin treated the surface, but why. (The problem with
working from a bronze is that sometimes the viewer has
to discriminate between Rodin’s editing marks and those
made by the technician chasing the metal cast.) What
Rodin’s account of his method of modeling the profiles
leaves out is the long process of editing that comes at the
end, and this is one of the most important areas in which
Rodin’s signature touch is to be found.

Rodin’s Achievement

Much of the writing on The Age of Bronze is about its sub-
ject and the scandal it produced. If we set aside the sub-
ject and just study the sculpture’s form, we arrive at the
core of Rodin’s intention: to make a good piece of sculp-
ture of a freestanding, life-size figure by his personally
developed modeling method.# It is a study of the sculp-
ture’s form that helps us appreciate why Rodin agonized
for so long over the work, not its subject. Such an inspec-
tion guides us to an understanding of how certain later
commentators reckoned what Rodin achieved. For the
abstract sculptor William Tucker, who looked back from
the vantage of modern sculpture’s evolution, The Age of
Bronze was “the first statement in a new language based
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on two fundamental propositions: 1. The sculptor takes
responsibility for every aspect of the work; its concep-
tion, its form, its size, its material, its finish, its relation to
the spectator. 2. The structure of the sculpture is identi-
fied with the structure of the figure.” Steinberg assayed
The Age of Bronzein comparison with ancient Greek sculp-
ture, and he saw the achievement of “a continuous mod-
ulation of surface, transitions smooth enough to become
imperceptible, so that the body seems to have no divi-
sions. That whole antique armature of clarified articula-
tions which, since ancient Greece, had made male
anatomy thinkable as an art object dissolves in the skin-
flow of continuity. What makes it seem appallingly real is
not simply that the imitation is close, but that conceptual
distinctions are blurred; nameable parts melt in an
organism possessed only of its own molten unity.”#6

The Age of Bronze does lack the strong flanking muscles
above the hips and protruding cartilage below the ribs
and above the abdominal cavity that one can find in
ancient Greek sculptures of more muscular men. On at
least one occasion Rodin found in ancient sculpture of
female nudes the fluid condition Steinberg ascribed to
The Age of Bronze. Describing a little ancient torso seen
under light, Rodin told Cladel, “It does not catch the
light, the light catches it, glancing over it lightly, without
any effect of roughness, any dark shadows. . . . She is indi-
visible . . . her unity is not disturbed.”7

That molten unity Steinberg referred to—more
apparent when the figure is seen from a distance rather
than within arm’s length—was won by Rodin’s subtle
joining of planes of the body, his modelé. But there was
another aspect to Rodin’s work and thought on this
sculpture that acted against the “skinflow of continuity,”
namely, the way the continuous bronze surface was fash-
ioned to make discontinuous the light that landed on it.
It was an academic maxim to make the surfaces of a
sculpture independent of light. Look at the surfaces of
any bronze figure by a nineteenth-century sculptor such
as Jean-Paul Aubé, Aimé-Jules Dalou, Mercié, or even
Jean-Baptiste Carpeaux before 1880. In terms of surface
incident, you will see nothing like what was done to The
Age of Bronze. Photographing the bronze or viewing it
from a distance by other than natural light imparts to the
sculpture a deceptive appearance of smoothness. With
his first exhibited statue, Rodin took his liberties more
with the surface than with anatomy. Unlike his predeces-
sors and contemporaries, he did not try to improve on
the model; rather, he attempted to give bronze surfaces a

life in light they had never before known in the history of
sculpture. 48

An hour’s patient study of this figure from all angles
can produce revelations of what bronze figure sculpture
can be, and a memorable aesthetic experience. It makes
vivid Rodin’s statement, “The great concern of my life is
the struggle I have maintained to escape from the gen-
eral flatness.”® Close inspection of the sculpture’s sur-
faces at first makes it seem ironically as if Rodin was
deliberately signaling us in all areas that he was not work-
ing from a life cast. The most obvious signs are the fluid
treatment of the hair, the soft rather than dry mergence
of the facial features with each other, unlike a life or
death mask, and the very rough area below the figure’s
left shoulder blade. Blind visitors to the museum have
felt the differences by touching the tendons behind their
own knees and those of Rodin’s figure, which have been
considerably roughened, for example. Looking at the
surfaces against the light, as Rodin advised, helps one see
that their electrifying quality owes to almost every square
inch having been reworked, often with a knife as in the
slicing away of vertical sections on the long muscles on
the outside of the thighs. (By contrast, he seems to have
thickened slightly the outer muscles of the man’s upper
thighs, giving him more pleasing curves to be seen
against those of the lower and upper abdomen from the
side.) Keep in mind that for Rodin sculpture was an art
of relationships, and when such indentations are looked
at, not just isolated head on but as parts of an edited pro-
file against adjacent profiles, they make beautiful artistic
sense. The added indentations break up otherwise unin-
terrupted passages of light, thereby helping the artist
hold the curvature of the plane against an impression of
flatness. When light hits a Rodin surface, it does not flat-
ten out, but we see the plane bend under the light. None
of the big longitudinal contours with their strips of light
are uninterrupted.

And the effects of all this? The overall pattern of lights
and shadows on and around the figure is beautiful and
positively abstract.5® The figure is not a cutout in space
but exists in its own luminous atmosphere. Rilke under-
stood what Rodin was after in this statue: “[Sculpture]
had to be fitted into the space that surrounded it, as into
a niche; its certainty, steadiness, and loftiness did not
spring from its significance but from its harmonious
adjustment to its environment.” In the same essay Rilke
perfectly described what Rodin discovered in The Age of
Bronze and what remained the essence of his art: “It was

PATRIOTIC THEMES / 45



the surface—this differently great surface, variedly
accentuated, accurately measured, out of which every-
thing must rise—which was from this moment the sub-
ject matter of his art, the thing for which he labored, for
which he suffered, and for which he was awake.”51

Rodin’s Reflections

As he grew older, Rodin came to look on The Age of Bronze
with mixed feelings. At times it struck him as timid and
cold but a necessary first stage in his development: “Yes,
it is good, but the Bust of Rochefort, the Victor Hugo are
superior to it. It is a question of modeling with a greater
largeness of effect; however, I would not have arrived at
that second manner without the first that represents
strict study. It is that which won me anatomical knowl-
edge, science. Only afterward did I understand that art
demanded a little more grandeur, a sort of exaggera-
tion.”s2 Cladel recorded an anecdote concerning an
exhibition of 50 Rodin sculptures that were to be shown
at the Maison d’art in Brussels in 1899:

I begged him to include among them The Age of
. . He declared that in twenty years his
modeling had undergone a complete transforma-
tion, that it had become more spacious and supple.
... T urged him to go and look at it again. . . . Two
or three years afterward . . . I led him unsuspecting
toward the little grove [in the Luxembourg Gar-
dens in Paris]. . . . Surprised, he examined it.
Finally he admitted quietly that he had been mis-
taken, that the statue seemed to him really beauti-
ful, well constructed, and carefully sculptured. In
order to comprehend it he had to forget it, to see it
again suddenly, and to judge it as if it had been the
work of another hand. After his readoption, his
affection for it was restored; he had several copies
cast in bronze and cut in stone, and it became one
of his most popular and sought after works,53

Bronze. .

In 1905 Rodin added still another perspective in con-
versation with the poet and critic Camille Mauclair: “I
began by very faithful studies of nature, as in ‘The Age of
Bronze.” Then I understood that it was necessary to raise
one’s self to a higher level, which is the interpretation of
nature by a temperament. Thus I have been led to the
logical exaggeration of forms, to the research into char-

acter, to its reasoned amplification. I have understood
the necessity of sacrificing a detail of a figure to its gen-
eral geometry, or that part to a synthesis of its aspect.”™!
To Cladel, Rodin amplified the point late in his life: “The
aim of art is not to copy literally. It consists in slightly
exaggerating the character of the model in order to
make it salient; it consists also in reassembling in a single
expression the successive expressions given by the same
model. Art is the living synthesis.”5

Recognizing its popularity, thanks in no small part to
its accessibility in Paris, Rodin agreed, despite his reser-
vations, to a half-life-size and a 26—-inch reduction of The
Age of Bronze.56 Ultimately more bronze casts were made,
and it was exhibited thirty times, more often than any of
his other sculptures during his lifetime.57
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entered the Louvre in 1933 and then in 1986 it was trans-
ferred to the Musée d’Orsay.

Bartlett in Elsen 1965a, 100.

Ibid., 152. The crate seems to have subsequently been
lost, and years ago, when the author had access to the
Meudon reserve, it could not be found.

M. J. Morgan of the Psychological Laboratory, University
of Cambridge, and M. C. Corballis of the Department of
Psychology, McGill University, noted that “McManus has
pointed out that most artists depict the left testicle of man
lower than the right, in accordance with the facts. An
exception occurs in Rodin’s famous sculpture L'Age
d’Airan [sic] where the right testicle of the figure seems
(from photographs we have seen) to hang lower than the
left. We should like to suggest that Rodin was genuinely
confused about left and right. Evidence that Rodin suf-
fered from a specific reading disability, which is com-
monly associated with leftright confusions, has been
reviewed by Thompson” (“Scrotal Asymmetry and
Rodin’s Dyslexia,” Nature 264 [18 November 1g76]:
295—96). This article was called to my attention by Joanne
Brumbaugh when she was making a medical study of
Rodin’s use of anatomy. I wrote the authors and invited
them to make a comparison of the naked Neyt in Mar-
coni’s photographs and the plaster sculpture, which
shows that Rodin was indeed accurate. In a personal com-
munication of 14 March 1983, Morgan and Corballis
acknowledged that they had made “several serious
errors.” Rodin’s reading disability was early recognized by
his teacher Horace Lecoq de Boisbaudran as myopia.
Recent attempts to attribute Rodin’s sculpture style to
myopia overlook the fact that for much of his life he had
glasses.
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work that we might feel something un-Rodinlike” (Mirolli
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devotion to ‘nature,” to truth in representation, results
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paradoxically in an increasing tendency towards abstrac-
tion” (1974, 23). Closer to my view on the surface treat-
ment than Mirolli’s (Butler’s) and published far earlier
than mine is Tucker’s reading: “Every inch of the surface
is considered, worked on, invented; every inch is equally
and differently expressive; expression is diffused from
facial expression, from depicted gesture and muscular
contortion into the animation of the entire surface” (27).
Where this author parts company with Tucker is his con-
clusion from the foregoing that “Rodin had no reverence
for the human figure as such” (23). To base such a view
on Rodin’s audacities in sculpture strikes this author as
unwarranted. Rodin always revered the figure because it

inspired many of the liberties he took in his sculpture to
emulate the effects of living form.

51. Rilke in Elsen 19652, 115.

52. Cladel 1903, 9.
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Study of the Head for “The Spirit of War”
from “The Defense” (Téte du génie de la guerre du
monument de la défense, 1879 (monument), 1883

(figure alone)

¢ Title variations (for the monument): The Defeated Homeland, The
Spirit of War, The Call to Arms

* Bronze, Georges Rudier Foundry, cast 1965, 6/12

® 6Y2x6Xx6%2in. (16.5X15.2 X 16.5 cm)

e Signed on left shoulder: A. Rodin

e |Inscribed on back, right: Georges Rudier/Fondeur. Paris; on back,
left: © by Musée Rodin 1965; Interior cachet: A. Rodin

¢ Provenance:; Musée Rodin, Paris

e Gift of the Iris and B. Gerald Cantor Foundation, 1974.80

Figure 48

F ollowing the bitter defeat of France in the war
against Prussia, the practice of erecting monuments
commemorating the defense gained momentum. These
were intended to commemorate the patriots who died
for the nation and to assuage the humiliation of those
who survived. Eventually these memorials came to incar-
nate the spirit of revenge against the Germans. In 1879
a competition was announced by the Prefecture de la
Seine for a monument that would commemorate the
defense of Paris.! (Rodin had served for a few months in

the national guard and was stationed in Paris but saw no
fighting.) The site chosen was the rond-point de
Courbevoie (since called the rond-point de la Défense),
the locus in 1870 of terrible combat; it is on the north-
west axis of the Arc de Triomphe and connected to it by
the avenue de Neuilly. Departure of the Volunteers of 1792
(1833—36), the great relief on the Arc de Triomphe by
Francois Rude (1784-18r5), was very much on Rodin’s
mind when he made his unsuccessful entry for the com-
petition (fig. 49). Rude had symbolically shown French-
men of all ages responding to the call of the Spirit of
Liberty to arm themselves and go into battle for their
country (fig. 50). For his friend Paul Gsell, Rodin ana-
lyzed “this sublime poem of war” as a true “dramatic
composition” in four phases, initiated by “bronze-
armored Liberty, who roars, ‘To arms, citizens!’ . . . at
the top of her voice as she cleaves the air with her spread
wings. . . . It even seems that you can hear her, for truly
her stone mouth vociferates as if it could break your
eardrums. Now as soon as she utters her call, you see the
warriors rush in.”2 Rodin’s own conception is like a
tragic sequel to the departure of the volunteers, of
which now only one, mortally wounded, remains, sup-
porting himself on a sword driven into the ground. In
this figure Rodin used a Michelangelesque torsion, like
that of Christ in the Florentine Pieta (Santa Maria del
Fiore, Florence), to effect a narrative that shows the one-
eyed warrior looking up or listening to the frenzied, dis-
armed, and battered figure of Liberty, who in turn, is
poised above a bomb or mine.? If Rude’s Liberty could
deafen, Rodin’s counterpart could rally the dying from
the grave. According to Judith Cladel, the face of The
Spirit of War “is the interpretation of the mask of Rose
Beuret.” Just as Rude did, Rodin sought to show that
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sculpture could compete with the theater. Unfortu-
nately, he could not convince or move the jurors, who
did not accord his entry even an honorable mention;
the commission went to what Cladel called a “solemn
pastry” by Ernest Barrias.®> Rodin later expressed the
view that in the jurors’ eyes his work had “too much vio-
lence, too much vibration.”6

Rodin’s custom of making a composition by creating,
finishing, and casting two or more separate figures was
“a method of composition that became generally preva-
lent in late nineteenth century sculpture.”” Rodin would
have learned this practice from such contemporary
sculptors as Jean-Baptiste Carpeaux, Antonin Mercié,
and others. For The Call to Arms he made the warrior
and the figure of Liberty or War independently. As Fred-
erick Lawton saw them, “A winged female figure, naked
to the waist, hovers above and close to . . . the body of a
slain warrior. Her arms are extended, her fists clenched;
one of her spread wings is bent and broken, but still

beats the air, and her face beneath the helmet, covering
her head, is distorted by the cry of anguish that issues
from her open mouth. . . . Rodin was so interested in
the central figure of his composition that, when the
competition was over, he copied it several times, intro-
ducing slight modifications.” The warrior has not been
“slain,” only severely wounded, and he supports himself
on his sword driven into the ground. Perhaps the modi-
fications Lawton referred to are to be found in the
Musée Rodin reserve at Meudon, but more likely he was
referring to what we see in the Cantor Foundation Spirit
of War (fig. 51), in which Rodin added drapery across
the woman’s thigh in 1883, when it was bronze-cast and
sold to a collector.9

Rodin once spoke of how “life surges from a center,”
and there is no better description of his winged figure,
whose energy seems to explode centrifugally, starting at
her contracted abdomen. In the back of this splendid
bronze, cast during Rodin’s lifetime, one can see that
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Study of the
Head for “The
Spirit of War”
from “The
Defense” (The
Call to Arms)
(cat. no. 4).

Right: Fig. 49.
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(113x57.8x
40.6 cm). Fine
Art Museums of
San Francisco,
gift of Alma de
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this spirited woman is shown with both feet off the
ground. It is as if she is levitated by her patriotic passion
rather than by her wings. Her extended, naked, muscu-
lar arms ending in clenched fists are like those of a
young man.!? Rather than the obvious device of having
the wings parallel the movement of the arms, Rodin bent
her left wing back, perhaps signifying its being wounded
like the warrior.!! (In the full monument the bent wing
continues the zigzag compositional structure inaugu-
rated in the soldier’s bent left leg.) Where the warrior
was to go between her splayed knees (she supports his
left side with her left thigh), presumably in 1884 Rodin
added the smooth, downward flow of drapery that

strengthens the figure’s attachment to the
base, and he kept rough the contracted
abdomen, against which the man’s neck would
be placed. The drapery is not carried into
decided fold patterns front and back, and the
aggregate of their spontaneous formation aug-
ments the sense of energy in the whole.

Side views show the winged woman bent for-
ward beyond the front of the base. The for-
ward edges of face, hands, and base line up in
an implied frontal plane. The whole is imagi-
nable in a tall polyhedron. As the monument

was to be freestanding, Rodin had to give serious thought
to its dorsal view. His daring was in balancing a composi-
tion extremely wide at the top on a narrow unstable base:
the partially buried spherical bomb. By design he paired
the outspread knees and the diamond pattern thus cre-
ated against the extended arms and curved wings so that
the monument’s pulse is that of alternating contraction
and expansion.

Rather than a helmet, as Lawton read it, or some
attribute connecting her with the city of Paris as called
for in the competition of 1879, the woman wears a Phry-
gian cap, symbol of the Republic. This was a motif Rodin
would not have used during the Second Empire but
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which was totally appropriate at a crucial moment in the
history of the Third Republic, when liberal forces tri-
umphed over the conservatives. It is a mystery why this
figure is referred to in the literature as the Spirit of War
and not Liberty, as Rodin referred to Rude’s winged alle-
gorical figure as Liberty or the Spirit of France. Rodin’s
Bellona (cat. no. i) is a war goddess. As to the appropri-
ateness of Rodin’s ideas for the time, Ruth Mirolli (But-
ler) put it aptly: “It was the perfect moment for Rodin’s
La défense, so much more meaningful than that of Bar-
rias, for politically the monarchists lost all hope in 1877
and the business of the real foundation of the Third
Republic got under way.”12

We do not know the source of Cladel’s statement that
Beuret inspired the shouting woman’s face, and there is
little to connect it with the stern visage of Bellona, for
which supposedly Rodin’s first and almost lifelong mis-
tress was also the model. The head’s proportions to the
body and the fine, consistent modeling of the extended
neck with no evidence of grafting suggests that the same
model, Rose or someone else, might have posed for the
whole figure. The face is contracted in the effort of cry-
ing out, the open mouth framed at the top by the line of
upper front teeth, the eyes only indented sockets without
pupils. Above the nose in the brow are rude indications
of contracted muscles, forerunners of what later became
in the heads of Baudelaire and Balzac Rodin’s unac-
countable touches.

The Call to Arms had an interesting history in Rodin’s
art, being enlarged twice, once during and once after his
lifetime, the latter serving as Holland’s tribute to the
defenders of Verdun.13
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Bellona (Bellone), 1878—79

s Title variations: Clorinde, France, Hippolytus, The Republic

* Bronze, A. Gruet Foundry, cast c. 1893

o 31x18Y2x17%in. (78.7 X 47 X 45.1 ¢m)

¢ Signature on base, left side: A. Rodin

¢ Inscribed on back of base, right side: A. Gruet ainé Fondeur/Paris

* Provenance: Hugh Valdave Warrender; Garrick Club, London;
Christie’s, London, 12 December 1969, lot 92

» Gift of the Iris and B. Gerald Cantor Foundation, 1974.63

Figure 52

The monumental bust known as Bellona appeared at a
key juncture in Rodin’s career, a time when he was
emerging from his position as assistant to other sculptors
and establishing himself as an artistic personality in his
own right. In the late 1870s Rodin’s sculptures, in fact,
began to achieve full maturity and some degree of noto-
riety. The Age of Bronze (cat. nos. 1-3), Saint John the Bap-
tist Preaching (1878), the project for The Call to Arms (see
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Fig. 52. Bellona
(cat. no. 5).



cat. no. 4), and the commission for The Gates of Hell (cat.
no. g7) mark a quick succession of major achievements
for Rodin in these years.!

Commentators at various times have compared Bel
lona to works by Jean-Baptiste Carpeaux and Francois
Rude or have emphasized its decorative conception and
baroque style.2 While all these aspects play a role in this
work, other qualities of the sculpture, such as its strong
Michelangelesque flavor and audacious stylistic and the-
matic features, still need to be explored. These latter
characteristics clearly placed Bellona, like most of Rodin'’s
major works of the late 1870s, in opposition to prevail-
ing tastes and must have contributed to its rejection in a
competition for a bust of the Republic.3 Even then, how-
ever, the sculpture’s bold conception did not go unno-
ticed: “A work of singular originality,” stated one contem-
porary newspaper, and “other notices of the bust did not
fail to recognize,” Truman Bartlett reported, “that it was
conceived from a different point of view from that which
the public had been accustomed to seeing.”

The bronze Bellona in the Stanford collection offers a
fine opportunity to study this work in a splendid early
cast, perhaps the first or second cast ever made.5 The
cast has been dated to the 18gos and from a purely tech-
nical point of view is superb.t It was no doubt cast
according to the lost-wax process. Not only was this the
method preferred by Rodin before 1900, but also the
deep undercutting, intricate ornamentation of the hel-
met, and extremely fine surface detail make it hard to
conceive it as having been cast in any other way.” Accord-
ingly, the work displays amazingly fine nuances of texture
and modeling. The patina is also of very fine quality.3
The Stanford Bellona once belonged to the collection of
Lt. Col. Hugh Valdave Warrender, who bequeathed it to
the Garrick Club in London, presumably at his death in
1926. No doubt the dramatic expression of this bust
seemed a suitable addition to the Garrick’s distinguished
collection of portraits of famous actors by artists such as
Reynolds, Gainsborough, and others. It is not difficult to
imagine Rodin’s bust as a tragic muse.?

Four bronze versions and one marble Bellona are
known in addition to the one at Stanford.!9 The original
terra-cotta still exists in the Musée Rodin in Paris. Most
of the bronzes, including the one at Stanford, seem to
adhere very closely to that original.!! A drypoint of Bel-
lona was executed by Rodin in 1883 (fig. 53). Three
states survive. The impression of the third state in the
collection of the Musée Rodin bears the inscription “A

ma femme” (To my wife).12 The drypoint differs from the
sculpture in several respects, primarily in the rendering
of the drapery and the hair. While the drapery was sim-
plified, the hair was more fully developed in response to
the special potential of the drypoint technique. This per-
mitted Rodin to create the effect of soft curls and wisps
of hair encircling the face. In the sculpture, instead, the
hair is drawn back in heavy tresses, whose billowing mass
is only fully appreciated from the back. The sculpture
and drypoint share, however, the effect of the face cast in
decp shadow.

The precise date of Bellona is difficult to establish. In
19776 John Tancock proposed a new date for the work.
“In the first two editions of the catalogue of the Musée
Rodin, Grappe assigned a date of 1881 to Bellona. In sub-
sequent editions, however, he dated the terra-cotta 1878
and the bronze 1881, basing the dating of the former on
the fact that it appeared in an exhibition of decorative
art early in 1879. Other commentators state that Rodin
submitted the work known as Bellona in a competition for
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a bust of the Republic, which was announced only in
18479. Since it seems unlikely that Rodin would have tack-
led this subject and on such a grand scale, solely for his
own pleasure, Grappe’s dating of 1878 is here rejected
and a date of 1879 proposed instead.”!? While Tancock
may well have been right in dating Bellona to 1879, his
reasons for dismissing Georges Grappe’s somewhat ear-
lier date are not altogether convincing. There seems to
be ample indication that Rodin did not necessarily need
the incentive of a competition to undertake a major work
on a scale similar to or even grander than Bellona, start-
ing in 1874 with the bust of the Man with the Broken Nose
(see cat. no. 125) and continuing with The Age of Bronze,
Seated Ugolino (1876), Saint John the Baptist Preaching, and
many others. Of course, Rodin planned to exhibit his
works at the salon and hoped they would be appreciated
and purchased, preferably by the state.

Moreover, it is difficult to reconcile what Tancock
said, on the one hand, about Rodin’s apparent distaste
for figures of the Republic with his readiness, on the
other, to believe that Rodin could only have conceived
Bellona in direct response to the competition for such a
bust. Tancock, in fact, quoted Rodin as saying, “When a
sculptor makes a republic, he always makes a slut.”1¢ He
also stated in his discussion of The Call to Arms that “it is
significant that Rodin decided to enter the competition
for the monument to the defense of Paris rather than for
the monument to the Republic. . . . A monument to the
war of 1870 could be expressed in terms of dynamic
human content, while a monument to the Republic
would of necessity be more abstract in concept.”5

Thus, while Tancock’s proposed origin and dating
should not be excluded, it also seems plausible that
Rodin may have simply conceived this work as “a good
piece of sculpture.” The bust of Bellona could be an
example, for instance, of Rodin’s practice of depicting
certain female models, especially Rose Beuret, Camille
Claudel, and Mrs. Russell (née Marianna Mattiocco della
Torre), in different costumes and headdresses. In an ear-
lier portrait entitled Flora (1865—70) and in the later
portraits of Mrs. Russell as Athena (see fig. 382), Rodin
demonstrated that he was at times inspired to depict his
models in the guise of Greco-Roman deities, perhaps as a
tribute to the classical art he so loved. The hypothesis
that Bellona was not solely or initially conceived in
response to the competition for a bust of the Republic
would also explain why, as Ruth Butler put it, Rodin
“almost perversely it would seem . . . failed to include the

Phrygian bonnet, thus not identifying the figure as the
Republic, which was the essence of the competition.”16

Most commentators, starting with Judith Cladel,
stated that Rose Beuret was the inspiration and model
for this work: “Rodin did not hide the fact that he had
caught her from life, during the scenes his wife often
threw.”17 This type of story and origin is typical of several
of Rodin’s works, namely, the Saint John, which was also
supposedly inspired by the features, expression, and
stance of a particular model. The truth of the story
regarding Bellona seems to be confirmed by later evi-
dence indicating that this bust had a very special per-
sonal significance for both Rodin and Beuret, as sug-
gested by the inscription on the Musée Rodin drypoint.
Moreover, it is not difficult to demonstrate that there is a
close resemblance between the physiognomy of Beuret
and that of Bellona, by comparing the bust to photo-
graphs and other portraits of her (see fig. 374). Born in
1844, Rose Beuret must have been about g5 years old
when she sat for Bellona.18

A specific thematic analysis of Rodin’s Bellona is espe-
cially difficult due to the uncertainty regarding its concep-
tion and the impossibility of knowing whether it was
intended as a Republic or not. Starting with The Age of
Bronze, we find that a specific identity and its attendant
attributes are not essential to Rodin’s conceptions but
often follow rather than precede the finished work. Conse-
quently, an iconographic analysis of this sculpture can pro-
vide only a general context for understanding the bust.

It is interesting, for instance, to note that the icono-
graphic traditions of Bellona and the Republic are actu-
ally quite similar, sharing many attributes, such as the
shield, torch, and Phrygian bonnet. Marvin Trachten-
berg, in his study of the closely related image of Liberty,
has shown that an entire host of figures, including Doc-
trine, Truth, Eternal Felicity, Divinity, and Faith, share
one or more attributes of Liberty.19

Broadly speaking, Rodin’s Bellona belongs to a long
tradition of heroic male and female figures going back to
the helmeted deities of antiquity: Minerva, Mars, and
such belligerent females as the Amazons. Specifically,
Bellona was a Roman deity connected with war and Mars.
She was at times identified with other minor divinities
and later identified with Virtue. In general, her principal
attribute seems to have been that of being armed.20

As for the image of the Republic, it was extremely pop-
ular among sculptors during the 1870s. The renewed
interest in this subject was part of that larger revival of
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public patriotism and public monuments resulting from
the events of 1870—71. The image developed by artists
earlier in the nineteenth century, during the First and
Second Republics, “had a dual aspect: on the one hand,
it represented a deified image of force and power; on the
other, its incarnation in a female body emphasized quali-
ties of charity and sustenance, that is, the maternalistic
protection of the people.” The image favored during
the First Republic tended to emphasize the former, more
intimidating qualities, while the image preferred in 1848
was of a softer, more feminine, and maternal character.
The personification of Liberty in Rude’s Departure of the
Volunteers and the heroine of Eugéne Delacroix’s Liberty
Leading the People (1830; Louvre, Paris) belong to the
older tradition.

The more temperate and low-key tradition developed
during the Second Republic was still popular in the
1870s. Frédéric-Auguste Bartholdi, for example, in his
Liberty Enlightening the World (known as the Statue of Lib-
erty), conceived in these years, settled for a basically tame
and peaceful image.?? Rodin’s Bellona and his Call to
Arms, belong instead to the earlier tradition of more
aggressive, dramatic images, and this is no doubt at the
root of their rejections in the public competitions. In
Rainer Maria Rilke’s words, Rodin’s sculptures of the late
1870s “with the inconsiderateness of a great confession .

. contradicted the requirements of academic beauty
which were still the dominating standard. In vain Rude
had given his Goddess of Rebellion on the top of the tri-
umphal gate of the Place de I'Etoile that wild gesture and
that far-reaching cry.”23

The unusually forceful and expressive character of
Rodin’s Bellona clearly stands out against sculptures of
similar subject and format conceived by some of his con-
temporaries, such as Jean Gautherin’s Republic, exhibited
in the Salon of 1879, or the slightly later Gallia victrix by
AugustinJean Moreau-Vauthier.2+ While all three depict
more or less powerfully built, strong-featured women,
the faces of the figures by Gautherin and Moreau-Vau-
thier, in contrast to that by Rodin, seem almost com-
pletely impassive, revealing little or no trace of emotion.
Likewise, while Bellona’s head is turned dramatically to
one side, the busts by Gautherin and Moreau-Vauthier
are almost perfectly frontal and symmetrical, con-
fronting the viewer in the manner typical of symbolic,
hieratic images of this kind.

By endowing Bellona with a vivid expression, an
expression at once tragic and defiant, by showing the

head turned in dynamic movement, the tendons of the
neck straining, the head drawn back in a gesture of anger
and pride, Rodin humanized and revitalized this tradi-
tionally aloof and stoic image. A similar humanization of
the heroic subject is found in Rodin’s Spirit of War from
his Call to Arms and in his later Burghers of Calais.

Rodin’s Bellona bears the same relation to Gautherin’s
Republic as his Call to Arms does to Antonin Mercié’s
Quand méme (1882).25 In both cases, while sharing cer-
tain compositional and symbolic devices, the figures by
Gautherin and Mercié are, by comparison with Rodin’s,
overdressed, exceedingly finished, and compositionally
stationary; they represent an attitude rather than move-
ment. Even Jules Dalou’s 1898 monument The Triumph
of the Republic still shies away, in the figure of the Repub-
lic, from the forceful expression of Rodin’s two works.26

The major attribute of Bellona, namely, the helmet, is
unusual for images of the Republic. Most nineteenth-
century Republics wear a Phrygian bonnet or some type
of crown—of laurel, oak leaves, or radiant light. Neither
Moreau-Vauthier’s Gallia victrix nor Rude’s Liberty are,
strictly speaking, Republics. Rodin’s other works depict-
ing closely related images, such as The Spirit of War (cat.
no. 4) and Head of France (cat. no. 36), adhere to the
more traditional attribute of the Phrygian bonnet, thus
suggesting once more that this bust may not have been
conceived as a Republic. At the same time, as we have
seen, a certain amount of belligerence is not atypical of
some images of the Republic, and swords and shields at
times accompany these figures. Another iconographic
source for Bellona may be the tradition of armed and hel-
meted Joan of Arc figures, such as Emmanuel Frémiet’s
Joan of Arc on Horseback erected in 1874 on the place des
Pyramides.2? It is possible that Rodin may have had such
a type in the back of his mind when making Bellona.

Also unusual is that the helmet, we now know, was exe-
cuted for Rodin by a young sculptor, Auguste Ledru
(1860-1902).28 This collaboration may be considered an
extension of Rodin’s well-known habit, especially in later
years, of using trusted assistants and technicians (as in
the carving of his marbles). As René Chéruy wrote, “I
had asked him why he had had the excellent helmet of
Bellona executed by Ledru. . . . The Bellona needed a hel-
met. Maybe because he was interested solely in the fig-
ure, maybe because he was too pressed with other work,
he entrusted its execution to a talented sculptor named
Ledru. . . . Rodin probably discreetly oversaw its execu-
tion. The helmet is in such harmony with the figure,
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forms a harmony with the figure—forms such a perfect
whole, that it is difficult to believe that they are not both
by the same hand. Ledru was, moreover, an artist of great
talent, with a great feeling for decoration. And Rodin did
not try to hide this collaboration.”?® Ledru was very
young when he undertook the helmet, no more than 18
or 19 years old; Rodin was 20 years his senior. Their rela-
tionship may have well been similar to that from which
Rodin was then emerging as assistant to other sculptors.
It is impossible to know precisely their respective roles in
this extraordinarily successful collaboration. It seems rea-
sonable, however, to assume that Rodin was largely
responsible for the overall concept and the marvelous
integration of the helmet with the figure noted by
Chéruy. It also seems possible that Ledru’s role may
account for the relatively unusual character of this hel-
met in Rodin’s work as a tour de force of decorative mod-
eling. Other versions of this helmet by Rodin are consid-
erably more generalized, perhaps because of Rodin’s
greater interest, as Chéruy suggested, in the figure itself
rather than in the decorative details that so dazzle us in
the helmet. The major exception to this is the helmet on
the marble version of Bellona (location unknown), which
is even more exuberant in its decorative conception. In
the back, the marble helmet is graced not by a branch of
laurel, as in the bronze, but by two putti holding an
arrangement of feathers. One naturally wonders whether
this helmet too may have been by Ledru.30

The specific features of the helmet for the bronze Bel-
lonahave their source in both the history of art and the his-
tory of armor. The helmet belongs, first of all, to the tradi-
tion of ceremonial or parade helmets, highly decorative
headgear not meant to be worn in battle. The basic shape
of the helmet with its projecting brim and long, swooping
neck guard resembles that of Andrea del Verrocchio’s
Equestrian Monument of Colleoni (c. 1483-88; Campo SS.
Giovanni e Paolo, Venice). Paul Dubois also used this type
of helmet in his Military Courage (1876) for the memorial
to General Juchault de Lamoriciére in Nantes Cathedral.
Another prototype for Bellona’s helmet is provided by a
sixteenth-century Italian bronze of a helmeted Perseus,
which was then in the collection of the Trocadéro.3! The
fish-scale pattern, embossed tendrils and foliation along
the spine of the helmet, and undulating border are all
common to Ledru’s helmet as well. The volutes on the
brim seem typical of headdresses of this kind. Examples
are to be found in Michelangelo’s Dawn, on the helmet of
Maria de’ Medici as Bellona in Peter-Paul Rubens’s famous

series of paintings (1621-25) then on view at the Louvre,
and in the coiffure for Bianca Capello (186g) by Adéle d’Af-
fry Marcello, admittedly derived from a drawing by
Michelangelo.®2 The front termination of the brim in a
kind of grotesque animal head is also not uncommon.33

In the history of armor, Ledru’s helmet for Rodin
seems to combine features of the Italian sallet, a fif-
teenth-century headpiece with a long tail, and the six-
teenth-century burgonet, “an open helmet, the salient
parts of which are the umbril, or brim, projecting over
the eyes, and the upstanding comb. . . . Ear flaps are
sometimes hinged to the sides. . . . Many are elaborately
decorated.”™* In particular, Rodin’s helmet resembles
several sixteenth-century Italian examples and a parade
helmet of Louis XIV dating to about 1700. The latter, or
one very close to it, was represented in a portrait of Louis
XV by Hyacinthe Rigaud and on Jean Varin’s statue of
Louis XIV in the Musée de Versailles.3?

The most unusual feature in Ledru’s helmet for
Rodin, as it seems to find no direct counterpart in either
the history of art or the history of armor, is the crest that
emerges curling forward like a wave from the top of the
helmet. One source for this, other than Rodin’s own
imagination, seems to be a somewhat similar element in
the helmet of Michelangelo’s Medici
(1520-34; Medici Chapel, Florence). It is significant that
in both works this feature plays a similar compositional
role by creating an area of deep shadow echoing the
shadow cast on the face by the projecting brim. More-

Lorenzo de’

over, it is possible that this feature was meant to echo the
shape of the Phrygian cap traditionally used in represen-
tations of the Republic, France, and Liberty.

Rodin was to return to this helmet in several portraits
of Mrs. Russell as Athena (1896).3 The helmets in these
works clearly derive from the earlier one. They differ
only in the somewhat more generalized shape, less artic-
ulated profile, and less detailed ornamentation. They
thus testify to the enduring fascination of this decorative
form for Rodin and once again suggest that the Bellona
was perhaps originally conceived not as a Republic but
more simply as an ornamented headpiece together with
a highly expressive portrait.

Stylistically, Rodin’s Bellona also displays a mixed her-
itage. On the one hand, as Tancock noted, the work dis-
plays “a baroque vitality.” The baroque period was, more-
over, especially rich in images of Bellona, both in sculpture
(Jean Cosyns, Ignaz Gunther) and in painting (Rubens,
Rembrandt van Rijn).37 In its forceful expression Rodin’s
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Bellona is perhaps closer to Pierre Puget (1620-16g4)
than any other baroque sculptor. On the other hand, the
fierce intensity of Rodin’s Bellona, the way movements are
pitted one against the other, as in the simultaneous turn-
ing and drawing back of the head, point to the Italian
Renaissance and specifically to Michelangelo.

As Albert Alhadeff demonstrated, this return to the
Italian Renaissance was not unique to Rodin, being
shared with varying degrees of success by a number of
contemporary sculptors, such as Carpeaux and Dubois.?8
In particular, the fourth centenary of Michelangelo’s
birth in 1875 had brought renewed attention to this
sculptor and his works. In Rodin’s own production of this
period, Michelangelo’s influence has been observed in
the Loos Monument (1874—76), The Age of Bronze, Saint
John the Baptist Preaching, Vase of the Titans, and Adam (see
cat. nos. §9—40).

Generally speaking, the pronounced gesture of Bel-
lona’s head and shoulders is common to Rodin’s figures
of Industry, Commerce, and the Sailor on the Loos Monu-
ment, which, as Alhadeff noted, are stylistically related to
Michelangelo: “Like the Giuliano de’ Medici, Rodin’s fig-
ures turn to the side and thus reveal in one bold gesture
assurance and pride. Their massive chests are seen full
front, in striking contrast to the profile faces. These inci-
sive changes in direction are reminiscent of the rhythm
Michelangelo instilled in his figures.”3?

More specifically, the torsion of Bellona’s head and
neck, the diagonal displacement of the shoulders and
accompanying emphasis on the strained tendon of the
neck, the angry expression conveyed by the deeply set
eyes and contracted forehead recall Michelangelo’s
David (1501-04; Academy, Florence). Even the effect of
David’s curls projecting forward over the forehead finds
its counterpart in Rodin’s Bellona.

The use of drapery in Rodin’s bust may at first recall
such baroque prototypes as the Bust of Louis XIV in Ver-
sailles by Giovanni Lorenzo Bernini (1598-1689),
although a closer look shows that this feature is used dif-
ferently by Rodin. Rodin used the drapery to reinforce
the main axes and planes of the composition rather than
to give the figure a wind-swept quality and mask its rela-
tion to the base as in the Bernini bust. In Bellona the diag-
onal fold of drapery reiterates the slanting plane of the
chest and the diagonal axis established by the line of the
shoulders, while the vertical loop of drapery reinforces
the major vertical established by the head and neck. This
loop of drapery also counterbalances the heavily articu-

lated area of the head and helmet, thus preventing the
bust from appearing top-heavy. Moreover, from a frontal
point of view, this loop repeats, merely by inversion, the
general shape of the head and helmet. Thus, while the
head and helmet point slightly to one side, the drapery
inclines slightly to the other. In addition, from a profile
view, the fold of drapery swooping diagonally across the
chest repeats not only the diagonal of the shoulders but
also the swooping curves of the helmet.

The bust is unified by a skillful use of lights and shad-
ows, of hollows and projections. Starting at the top of the
helmet, recessions and projections alternate in a rhythmic,
rippling sequence. The viewer’s glance emerges from the
deep shadow created by the crest of the helmet along the
sharply projecting brim to plunge again into the deeply
darkened area of the face and eyes. Another deep pool of
shadow is created by the concavity between the neck and
right shoulder. Our eyes then glide down the broad plane
of the chest, encounter the fold of drapery, and turn back
along the sweep of hair and curve of the neck guard to
admire the superbly crafted back of the bust.

The profiles of the bust have been accorded careful
attention, giving rise, in Rodin’s own words, to “shapes
which are nervous, solid, abundant.” The bust is full of
surprises as one turns around it, and it is clearly meant to
be seen from all sides. In particular, some old photo-
graphs, taken under Rodin’s supervision, suggest that
the left profile, with the helmet clearly displaying its
superb decoration and the face cast in shadow, was one
of Rodin’s favorite views of this work. In profile, the rela-
tively smooth, uninterrupted curve of the back contrasts
dramatically with the broken, highly articulated, cascad-
ing silhouette of the front. The stepped profile estab-
lished by the in-and-out movement of the front of the
helmet is countered by the similar, but receding, stepped
profile of the face.

The relationship of the bust to the base is especially
striking when compared with nineteenth-century aca-
demic examples, such as Gautherin’s bust of the Repub-
lic. Even Carpeaux in his more dynamic and dashing por-
traits never dared to place his busts in such a pronounced
asymmetrical relationship to the base. From a side view, if
a line is drawn along the central axis of the base of
Rodin’s Bellona, most of the bust—that is, more than two-
thirds—will be seen to be on one side of the base in a
strongly “unbalanced” relationship to it. If a similar line is
drawn down the middle of Gautherin’s bust, the figure
will be divided into two almost equivalent parts.
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The use of bodily gesture in the bust of Bellona is mas-
terful, as Rodin managed to convey a sense of form mov-
ing through space. The head and right shoulder surge
forward, defying gravity and their attachment to the
base. The projecting brim of the helmet and front loop
of drapery act like a prow, opening the way for the
advancing figure, while the heavy tresses are swept back
as if by a strong gust of wind. Leo Steinberg skillfully
expressed this quality in Rodin’s busts: “They seem not
poised but propelled, discharged into space by the
abstracted energy of gesture alone.”0

The surface of this bust presents, on the one hand, a
dazzling display of skillfully and sensitively handled tex-
tures: from the porosity of the skin to the metallic smooth-
ness of the helmet, to the rough texture of the hair and
back, alternating with more fluid, almost liquid passages.
On the other hand, the surface also presents unaccount-
able touches that were to become more and more charac-
teristic of Rodin’s work. Lumps of unincorporated clay
appear in the area of the forehead, eyelids, and drapery.
In addition, there are numerous traces of the process of
working in clay, especially in the drips ofliquid clay on the
back of the sculpture, in the marks of different tools, in
the deep gouging of the eyes, in the gashes at the juncture
of head and neck, and in the roughly shaped clay of cer-
tain areas of the hair and drapery.

Another outstanding quality of this bust is the wide
range of emotion it displays from different points of view
and in different lighting conditions. From the front and
under harsh lighting, Bellona bears a fierce, scowling,
almost violent expression. At other times the figure
seems to pout. In gentler lighting in the terra-cotta ver-
sion and from certain three-quarter or profile points of
view, the face has a melancholy look. Rodin managed to
combine both strength and pathos. The deep sockets of
the eyes and the shadow cast by the helmet over the face
give it a mysterious, reserved expression that seems to
contradict the defiant gesture of the head and shoulder.
The tension in this work between different states of feel-
ing reflects the physical tension between the various
movements of the head, chest, and shoulders, at once
turning to the attack and proudly retreating.

Like other Rodin works of the late 1870s, Bellona
embodies daring traits while preserving a strong footing
in tradition, especially evident in the decorative virtuosity
of the helmet and the inclusion of certain, albeit ambigu-
ous, allegorical trappings. With other works of this
period, it also reflects Rodin’s close study of Michelan-

gelo and exemplifies the thematic ambiguity that so dis-
concerted his contemporaries in works such as The Age of
Bronze. Evident is a new freedom in the treatment of the
surface that incorporates purely expressive rather than
exclusively descriptive touches. Finally, Bellona illustrates
Rodin’s innovative use of expressive, spontaneous ges-
tures, thereby breathing new life into the impassive
heroes and heroines of academic tradition.
MARGHERITA ANDREOTTI
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1. Dating as it does to such an important period in Rodin’s
career, Bellona has nonetheless received little scholarly
attention. To date, Tancock provided the most extensive
treatment in a valuable but by no means comprehensive
entry in Tancock 1976, cat. no. 10%7; Butler devoted an
informative entry on this piece in Fusco and Janson 1980,
cat. no. 193.

2. Bartlett reported that the newspaper La France in 1879
(?) described Bellona as “a sculpturesque fantasy, a bedev-
iled fervor that makes one dream of Carpeaux when in
his most audacious moments of imaginative composition”
(in Elsen 1965a, 46). Alexandre referred to Bellona as a
“tragic female head with helmet, her face contracted in
anger, reminiscent of Rude’s art in its simple modeling
and forceful expression” (1goo, 24). Vallon also com-
pared Bellona to Rude’s Departure of the Volunteers (1928
73-74). Finally, Grappe (1944) and Tancock (1976)
emphasized respectively the decorative and baroque con-
ception of the bust. Butler cited (in Fusco and Janson
1980) two articles reviewing the entries for a competition
for a bust of the Republic: M. V., “Lettres, science et
beaux-arts,” La France, 18 December 1879, and Petit moni-
teur universelle, 17 December 1879. The article in La
France may be that mentioned by Bartlett. Both articles
apparently emphasized the dramatic and nontraditional
aspects of the work.

3. Announced in L'art (Paris) 4 (1879) vol. 19: 119: “The
City of Paris announces two competitions: one, for the
bust of the Republic destined to be placed in the town
hall of the XII arrondissement and to serve as a model for
the other municipal buildings. This bust will be one
meter high not including the small pedestal. . . . Projects
should be deposited at the Palais des Tuileries, Pavillon
de Flore, before next December 16; the public exhibition
will open the 18th and last eight days.”

4. Bartlett in Elsen 1965a, 46.

5. Tancock stated (1976) that “according to information

58 / CATALOGUE



10.

11

provided by the Musée Rodin at the time of purchase,”
the Philadelphia Bellona, cast in the early 1g20s, is the
third cast (586 n. 1). If this is correct, then the Stanford
bronze must be the first or second.

. This bust bears the foundry mark “A. Gruet ainé Fondeur

Paris.” The dating of the Stanford cast to the 18gos finds
confirmation in letters and bills in the Rodin archives that
indicate that “A. Gruet ainé” did most of its work for
Rodin precisely in these years. Like the better known
Rudier foundry, the Gruet foundry seems to have been a
family operation composed of Adolphe Gruet, father and
son. The foundry mark on the Stanford cast refers to the
son, “Adolphe Gruet Fils Ainé Seul Successeur de Son
Pére,” according to the letterhead on correspondence
and bills preserved in the Rodin archives. Based on these
archives, it appears that A. Gruet pére worked for Rodin
in the early 1880s and that by the early 18gos he had
been succeeded by his son. There are references to at
least fifteen different works in the documents dating to
this period, though no reference to Bellona. One bill of
1902 testifies, moreover, that Rodin also did some busi-
ness with a certain E. Gruet, probably a relative, who
owned his own foundry (Cantor Art Center archives).

. Wasserman 1975, 147; de Caso and Sanders 1947, 2g-30.
. A. Gruet ainé was a highly skilled patinateur (see letters §—

in the Gruet Foundry file, Cantor Arts Center archives), a
fact that accords with the high quality of the patina of the
Stanford Bellona. Sanders gave Bellona as an example of
Rodin’s high standards in the matter of patinas, reporting
that “his Bellona had to be redone three times before he
was satisfied with it” (de Caso and Sanders 1977, 30). Her
source for this comment, Lami 1914-21, vol. 4 (1921),
163, however, made no mention of this.

. Vera Green, B. Gerald Cantor Art Foundation, to author,

28 February 1979.

Tancock 1976, 586. Presumably the marble version listed
in Tancock as “location unknown” is the one in the collec-
tion of Dr. and Mrs. Jules Lane, Hicksville, New York, that
was shown in the Rodin Rediscovered exhibition (National
Gallery of Art, Washington, D.C., 1981-82). Butler states
that the marble in the Lane collection is unique and the
one shown in the 1889 Monet-Rodin exhibition (in Fusco
and Janson 1980, 333). Whether this and the one pur-
chased by the French government around 19ob are one
and the same has yet to be established. Its location is
“unknown” in Beausire 1989, 102.

. An exception is the Philadelphia Bellona, which differs

from the other casts in one principal feature: the termina-
tion of the left arm and shoulder. The Philadelphia ver-
sion presents the stumplike suggestion of a left arm and
armpit, which is completely lacking in the terra-cotta,
bronze, and marble versions. Otherwise, the major differ-
ences are to be found, not unexpectedly, between the
terra-cotta (or bronze) and marble versions. The marble
is substantially smaller (27 vs. g2 in. high) and less
detailed. The drapery was simplified and major changes
made in the shape and decoration of the helmet, the
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most notable being the addition of two putti on the back.
A marble version of Bellona was exhibited in the 1889
Monet-Rodin exhibition, cat. no. 1. This or another mar-
ble version of Bellona was purchased by the French gov-
ernment around 19o6 (Ministére de Iinstruction
publique des beaux-arts et des cultes to Rodin, 24 Novem-
ber 19o[67]).

Delteil 1910. The third state is most frequently repro-
duced and seems to differ from the second state primarily
in the heavier inking of the plate. See also Thorson 1975,
25—27.

Tancock 1976, 585. Butler likewise assumed that Bellona
was created in direct response to the competition for a
bust of the Republic and accepted Tancock’s date of 1879
(in Fusco and Janson 1980, §32).

Tancock 1976, 586 n. 9.

Ibid., 370.

Butler in Fusco and Janson 1980, 333.

Cladel 1936, 241.

More than 25 years later Ludovici was still remarking on
the resemblance of the model to the sculpture of Bellona:
“When I was at Meudon, in spite of her great age, her fea-
tures were still recognizable in this bust [Bellona]. She
must have been a very handsome woman, for even in old
age she was pleasant to look upon, although her features
were large and not the soft, smooth kind usually associ-
ated with good looks in a woman” (1926, 18). This last
remark on Rose Beuret’s particular type of beauty—a
strong-featured, forceful, rather than delicate beauty—
confirms her appropriateness as the model for Bellona, a
bust that was to bear both female and male names at dif-
ferent times during its history. Around this time Beuret
also served as the model for the screaming countenance
of the Genius of War in The Call to Arms. Finally, a photo-
graph of Rose Beuret taken around 1880-82, only a few
years after she sat for Bellona, shows the same features that
distinguish the sculptured bust, particularly the deeply set
eyes veiled in shadow; the photograph was reproduced by
Tancock (1976, 485). The motif of the curls escaping
from beneath the brim of the helmet and framing the
forehead of Bellona may also have been inspired by the
model’s coiffure as shown in the photograph.

Marvin Trachtenberg, The Statue of Liberty (New York: Pen-
guin, 1977), ch. 3.

Enciclopedia dell’arte antica, vol. 2 (Rome: Istituto della
enciclopedia italiana, 1959), 47.

Albert Boime, “The Second Republic’s Contest for the
Figure of the Republic,” Art Bulletin 53 (1971): 76.
Trachtenberg, Statue of Liberty, 68.

Rilke in Elsen 1g65a, 118.

For Gautherin’s Republic, see L'art (Paris) 3 (1879) vol.
18: 10 (ill.); for Moreau-Vauthier's Gallia victrix, see Tan-
cock 1976, 585.

For Mercié’s Quand méme, see Hale 1969, 62.

For Dalou’s Republic, see L'art (Paris) 4 (1879) vol. 19,
130, 132, 134 (ills.), 134-35; and John Hunisak, The
Sculptor Jules Dalou (New York: Garland, 1977), 209-29.
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See also John Hunisak, “Dalou’s Triumph of the Republic: A
Study of Private and Public Meaning,” in Janson 1984,
16g—75. Dalou’s figure has more grace but much less
impact than the Genius of War of Rodin’s Call to Arms. Paul
Dubois’s Military Courage, reproduced in L'art (Paris) g
(1877) vol. 8, 275, provides another example of a hel-
meted figure with a number of points of contact with Bel-
lona (see Fusco and Janson 1980, cat. no. 11g). The two
figures both wear helmets of approximately similar shape
and similar Renaissance derivation, and the two heads are
similarly turned to the right in a gesture reminiscent of
Michelangelo. In Bellona, however, this gesture is full of
vigor and implied movement, while in the Dubois the ges-
ture has been subdued and subordinated to a sense of
unstrained composure.

27. Fusco and Janson 1980, cat. no. 141.

28. Not surprisingly, Ledru became known primarily as a dec-
orative sculptor, the author of “vases, plates, platters,
cups, fountains, in plaster, bronze, and pewter” (Lami
191421, vol. § [1919], 2779-80).
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The Crying Lion (Le lion qui pleure), c. 1878~81

o Title variations: Lion Roaring, Seated Lion, Weeping Lion, The
Wounded Lion

* Bronze, Georges Rudier foundry, cast 1955, 1/9

* 11X13Y4x6Y4in. (27.9 X 33.7 X 15.9 cm)

e Signed on base by right rear leg: A. Rodin

* Inscribed inside cast: Georges Rudier/Fondeur Paris; on front of base,
at edge: © by Musée Rodin 1955; on drapery beneath right forepaw:
garde bien; interior cachet: A. Rodin

* Provenance: Musée Rodin, Paris; Julien Aime, New York; Worldhouse
Galleries, New York

= Gift of B. Gerald Cantor Collection, 1992.150

Figure 54

I n gratitude for Edmond Turquet’s purchase of 7The Age
of Bronzefor the state and the commission for The Gales of
Hell in 1880, Rodin seems to have offered him the plas-
ter of the lion, apparently in memory of his recently
deceased wife, Octavie.l There seems to be a question as
to whether or not the small sculpture was actually com-
missioned and intended for use on Mme Turquet’s
tomb.2 The words garde bien (guard well) inscribed on
the scroll of the sculpture were from her family coat of
arms.?

Adding to the question of whether or not the lion was
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actually commissioned for a tomb is the fact that Rodin
gave the widower a roughly 11-inch plaster, a material
that could not have served that funerary purpose. It was
not until around 1887 or thereafter that the plaster was
offered back by a member of the family in exchange for a
promised bronze, which was not actually cast until 1goz2,
21 years after the death of Mme Turquet.#

The sculpture is dated 1881 on the basis of the gift to
Turquet. It is probable, however, that Rodin made it ear-
lier, in the late 1870s, when he was competing for monu-
ments to the Republic and the defeat in the Franco-
Prussian War. Frédéric-Auguste Bartholdi’s gigantic
Belfort Lion, 38 feet high and 7o feet long, was carved in
the red granite blocks set into the hillside above Belfort
between 1875 and 1880. The model was exhibited in
Paris in the Salon of 1878 and could have inspired Rodin
to make his own leonine symbol of the nation’s defense
against the Prussians.5 As well as a tomb guardian, the
lion as a civic symbol of strength and courage has a long
history. Rodin’s proposed monument for the defense of
Paris (see fig. 49), for example, shows a wounded soldier

rallied from dying by the screaming spirit of war (fig.
51), and if the small sculpture of the lion was done with
the same intent, it might properly be called The Wounded
Lion, as it was. Adding the scroll with the words garde bien
before making the gift could have been easily done if, in
fact, needed, and they were totally appropriate to what
may have been Rodin’s original political intention for
the sculpture.

It was not uncommon for Rodin to utilize an existing
sculpture for a purpose other than that for which it was
made. Later, in 1911, for instance, an upright winged
version of The Martyr (cat. nos. 72—79) was used for a
tomb in Amiens and named The Broken Lily (1911). In
1881 Rodin was deeply into the work on The Gates of Hell
and spent some weeks in London. It is questionable
whether he would have taken time to make the lion just
as a gift. It would have been possible for him to select a
figure like Fallen Caryatid (cat. nos. 56-57) for the Tur-
quet tomb, but this might have seemed imprudent at the
time as the figure came from the government commis-
sion for The Gates of Hell. In my view, the death of
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Edmond Turquet’s wife and the family motto may have
inspired the artist not to make the lion sculpture but
rather to make the gift. Further, its small size and mate-
rial would have made it problematic for the tomb; more-
over, no evidence suggests that Rodin and the family
planned its immediate enlargement or bronze-casting as
one would expect if, in fact, a commission had taken
place. It was not enlarged to almost twice its size until so
done by the practicien Peter Victor, who carved it in mar-
ble in 1910 for the artist.

Despite his many student drawings of animals, made
when he was studying with Antoine-Louis Barye, and his
so-called black drawings in the early 1880s of men on
horseback, in Rodin’s sculpture there are only the horse
for the Monument to General Lynch (cat. no. 7), the charg-
ing horses pulling Apollo’s chariot on the pedestal of the
Monument to Claude Lorrain (cat. nos. 93—gp), and The
Wounded Lion. Shown under the name The Crying Lion,
the sculpture was exhibited three times, all in Paris
(1912, 1913, 191%7).% The second exhibition was organ-
ized by the French animaliers, those who focused on the
sculpture of animals, in connection with a Barye retro-
spective. This was fitting as Rodin had studied with Barye
in 1855, and no doubt his love of animals and the vigor
and anatomical knowledge he imparted to his beast
reflected that exposure. Barye’s Lion Crushing a Serpent
(1833) had been purchased by the state and placed in
the garden of the Tuileries, where Rodin could have
been inspired by it from the time he was a student.

Usually reproduced in side view, Rodin’s sculpture
can be experienced most effectively when one starts with
the back, where the animal’s hind legs are in a crouch.
The curved tail begins a long, continuous, twisting move-
ment, which proceeds up the spine and into the mane
and head. This kind of powerful and expressive dorsal
torsion Rodin would have imbibed from the older an:-
malier. How observant Rodin was of the way a lion roars is
shown by his treatment of the open jaws with the upper
twisted to its right and disaligned with the lower part of
the mouth. Seen from the side, it is as if the roar begins
deep inside the animal and issues from its whole body.
The only sign of a wound might be found in the absence
of the animal’s left eye. The profile view also encourages
the sense of the animal lifting itself from a crouched
position; its hind legs are still folded under the
haunches, and the straightened left front leg is pulled
back in the effort of lifting the front of the body. The
right is also straight but seems to advance. Thus the ani-

mal appears to be moving in fluid stages from a station-
ary to a mobile position, from rest to angry action. Rodin
told a Dutch visitor how years after he had left Barye’s
class, he saw the master’s bronze sculpture of two grey-
hounds: “They ran . . . not for an instant did they remain
. An idea came to me suddenly and
enlightened me; this is art, this is the revelation of the

in one spot. . .

great mystery; how to express movement in something
that is at rest.”

This summation or succession of movements Rodin
had worked with in his Saint John the Baptist Preaching
(1878).8 It also differentiated his lion from Bartholdi’s
stationary beast, which looks as if his two front feet are
braced. The head of Rodin’s lion is far more natural,
expressive, and ferocious because of its twist and the
bared teeth, whereas the more regally posed head of
Bartholdi’s lion, emerging from a carefully groomed
mane, looks less menacing. Rodin made more—sculp-
turally—of the animal’s bone and muscle structure than
did Bartholdi. The mane is more robustly handled, with
the result that his beast seems wilder, leaner, and meaner,
belonging to the same pride of lions as Barye’s rather
than Bartholdi’s. Contrary to the view that Rodin was
“out of his realm when he turned from the human fig-
ure,”® the lion shows that if he had concentrated on ani-
mals, Rodin could have been the best nineteenth-cen-
tury animalier of them all.

Unfortunately there are many unauthorized casts of
Rodin’s lion, which seem to have been made from a
badly repaired plaster from which the teeth and part of
the tail are missing, and the lower jaw is less accurately
and sharply defined.10

NOTES

LITERATURE: Bénédite 1926, 117; Grappe 1944, 26; de Caso
and Sanders 1947, 117-19; Barbier 1987, 8o; Goldscheider
1989, 162

1. Barbier cited the correspondence of Edmond Turquet’s
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in-law’s death in 1881 (1987, 8o n. 1).

2. Léonce Bénédite, the first curator of the Musée Rodin,
wrote, “And did not his thoughts turn again, finally, to the
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crouched above the arms and device of the Montgomery
family, to which Madame Edmond Turquet belonged . . .
a little figure which Rodin conceived as a sort of monu-
mental effigy?” (1926, 17). Grappe wrote, “The sculpture
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adorns the tomb of an illustrious family” (1944, 26). De
Caso and Sanders described the lion as being reportedly a
commission (1977, 117). Barbier noted that, contrary to
previous writings, there is no proof of the existence of a
stone or marble that would have decorated the tomb
(1987, 80). Goldscheider implied that the lion was a gift
(1989, 162).
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4. Goldscheider 198g, 162. When Bénédite began casting
more bronzes of the lion in 1919, the Turquet family
vainly protested.
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7. Grunfeld 1987, 29, citing Byvanck 1892, g.
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8. De Caso and Sanders wrote that the lion “is less inventive
than his figures” (1977, 117). On the contrary, if done
about the time of Saint John, it would have shared with this
human figure one of Rodin’s most inventive ideas for
showing movement in sculpture.

g. Ibid.

10. This is the view of Alain Beausire of the Musée Rodin. De
Caso and Sanders cite Frisch and Shipley 1939, 389—go,
to show that unauthorized casts were made to Rodin’s
annoyance during his lifetime (1977, 119 n. 8). If true,
this may be one of the rare instances in an otherwise
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Magquette for “Monument to General Lynch”
(Maquette pour le monument Général Lynch), 1886

* Bronze, Georges Rudier foundry, cast 1973, 3/12

® 17V x9x5Yain. (43.8 x22.9x13.3cm)

* Signed on base, top center: A. Rodin

¢ Inscribed on back of base: Georges Rudier/Fondeur Paris; on base,
left side: © by Musée Rodin 1973; interior cachet: A. Rodin

* Provenance: Musée Rodin, Paris

* Gift of Cantor Fitzgerald Art Foundation, 1975.85

fFigure 55

One of the heroes of the war between Chile and Peru
(1879-82) was Admiral-General Patricio Lynch
(1825-1886), leader of the Chilean army. Through his
friendship with Mme Morla Vicuia, wife of the Chilean
ambassador to France, Rodin was asked by her govern-
ment to create a monument. In the summer of 1886 the
maquette won the approval of Lynch, himself now
ambassador to Spain. Rodin showed his subject presum-
ably dressed as a Chilean admiral, mounted, and with his
sword extended toward the field of battle rather than

actually leading a charge. The hero sits relaxed rather
than tensed for combat. (As it was but a maquette, Rodin
did not indicate bridle or stirrups.) Despite its small size,
the distinctive head bears a residual likeness, which must
have pleased its owner. Probably because of changes in
Chilean politics, the monument was never realized.

Of greatest importance to Rodin was the opportunity
to make his first equestrian monument. Whether or not
he used an assistant for the figure, as he did for an unre-
alized monument to another Chilean, the statesman and
writer Benjamin Vicufia-Mackenna (model 1886), the
horse was undoubtedly Rodin’s. Since his student days
Rodin had been thinking about them; his notebooks
show workhorses at the Left Bank Paris markets. Before
this monument he had only realized parts of horses in
relief for The Gates of Hell. Rodin’s knowledge of equine
anatomy informed the modeling of Lynch’s mount, and
his establishment of the big planes and their junctures,
especially in the flanks, would have been impressive in
full size seen from below and at a distance. The position
of the sword, the horse’s lowered head and tail between
his legs help compact the design within a cube. Perhaps
because he did not know if the maquette would be real-
ized in bronze or stone, but probably anticipating the lat-
ter, Rodin used the mane for the neck and kept the tail
between the legs and touching the ground as structural
braces. The hooves are shown at different levels atop the
rocky ground. The impression is that of the horse brac-
ing itself and waiting to charge. A pedestal was designed,
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presumably by an assistant, but rejected because Rodin
found it smacked too much of “carpentry.”! Despite the
fact that the monument was never realized, Rodin made
good use of the body of the horse in his Cenfauress (cat.
no. 158).

NOTES

LITERATURE: Lawton 1906, 6g, 70—71; Cladel 1936, 148—40;
Grappe 1944, 58; Tancock 1976, 200, 204; Grunfeld 1987,
16g-70, 266; Goldscheider 1989, 194-95; Pingeot 19go,
242—43; Barbier 1gg2, 21 Le Normand-Romain, 2001, 192.

1. Grunfeld 1987, 266.
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THE BURGHERS OF CALAIS

Monuments to military defeat by the defeated are
rare in the history of art. They begin to make their
appearance after the Franco-Prussian War, when France
sought through public art to rally the people after one of
the worst military disasters in the nation’s history. Rodin
experienced the challenge of showing heroism in defeat
when he competed unsuccessfully in 187q with The Call
to Arms (fig. 49) for a monument to the defense of Paris
against the besieging Prussian army. In the United States
Maya Lin’s Vietnam Veterans Memorial (1981-85; Washing-
ton, D.C.) similarly expresses America’s effort to come to
terms with a terrible military disaster and to honor its vic-
tims in the armed forces by means of a work of art.

The Burghers of Calais (fig. 56) stands at the beginning
of modern public sculpture both in theme and form.
Ironically, aspects of Rodin’s art contradicted what many
modern artists believed until recently; words that were
anathema to modernists that could be applied to The
Burghers are illustrative or literary, theatrical, heroic, and
patriotic. His creation was based on Jean Froissart’s four-
teenth-century account and not the artist’s personal expe-
rience; the sculptures celebrated heroes and sacrifice for
one’s country; and the monument was intended to be the-
atrical in the sense of inviting the viewer’s sympathy by
staging in public the emotional and psychological reac-
tions of six men who faced an honorable but unjust death
(figs. 56 and 57). Thus, expression was depicted in the
subjects’ faces, gestures, and bodies as opposed to ema-
nating from the elements of art and their overall arrange-
ment, as modernists since Henri Matisse have preferred.
The monument was made in the service of government
for patriotic purposes. Modernist sculpture throughout
most of its history celebrated life and living, not death
and dying for one’s country. The modernity of The
Burghers of Calais lies in the fact that Rodin had to impose
his vision on his clients and the public.! Despite severe
and externally imposed restrictions of many sorts, the
sculptor carried out the commission on his own terms.

There are those art historians who believe that the
plural contexts or spirit of the age in which a work is
made explain the art. Rodin gave comfort to such a view
when he said, “A true artist always puts something of his

time into his work, and also of his soul.”? Besides that
intangible and elusive soul, Rodin also reminds us of the
limitations of contextualism: “When one is preoccupied
with pleasing that million-headed monster called ‘the
public,” one loses one’s personality and independence.
In limiting his needs, one can work as he intends,
remaining completely free within his own thoughts. 1
know very well that one must fight, for one is often in
contradiction with the spirit of the age.” Ernst Gom-
brich is fond of pointing out that “art is the product of
individual artists and sometimes it’s even they who influ-
ence history.”™ Such was the case with The Burghers of
Calais.

Rodin was dealing with a public that knew by heart
the burghers’ story from plays, prints, and paintings as
well as from history books.5 From the arts, his public
had a clear idea of what they wanted him to do in the
monument: show the unflinching devotion of the
heroes to their city and its citizens in a theatrical way.
Rodin introduced into public art a modern concept of
the heroic, namely that courage meant triumph over
fear. He humanized and eventually won a new credibil-
ity for the public monument by bringing his heroes
down to earth emotionally, and if he had had his way,
artistically. Rodin defied similar but conventional
municipal compositions of the period and their use of
architectural elements, allegorical trappings, and the
expected attitudes of the victims as he deliberately
sought an original statement that would bring honor to
himself and his client. Forgotten by those who criticized
Rodin then and later for not being able to finish a
major commission is that The Burghers of Calais proved
that he could do so under the most trying circum-
stances. As would happen subsequently with other con-
troversial public sculptures, Calais eventually took pride
in being associated with the work of a great artist. The
Burghers of Calais is historically unique and at the time
of its installation in 189 was a rare monument in hav-
ing six freestanding figures that could be seen outdoors
in the round. Historians have vainly sought historical
prototypes and influences.t
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Fig. 56. The Six
Burghers of
Calais in
Memorial Court,
Stanford
University.

Circumstances of the Commission

When Rodin was officially commissioned to create a
monument to the six fourteenth-century heroes of
Calais, he was the beneficiary of a number of events and
circumstances. Following the Franco-Prussian War there
was a wave of patriotism fostered by the government
and a desire for monuments that appealed to the
nation’s Gallic spirit, preparing the nation for revenge
against Prussia.” The story of the burghers included
devotion to one’s country and willingness of the bour-
geoisie to sacrifice themselves for their fellow citizens,
heroic resistance to an invader, and a reminder of how
Calais had survived two hundred years of English rule,
just as Alsace-Lorraine would have to survive under
Prussian control. In 1884 the French government
passed a law permitting municipalities to commission
public monuments.8 The city of Calais was about to
merge with the adjacent and larger city of Saint-Pierre
(though retaining the name Calais) and to the dismay
of its citizenry was in the process of tearing down its
medieval walls and many of its old buildings in order to
be both a more modern city and to achieve physical
unity with its new partner. The last mayor of the historic
city, Omer Dewavrin (1837-1904), seconded by the city

council, wanted to commemorate his
Calais and a glorious though controver-
sial moment in its past with a work of
modern, not academic, sculpture.? The
monument was to be paid for by a grant
of 10,000 francs from the city supple-
mented by public subscription to a
national appeal.10

The commissioners
Rodin’s models
would be exhibited in the Paris salons as
early as 1885, thereby giving favorable
publicity to their cause, and this was why
in Rodin’s contract he agreed to provide
a model “completely finished and care-
fully executed, in the same manner as
the works admitted to the annual

hoped that

for the monument

salons.”11
The proposed monument—only the
most recent in a line of projects for
Calais that had never been carried out—
was intended also as a vindication of the
medieval burghers’ reputations, espe-
cially that of their leader, Eustache de Saint-Pierre. His
integrity had been challenged since the eighteenth cen-
tury by certain historians who claimed that he was actu-
ally a traitor, for after the siege of Calais had been lifted,
he was restored to a fine house and rewarded financially
by the English king.!2 Originally the commission was to
be for a monument to Eustache alone, but it was Rodin
who with his first model convinced his clients that it was
more appropriate, desirable, and financially feasible to
memorialize all six citizens.!?

Dewavrin was guided in his selection of Rodin as a
possible creator of the monument by a small number of
Calaisians at home and in Paris, some of whom were
friends of both the artist and the mayor.1¢ Two well-
known artists, Jean-Charles Cazin (1841-1901) and
Alphonse Legros (1837-1911), interceded with
Dewavrin on Rodin’s behalf. There was no formal com-
petition, but when the project for the monument
became known, several sculptors sent entries that were
publicly exhibited in the Calais city hall and considered
by a committee, which consisted initially of 24 citizens
appointed by the mayor.1® Even later, when the commit-
tee was enlarged, its members did not include any
artists other than the architect Ernest Decroix, who
eventually designed the pedestal for the monument. As
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shown in the contract, these provincial commissioners
were impressed by the standards of the official Paris art
world, of the salons and their prizes, and federal com-
missions. Rodin’s professional credentials included the
government purchase of his Age of Bronze and Saint John
the Baptist Preaching, the commission for The Gates of
Hell, and awards won at the salon. Not surprisingly the
selection of Rodin, a Parisian, especially displeased
local sculptors and their friends and supporters, judg-
ing from the negative press his project received in the
first years and from demands by these artists for a more
traditional competition.

In 1880 Rodin began work on The Gates of Hell but by
1884 it was less than half completed, so a fair question is
why he sought the exacting task of making six life-size fig-
ures? More difficult for us to comprehend today is that
the contract he signed required him to be responsive to
the criticisms and suggestions of his clients, none of
whom were artists: “he in any case, ultimately, would exe-
cute the changes that the examination of the said
maquette might suggest to the committee and would
apply them to the final group.”'¢ An Ecole des beaux-arts
standard was imposed and agreed to by the artist,
whereby he would “execute a model one-third life-size
completely studied, finished and achieved, requiring
nothing more than to be enlarged and carried out.”?
His acceptance of these conditions was a
matter of the artist’s pride and ambition
as well as confidence in his art and pow-
ers of persuasion. At the time his reputa-
tion, though growing, was insufficient to
give him the clout to dictate more con-
genial terms. Yet, he must also have been
aware that he had influential friends with
access to the mayor and committee.

What his commissioners may not have
known was that Rodin had failed in sev-
eral previous competitions. As he would
also make clear in The Burghers, Rodin
was an ardent Frenchman. He deeply
desired to make commemorative art to
honor his country and French sculpture
and to add to his own reputation,
thereby attracting more commissions.
He was fully in sympathy with the idea of
the existence of a new national or Gallic
spirit to which artists should appeal and
that France itself had a great artistic tra-

dition beginning in the Middle Ages, which in place of
Italian sources should inspire modern French art. In
accepting the Calais commission, Rodin, to use his own
word, “abandoned” for a few years the great portal. He
was not being pressured by the government to complete
it as there was no specific site or existing building to
receive it. For all the foregoing reasons and probably oth-
ers, Rodin truly, if not desperately, wanted the Calais
commission. Finally, and most important of all, he imme-
diately recognized when reading Froissart’s Chronicles
that he had a great and inspiring story to work with.

In 1347 King Edward III of England invaded France,
beginning what became known as the Hundred Years’
War. The besieged city of Calais was ordered by the king
of France to hold out at any cost. The French king tried
but failed to reach Calais to raise the siege, and after
months of fighting the Calaisians succumbed to famine
and parleyed for surrender. Angered by the delay the
stubborn city had caused, the English king violated the
rules of war, which dictated surrender and ransom, and
set a cruel price to end the conflict. As recounted by
Froissart, King Edward said:18

Gautier, you will go to those of Calais and you will
tell the captain that the greatest favor that they can
find and have from me is that they send from the
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the Burghers of
Calais, 1884-95,
bronze, 822 in.
(210 cm).
Musée Rodin,
Paris.



city six of the most notable burghers, their feet
bare, rope around their necks and the keys to the
city and of the chateau in their hands and with
them [ will do as I please and on the rest I will take
pity.

Gautier de Mauny went to the foot of the ram-
part where Jean de Vienne waited, and reported to
him the will of his master. Jean de Vienne asked for
a few moments to reunite the inhabitants, in order
to make known the will of the king of England.

He went to the market, rang the bell, at the
sound of which men and women came, all curious
to know the news.

When all were together, Jean de Vienne
imparted to them the king’s will. When they had
understood this report, they all began to cry and
weep, so much and so bitterly that there is no heart
in the world so hard that having heard and seen
them would not have pitied them. . . .

A moment later there arose the richest burgher,
Sir Eustache de Saint-Pierre, who said: “Lords, it
would be a great misfortune to let such a people
die here of famine when one can find another
means. [ have such hope of finding grace and par-
don from Our Lord if I die in order to save these
people, that I want to be the first: I will willingly
strip to my shirt, bare my head, put the rope
around my neck, at the mercy of the king of Eng-
land.”

When Sir Eustache de Saint-Pierre had said
these words each one was aroused to pity and many
men and women threw themselves at his feet. . . .

Secondly, another very honest and rich burgher,

Afterwards there arose a third who called him-
self Sir Jacques de Wissant who was a man rich in
property and heritage and said that he would
accompany his two cousins. So did Pierre de Wis-
sant, his brother, Jehan de Fiennes and Sir
Andrieux d’Andres.

And there the six burghers undressed, all naked,
in their breeches and shirts . . . and they put the
rope around their necks . . . and took the keys to
the city and the citadel: each one holding a hand-
ful.

When they were thus prepared, Jean de Vienne,
mounted on a small nag, put himself in front of
them and took the route to the gate. Then one saw
men, women, children, weep and wring their
hands, and cry in a loud voice very bitterly. . . . Thus
they came to the gate, convoyed by cries and tears.
Outside the gate they found Sir Gautier who was
waiting. Jean de Vienne told him:

As Captain of Calais I deliver to you, with the
consent of the poor people of this city, these six cit-
izens: and I swear to you that they have always been
the most honorable and notable of body, property
and ancestry of the city of Calais; they carry with
them all of the keys of the said city and chateau. I
beg you noble sir, to intercede for them with the
King of England in order that they not be put to
death.

I do not know, replied Sir de Mauny, what the
king will do; but I swear to you that I will do all in
my power to save them.

And they went to the English camp.

who had two beautiful daughters, who was called
Jean d’Aire, arose and said that he would keep
company with his companion Eustache de Saint-
Pierre.

Rodin’s reaction to this story is made clear in the first
model and his accompanying comments to his benefac-
tor, Calais’s mayor.
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First Maquette for “The Burghers of Calais”
(Les bourgeois de Calais, premiére maquette), 1884

¢ Bronze, Godard Foundry, 2/12

e With pedestal: 23% x 13 x 11%4 in. (59.4 x 33 x 28.6 cm)

¢ Signed on top of base, front left corner: A. Rodin

¢ Inscribed on base, left side, lower edge, near back: E.
Godard/Fondr/Paris; on base, left side, lower edge, near front: © by
Musée Rodin; on top of base, left front corner: No. 2

¢ Provenance: Musée Rodin, Paris

e Gift of the Iris and B. Gerald Cantor Foundation, 1974.97

figures 58-59

l [ ithin a few weeks of their first meeting, probably in

late October 1884, and having received Dewavrin’s invi-
tation to submit a model to the Calais committee, Rodin
made his first maquette. The artist’s enthusiasm for the
project is evident in his first two letters to the mayor.

sive and moving. The pedestal is triumphal and has
the rudiments of a triumphal arch to carry, not a
quadriga [four-horse chariot], but human patriot-
ism, abnegation and virtue.

The simplicity of the architecture will keep the
costs low; the amount of bronze in the six figures
will be reduced because the figures support one
another, so casting will be less expensive. I believe
25,000 francs will cover the cost, and there will not
be more than the sculptor’s fee on top of that.
Rarely have I succeeded in doing a sketch with so
much élan and sobriety.

Eustache de St. Pierre, alone, through his digni-
fied movement, motivates and leads his relatives
and friends, arm slightly raised.20

In a letter to P. A. Isaac, whom Dewavrin had asked to
head a Paris committee to search for a sculptor and who
introduced the two men, Rodin expanded on his ideas:

If these gentlemen find the maquette insufficiently
developed, I can make it more so and a little larger.
But it is necessary that I be compensated for the
execution of the sketch that will be done with all
the desired rigor. It has been impossible for me to

Since the honor of your visit,  have been thinking
about the monument and was lucky to come across a
thought I liked, the execution of which would be
original. I have never seen such an arrangement sug-
gested by the subject matter, nor a more singular
one; it would be even better since all cities have ordi-
narily the same monument, give or take a few
details.

I will therefore make a clay model, which T will
have photographed, and I would be grateful if you
encouraged me, assuring me of your considerable
influence.19

I just made a sketch in clay and had it cast. In
that way, you will be able to make a better judg-
ment. If you would like to see it more expressive,
you could commission me to double the size with a
pedestal more articulated and finished.

The idea seems to me completely original, from
the point of view of architecture and sculpture.
Nevertheless, it is the subject itself that is important
and that imposes a heroic conception. The general
effect of six figures sacrificing themselves is expres-

do more, not liking to work other than with a firm
commission.

The thing is original and there is at the same
time the spirit of these heroes which communicates
itself better by viewing the six rather than a single
one. The sacrifice has its appeal already and cannot
fail to move the viewers. The architecture is simple
and triumphal. The subbasement and terrace are
to be added.!

The letter included a small drawing of a second idea,
which shows, unlike the actual first maquette, a tripartite
conception with the figures atop the triumphal arch
mounted in turn on a rectangular foundation, presum-
ably with a terrace, and sloping ramps rising from the
flanks.22 As this sketch was intended for a fellow artist,
with his pen Rodin merely scribbled atop the monument
an indication of the vertical figures (five are so signified)
in the same up-and-down, or wavelike, notational mode
used to indicate shading in the foundation. It appears
from its absence in subsequent correspondence that the
idea of the broad foundation was dropped.

Rodin’s enthusiasm for the first maquette, which was
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Fig. 58. First
Maquette for
“The Burghers of
Calais,” front
(cat. no. 8).



Fig. 59. First
Maguette for
“The Burghers
of Calais,” rear
(cat. no. 8).



Top: Fig. 60.
Second
Maquette for
“The Burghers
of Calais,” front
1885

Bottom: Fig. 61.
Second
Magquette for
“The Burghers
of Calais,” rear
1885

later seconded by the committee, warrants a closer look
at its narrative.2? Seen head on, the burghers appear to
be arranged in two irregular ranks. Imagining the group
within a cube, Rodin worked, unsuccessfully it turned
out in terms of the committee’s reaction, to avoid a
monotony of effect. Seen close up in the round or
viewed from above, it is clear that the figural sequence in
parallel planes from front to back is that of alternating
single and paired figures. The figures are thus seen in
depth with resulting variances in light and shadow.

The overall effect that Rodin singled out as prefer-

able to reading individual figures depends on the con-
certed movements achieved by the vigorously modeled
drapery and their interconnecting gestures. Perhaps
assuming his audience’s habit of reading from left to
right, Rodin began his composition at the extreme left
with a slightly bent figure whose body language makes
us look to the right. This figure, later called Jean d’
Aire, serves as a kind of interlocutor between viewers
and the sculptural group. He stands still, with feet
together in advance of the others, body turned slightly
to his left. His left arm around the shoulders of his
companion, Pierre de Wissant, he looks in the other
direction and with his right hand makes a gesture of
seeming self-interrogation as if asking whether he has
the courage to perform the sacrifice. The second figure
from the left puts his left arm around the shoulders of
Eustache and with his right hand grasps the older
man’s right arm in support and solidarity. Head up, he
marches in step with the leader. As described and mod-
eled by Rodin, Eustache raises his left arm slightly
above shoulder level and outward to signal the
hostages’ departure while perhaps pointing to the gate
through which they will leave.

From the evidence of the second maquette (see figs.
60-61) we have the reason for one of Rodin’s most con-
troversial decisions. To ensure that Eustache’s dramatic
gesture would be clearly visible and not overlap the head
of the man to his left, Rodin decided to have the burgher
at the extreme right bend over. To justify this unusual
posture, Rodin resorted to a narrative device. Being par-
ticularly mindful in this early stage of historical details
such as the required halter, Rodin simulated a rope,
thick and heavy enough to be a hawser like those used in
a port city such as Calais to moor ships. It is already
wrapped around the necks of the first three figures start-
ing at the left. The stooped posture of this rightmost
man, who came to be known as Andrieu d’Andres, is
made plausible by showing him in the act of harnessing
himself to the others. He is positioned a quarter turn to
his left and bends from the waist as if to pull the heavy
rope with his right hand around his lowered head. By
turning this figure in the same direction as its far left
counterpart, Rodin avoided obvious compositional clo-
sure. The man’s despair is mimed further by the left
hand that clutches his head. To some critics on and out-
side the committee it appeared that the figure’s despera-
tion was unseemly. He appeared to have lost all self-con-
trol, as if stumbling into his grave. It was this figure alone
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that, after receiving the committee’s comments, Rodin
conceded he could modify.

For many, the two figures in the back of the maquette
seemed to be doing a kind of dance. In fact, they are
breaking off their mutual farewell; for each an out-
stretched hand is still clasped by the other. Seen from the
rear of the maquette (fig. 59), the figure to the right,
whose slightly raised head is turned toward the viewer,
pushes with his free hand against the shoulder of his com-
panion. The figure to the left, whose upturned face is the
least articulated, raises his bent left elbow to avoid hitting
the arm of the man next to Eustache, which is across the
older man’s back. (The gesture of the raised and bent
elbow foretells that of the final Jacques de Wissant.) The
palm of his left hand is turned toward the other figure,
implying perhaps that it is time to break off their leave-
taking. In this early phase, when the names of five of the
burghers were still unassigned by the artist (or the Calais
jury), Rodin may have imagined this intimate duet
enacted by the Wissant brothers mentioned by Froissart.

Contrary to the view that Rodin was only an inductive
thinker and built the story of the burghers from its small-
est figural parts, the first maquette shows that from the
start Rodin visualized the scene in terms of an overall or
group effect, within an implied cube, even though all six
men were not reacting to one another. He pointed out in
his second letter to Dewavrin that there would not be six
freestanding figures to cast, for they would be supporting
one another, thereby saving bronze and economizing on
foundry costs. In fact, he broke the narration into two
duo and two solo performances. While each figure is in
some form of physical contact with one other, mutuality
was expressed only in the pairings of the men. As Rodin
was later to develop the characters and postures of each
burgher, these gestural connectives—like the rope
itself—would be broken, though the cubic composition
would remain.

Still, in November 1884 Rodin sent a letter and draw-
ing, now lost, to Isaac along with ideas for reliefs for the
pedestal. “I have sent you the drawing, on the front there
is a group of women and children, those whom Saint-
Pierre had ransomed by his heroism, the population [in]
two bas reliefs on the sides.”!

Later that month Rodin sent a note to Dewavrin. “I
believe that yesterday I omitted the height in which the
figures would be executed. They would be 1 m go or 2
meters. That depends on the site and the decision of you
and your committee.”?5

Rodin’s winning of the early approval of his concept
by the commissioners was signaled to him by the mayor
on 13 January 1885. “The committee has decided to ask
you to double the size of the maquette you have sent us.
It is understood that if you were not charged with doing
the definitive work you would be paid the sum of 2,000
francs for the work.” The minutes of the committee’s
meeting on 6 January record that “it was decided unani-
mously that the monument would consist of a group in
bronze representing FEustache de Saint-Pierre sur-
rounded by his companions (2 meters in height) and
that the monument would be erected on the new square
in front of the Hoétel des Postes et des Télégraphes now
under construction.” Near this site stood the gateway by
which the burghers had left the city, and this undoubt-
edly influenced Rodin’s conception and thoughts about
the monument’s orientation.? In effect, Rodin was being
asked to make a second model one-third life-size.2

There were demands by two members of the munici-
pal council after the foregoing decision to organize a
true competition and to publish the new requirements
for the monument. It appears that a local sculptor
named Edward Lormier (1847-1919) had been asked,
presumably by the committee, to prepare a maquette
showing only Eustache, as was originally intended, and
he found it strange that without explanation the commit-
tee had abandoned its first project.28

On 24 January 1885 Rodin received a telegram from
Dewavrin that the “council has yesterday approved a firm
commission from the committee providing 15,000
francs.”® From the minutes of the municipal council’s
deliberation it is clear that to its supporters Rodin’s mon-
ument represented not only all the implications of the
subject but that “it was not exploitable by others,” and
that it “precisely responded to that denigrating spirit
which for some time had come to light in certain places”
that was “incredulous of the civic virtues and heroic
action of Eustache de St. Pierre” and wanted “to truly
judge whether, after the siege, he might have put himself
in the service of the king of England.”30

What is clear from Rodin’s own statements regarding
the first maquette was his determination to be original
and to challenge the conventions of public monuments
in a way he had not done before, though he had begun
to move in this direction in his 1879 model for La
défense.3! The concept of figures atop a triumphal arch, as
suggested in the base, was probably inspired by his medi-
tations on the Carrousel Arch between the Louvre and
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the Tuileries. The raised pedestals of Breton calvaries
also may have influenced Rodin’s thought about the
monument’s final mounting.32

Rodin sought to democratize the use of the triumphal
arch by replacing allegorical figures, the quadriga, with
actual historical heroes. Recognizing that the medieval
burghers were viewed virtually as hostage saints by the
contemporary Calaisians, Rodin wanted the traditional
heroic associations with the triumphal arch. Although
the first model seems to differ radically from the final
monument, it contained ideas that would be retained: a
group of almost equally sized figures, most of whom were
in motion, arranged within an oblong cube with the
front being on the broadest side. The flanking figures
were the most demonstrative in terms of gestures.
Eustache who is just offcenter, as he would be ultimately,
continued as the focal figure. The extreme elevation of
the composition always remained in Rodin’s thinking
and culminated in the installation of The Burghers on a
tall pedestal in London in 1915 (see fig. 6g). What he
changed was not just the characterizations of the
burghers and their positioning but also their earlier
mutual physical and psychological support. This came
about as he focused on the individual figures, to which
he gave a self-sufficiency lacking in the first model.

Second Magquette for The Burghers of Calais

In January 1885, while beginning to work on his second
maquette (figs. 60-61),% Rodin wrote to Dewavrin, “I
intend to study some expressive portrait heads in the
countryside for the companions of Eustache.”* (Rodin
apparently asked the painter Cazin, who claimed to be a
descendant of Eustache de Saint-Pierre, to pose for that
figure.)%

Just before he sent the second maquette to Calais six
months later, Rodin wrote to Dewavrin, revealing a sec-
ond method he was employing: “The group will be sent
Wednesday by slow train. It is made to be executed on a
large scale; therefore the lack of details should not be
surprising, because generally all drapery is done over on
a large scale. The modeling of the folds varies as the
mannequin on which the drapery is thrown does not give
the same result twice.” (Rodin had no previous experi-
ence with draped male figures, and one wonders what
type of mannequin and drapery he employed.)36

Rodin’s letter continued, “I have mr nudes, that is to

say, what is underneath is done and I am going to have
them executed in order to not lose time. You see, it is
that which one does not see, and which is most impor-
tant, that is finished.”? Studying the individual figures
for the second maquette, however, and in terms of what
has survived in the Musée Rodin reserve, it seems that
only Jean de Fiennes and Pierre de Wissant (fig. 62) were
first modeled in nude studies, and the rest were not.
Ironically, in his revolutionary project Rodin was partly
following a principle of figure construction used by
Jacques-Louis David and his academic followers, which
involved first portraying figures nude before draping
them so that the artist could be assured that the body was
correctly modeled before it entered into its dialogue
with the drapery.

As it exists at Stanford today, the so-called second
maquette consists of six figures, each on an integral base.
Some of the bases bear marks that indicated a position
relative to one or more other bases. These études for the
individual burghers are discussed in detail below, but it is
appropriate to say something here about what the sec-
ond maquette looked like in terms of the placement of
the figures. Newspaper accounts do not give detailed
descriptions but single out individual burghers or
address overall qualities. If they were taken, no photo-
graphs seem to have survived showing the final arrange-
ment of the maquette, but there exist tantalizing, par-
tially obstructed views of the plasters in the background
of the photographs by Karl-Henri (Charles) Bodmer
(1809-1893) of the nude Pierre de Wissant still in clay.3®
The photographs date from 1886 and show the small
plaster figures bunched atop a shipping crate, from
which they might have been removed after their return
from Calais. Given the placement of the figure of
Andrieu d’Andres at the far left in these photographs,
for example, which is totally opposite from that in the
written accounts after the group’s showing in Calais, in
all likelihood the individual sculptures were not
arranged as for their formal presentation but just casu-
ally placed together on the available narrow surface.

By the way he shaped portions of the bases and
marked five with notches, it is possible to reconstruct the
order of the second maquette’s assembly.3% Starting at
the extreme left as one faces the front and then proceeds
around the group counterclockwise to the rear, the
sequence is (as later named): Jean d’Aire, Jacques de
Wissant, Eustache de Saint-Pierre, Andrieu d’Andres,
Pierre de Wissant, and Jean de Fiennes (see fig. 60).
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There were two versions of Jean de Fiennes, but from the
details in Bodmer’s photographs the one actually shown
wore drapery over his shoulders. Absent the notches, the
front of Jean de Fiennes’s base does fit against the back
of that for Jacques de Wissant.

As he did with the final monument, I believe Rodin
wanted people to walk around the group counterclock-
wise so that on the first three sides they would see faces,
as if the figures were advancing toward them. On the
fourth side they would see only the backs of heads, but
the strong impression that the group is moving forward
would have been imparted. There is only a single vantage
from which one can see the faces of all six burghers, that
is by standing back and at an angle that shows both the
front and right side of the group, not unlike the way
Rodin wanted his individual figures seen and pho-
tographed, from an angle showing both breadth and
depth.

No sculptor before Rodin had attempted to show six
freestanding life-size figures in a composition intended
for the open air that was not prescribed by a ritual, such
as a funeral procession or parade. (Breton calvaries

might have been the closest precedent.) Rodin’s subject
was that of bourgeois heroism, ideal for the Third
Republic, which was still looking for examples of valor in
the humiliating defeat of the Franco-Prussian War.
Specifically, Rodin chose to depict six distinct citizens in
a painful leave-taking, departing in a disorganized way
from a city square. It was to be a scene of surrender by six
self-sacrificing individuals who show devotion to their
city. In looking for models from Calais and the surround-
ing countryside, Rodin was being more than a nine-
teenth-century realist; he had recourse to a tradition
going back to the late Middle Ages, which he could have
learned from sculptors such as Claus Sluter and
Donatello. Artists then and thereafter were encouraged
to use living persons for their religious or secular charac-
ters to increase their credibility and encourage the
beholder’s sympathy with the subject and personal visu-
alization of the story. ¥ Where Rodin parted company
with many of his commissioners was in wanting to show
the personal cost of that sacrifice by how each burgher
reacted to impending violent death. This was not the
kind of subject that would have been commissioned by
pre-Republican rulers in France—or in any other coun-
try. Rodin’s problem as an artist was to give artistic order
to that which in life was without order.

To that end, he positioned the figures so that they did
not form distinct ranks, only a compact group in which
the members did not act in unison. (Viewed from above,
the composition repeats the grouping in the first maque-
tte.) For the most important historical figure, Rodin
eschewed the old authoritarian symbolic devices of cen-
tral location, size, gestures, costume, and props, situating
Eustache de Saint-Pierre to the right of center, a modi-
fied or conditional centrality. (That there is a divide just
to his right between the left and right trios of figures is
not made obvious.) Because of the lowered heads that
flank him, he is given prominence by appearing taller
than the others. Despite an expression of sadness, he was
made the most dignified figure. His head is still upraised,
but gone is the obvious gesture of the elevated arm of the
first maquette, replaced now by his station, slightly in
advance of the rest, and his movement, for with arms
hanging at his sides and empty-handed he steps forward.
To add to Eustache’s prominence, Rodin created space
around him by pushing Jean d’Aire and Jacques de Wis-
sant to his right and so close together that the sculptor
had to cut off part of the former’s left foot. In compact-
ing the group, Rodin placed Jean de Fiennes and Pierre
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de Wissant directly behind Jacques de Wissant and
Eustache, respectively. These alignments in depth are
not readily apparent because of the discrepancies of the
paired figures’ head and bodily orientations.

To resolve the unprecedented compositional chal-
lenge he had posed himself, Rodin ignored all the tradi-
tional devices, such as psychological mutuality, rhymed
gestures, and physical contact between figures in the
manner of Rude’s Departure of the Volunteers of 1792, for
example. What might Rodin have had in mind for the
arrangement of his group when he started? From the
first maquette he kept the cubic containment, the fairly
even line of heads that democratized the figures’ hero-
ism, and the idea of four figures who could be seen from
the front, with Eustache the most important, and the
bent figure of Andrieu at the far right and two men in
the rear. There is evidence in the rough and irregular,
nondescriptive surfaces of the sides and rear of several
figures, notably the adjacent pairs of Jean d’Aire and
Jacques de Wissant, Andrieu d’Andres and Pierre de Wis-
sant, that at one time they may have been joined but
then were broken apart.#!

For overall harmony Rodin relied on establishing and
adhering to, as he put it, “the lines of my movement,”
established presumably by the subtle differences in the
heights, actions, and intervals between his figures. He
also counted on the excellence and consistent quality of
their modeling under light, the general complementar-
ity of the draperies, his intuition about a burgher’s place-
ment when seen in relationship to adjacent figures, and
the effect of the whole: in short, his decorative sense.
Some years later, and seeming to reflect his experiences
with The Burghers, Rodin explained to his friend Henri-
Charles Dujardin-Beaumetz his thoughts on composi-
tion: “When the figures are well modeled, they approach
one another and group themselves by themselves. . . .
When the forms are right there is less need for composi-
tion.”#2 Nevertheless, Rodin counted on the use of an
imaginary cube to guide him in achieving the group’s
overall movement, while permitting greater or more nat-
ural motion for each figure. Ironically, it is our experi-
ence with abstract art—learning to scan a work’s totality
for its harmony—that allows us to see more clearly than
could his contemporaries the sculptor’s unconventional
(and hence modern) formal intentions and basis for
judgment. From the second maquette certain other
things become clear. Rodin was thinking of his group’s
installation on a rectangular pedestal. They were neither

to be arranged single file nor, at this point and given the
variegation in the shaping of their bases, to be actually
set among the paving stones of a square.

Rodin was so anxious for the Paris art world to know
of the progress of the commission that, it appears with-
out asking permission of the Calais committee, he
invited the press to see the second maquette in his stu-
dio.#® On 2 August an article appeared in Lintransigeant
praising Rodin’s effort: “This maquette is far enough
along to give an idea of the monument, which will be sev-
eral meters high. The personages are harmoniously
grouped; the expression and attitude of Eustache de
Saint-Pierre are particularly successful. The draperies are
hardly indicated, but their disposition is very artistic, and
if the final execution responds to the idea that this
magquette gives of Rodin’s work, the city of Calais will pos-
sess one of the truly remarkable monuments.”#*

On 26 July 1885 Rodin personally presented his
maquette to the Calais committee, whose reaction was
summarized in a communication in August, a document
unusual in the history of art as it gives us a graphic indi-
cation of how intelligent and deeply patriotic laymen
responded to a great artist’s work, knowing that by con-
tract he was bound to respect their views and make
changes accordingly. It is apparent that they were not
persuaded by praise of the maquette in the Paris press. If
the reader gets the sense that the committee members
were naive or archaic in their criticism, it should be
remembered that their comments were consistent with
critical standards of the time, including those used by the
artist himself as well as by writers favorable to Rodin. The
committee judged the sculptures largely as if they were
critiquing a play and the plaster figures (specially
cleaned and polished for the presentation) were live
actors disposed on a stage. In a letter sent to a man
named Desfontaine in Calais, Rodin used this theatrical
analogy: “You must send me a note from the Committee.
I hope I will not be too disturbed, for you know that
upsetting the harmony of a sculpture calls for another
effort. It is like a play, tragedy, or opera, one thing
removed and everything is dislocated and necessitates
beginning again an enormous amount of work to find
another harmony.”#5

The committee’s collective conception of the six may
have been conditioned not just by their own imaginings
or “religious” views of the men but by representations in
paintings and prints, none of which showed the complex
attitudes and emotions invented by Rodin. The contract
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with the artist encouraged comments on the form of the
whole, which at least credited Rodin with not being con-
ventional or out of date. Although we have no record of
Rodin’s reactions to the committee’s communication, at
the time Rodin did respond to criticisms expressed in the
press. In the end, he was to radically change the charac-
terizations as well as the form of the monument, but in
ways undreamed of by his commissioners.

expressing weakness at the prospect of dying. But
we don’t understand why the three major subjects,
most prominently on view, show grief. This unifor-
mity of attitude and feelings gives the group a cold
and monotonous character.

We think M. Rodin went too far by showing the
companion on the right in a desperate pose and
the behavior of the burgher on the left, who can-

The committee’s reaction:

Recently we were called to the old town hall of
Calais to look at the sketch of the burghers of
Calais that M. Rodin had just brought. It is suffi-
ciently studied to give a good idea of the effect
intended by the artist, and all of us felt a slight dis-
appointment.

We did not imagine our glorious citizens going
to the camp of the king of England that way. First,
their depressed attitude shocked our religious feel-
ings, and we felt that the work we were looking at,
far from glorifying the devotion of Eustache de
Saint-Pierre and his companions, only produced
the opposite effect.

After due reflection, and a new examination, we
feel that M. Rodin’s interpretation does not agree
with ours. Our Calaisian pride will certainly suffer
to see the most beautiful pages of our local history
illustrated by the work he submitted.

It is far from our thought to demand that the
artist give these men a theatrical attitude or con-
form in style to that of the sculpture done from
18g0 to 1860. But there is too considerable a step
between that outmoded style and the one he has
used. We think the artist is right in refusing to give
the figures a haughty attitude; but the despondency
shown by Eustache de Saint-Pierre and his compan-
ions does not seem to represent our ancestors’
devotion, which was both simple and sublime. Rec-
ognizing the grandeur of the act they would accom-
plish, they must have walked toward death, not as
criminals condemned to capital punishment, but as
true heroes, who gave their lives simply and gener-
ously; as men proud to do so with strength and dig-
nity, without boasting or weakness.

We can accept that the artist, wishing to depict
the various emotions felt by Eustache and his com-
panions, tried to translate them by the plurality of
the figures and possibly showed one of them

not hold back his tears as he presents the city’s
keys.

After studying it, we find the shape, or rather the
silhouette, leaves much to be desired in terms of
elegance. Without being bound by artistic conven-
tions, or by the so-called rules governing this disci-
pline, we recognize nevertheless that this silhouette
is not very graceful.

The artist could undulate the ground support-
ing the figures and even break up the monotony
and the dryness of the outside lines by varying the
size of the five figures. The scale model does not
allow us to judge the details; nevertheless we
noticed that Eustache de Saint-Pierre is covered
with a cloth the folds of which are too thick to rep-
resent the light costume as indicated in history.

We do not think this detail is that significant,
and M. Rodin probably realized it before us, but we
feel it is necessary to insist that he change the atti-
tudes of the subjects, as well as the outline made by
the group. We hope that he will take these few
observations into consideration, and we intend to
submit them to him.#6

On 2 August the Calais Patriote printed a long negative
critique of the maquette, echoing many of the senti-
ments expressed by the committee, especially the charac-
terizations of FEustache and the others. The writer mis-
read the meaning of the work and assumed the six were
standing before the king of England. The critic argued
that Rodin should have shown Eustache alone at the
moment he volunteered his life, and it was suggested that
one of the other entries that showed Saint-Pierre thusly
should have been chosen rather than Rodin’s. Rodin was
faulted for not using “the pyramid shape” rather than a
“cube, the effect of which is most graceless.” It was then
argued that when seen from a distance the monument
would lack “graceful and elegant lines.” The article con-
cluded by crediting the maquette with being “the work of
a great artist,” which is not “banal.” The writer urged that
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the monument be placed in a public building or a gar- pyramid instead of heads in a straight line is to rec-
den where it would be seen from a fixed distance.#

Rodin was quick off the mark in writing his reactions

ommend the conventional to me. Have you seen in
Holland the admirable paintings of the council of

to Dewavrin the very day of the article’s publication:

burgomaster aldermen? All looking at you almost

I just reread a note from the Calais Patriote, pretty
much summing up the criticisms already heard,
which would mutilate my work; the heads should form
a pyramid (the Louis David method) rather than a
cube, or a straight line, quite simply it is The School’s
rules [the Ecole des beaux-arts] and I am directly
opposed to that principle, which has prevailed to this
day since the beginning of the century and is
directly opposed to previous great artistic periods.
The works conceived in that spirit are cold, conven-
tional, and lack movement.

Second. Eustache de Saint-Pierre seems to the
critic to be in front of the king; what then are the
ones behind him doing? No, he leaves the city and
descends toward the camp. This gives the group the
feeling of a march, of movement. Eustache is the
first to descend, and it has to be this way for my
lines.

Third. The monument must be in a garden or as
part of a monument designed by an architect. It
must be in the center of a square. Only the one who is
desperate and plunges forward can be modified.
My group is saved if you can obtain just that conces-
sion. These gentlemen do not realize that a model
has been executed on one-third scale and that it is
not a matter of consultation in order to make a new
work. . .. :

The work I have done and begun on the nudes is
considerable. Saint-Pierre has already been
enlarged to his final dimension. . . . The cube gives
expression, and the cone is the horse, the hobby-
horse of those students competing for the Prix de
Rome.*8

all the same way, what power! What an exclusion of
affected false elegance, of coldness. To place the
monument in a garden or in a building is to kill
me. It is not worth the trouble that Calais has had
the courage to choose me in order to then cut my
beak and nails. The monument must be in the
middle of a square. If you will, my dear mayor, it
will be there and your energy in defending me will
double my own. . . . You know that in Paris I have
withstood the struggle for a long time but I have
support in the great Parisian public. Here I do not
and the superannuated modes of The School can
still win.4?

There exists a draft of a letter from Rodin to Dewavrin
written just before the appearance of a letter that
appeared subsequently in Le patriote:

No rule—no obligation requires the adoption of
the pyramidal form: this convention is good, it has
its justification in a good many cases, but for the
subject in question it would be particularly bad.

The equality of height among all the figures of
the group is in a way a just union, their sacrifice is
equal—their dimensions must be the same, they
must distinguish themselves only by their differ-
ences in attitude.

This equality of size among all the figures is on
the contrary the original artistic conception of this
group, it is this equality that gives to it the impres-
sion of grandeur that it possesses.’®

Rodin’s view of how to show equality of heroism in
death reminds one of the Vietnam Veterans Memorial, on
which are recorded all the names of those members of

After the merger of Calais and Saint-Pierre, Dewavrin
lost his position as mayor to H. van Grutten. Rodin wrote
to the new mayor in early August 1885, responding again
to the negative views expressed in Le patriote and asking
for his support:

the armed forces who died. The names follow strictly the
order of their deaths. No ranks are given. Each name is
fully capitalized, hence all the letters are the same size.
Thus for both monuments there is democracy in death.
On 19 August 1885 Le patriote printed a letter from
Rodin:
The note that appeared in Le patriote of Calais does
nothing less than to put me under the judgment of
that taste of The School that I reject. Heads in a

I am a little late in telling you that I have read the
article published in Le Patriote about the monu-
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ment to Eustache de Saint-Pierre. I must tell you
that the model is executed on a scale one-third the
final size . . . it does not give the final feeling. Thus,
I can assure you the final Saint-Pierre would obvi-
ously have more energy, without, however, chang-
ing the movement. The expressions of the person-
alities are arrived at by the correct modeling of
nuances. For example, when I make busts, I set the
head straight on the neck, and the expression
comes from the strength of the modeling.

I find the title of your paper Le Patriote very beau-
tiful; and you must agree with me in thinking that
our sculpture must be treated in the national taste,
that of the sublime Gothic epoch, which did not
have to search for its movements . . . which places
us so far above anything that can be seen in Italy,
where their admirable renaissance is copied from a
yet more admirable style: the Greek (which is so
realistic that it was thought to be idealized). But
this renaissance, which nevertheless dominates the
French, has nothing to compare with the sublime
(that is the word), which is the Gallic soul of our
Gothic epoch. What pure, powerful, and naive
genius. It is for that reason, sir, that I have chosen
to express my sculpture in the language of Frois-
sart’s time, if you prefer.

It is for that reason I reject the pyramid, which
belongs to our conventional art and which immobi-
lizes. Curved lines are also very dull.

. . . It is possible to do beautiful things with
ideas other than mine, but allow me to work with
my mind and my heart, or otherwise you totally
take my energy away and I become a workman; in
short, I am a sculptor whose only wish is, as yours,
to achieve a masterpiece, if possible, and for
whom the question of art takes precedence over
all others.5!

The Burghers of Calais, 1885—95

For the rest of 1885 and into 1887 Rodin worked on the
enlargement of his figures to life-size. In May 1886 he
received the bad news that a series of bank failures in
Calais had caused the loss of monies already raised for
the monument and that the fund-raising had stopped.
Rodin was paid, however, the sums due to him. That the
sculptor had accepted other commissions during the

Calais project, such as the monuments to the painters
Claude Lorrain and Jules Bastien-Lepage, vindicated his
judgment concerning the risks of such enterprises and
the need to keep himself and his assistants working.52
Rodin had hopes of finishing The Gates of Hell in time for
the centennial of the French Revolution in 1889 and
devoted increased time to that project.

In May 1887 Rodin reported to Dewavrin in his capac-
ity as head of the Calais committee that he had finished
three of the figures and that three others were well
along.?3 In the same letter the sculptor reported that the
three finished works—=Fustache de Saint-Pierre, Jean d Aire,
and Pierre de Wissant—were being successfully exhibited
at the Galerie Georges Petit. A year later he showed Jean
d’Aireat the Exposition internationale d’art monumental
in Brussels, and in October 1888 he told Dewavrin that
he was working simultaneously on The Gates of Hell and
the monument.5*

We lack a record from the artist or anyone else of what
happened in the months that Rodin deliberated on and
agonized over the composition of the monument with its
six figures, which had been made separately. There is an
old photograph of the figures in plaster, arranged in two
rows in front of a fireplace in a house Rodin acquired,
known as the Clos payen. As this photograph was taken
between 1896 and 1898 by Eugéne Druet (1868-1917)
and given the fact that Eustache is in the second row con-
cealed by Jean de Fiennes, it is not a record of Rodin’s
study for the final arrangement.> We do not know, for
example, whether the figures had been ranked by Rodin
or his assistants. Presumably the former, as Rodin signed
the photograph as was his practice for prints that he
wanted made public. When it came time to arrange the
final composition, Rodin had to modify the bases of the
figures so that they would fit more closely together at the
angles and intervals he wanted.56

In June 188g Claude Monet and Rodin exhibited
together at the Galerie Georges Petit, and for the first
time the definitive state of The Burghers of Calais in plaster
(fig. 63), was shown in public. There were at least two
critics who faulted it seriously. Their century-old com-
ments about a monument of which today nary a dis-
paraging word is heard are worth reading. Alphonse de
Calonne wrote in Le soleil,

The subject . . . is such that it is not sculptural.
This is a frequent fault with sculptors who want to
encroach on the domain of painting and even of
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Fig. 63.
Jacques-Ernst
Bulloz, “The
Burghers of
Calais,” Final
Composition,
1889, in
plaster, after
1903. Musée
Rodin, Paris.

literature. From these encroachments there
results always ill-conceived works, ill ordered,
obscure to interpret, lame and disconnected in
their appearance.

Such is the group of the Burghers of Calais, which
is not a group, which is not statuary, which has nei-
ther justness nor truth and which so strongly
resembles by its willed awkwardness the attitudes of
the Breton or Flemish calvaries, which at least save
themselves from being comical by the naiveté of
expression and the simplicity of attitudes. Here it is
a convolution of the limbs and a contortion of the
muscles that could only be envied by the clowns in

our lowest spectacles.5?

Rodin sent the review to Dewavrin but shrugged it off
by saying that this was the only paper that had attacked
him and that the other reviews had been eulogies.?
Rodin’s comment was premature, for in Le journal des arts
Auguste Dalligny voiced his doubts: “They advance in a
disjointed group, in no hurry to arrive . .
exalted enough even by the feeling of their patriotic sac-
rifice. Assuredly the composition is original, unexpected,
but is it as unusual as one claims it is? Is it comprehensi-
ble at first glance? No; it needs too many commentaries
for whomever is not informed. By itself would the nature
of the subject really offer a sculptural motif from nature
capable of being treated other than in bas-relief? It is per-
mitted to be doubtful.”s9

The favorable comments on 7The Burghers as a group
are of importance and interest because some writers like
Geffroy were close to Rodin and understood his inten-

. but not

tion. In his essay on Rodin for the exhibition catalogue
Geffroy wrote:

Itis the marching past of these burghers that Rodin
had been charged to install on a square in Calais.
One imagines immediately what grandeur the pro-
cession of these figures in bronze will have: differ-
ing ages, aspects, attitudes, character, affirming at
the same time a complete vision of humanity and a
new conception of decoration for public places.

... He refused to construct an ordinary group in
a pyramid where the heroes rise tier upon tier, or
where the supernumeraries apply their silhouettes
against the pedestal. He wanted the slow proces-
sion, the group spaced apart, the march toward
death, with the steps of febrile haste.60

In a separate review for La justice, Geffroy amplified
his view of what the monument meant to public art, say-
ing that Rodin “takes possession of a public place as per-
haps no one has ever so taken possession before him. . . .
He creates a grouping of personages, he installs it on the
pavement of a city of epic familiarity. Henceforth the six
men who left from the market of Calais . . . will be mixed,
in the disorder of their departure, in the proud tears and
emotional regrets of their goodbyes, with today’s crowd
of the living, as they mixed with the crowd of the four-
teenth century.”!

It is not only Geffroy’s comment about Rodin’s inten-
tion in 1889 to mount his monument directly on the
Calais market pavement but also that of Hugues Le Roux,
with whom Rodin spoke on the subject, that confirms the
sculptor’s idea of having living people elbow his sculp-
tures—both comments were made long before the much
later statements that are often quoted as if to show that
the concept of a ground-level installation came to Rodin
years after. Writing of Jean d’Aire, Le Roux said, “One
feels that he speaks to the crowd.—To the crowd that sur-
rounds the group, Rodin told me, and which is composed
not only of those who happened to be there that day, but
of us all, of those who read their beautiful action.”62

The many strongly favorable Paris reviews gave
Dewavrin important arguments to use before the commit-
tee he headed, to explain that Rodin’s conception, espe-
cially its composition, was right and that the committee
members were wrong. Instance Fernand Bourgeat’s
appraisal: “Rodin has had the very modern and very pow-
erful thought to place his figures alongside one another

80 / CATALOGUE



without ‘arranging’ them theatrically. Thus they each have
their physiognomy, their own and within the group. This
monument will have an absolutely unique character.”63

For those committee members who still felt Rodin’s
monument was lacking in the traditional heroic gestures,
Dewavrin could show them the following view of the
burghers: “They do not take advantage of the heroic
poses to which we have become accustomed. . .. They are
not Apollos, but men whose flesh cries, whose stare is
charged by the explosion of a soul, whose face reflects
the agony of the last hour of life. They are worn and real.
The anatomical parts that are revealed are not theoreti-
cal nudes; they are the stripped, limbs modeled in an
absolute sincerity, without research into the ideal.”64

Perhaps most critical for winning the committee’s
eventual acceptance of Rodin’s design was the Belgian
poet Georges Rodenbach’s praise of the composition:
“The group imagined by Rodin is admirable, on a uni-
form plane, instead of the ordinary pyramidal disposi-
tion and without the habitual melodramatic gestures.”
He singled out Eustache de Saint-Pierre as an examplar
of human sadness unique in the history of sculpture.t

The published correspondence between Rodin and
Dewavrin gives us some idea of what happened in the
years intervening before the monument’s inauguration
in June 1895. In 1892 the subscription drive was
renewed. Letters were exchanged regarding the foundry
to be used, and Rodin was sent copies of the architect
Decroix’s plans for the pedestal, which he accepted per-
haps because he felt he could not win a fight with the
committee on a ground-level installation.

Rodin’s Reading of The Burghers

On 7 March 1895 Rodin appeared before the commit-
tee, presumably for the last time. When a newspaper
reported shortly afterward that Rodin’s monument had
been attacked by his commissioners, the artist responded
by saying, “to the contrary . . . after having heard my
explanations for the choice and attitude of the person-
ages, made aware of the motives that dictated their physi-
cal structure and having studied with me all the sources
from which I drew the exact reconstruction of this scene
of heroic devotion, the members of the committee
approved without reservation the model that had been
presented to them.”66

What follows appeared many years after Rodin pre-

sented the final monument to the Calais committee, but
it may give us a sense of the explanation that convinced
them.

I did not hesitate to make [the figures] as thin and
as weak as possible. If, in order to respect some aca-
demic convention or other, I had tried to show bod-
ies that were still agreeable to look at, I would have
betrayed my subject. These people, having passed
through the privations of a long siege, no longer
have anything but skin on their bones. The more
frightful my representation of them, the more peo-
ple should praise me for knowing how to show the
truth of history.

I have not shown them grouped in a triumphant
apotheosis; such a glorification of their heroism
would not have corresponded to anything real. On
the contrary, I have, as it were, threaded them one
behind the other, because in the indecision of the
last inner combat which ensues, between their
devotion to their cause and their fear of dying,
each of them is isolated in front of his conscience.
They are still questioning themselves to know if
they have the strength to accomplish the supreme
sacrifice—their soul pushes them onward, but their
feet refuse to walk. They drag themselves along
painfully, as much because of the feebleness to
which famine has reduced them as because of the
terrifying nature of the sacrifice. . . . And certainly,
if I have succeeded in showing how much the body,
weakened by the most cruel sufferings, still holds
on to life, how much power it still has over the spirit
that is consumed with bravery, I can congratulate
myself on not having remained beneath the noble
theme I dealt with.67

Let us grant the power of Rodin’s persuasion and that
the makeup of the commissioning body had probably
changed; there was still another reason why the commit-
tee accepted the final monument that differed so
markedly from its predecessors. Kirk Varnedoe put it
well: “When the Calais committee hired Rodin in 1884, it
was taking a chance on a promising artist at a bargain
rate, and felt it had the right, indeed the obligation, to
direct him. By the early 18gos, however, when the final
drive to purchase the monument began, they were deal-
ing with a far more established sculptor, critically
acclaimed and widely sought after. The interim increase
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Right: Fig. 64.
Jean-Frangois
Limet, “The
Burghers of
Calais,” 1889,
in plaster at
Meudon, after
1901, Musée
Rodin, Paris.

Below, left: Fig.
65, Jean-
Frangois Limet,
“The Burghers
of Calais,”
1889, in
plaster, c. 1908,
gum
bichromate.
Musée Rodin,
Paris.

Below, right:
Fig. 66. Jean-
Frangois Limet,
“The Burghers
of Calais,”
1889, in
plaster, c. 1908,
gum
bichromate.
Musée Rodin,
Paris.

in Rodin’s credibility as an interpreter of the commis-
sion, and the greater prestige now attached to the acqui-
sition of the monument, must certainly figure in our
understanding of the committee’s silence regarding its
previous objections.”® In 188g the full monument con-
sisting of the final arrangement of the six figures in plas-
ter had been shown in Paris and with few exceptions had
earned enthusiastic acclaim as a major work of art.

The Final Composition

Just how did the great sculptors of the past want their
sculptures to be seen? Whereas the tastes and judgment
of photographers conditioned the recording of sculp-
ture since the invention of the medium, it was Rodin
who recognized photography’s value as a vehicle for
sharing his own vision of the ways in which his art could
be viewed, studied, and understood. Rodin believed that
his major figures, like the Monument to Honoré de Balzac,
were best seen from five or six points of view. From what
views of the final burghers’ monument did Rodin think
his work was seen to greatest advantage? The best answer
we have is through the lens of the camera belonging to
Rodin’s patineur, Jean-Francois Limet (1855-1941), who
took a series of photographs of the monument in plaster
and at eye level (figs. 64-66).99 It was Rodin’s practice to
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direct his photographers in such matters as viewing
angle, distance, and composition.” These prints do not
stress the frontal view that has prevailed ever since, but
they are always from an angle that shows the monument
in depth. Some of the best gum bichromate prints of
Rodin’s art were made by Limet, who of all Rodin’s assis-
tants had perhaps the keenest sensitivity to Rodin’s work.
These prints in turn also allowed Rodin to see the way
the big planes of the figures worked together when
viewed in dim light or fog, such as Calais and London
experience, which blocks out the details.

In Rodin’s lifetime the composition of the burghers
was most beautifully analyzed by the Rainer Maria Rilke,
who could have seen Limet’s photographs as well as the
monument itself:

The figures do not touch one another, but stand
side by side like the last trees of a hewn-down forest
united only by the surrounding atmosphere. From
every point of view the gestures stand out clear and
great from the dashing waves of the contours; they
rise and fall back into the mass of stone [sic] like
flags that are furled. The entire impression of this
group is precise and clear. Like all of Rodin’s com-
positions, this one, too, appears to be a pulsating
world enclosed within its own boundaries. Besides
the points of actual contact there is a kind of con-
tact produced by the surrounding atmosphere
which diminishes, influences, and changes the
character of the group.

.. . To Rodin the participation of the atmos-
phere in the composition has always been of
greatest importance. He has adapted all his fig-
ures, surface after surface, to their particular
space and environment. . . . When interpreting
nature he found, as he intensified an expression,
that, at the same time, he enhanced the relation-
ship of the atmosphere to his work to such a
degree that the surrounding air seem to give
more life, more passion, as it were, to the em-
braced surfaces.”

The effect of atmosphere, which is the monu-
mental principle of Rodin’s art, is wonderfully
achieved in ‘The Citizens of Calais.” These sculp-
tural forms seen from a distance are not only sur-
rounded by the immediate atmosphere, but by the
whole sky; they catch on their surfaces as with a
mirror its moving distances so that a great gesture

seems to live and to force space to participate in its
movement.”?

The Final Monument: Another View

Since Rodin’s death, The Burghers of Calais has sometimes
been judged as demonstrating the artist’s preoccupation
with a dramatic subject at the expense of form.” We have
it on the good authority of Roger Fry in his Transforma-
tions that Rodin’s monument “hangs together by its dra-
matic but not its plastic unity.”7*

In the 1880s, as Rodin’s art came closer to life, his
strategies as a composer were less apparent not only to
contemporaries accustomed to academic geometries and
stylization but also to our own time conditioned by
abstract art.” If not for a high formal consciousness, The
Burghers would have been a chaos of joints and draperies.
We measure an artist by the magnitude of the problems
he chooses to confront. Consider Rodin’s self-set goal:
the harmonizing of six active, life-size, freestanding fig-
ures so that the result seemed natural to the action and
not artificial due to the imposition of the academic cone.
Rodin’s solution takes place within a space seven feet
high, eight feet wide, and six feet deep. Genius loves fru-
gality.

Changes in the physical site at Calais after the original
commission, notably the destruction of the old gateway
in the place des Armes, as discovered by McNamara, may
have caused Rodin to abandon any dream of a literal, sin-
gle-file arrangement with the bases of the figures
inserted amid the paving blocks. Previous compositional
designs made no sense without the physical and histori-
cal focal points of both town hall and fateful gateway.
Thus the compositional problem became one of giving
the same group greater self-sufficiency without dramatic
loss. Rodin adapted the single-file and phalanx arrange-
ments to one in the round, like a rosary, his “chaplet of
suffering.” The evocation of a heroic incident was trans-
formed into a metaphor of perpetual self-sacrifice. Event
became symbol. Genius loves winning the most with the
least.

Hold in mind that Rodin had sought to combat con-
ventional solutions that had infected contemporary
French monumental sculpture with monotony, frigidity,
and false expression. He warred on artificial attitudes
and on self-consciously struck poses in public statuary.
“Look at some of the groups begotten of the school that
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cares nothing for this truth to nature’s architecture. The
figures they make have parts that fly out in directions and
at angles that have no rhyme or reason, and frequently
are false to the centre of gravity.”76

To modernize the monument, to make it credible and
inspirational, Rodin convinced himself that sculpture
must close with the truth of life. To arouse patriotism in
an audience he credited with modern sophistication,
Rodin had to inspire identification with his heroes, who
were not docilely or stoically compliant with an unjust
fate. (Rodin’s predecessors had not focused on the capri-
cious and vindictive demands of the English king, who
ignored medieval codes of chivalry in warfare.) Only by
placing the safety of fellow citizens above personal values
could the volunteers resolve the war of the divided self
and step toward death.

Lack of academic training at the Ecole des beaux-arts
and Rodin’s confidence in his intuitions inspired him to
seek art’s power by breaking the rules, especially those
constraining the natural in feeling and movement. He
had to find his own harmonic line and frame within
which figures could be disposed naturally while retaining
their human warmth and freedom of movement. When
he said “the cube gives expression,” he may have meant
that this format provided the necessary disciplinary
restraints on the composition’s extremities, while allow-
ing maximum variation within the field.”?

Rodin knew his jurors would vainly search for alterna-
tives within the “conventional art I despise” and that crit-
ically his work would suffer by comparison with
exhausted idioms that comforted provincial critics and
public. He was right. The form of The Burghers was reck-
oned as dry, monotonous, and inelegant in silhouette by
most of his Calais clients.

The most crucial decisions made by Rodin toward win-
ning a new autonomy for the final group were relocation
of Eustache de Saint-Pierre near the exact center of the
imagined cube and placement of Jean d’Aire to his left.
Perhaps reasoning that we tend to read from left to right,
he thereby invited the viewer to move from the front to
the right-hand side of the monument. To experience the
drama sequentially, one should move counterclockwise
around the six, seeing first their faces and fronts and
then their backs, as if they were, in fact, filing past and
the viewer were standing still. It makes less sense to read
the story as done by Tancock by moving in a clockwise
fashion, jumping from Eustache to Pierre de Wissant and
ignoring the powerful line made by the leader and Jean

d’Aire, for the volunteers would be seen first from the
back and then from the front, as if they were walking
backward.” Theatrically it would be like skipping from
the first to the sixth act.

Like Saint fohn the Baptist Preaching, The Walking Man,
and The Gates of Hell, The Burghers of Calais was to be expe-
rienced in time. While individual figures are artistically
self-sufficient, Rodin’s intelligence manifests itself in the
ordering of his figures in pairs, trios, and quartets, serially
encountered as the monument is circumambulated. Fur-
ther compelling rotation around the group is the posi-
tioning of the corner figures, who do not align their axes
with those of the base but are set to twist diagonally in
space. They do not conceal those behind them and are so
paired as to be like second natures to each other: Jean
d’Aire, the most self-possessed, has in Andrieu d’Andres a
most despairing doppelganger; Pierre de Wissant looks
within, Jean de Fiennes, without. Four of the six use iden-
tically paired gestures, and the two who have the contrast-
ing hand movements are fittingly the brothers de Wis-
sant. No film has done justice to the cinematic character
of the composition, and it remains to mentally mime the
eloquent unfolding of gestures: compliance, defiance,
abandon, interrogation, supplication, and resignation.

The siting of Eustache in the final composition not
only established the mise en scéne but also unlocked the
interior space of the monument, which secured Rodin
several formal advantages. Placing five of the figures
along the periphery gave him maximum exposure to the
sky, and this must have encouraged his thoughts about a
very tall pedestal. Thus seen in isolation or in concert, all
their silhouettes tell. Irregular distances between the fig-
ures and the open interior space allow astonishing effects
of shadow. At certain times shadows cast on the simulated
paving stones of the modeled base double the rhythm
and increase the tempo of the group’s tread. Men project
shadows on their fellows, providing contacts unavailable
through touch. The shadow on Jean de Fienne’s thigh of
his left hand is like a memory or the premonition of
another gesture. Shadows alone tell the story.

The intervals between figures formed by body con-
tour and draped silhouette convey the sense of being
themselves decided rather than accidental shapes. Who
can say that Rodin’s surplus of parts for this project,
notably the hands, resulted only from the test of their
expressiveness and not from their detraction from evolv-
ing formal harmonies between figures? No audit exists of
hours spent meditating on the revelations offered with
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each new draping of a mannequin and positioning of
one burgher against another. Certainly Rodin recog-
nized that his work would not provide equally satisfactory
perspectives from every angle. Fortunately we have
Limet’s photographs, taken under Rodin’s direction,
that show us exactly which angles the sculptor thought
were most successful for viewing the final monument
(see figs. 64-66).79

Rodin intended his composition not just to be read
dramatically but to be pondered at length, in terms of its
form and as a whole from five or six viewpoints at eye
level. (When he realized that the monument might later
be viewed from some distance below, he made no
changes.) As an example, in the frontal view the specta-
tor takes in the critical, single line of the heads (made
possible by the upward tilt of the base of the forward-
sloping Eustache) and looks downward through a succes-
sion of approximately latitudinal axes made by the fig-
ures’ flexible joints: shoulders, elbows, wrists, knees, and
ankles. Only the paired joints of Jean d’Aire are main-
tained parallel to one another, which is why the line is
flexible throughout, not frigid and architectural by con-
ventional standards. Against this phrasing, the vertical
chording of the drapery, as a totality, reads left to right
and back again, front and back. Dictated by the story,
Rodin made costume the critical connective in his com-
plex form. It operates like an irregular but continuous
curtain imparting a strong commonality of textural
relief. When Eustache steps out, his left leg parts the
shameful shroud like the opening of a play. Just in the
orchestration of the drapery Rodin refuted the criticism
that he was incapable of liaison between figures and was
short-winded as a composer. Nowhere did he better dis-
play sensitivity to the pathos of shadow than in this
medieval tragedy, a fitting repayment to his Gothic men-
tors for great lessons learned.

From any of the monument’s prospects one is met
with a sense of tremendously disciplined energies ema-
nating from creator and offspring. The powerful forms
of the burghers were necessary to Rodin not only
because of the facts of citizen warriors who survived siege
and starvation but also to convince us that even at the
end, the strengths that turned in on themselves were
considerable. The six are larger than life because they
experience the leaving of it so fiercely. Without descend-
ing to what Rodin resented as the theatrical art of his day,
the men were made to live their ordeal on a public stage;
each movement generated by the oversized hands and

feet was exaggerated because it was meant to carry from
a distance, yet seemingly wrung from their beings and
not conscripted from repertorial clichés. Roger Fry to
the contrary, artistically the six are a group and not a
crowd. The Burghers reminds us that before Rodin was a
man of the world he was a fervent Frenchman. To mind-
less bourgeois patriots of the Third Republic the mes-
sage was disturbingly clear: respond to the call of duty,
but when it is unjust, count the cost.

Tivo Installations: Low and High

For many reasons The Burghers of Calais stands at the
beginning of modern public sculpture, bridging tradi-
tional and modern public monuments. The competing
claims of both were echoed in Rodin’s own thinking
about how to present the heroes. Today we are most
aware of his expressed desire for the original monument
to stand at street level, without a pedestal, freely accessi-
ble to grownups, children, and even the dogs of Calais.
Both thematically and in terms of its form, Rodin wanted
to bring the modern monument down to earth, to unite
the past and present, the dead with the living. But this
was not his only intention, and granting that the idea for
the ground-level installation was in his mind early on, his
recorded expression of it came late in the monument’s
history.

In December 1893 Dewavrin sent Rodin the plans for
a pedestal for the monument drawn up by a Calaisian
architect. Rodin replied,

The project which you did the honor of sending
me regarding the execution of the pedestal looks
good, well conceived, strong yet not heavy.

However, I had at first thought of the burghers,
leaving the marketplace; in the confusion of the
farewells only de Saint-Pierre begins to walk in
order to cut short this painful scene. I had thought
that, placed very low, the group would become
more intimate and would allow the public to enter
into the drama of misery and sacrifice. It might be
good perhaps to have a second project from an
architect, very low.80

In 1gog Rilke, who had come to know the sculptor,
published the first of two major essays on Rodin. In it he
wrote concerning the monument, “The place that was
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decided on for the erection of the monument was the
marketplace of Calais, the same spot from which the
tragic procession had formerly started. There the silent
group was to stand, raised by a low step above the com-
mon life of the marketplace as though the fearful depar-
ture were always pending.”8!

As related by Paul Gsell in 1911, Rodin recalled,

I wished, as you perhaps know, to fix my statues one
behind the other on the stones of the Place, before
the Town Hall of Calais, like a living chaplet of suf-
fering and of sacrifice.

My figures would so have appeared to direct
their steps from the municipal building toward the
camp of Edward 111, and the people of Calais today,
almost elbowing them, would have felt more deeply
the tradition of solidarity which unites them to
these heroes. It would have been, I believe,
intensely impressive. But my proposal was rejected,
and they insisted upon a pedestal which is as
unsightly as it is unnecessary. They were wrong. I
am sure of it.82

In 1914 Rodin was quoted in a magazine article:

I did not want a pedestal for these figures. I wanted
them to be placed on, even affixed to, the paving
stones of the square in front of the Hoétel de Ville in
Calais so that it looked as if they were leaving in
order to go to the enemy camp. In this way they
would have been, as it were, mixed with the daily life
of the town; passersby would have elbowed them,
and they would have felt through this contact the
emotion of the living past in their midst; they would
have said to themselves: “Our ancestors are our
neighbors and our models, and the day when it will
be granted to us to imitate their example, we would
show that we have not degenerated from it.”s3

Rodin’s first thought expressed in the 1884 maquette
had been to democratize the old tradition of placing
symbolic figures of victory atop a triumphal arch. Instead
of a quadriga driven by fame or some other allegorical
figure, such as stood between the Louvre and the Tui-
leries in Paris, Rodin situated the burghers, as if depart-
ing from the town square, on top of a historiated base.
(Rodin would retain that oblong composition to the
end.) Again, following tradition, the proposed arch was

to have had reliefs on its sides showing the citizens of
Calais who had been spared by the sacrifice or “devotion”
of the six. In one drawing Rodin planned to have untra-
ditional ramps—"the terrace” as he referred to it—lead-
ing to the arch.®* The estimated costs of this first project
and his commissioners’ reaction seem to have discour-
aged Rodin from its pursuit, but the high elevation of the
figures remained in his mind.

From the outset Rodin determined to provide Calais
with an original conception. In the first proposal, the for-
mat was obviously traditional, but Rodin reckoned his
informal group composition on its top to be without
precedent. What he wanted to avoid was the formula for
similar municipal commissions in which figures were
grouped in pyramidal fashion around the base and sur-
mounted by an allegorical figure of the city or fame or
victory. Rodin knew that his figures would have to be
seen from below and at a considerable distance. Placing
them in two ranks would have made it possible for all six
to have been seen as one moved about the monument.

Even after the concept of the supporting arch was aban-
doned, there remained in Rodin’s thought the prospect
of seeing his group high up, against the sky. He was to later
propose that the burghers be installed on a very tall
pedestal, perhaps near the sea, where they could be seen
in silhouette. Rilke, who undoubtedly talked to Rodin
about the monument, wrote in 19og, “The city of Calais
refused to accept a low pedestal because it was contrary to
custom. Rodin then suggested that a square tower, two sto-
ries high and with simply cut walls, be built near the ocean
and there the six citizens should be placed, surrounded by
the solitude of the wind and sky. This plan, as might have
been expected, was declined.” Lawton recalled that
Rodin wanted his composition to fit into “an oblong, a
right-angled parallelogram, . . . I wanted the group to be
placed on the top of a fairly high pillar.”s¢

To test his own idea about the tall elevation he had a
scaffold built at Meudon and had the plaster figures of
the burghers photographed from ground level (figs.
67-68). While his idea for elevating the heroes was
rejected by the Calais commissioners, it was adopted by
the British in the one instance when Rodin’s wishes for
the installation were adhered to.87 When The Burghers was
first installed, without ceremony, in the park next to the
House of Parliament in 1915, they were mounted on a
very tall stone pedestal. Due to protests about its height,
that pedestal was removed in 1956, except for its upper
section bearing an inscription carved by Eric Gill, which
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has served ever since as a low plinth for the bronze (figs.
69, 595—97). Why did Rodin not ask the British to place
his figures at ground level? At Calais placing the figures
at ground level in the historic square of the place des
Armes would have been in keeping with their history.
They might have stood on or amid the very paving stones
trod by their ancestors. (The base of each of the final
burghers is in the shape of a large paving stone.) In Par-
liament Park placing the figures at grass level would have
had no historical or dramatic justification, according to
Rodin’s thinking just before World War 1.

Rodin’s own letter to the British Office of Works is
wonderfully revealing of his thinking about how a tall
installation would continue a great tradition:

At Venice and at Padua, two monuments raised to a
height of five or six meters each support an eques-
trian figure, the base of which is oblong. These
monuments are in close proximity to the walls of
adjacent churches. . . . As you may imagine the
effect is splendid and is an improvement on pres-
ent day practice. It is in this form that I would pro-
pose the erection of “Les Bourgeois de Calais”
which is an oblong, and which should be placed on
a high pedestal like the “Colleone [sic].” This high
pedestal and the architectural group will have a
grandeur which I cannot emphasize too highly, and
the vast architecture of the Houses of Parliament
will lend additional effect to them. . . . I suggest this
idea to you, seeing in my imagination the wonder-
ful effect of the granite stone of the pedestal and
the bronze on the gray stone of the Houses of Par-
liament.88

At the same time Rodin wrote about the project to the
Scottish sculptor John Tweed (186g9-1933): ‘I've ex-
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plained it all—on a high pedestal, less high than the
‘Colleone’ [sic] because one’s got to remember the
Colleone is bigger than the ‘Burghers of Calais,” but that
sort of proportion. I'll make a wooden frame as a trial. This
is going to set my group apart from those sculptures which
are presented as if for art exhibitions. The function of my
monument is to celebrate courage and clemency, raised
high up with the grace of the 16th century, great age of art,
which can once again serve as an example to us.”s9

In 1919 Rodin visited London and was shown a num-
ber of possible sites. In August he wrote to the official
charged with the installation that he “had mounted plas-
ter casts of the burghers on a wooden substructure five
meters high and this, in my view, was sufficiently ele-
vated.”0 He preferred a sketch sent to him of a pedestal
based on that for Donatello’s Equestrian Monument of Gat-
tamelata (1445—50; Piazzo del Santo, Padua).

Rodin’s thinking in the 18gos about how to mount his
monument where it would be seen from a distance was
influenced by his work on the Balzac project and his
reflections on what was wrong with contemporary public
sculpture when seen outdoors and against the sky. Camille
Mauclair recorded Rodin’s views at length, and they
included his thoughts about The Burghers: “When the aca-
demic school wishes to make use of a background to a fig-
ure, it confines itself to a hollow or a relief. Rodin desired
that a statue should stand free and should bear looking at
from any point, but he desired nevertheless that it should
remain in relation with light and with the surrounding
atmosphere. He was struck by the hard, cutout aspect of
ordinary statues, and asked himself how an atmosphere
might be given them.”! Rodin’s solution was “from the
time of the Burghers . . . to find a method of exaggerating
logically . . . that method consists in the deliberate amplifi-
cation of the modeling.”? Elsewhere Mauclair elucidated
this objective, “The thing was to amplify, with tact, certain
parts of the modeling, the edges of which were swept by the
light, so as to give a halo to the outline.”™3 Rodin added to
his comments about exaggeration, “It consists also in the
constant reduction of the figure to a geometrical figure
and in the determination to sacrifice any part of a figure
to the synthesis of its aspect.”*

How It Ended

Rodin was so taken with parts of the monument that he
could not detach himself from them after its completion.

They became part of his great repertory troupe in plas-
ter, free to assume new identities and situations. To give
them new life, he quarried his plasters and enlarged to
over life-size the heads of Jean d’Aire and Pierre de Wis-
sant (cat. nos. 21, 31). He assembled several heads and
hands of the reduced version of The Burghers and sur-
mounted them with a winged figure in a horizontal relief
(c. 19oo). He placed a hand on the cheek of Jean de
Fienne (c. 1goo), and the left hand of Pierre de Wissant
seems to caress the temple of the plaster portrait of
Camille Claudel (c. 1885—95). The head of Pierre de
Wissant was juxtaposed with the partial figure of a naked
woman (18g5-19oo or later).% Some hands he consid-
ered self-sufficient as sculpture.

At Calais, the monument was dedicated on 3 June
1895 in an elaborate three-day ceremony attended by
thousands. It had been placed on a pedestal slightly
more than five feet high and situated inside an elabo-
rate iron fence, all of which was located next to a public
lavatory in the place Richelieu. Since that time and for
its protection during wars, as well as repair, the sculp-
ture was removed and reinstalled several times. Many in
Calais wanted the monument placed in the place des
Armes, as Rodin originally intended, but this area was
reduced to rubble in World War II. Today it stands on a
mound planted with grass and flowers in front of the
city hall, where the bronze surface is corroding from
pollution.%

For those members of the committee who finally
approved the monument but who privately may not have
cared for it, and for other Calaisians who felt their heroes
if not art had been betrayed by Rodin, revenge was to be
had. To honor its war dead in 1go4, Calais dedicated a
Monument aux enfants du Calais, more than go feet high,
by a sculptor from Lille named Mangandre.9? It epito-
mized every single thing Rodin hated in “The School’s
rules” for public monuments, from its cutout silhouette
to its antiquated symbolism to the dominance of the
architecture. Standing atop a tall, truncated obelisk is a
French soldier in stone posing for posterity with his right
arm limp in a sling, the left extended outward and
slightly downward, breaking what Rodin considered the
essential cube in which a figure should be set. Judging by
his epaulettes and cap, he is an officer from the Franco-
Prussian War who is being crowned with a metal wreath
by a stone angel. From the front and below, a nude
seated figure of France carved in high relief looks up
approvingly. Above three steps as symbols of mourning,
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the base is framed at the four corners by funeral wreaths
connected to each other by drapery that looks like a
giant dropcloth fallen after the monument’s unveiling.
Rodin’s audacious attempt to change public monuments
in France failed, even in Calais. That incomprehension
of Rodin’s intent persists in Calais is shown by the fact
that today, in front of the rebuilt Hotel de Ville, the two
monuments face each other across a busy street.
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rather than a classic monument to a single heroic individ-
ual, standing on a socle, enacting a transporting and
pathetic gesture against the sky, it is a tribute to a group of
human beings sharing the same fate; (2) instead of a
heroic and positive conception Rodin showed the
burghers suffering under destiny’s blow; (3) what is most
astonishing and revolutionary in the history of sculpture
is the suppression of the pedestal.
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5. The history of representations of the Calais subject is
reviewed in Annette Haudiquet, Les bourgeois de Calais:
Fortunes d’un mythe (Calais: Musée des beaux-arts et de la
dentelle, 1995).

6. H. W. Janson pointed to the presence in Paris of the fif-
teenth-century Burgundian tomb of Philippe Pot, with its
eight grieving monks carrying the effigy of the duke lying
on a plaiform that they bore on their shoulders (H. W.
Janson. “Une source negligée des Bourgeois de Calais.” La
revue de Uart 5 [1969]: 6g—70). The idea of freestanding,
large figures set in the open air, as the tomb was later dis-
played and placed without a pedestal, may have held
interest for Rodin. The two monuments are otherwise
totally different.

7. See Mary Jo McNamara’s introductory essay in McNa-
mara and Elsen 1977, 7-15, elaborated in her doctoral
dissertation (“Rodin’s Burghers of Calais” [Ph.D. diss.,
Stanford University, 198g]).

8. Judrin, Laurent, and Viéville 1977, go. This exhibition
catalogue is distinguished by its abundant documentary
material and informative essays. For an excellent histori-
cal overview of the commission, see also Butler 19gs,

199—213%.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.
16.
17.
18.

19.
20.

Rodin referred to Dewavrin as “the author” of the project.
Out of respect, gratitude, and affection, he made a por-
trait of Dewavrin (cat. no. 135). For more than ten years
they carried on a lengthy and revealing correspondence,
fully documented by Viéville in Judrin, Laurent, and
Viéville 1977.

Coquiot wrote that the idea for The Burghers of Calais came
from Baron Alphonse de Rothschild, who through his
agent, Léon Gauchez, the editor of the periodical La
revue des deux mondes de Uart, offered Rodin 15,000 francs
to do a statue of Eustache de Saint-Pierre (Gustave
Coquiot, Le vrai Rodin [Paris: Editions Jules Tallandier,
1913], 132). In his later book (1917), Coquiot has Rodin
recount the meeting with Gauchez, the offer, and then
the sculptor’s reading of the story. The next day Rodin
supposedly told Gauchez that he wanted to do all six
burghers. “I began to work, and furiously, in my studio on
the boulevard de Vaugirard, alone, 1 modeled the six
Calaisian heroes. Then I had them cast; and that is when
my troubles began. The city of Calais refused to take pos-
session of my six statues” (104-5). Coquiot alone gave
this account, no part of which is sustained by the docu-
mented record. Gauchez may have been the source of the
story. Coquiot relied on other writers, such as Geffroy and
Paul Gsell, for much of what he had to say about the mon-
ument, and I do not find his long quotation from Rodin
to be reliable, much less authentic. Frisch and Shipley
(1939) took their story from Coquiot, but their book is a
fraud.

The contract is given in full in Judrin, Laurent, and
Viéville 1977, 51.

For an account of these charges and their rebuttal, see
Tancock 1976, 376, 380; Judrin, Laurent, and Viéville
1977, 23—25; McNamara and Elsen 1977, g-10, 13.
Rodin had help from an important source in Saint-Pierre.
McNamara discovered that the newspaper Le patriote
“demanded that the monument ‘in all justice’ remember
the devotion of the five other burghers” (4 October 1884;
cited in McNamara and Elsen 1977, 13).

In Paris they were the painters P. A. Isaac and Jean-Paul
Laurens.

Judrin, Laurent, and Viéville 1977, 46—47.

Ibid., 51.

Ibid.

The original French text of the excerpt is reprinted in
Judrin, Laurent, and Viéville 1977, 113-14.

Ibid., Rodin to Dewavrin, § November 1884, 41.

Ibid., Rodin to Dewavrin, 20 November 1884, 41—42.
Beutler makes several good observations, but an unten-
able thesis is that the subject of this first maquette, far
from being original with Rodin, is “incomprehensible”
without the sculptor’s having been influenced by Ary
Scheffer’s 1819 painting of the burghers in the Palais
Bourbon with its “incontestable” resemblances to Rodin’s
work (Beutler 1972, 44). The motif of the hostages leav-
ing Calais by one of its gates was not unique to Scheffer,
and Rodin wrote of his figures leaving the marketplace,
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21.

22,

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28,

but he does not mention them being outside the city gate.
Beutler ignored Rodin’s sensitivity to the possible siting of
the sculpture and his desire to site the monument on the
square from which they actually departed, oriented
toward the Richelieu Gate. In seeking to show that
Rodin’s figures in movement, composition, and costume
were influenced by the painting, Beutler asked his read-
ers to believe that Scheffer’s wooden, pallid, painted per-
sonages would have touched a sculptor disinclined to
work from paintings in lieu of life and his own imagina-
tion, not to mention the problem of thinking of his proj-
ect in the round and outdoors. When Rodin wrote of his
project being completely original, that included the way
the figures were to be dressed, and he ignored Scheffer’s
use of robes. Despite the facts that a copy of Scheffer’s
painting was owned by Calais and that Dewavrin suppos-
edly showed it to the sculptor, not one of the artist’s con-
temporaries is recorded as having made any comparison,
for better or worse, or other connection between Schef-
fer’s work and any phase of Rodin’s project.

Rodin to P. A. Isaac, 19 November 1884, in Judrin, Lau-
rent, and Viéville 1977, 42 n. 2. Rodin conceived of the
pedestal in hard stone to withstand the Calais climate,
estimating it would cost about 4,000 francs (43-44).

For a reproduction and discussion of this drawing, see
Judrin, Laurent, and Viéville 1977, 42, 149-50.

See the reading of this maquette by McNamara in McNa-
mara and Elsen 1977, 16-27. Such a reading and Rodin’s
insistence that his effort was original, with which the
Calais committee concurred, discourages further the
notion of influence from Scheffer’s painting. Monique
Laurent gave a far less detailed reading of the figures, and
as did McNamara earlier, naming all of them despite the
absence of the artist’s designations with the exception of
Eustache and recognizing the dramatic role played by the
rope (in Judrin, Laurent, and Viéville 1977, 147-48).
Judrin, Laurent, and Viéville 1977, 43 n. 2. If Rodin did
try out in small clay reliefs his ideas about the women and
children, one wonders if they are those at the bottom of
the sculptured portion of the two doors of The Gates of
Hell, just below the tombs, which were added in 1899 or
1goo, as he concluded his work on the portal. The reliefs
that show only women and children are sketchlike, having
been modeled in the most summary fashion by compari-
son with the larger figures immediately above. They also
carry a strong resemblance to those groups Rodin had
been modeling for ceramic vases at Sévres as recently as
1882, (See Schmoll 1983, 228, for further discussion of
the reliefs and work at Sévres).

Judrin, Laurent, and Viéville 1977, Rodin to Dewavrin, 26
November 1884, 44.

Ibid., Dewavrin to Rodin, 14 January 1885 and 6 January
1885, 45 and n. 2.

In a subsequent letter (13 January) Dewavrin added, “Is it
understood that the cost will be 15,000 francs for the cast-
ing and 15,000 francs for you?” Ibid., 46.

Ibid., 46-47 n. 2 (agenda, 17 January).

29.
30.
31.

32.

33-

34.

35

36.

37
38.
39.

40.

41.

42.
43-

Ibid., 47.

Ibid., 47-48 n. 3.

For a reproduction of another municipal monument (to
those who heroically resisted the siege of Saint-Dizier)
such as Rodin was countering, see McNamara and Elsen
1977, 20 (fig. O).

For a reproduction of a calvary of this type, see McNa-
mara and Elsen 1917, 20 (fig. N).

Literature references for the second maquette include
Spear 1967, 42; Jianou and Goldscheider 1969, 97-98;
Goldscheider 1971, 167-74; Tancock 1976, 482-83, 390,
396—402; Judrin, Laurent, and Viéville 1977, 170~74;
McNamara and Elsen 1977, 27—44; McNamara 1983,
Lampert 1986, 111; Butler 1993, 203—4

Rodin to Dewavrin, 31 January 1885, in Judrin, Laurent,
and Viéville 1977, 49. Viéville rightly points out that this
was not only Rodin’s first mention of how he would work,
but it was the method he would follow a few years later
while working on the Monument to Honoré de Balzac (49 n.
3).

Ibid., 49-50 n. g, for Cazin’s letters with their positive
response.

Ibid., Rodin to Dewavrin, 14 July 1885, 54. Later Rodin
would use and cast the drapery for his Whistler monu-
ment (the enlarged figure) as well as for the enlarged
Ugolino and His Sons from dropcloths and even a table-
cloth.

Ibid.

See Elsen 1980, pls. 55-56, for reproductions.
Goldscheider published an article (1971) in which she
showed her discovery of how four of the burghers—Jean
d’Aire, Jacques de Wissant, Eustache de Saint-Pierre, and
Andrieu d’Andres—fit together because of the notched
bases (16g—70). In 1983, while conducting research for
her dissertation, Mary Jo McNamara found the markings
that connected Pierre de Wissant with Andrieu d’Andres
and so arranged Stanford’s second maquette.

Although Rodin supposedly used Cazin as a model for
Eustache, there is no record of anyone noticing this
source in either the second maquette or the final compo-
sition.

As he may have modified by remodeling some broken
areas, it is not possible to get perfect matches between the
figures cited bearing these scars of severance. Before the
Calais presentation Rodin may not have had the time to
totally remodel the edited areas, and he may have
counted on the fact that this was understood to be a small
maquette and one so tightly composed as to make
detailed reading of the figures’ backs difficult. He knew
also that the jurors would be preoccupied with other and
more important aspects such as characterization, narra-
tive, and composition.

Dujardin-Beaumetz in Elsen 1965a, 159, 184.

There were favorable reviews in other Paris papers, and
Rodin sent them to Dewavrin, who seems not to have
been bothered by a possible lapse in protocol and who
would have been pleased, for as early as February he had
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45-

46.

47-

48.

49

50.

51.

expressed the hope that the maquette would be shown in
the 1885 salon (Judrin, Laurent, and Viéville 1977, 50).
Ibid., 54 n. 2.

Rodin to Desfontaine, 27 October 1883, translation in
McNamara and Elsen 1977, 73.

Ibid., translation 7o; the French original is in Judrin, Lau-
rent, and Viéville 1977, 116~17.

The full text is given in McNamara and Elsen 1977,
71-472; the French original in Judrin, Laurent, and
Viéville 1977, 114-15.

Rodin to Dewavrin, 2 August 1885, translation in McNa-
mara and Elsen 1977, 72; the French original in Judrin,
Laurent, and Viéville 1977, 55.

This document, found by Kirk Varnedoe in the
Fitzwilliam Museum library, is reprinted in Varnedoe
1978, 485. Varnedoe speculates that “in conceiving of a
group of burghers leaving the city gate, motivated by a
central figure, [Rodin] may have had in mind the compo-
sitions of shooting companies, such as Rembrandt’s Night
Watch (1642; Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam). No significant
visual parallel obtains, however” (485 n. 7). I would
amend Varnedoe’s supposition to say that Rodin’s six fig-
ures were leaving and moving toward the city gate. Judg-
ing by his brief description of Dutch paintings with regard
to the line of heads of “council” members and the burgo-
masters’ “common regard of the viewer,” Rodin may have
had in mind rather Rembrandt’s more compact and
frontal composition of the six figures in The Syndics of the
Draper’s Guild (1662; Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam).

This draft was found by Viéville in the Musée Rodin
archives (reprinted in Judrin, Laurent, and Viéville 1977,
56 n. 2).

Translated in McNamara and Elsen 1977, 73.

52. Judrin, Laurent, and Viéville 1977, 48. Many letters from

53-

54.
55-

56.

Rodin to Dewavrin and, later, to his wife speak of his need
for funds to be advanced by the city to cover his expenses.
By 1884 Rodin had surrounded himself with a team of
skilled assistants, including the gifted young Camille
Claudel. This team, by undertaking such tasks as enlarg-
ing models, making studies of hands, and making molds
and plaster casts, freed him to be creative. This cost a lot
of money, however, and Rodin could have made good use
of the agreed fee of 15,000 francs, which was equal to the
monument’s estimated casting costs plus additional funds
to cover the expense of making models. In a letter to the
secretary of the committee or the mayor, Rodin put it
well: “You know that sculpture is an admirable art that
always leaves the artist crushed with expenses.”

Rodin to Dewavrin, May 1887, in Judrin, Laurent, and
Viéville 1977, 63.

Ibid., Rodin to Dewavrin, October 1888, 65.

See Lampert 1986, 114-15, regarding her point that “a sec-
ond Jean d’Aire replac[ed] Jacques de Wissant.” Rodin in
fact had reused the head of Jean d’Aire for that of Jacques.
Without citing her source, Lampert described the bases
of the six plasters not visible in Druet’s photograph as
“chess-like” (1986, 114).

57.

58.
59.

6o.
61.

62.

63.

Alphonse de Calonne, in Le soleil, 23 June 1889, reprinted
in Judrin, Laurent, and Viéville 1977, 67 n. 3.

Ibid., Rodin to Dewavrin, June 188g, 68.

Auguste Dalligny, in Le journal des arts, 5 July 188g,
reprinted in Beausire 1989, 235.

Beausire 1989, 67.

Gustave Geffroy, in La justice, 21 June 1889, reprinted in
Beausire 1989, 220.

Hugues Le Roux, “La vie a Paris,” Le temps, 20 June 188g,
reprinted in Beausire 1989, 219. Mounting on a pedestal
of any height would not have permitted Rodin to engage
the living in such a dialogue with his art.

Fernand Bourgeat, “Paris vivant,” Le siécle, 22 June 1889,
reprinted in Beausire 1989, 222.

64. J. Le Fustec, “L’exposition Monet-Rodin,” La républic fran-

65.
66.
67.

68.
69.

70.

71.

72.
73-

74-

caise, 28 June 188, reprinted in Beausire 1989, 229.
Georges Rodenbach, Le journal de Bruxelles, 28 June 188g,
reprinted in Beausire 1989, 230.

Rodin, in Le Frangais, 1g March 1895, reprinted in Judrin,
Laurent, and Viéville 1977, g2 n.2.

Translation in Tancock 1976, 388—go, from Lart et les
artistes 1914.

Varnedoe 1978, 486.

For additional photographs see Le Nouéne and Pinet
1987, 62-65. We now know that Limet, who worked for
Rodin from 1goo to 1915, made the gum bichromate
prints of the Burghers.

The interaction of the sculptor and his photographers is
discussed in Elsen 1980, g—32 and Pinet 1985.

That Rilke had talked with Rodin about the involvement
of sculpture with atmosphere is evident when he contin-
ues, “A similar effect may be observed in some of the ani-
mals on the cathedrals to which the air relates itself in
strange fashion” (Rilke in Elsen 196ra, 140). The refer-
ence to the sculpture of the Gothic cathedrals was proba-
bly inspired by Rodin’s own extensive studies.

Rilke in Elsen 1965a, 139—40.

This section is based on the author’s essay of the same
title in McNamara and Elsen 1g977. For additional views
see Hermann Biinemann, Auguste Rodin: Die Biirger von
Calais (Stuttgart: Reclam-Werkmonographien, 1957); J.
A. Schmoll gen. Eisenwerth, “Rodin’s ‘Burger von Calais’
und ihr Kompositionsproblem,” Saarbriicker Hefte, no. 10
(April 1959): 5g—70; Varnedoe 1ggo, 133-39.

Fry wrote (1956, 199—200) his critique not long after
Rodin’s death, and his analysis and criticism of The
Burghers is worth repeating: “Rodin’s rhythmic sense had
only a short range. It was confined to his nervous organi-
zation. In the larger relations it broke down. So here the
group remains a crowd. Each figure has been separately
conceived, and then they have been moved about until
they fitted together with as little inconvenience to one
another as possible. At least that is the impression one
gets. There is no controlling rhythmic idea, no liaison
between the different parts, no interplay of planes, no
estimation of the relative quantities of unbroken surfaces
to intricate and agitated ones. An uncoordinated monot-
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75

76.
77

78.
79-

ony and uniformity of quality pervades the whole. It
hangs together by its dramatic but not its plastic unity.
Rodin could achieve texture, he could not achieve archi-
tectural structure. He could not hold and vary his
rhythms throughout a sustained phrase. He could only
repeat the short phrases over and over again.”

If to those who know the sculpture of Rodin’s nine-
teenth-century contemporaries it sounds as if Fry regret-
ted that Rodin was not a Beaux-arts-trained sculptor such
as Jules Dalou, they are right. In the same essay (201-02)
Fry praises Dalou’s Maternity (1879) as “London’s one
really good . . . firstrate sculpture.” Fry admired it for “the
continuity of the movement throughout every part.”
According to John Hunisak, Fry misnamed the statue
which was commissioned as “Charity” and installed in
187g over a public drinking fountain behind the Royal
Exchange. Dalou’s original marble has been replaced by a
bronze replica. A reduced marble replica entered the
Tate collection with the erroneous title “Maternity” (let-
ter to Bernard Barryte, 77 February 2001).

William Tucker, himself an abstract sculptor, gave a read-
ing that seemed to answer Fry when he wrote (1974),
“Viewed from the right-hand end, the insistent repetition
of three exactly parallel and diagonal lower legs counter-
act the effect of the highly individual and exactly realized
heads by affirming the role of the limbs, of twenty-four
arms and legs, in a gravitationally and expressively unified
structure. The Burghers of Calais is not, as is sometimes
said, six separate statues: it is as architectural as Rodin was
capable of being . . . the repeated internal verticals, the
arches formed by raised and gesturing arms, evoke the
Gothic cathedrals to which he was so attached” (149).
Lawton 1906, 162.

Rodin to Dewavrin, 2 August 188g, translation in McNa-
mara and Elsen 1977, 72. Lawton further explained, “In
speaking of the statues an allusion is made to the sculp-
tor’s using mathematical designs in forming his groups.
More than once in our talks together, the master
explained his observance of these designs, and with a spe-
cial reference to ‘“The Bourgeois de Calais.’

‘Nature,” he said, ‘is the supreme architect. Everything
is built in the finest equilibrium; and everything, too, is
enclosed in a triangle or a cube, or some modification of
them. I have adopted this principle in building up my
statuary, simplifying and restraining always in the organi-
zation of the parts so as to give the whole a greater unity.
This does not prevent, it aids rather, the execution, and
renders the diversity and the arrangement of the parts
more rational as well as more seemly’” (1906, 161-62).
See discussion in Tancock 1976, 85,

See Elsen 1980, pls. 60-64.
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81.
82.

83.

84.-

88.

89.

go.
91.
92.
98-
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97-

Rodin to Dewavrin, 8 December 1893, translation in McNa-
mara and Elsen 1977, 75; the French original in Judrin,
Laurent, and Viéville 1977, 76. The individual Burgherswere
installed amid paving stones and at ground level in Memor-
ial Court, Stanford University, 1998. See fig. 56.

Rilke in Elsen 1g65a, 139.

McNamara and Elsen 1977, 78, from Auguste Rodin,
Rodin on Art and Artists: Conversations with Paul Gsell, trans-
lated by Mrs. Romilly-Fedden (1g12).

Tancock 1976, 385, from L'art et les artistes, 1914. The
most interesting and credible idea in Christian Beutler’s
article is that Rodin may have gotten the thought of plac-
ing the figures at ground level or on a low pedestal,
thereby involving the spectator with the subject, from
contemporary panoramas and dioramas and the installa-
tions in Alfred Grevin’s wax museum, opened in 1882,
and those in museums such as the Musée de I’Artillerie,
showing mounted knights in armor set on low plinths
(Beutler 1972, 49).

Drawing reproduced in Judrin, Laurent, and Viéville

1977, 150.

. Rilke in Elsen 1g65a, 139.
86.

87.

Lawton 1906, 150.

For an excellent account of the history of the monu-
ment’s acquisition and the controversies over its installa-
tion in London see Susan Beattie, “The Burghers of Calais”
in London, exh. cat. (London: Arts Council of Great
Britain, 1986). See also watercolors by Jane Evelyn Lind-
say (A172-174)

Ibid., Rodin to British Office of Works, 28 November
1912, 80.

Ibid., 8-g. Rodin’s reference to clemency, which is unique
in connection with his statements about the monument,
concerns the fact that the English king spared the lives of
the burghers. Rodin may have wished to flatter the nation
that sought to honor him. What sixteenth-century monu-
ments Rodin had in mind is not known, but Rodin may
have thought that Verrocchio’s Colleoni dated from that
period.

Ibid., g.

Mauclair 1918, 52.

Ibid., 57.

Ibid., 54.

Ibid., 7. On the continuing artistic impact of the monu-
ment, see Riith and Appel 1997.

See Judrin, Laurent, and Viéville 1977, 226—38 for photo-
graphs of these works and further discussion.

. This history is recounted in Gis¢le Peumery, Les bourgeois

de Calais: Leur histoire, leur monument (Calais: E. Butez,

1971), 27-30.
I am indebted to June Hargrove for this identification.
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Second Maquette for “Eustache de Saint-Pierre”
(Eustache de Saint-Pierre, deuxiéme magquette),
1885

* Bronze, Susse Foundry, cast 1971, 3/12

* 27%4x12x11%210n. (69.9 X 30.5 X 29.2 ¢m)

* Signed on top of base, right, front: A. Rodin

¢ Inscribed on back of base, right: Susse, Fondeur, Paris; under signa-
ture: No. 3; on front of base, left: © by Musée Rodin, 1971

¢ Provenance: Musée Rodin, Paris

¢ Gift of The Iris and B. Gerald Cantor Foundation, 1974.102

Figures 70-72

Rodin made substantial changes to the burghers dur-
ing the evolution from initial sketch to final work. He was
far more unwilling to be held as an intellectual prisoner
by committee-accepted models than such contempo-
raries as Jules Dalou. The richness of Rodin’s imagina-
tion, inspired by Froissart’s Chronicles, and his originality
as an artist comes through in the studies for the second
maquette. In this first study for Eustache de Saint-Pierre
we can also see evidence of Rodin’s susceptibility to inde-
cision in the matter of a pose.

Rodin knew that because of the historical controversy
over Eustache de Saint-Pierre’s integrity, the Calais com-
mittee would scrutinize this figure more closely than any
other in the second maquette.! He therefore chose to
show the oldest burgher with his bearded head up; rope
coiled around his neck; bare, thin, but muscular arms
hanging at his sides; and leaning slightly forward as he
takes a step on his right foot (fig. 72). From the front his
torso and legs are totally concealed by the thick folds of
a heavy garment, so that one sees only the toes of the
right foot. In the judgment of the Calais committee,
however, Rodin’s conceptions of Eustache and the
group were a failure. Their depressed attitudes seemed
an affront to Calaisian religious sensibilities and their
heavy costumes a deviation from the story as told by
Froissart. Concerning the speculation that Rodin did
respond to the committee’s criticism of the group, with
regard to Eustache, far from acceding to the commit-
tee’s objections, in the final version he lowered the old

man’s head, making him truly despondent, and kept the
heavy garment.

The writer for Le patriolewho saw the second maquette
actually misread the pose of Eustache, compounding his
misdemeanor with sarcasm: “His appearance is heart-
breaking; he seems not to have enough strength to carry
the enormous rope wrapped around his neck, [a rope]
that looks as though it were there to ward off laryngitis, a
useless precaution at such a time and in such a . . . light
outfit. . . . He looks crushed by the burden of his
wretchedness.™

While the committee commented to Rodin in its
report, “The scale model does not allow us to judge the
details,™ it was not the size of the figures but the way the
group had been fitted together that made it difficult, if
not impossible, for them to study each figure closely. If
the one-third life-size figure of Eustache could have been
studied in the round, the artistically conservative com-
mittee might have found even more objections.

Contrary to the way in which Rodin would rework
Eustache immediately after this étude (study) and go on
to create the life-size final versions, the old man was not
at first modeled naked. The étude gives little evidence of
the man’s body inside the garment, specifically by reveal-
ing only something of the chest and upper abdominal
area. Those who think that Rodin modeled his figures
from the ground up will find this work quite a surprise. It
is as if Rodin first thought of the torso and upper legs
largely in terms of the drapery, so that he hung the
implied figure in its garment without being certain of
where to put the feet or which foot would carry the fig-
ure’s weight. The lower legs, made separately and not
from the same model, were inserted under but not inside
what is a solid, draped form, leaving them still maneuver-
able. Neither foot is modeled in the same manner. The
left foot is raised and extends beyond the back of the
base, perhaps because Rodin wanted small bases that
would allow him greater maneuverability in arranging
the six sculptures. The base is wider than deep, suggest-
ing that at first Rodin may have thought of having
Eustache stand with his feet together. Even after he
decided to have Eustache initiate the fateful march, from
the front it is hard to discern that he is moving forward.

Rodin had obviously not yet resolved how to handle
the stride. The figure leans slightly to its left, but the
weight is on the right leg. The raised left foot looks as if it
had been broken above the ankle as its Achilles tendon
does not line up with the central axis of the calf. The
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Above: Fig. 70.
Second
Magquette for
“Eustache de
Saint-Pierre,”
figure at right
(cat. no. 9).

Right: Fig. 71.
Second
Magquette for
“Eustache de
Saint-Pierre”
(cat. no. 9).

Far right: Fig.
72. Second

Magquette for
“Eustache de
Saint-Pierre”

left profile (cat.

no. 9).

right foot is undeveloped, so that the form of the ankle
and the toes have been only roughly indicated. Both feet
are so close to being on the same horizontal axis that if
the left foot were brought forward it might hit the right.
In effect the figure seems more supported by the drap-
ery, which touches the ground on either side, rather
than by the supposedly weight-carrying right foot. This
solid anchorage allowed Rodin to try different choreo-
graphies.

Viewed from either side, it is as if the figure were walk-
ing through a curtain. The thicker front folds run almost
straight up and down and reach the ground except where
Rodin turned back the garment to show the leading sec-
tion of the right foot. The back is more form fitting.
Thinner and more loosely hanging, the robe suggests the
forward lean of the shoulders and the big hollows of the
man’s flanks. It is not as if the robe is shaped by a form
inside it but rather the reverse: portions of the body are
modeled in the robe. The swell of the drapery suppos-
edly caused by the man’s thighs does not seem to accord
with the lines or vertical axes of the exposed leg and foot
even if his legs were severely bowed. Rodin’s conscious-
ness of the need for a largeness of design comes through
in the overall pyramidal outline of the back with the
down-and-outward sweep of the garment.

Eustache’s head was crucial with respect to the jury’s
concerns. Even a two-and-three-quarter-inch étude,
which Rodin must have modeled in his hand, had to
show a lot, such as Eustache’s appearance, attitude, and
character.? The hair of the erect and somewhat narrow
head is very full, falling straight down on the forehead
and behind the ears. The mustache and short beard,
marvelously suggested by faceted planes and hollows,
are well groomed. As befitting the leading burgher of
Calais, Eustache was prepared to die in style. From age
and the siege his cheeks are especially gaunt, accentuat-
ing the long, straight, thin nose. Only the thick neck
seems out of character. The hollowed eyes are set deeply
with only the man’s left upper eyelid evoked. Depending
on the light and one’s angle of vision, they can convey a
sad or distracted look or a sense of being unfocused and
withdrawn. Alternative interpretations depended in
1885 on the predilections of the committee, which was
not pleased with what it saw. By contrast with the final
version, dramatically and sculpturally the head is
upstaged by the rugged lines and shadows of the drap-
ery. There is no sense, as will come later, of the flow of
one into the other.
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NOTES

LITERATURE: Jianou and Goldscheider 1g6g, g8; Goldschei-
der 1971, 167—70; Tancock 1976, 388, 390, 400; Judrin, Lau-
rent, and Viéville 1977, 164; McNamara and Elsen 1977,
277—2g; Miller and Marotta 1986, 53

1. It was thought that Eustache had accepted favorable treat-
ment from the king and queen of England; for a histori-
cal account see Tancock 1976, 876, 380.

2. Translated and reprinted in McNamara and Elsen 1977,
71.

3. Ibid., 70.

4. Listed in Tancock 1976, 401.

Nude Study for “Eustache de Saint-Pierre”
(Eustache de Saint-Pierre, nu), 1885—86

¢ Bronze, Georges Rudier Foundry, cast 1969, 3/12

* 2642x10Y4x 8% in. (67.3X 26 X22.2 cm)

¢ Signed on top of base, left: A. Rodin

¢ Inscribed on base, right side, lower edge: Georges Rudier/Fondeur,
Paris; on back of base, lower edge, left: © by Musée Rodin 1969; inte-
rior cachet: A. Rodin

* Provenance: Musée Rodin, Paris

¢ Gift of the Iris and of B. Gerald Cantor Foundation, 1974.104

Figure 73

[ [ hen placed next to the figure of Eustache de Saint-
Pierre in the second maquette, it is clear that Rodin used
much but not all of this nude study for the robed figure.
Though similarly positioned, the two pairs of feet are
very different, with those of the costumed figure being
far less developed. Differentiated by the treatment of
their beards, the heads are nevertheless from the same
model, probably Jean-Charles Cazin, but that of the
clothed figure is held erect by the ropes wound round its
neck. While changing the fingers slightly, Rodin kept the
pose of the downward-hanging, muscular arms and out-
stretched hands with palms turned toward each other, as
if perhaps to support a large cushion for a city key, but in
the clothed figure the hands simply touch and frame the
edge of the robe hanging down the man’s front.

What comes through the rough drapery of the
clothed figure is the lithe, well-formed, and still youthful
body that shapes it from the inside out. The roundness
of the nude, forward-leaning shoulders and buttocks

informs the cloth Rodin modeled over them. The jury’s
critical comments did not seem to include dissatisfaction
with the age of Eustache’s body but rather his lack of
heroic gesture and attitude. The artist and not the jury
was here his own worst critic; it was Rodin who found
this handsome, marvelously fluid study totally wrong
dramatically.

LITERATURE: Grappe 1944, 44; Jianou and Goldscheider
19649, 98; Goldscheider 1971, 1%70; Tancock 1976, 387, 390,
400; Judrin, Laurent, and Viéville 1977, 160-62; McNamara
and Elsen 1977, 30; Miller and Marotta 1986, 53

11

Nude Study for “Eustache de Saint-Pierre (As an
Older Man)” (Eustache de Saint-Pierre, nu), 1885

¢ Bronze; Georges Rudier Foundry, cast 1973, 10/12

e 38%x13x17in.(97.8 X33 X 43.2 cm)

* Signed on base, near right foot: A. Rodin

¢ Inscribed on back of base, behind right foot: Georges Rudier.
Fondeur. Paris.; right of signature: No. 10; right of founder’s inscrip-
tion: © by Musée Rodin 1973

* Provenance: Musée Rodin, Paris

s Gift of the Iris and B. Gerald Cantor Collection, 1998.358

Figure 74

I n July 1885, even as he was showing the second
maquette in Calais, it seems that Rodin had already in
progress drastic changes for the individual burghers,
starting with Eustache. It may not have helped his con-
centration on the next étude of Eustache to receive an
urgent message from Omer Dewavrin on 26 September:
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Left: Fig. 73.
Nude Study for
“Eustache de
Saint-Pierre”
(cat. no. 10).

Right: Fig. 74.
Nude Study for
“Eustache de
Saint-Pierre (As
an Older Man)”
(cat. no. 11).

“We are embarrassed, public opinion is so vigorously pro-
nounced against the attitude of Eustache that we do not
dare to continue the subscription without being able to
say that there will be a change.” There seems not to have
been a written reply from Rodin. The new study, how-
ever, can hardly be seen as a concession to public opin-
ion, as it shows a much older and leaner, naked man,
who now bends forward from the waist and advances
stiffly on his left foot, palms empty and hands turned
backward, with fingers bent. Here began Rodin’s simple
gesture of surrender, later admired by more enlightened
critics. In the search for a new credibility, he came up
with an old man’s bony, square-rigged body, which creaks
from age and privation. Rarely in sculpture has a naked
male figure displayed so many harsh extrusions, starting
with the flared ears and running down through the
shoulders, elbows, hips, knees, and ankles. Rodin is now
getting deeper into his story and history.

With the possible exception of the head, I propose
that this figure was not modeled by Rodin but rather by
one of his very able assistants, such as Jules Desbois. The
fashioning of the body throughout lacks the master’s

touch, including the fluidity of his modelé, or joining of
planes. Many passages of clay patches, especially around
the knees and on the back, are left raw or untempered,
and for lack of an organic feeling they just seem applied.
When Rodin added a slab or mashed ball of clay, it
became the extension of something underneath,
whether bone and muscle or even the interior life of the
figure. Most unlike Rodin is the way the quadrate
abdomen and the spine are drawn rather than modeled.
The effect of the surface is not that of bone and muscle
pushing outward against flesh but rather a kind of rough
écorché (flayed) figure effect in the thighs, for example.
The man’s skeleton fiercely asserts itself in the area of
the clavicles, and this is convincing, but the man’s left
hip seems out of its socket, and the treatment of the
kneecaps seems uncertain.?

The head was Rodin’s real find. Whether or not Pig-
natelli (Rodin’s model for Saint John the Baptist Preaching
[1878]) served as its model, it became the source of the
great final Eustache.? A hornlike tuft of hair protrudes
from the forehead’s center, like the keel of an over-
turned boat. Otherwise there is little hair to soften the

96 / CATALOGUE



cranial hardness. The temples are indented, eye sockets
deep, brows contracted, and above the flaring cheek-
bones is mounted the man’s intense but downcast gaze
that is like a banked fire. More has been made of the
mustache and beard, which are less kempt and more agi-
tated than in the previous figure.

NOTES

LITERATURE: Jianou and Goldscheider 1969, g8; Goldschei-
der 1971, 170; Tancock 1976, 487, 390, 400; de Caso and
Sanders 1977, 211; Judrin, Laurent, and Viéville 1977, 193-94;
McNamara and Elsen 1977, 30-31; Miller and Marotta 1986,

55

1. Dewavrin to Rodin, 26 September 1885, in Judrin,
Laurent, and Viéville 1977, 58.

2. De Caso and Sanders believed (197%7) that a section
was added to the man’s left leg, and though this may
be correct, throughout the legs as a whole one has
the sense of their being additive rather than con-
ceived as single, integrated limbs (211).

3. Laurent introduced the possibility of Pignatelli as
the model for the whole figure, but she also pointed
to what she believed discounted the possibility (in
Judrin, Laurent, and Viéville 1977, 193). Judging
from photographs taken of Pignatelli for the Ecole
des beaux-arts, Rodin probably used an older model
for Eustache.

e

Head of Eustache de Saint-Pierve
(Eustache de Saint-Pierre, téte), 1886

* Bronze, Georges Rudier Foundry, cast 1968, 3/12

® 13Xx9%X9%in. (33X 25.1X25.1¢cm)

* Signed on neck, left side: A. Rodin

* Inscribed on back of beard, right side: Georges Rudier/Fondeur, Paris;
on back of beard, left side: © by Musée Rodin 1968

* Provenance: Musée Rodin, Paris

* Gift of the Iris and B. Gerald Cantor Foundation, 1974.105

Figure 75

The impression left by study of this sculpture is that it
is a great head: inspired in the liberties taken, powerful
in design, memorable in the intensity of its expression.
It is a moving characterization of the vulnerability of a
hero, eschewing both pride and pathos in favor of resig-
nation that has come from weighing the costs of the
past and the alternatives of the present. This memo-
rable head may well have been a portrait of Rodin’s
friend, the painter Jean-Charles Cazin, who wrote to the
sculptor, “You have had a most friendly thought. I am
ready to pose for the figure of your Fustache de Saint-
Pierre, rope around the neck, feet and arms naked.
This excellent man, from whom I believe 1 am
descended on my mother’s side, would himself approve

of your choice because I profoundly admire the simple
grandeur of his action.” The head of Eustache in the
second maquette (cat. no. g) and in the later nude ver-
sion of an older man (cat. no. 11) are greatly different
from the final version (cat. no. 1g). That the new, or
third, living model was Pignatelli does not seem likely,
as the Abruzzi peasant would not have aged that much
in the short time since he posed for Saint John the Baptist
Preaching (1878). Having as a model someone who
claimed descent from Eustache would have appealed to
Rodin’s predilection for historical truth. Given the
problem of our having only a profile photographic por-
trait of Cazin, but seeing there the prominent cheek-
bone, large nose, abundant beard that starts in the
cheeks, and centrally parted hair, it is likely that Cazin
was the source of Eustache’s face.2

As with all his portraits going back to that of Mask of
the Man with the Broken Nose (cat. no. 125), Rodin sought
every evidence of asymmetry to develop his subject’s
identity. As seen directly from the front, this search
extended beyond facial features, such as the creases
under the eyes, and produced the off-center part in the
hair and the greater projection of the man’s left ear
than that of his right. The hair is kept close to the head,
having no clear separation from the brow’s center,
thereby forcing attention down into the face and the
finely shaped, bony nose. Rodin fashioned the face as a
kind of hourglass design, which starts with the flaring
cheekbones, tapers to the mustache, and then swells out-
ward in the beard. It is the deeply and asymmetrically
indented cheeks, intended to evoke not just age but the
privations of war, which give the cheekbones their
prominence and are so sculpturally dramatic. As with
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Fig. 75. Head of
Eustache de
Saint-Pierre
(cat. no. 12).

the deep drapery folds on the man’s body, with these
bold hollows Rodin pulled dark shadows into the com-
position to give it tragic overtones. Imparting great force
to the image is the vigor of Rodin’s rhythmic and exag-
gerated concave and convex featural sequence, which
begins with the hair, then the temples, under which is
the counterplay of the big arcs of the cheekbones and
cheeks, ending in the out-and-downward flow of the
mustache and beard. The sculptor achieved a marvelous
fluidity for his composition by knowing when to suspend
description in the areas of hair and to merge their
beginnings with flesh.

Rainer Maria Rilke commented on “an expression of
weariness that flows over his face into the beard.” No
doubt the poet was influenced by seeing also the down-
ward tilt of the head in the final full figure. Crucial to
showing the fateful moment in the old man’s life are the
eyes: his left has an indented pupil while the right is an
orb, both of which under Rodin’s fingers evoke intro-

spection rather than fixation on anything external.
Taken as a totality, whether erect or tilted, just the head
of the hostage leader imparts a sense of an unbearable
burden of being.

NOTES

LITERATURE: Grappe 1944, 61; Jianou and Goldscheider
1969, 98; Tancock 1976, 401; Judrin, Laurent, Viéville 1977,
195-99; Lampert 1986, 105, 217; Miller and Marotta 1986, 56;
Ambrosini and Facos 1987, 102; Barbier 1992, 159; Butler
1993, 202-5

1. Cazin to Rodin, 29 May 1885, in Judrin, Laurent, and
Viéville 1977, 49-50 n. 3. The final version of the head
includes a rope round the neck (1g7). Viéville pointed
out that a note of 1907 from the Alexis Rudier foundry
concerning a Téte Pignatelli may refer to this work, but this
is questionable evidence that Pignatelli was the model
(196).

2. Photograph of Cazin in Judrin, Laurent, and Viéville
1977, 252.

3. Rilke in Elsen 1g65a, 138.

Eustache de Saint-Pierre, Final Version
(Eustache de Saint-Pierre, vétu), 1885—86

* Bronze, Coubertin Foundry, cast 1981, 2/12

* 85x30x48in.(220.2x77.7 X124.3 cm)

¢ Signed on front of base: A. Rodin

* Inscribed on back of base: © by Musée Rodin 1981; under signature:
No 2

* Mark on base, left side, near back: Coubertin Foundry seal

* Provenance: Musée Rodin, Paris

* Gift of the B. Gerald Cantor Collection, 1992.145

Figure 76

[ [ hen the English king’s terrible terms for the sur-
render of Calais were made known to its citizens gath-
ered in the market place, Jean Froissart wrote in his
Chronicles: “A moment later there arose the richest
burgher, Sir Eustache de Saint-Pierre, who said: ‘Lords, it
would be a great misfortune to let such a people die here
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of famine when one can find another means. I have such
hope of finding grace and pardon from Our Lord if I die
in order to save these people, that I want to be the first: I
will willingly strip to my shirt, bare my head, put the rope
around my neck, at the mercy of the king of England.’”

Not from any artistic precedent nor further documen-
tation but from these lines Rodin had to conjure the sin-
gle most important figure of the Calais commission. We
gain an idea of what he accomplished and how it was
viewed in the words of the finest French art critic of the
time, Gustave Geffroy, who saw the final sculpture in con-
Jjunction with the others and wrote in his essay for the
Monet-Rodin show:

The first, the one who appears at the head of the
funereal cortege, is the old man who spoke first, it
is Eustache de Saint-Pierre, debilitated and broken.
He advances with slow steps, his head oscillating,
his shoulders depressed, his arms stiff, his hands

hanging and thin, muscles knotted, arteries
blocked. On his arms, on his hands, the veins make
swollen networks, where the blood circulates slowly.
The stff jointed fingers are useless for grasping
anything. The legs are staggering, the feet are dis-
tended. The whole grinding carcass, difficult to put
in movement, tells of the sadness of an anatomy of
old age. The long hair, the sorry beard, the fore-
head lowered and shriveled, the long face speak of
resignation, of sacrifice humbly accepted. The road
is hard like the way of the cross to this thoughtful
condemned one, dressed in a coarse robe, tied at
the neck with the rough hangman’s cord.2

The best but incomplete record of how Rodin arrived
at this powerful characterization is to be found in photo-
graphs taken in the boulevard de Vaugirard studio in
1886 by Victor Pannelier.? In another photograph, by
Bodmer, the nude Eustache modeled in clay is to be par-
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Left: Fig. 76.
Eustache de
Saint-Pierre,
Final Version
(cat. no. 13).

Right: Fig. 77.
Karl-Henri
(Charles)
Bodmer, Model
for “Monument
to Benjamin
Vicufia-
Mackenna” with
“Eustache de
Saint-Pierre” in
clay in
background,
1886, albumen
print with ink
drawing. Musée
Rodin, Paris.



Left: Fig. 78.

D. Freuler,
“Suspended
Hand of
Eustache de
Saint-Pierre” in
plaster (A145).

Right: Fig. 79.
Victor
Pannelier,

“Eustache de
Saint-Pierre” in
clay, 1886,
albumen
print(?). Musée
Rodin, Paris.

tially seen behind the model for a monument to Ben-
jamin Vicuna-Mackenna (fig. 77). Rodin seems to have
worked from a different model for the body than the
older person used for the second, one-half life-size
étude. What we can see of the old man’s frame in clay
explains the way the final robe is shaped in the chest
area. While the man’s left pectoral is largely a memory of
strength and the abdomen appears soft because the flesh
has shrunk, the tensed left arm is quite muscular, ending
in a taped-over hand. Absent a written record, there
seems no way of identifying the model for the body as it
was not the painter Cazin, who had inspired the head.
Rodin would sometimes tell friends about agonizing
over some aspect of his work. It is hard for us to imagine
what would cause this great sculptor problems. What this
and other photographs tell us is not only Rodin’s conser-
vative practice of first fashioning his figures nude, but his
preoccupation, if not agonies, with gesture, specifically
the old man’s left hand, which in the picture is heavily
bandaged. As with the head, Rodin auditioned different
positions for the extremities on the study made from a
model, whose own hand may or may not have been its

source. The artist seems to have had more difficulty in
satistying himself and arriving at the final treatment of
the left hand than the face. (The man’s right hand,
which hangs vertically in the photos showing the clothed
figure in clay, does not have the left’s extensive and
swollen vein pattern.) In a slightly later photograph
taken by D. Freuler, we see how Rodin tested the expres-
siveness of Eustache’s left hand alone by hanging it
straight downward from a string looped over a nail and
attached to the plaster cast (fig. 78).¢ From what one can
tell of the bandaged limb, with its splint on the wrist area,
Rodin was trying a different angle, slightly upward, at
which the wrist was to be held and the thumb extends
out and away from the forefinger. This position is seen
also in the Pannelier photographs of the draped burgher
but with the fingers removed (fig. 79). What was Rodin
seeking to convey by this gesture? It was his custom to
avoid as much as possible having a figure’s two hands do
the same thing. (The despairing gesture Andrieu d’An-
dres makes by clutching his head with both hands is a
notable exception.) As in the final work, Eustache’s right
hand hangs downward as if in compliance with fate. Per-
haps Rodin had in mind
that the slightly upraised
left hand would serve as
Eustache’s signal for the
group’s departure. On a
photograph of the robed
Eustache in clay, Rodin
used a pen to draw over
what he had done, and in
so doing he added the
missing fingers of the left
hand but pointed them
toward the ground (see fig.
18) .5 By later actually turn-
ing the modeled
hand downward, in imita-
tion of the right, the start-
ing signal was given by the
forward left

final

old man’s
step.
Pannelier’s photograph
of Eustache from the rear,
in addition to
of clay
scraped from the sculp-
ture, something

showing

lumps recently

reveals
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rarely seen in the visual documentation: some of Rodin’s
actual modeling tools, including round and straight-
edged wooden spatulas still on the saddle or modeling
stand.® The robe had been modeled directly on the fin-
ished clay figure and was still being refined when Pan-
nelier tripped the shutter. That refinement continued
with pen and ink when Rodin saw Pannelier’s proofs. In
the view of FEustache from his right Rodin clarified the
way he wanted the accents in the garment around the
right arm, and with a pen he signified more inflections in
the chemise in front of the trailing leg.” The photograph
of Eustache from the front, which was heavily edited,
shows how Rodin equated shadows with pathos.® The
inked lines tell us how deep he wanted the shadows that
were made by the tightened arm muscles, drapery folds,
and the modeling of the face and beard and, most
importantly, what the overall impression would look like.
In the same photograph and despite the heavily inked
lines, one can make out the word plein written just left of
center in the upper abdominal area, suggesting that he
wanted this section to be fuller. The drawn lines as much
as the modeled drapery itself show how Rodin thought
of the robe in long, continuous sequences. What all of
this tells us also is that Rodin did not call Pannelier to the
studio to record a finished work. The time must have
been a critical juncture when Rodin wanted a detached
way of studying what he had done. He thus used these
reworked photographs as states in the evolution of his
sculpture rather than to supply the demands of the press.

Rodin was to make some important changes after Pan-
nelier was finished. The exposed vertical metal armature
that comes out of Eustache’s left arm and seems to termi-
nate in a ball-like, wrapped joint, which may bave cov-
ered a brace leading to the hand, will either be removed
or contained in a repositioning of the forearm, wrist, and
hand.? The bundle of cloth between the old man’s right
arm and thigh will be replaced by ropes, and Rodin
would work out how the halter would then be shown in
the back. Instead of being totally free, the trailing right
leg will have drapery hanging from it, and the left foot
will be made to appear as if torn cloth covered it.

The Final Figure

As Rodin stated, “I did not hesitate to make them as thin
and as weak as possible. . . . These people . . . no longer
have anything but skin on their bones.l® He further

explained, “They had asked of me the gestures of
[Rude’s] ‘Marseillaise.” I refused. I wanted to show my
burghers simply sacrificing themselves, as they did in
those days, without signing their name.”!! As with Sain!
John the Baptist Preaching and The Walking Man, Rodin’s
sculpture of Eustache rewards reading in time as one
looks at the figure from all sides, starting with the front.
Head on, the impression is of a figure taking a slow step
forward, head bowed as if Eustache has already given up
the sight of the living in exchange for that of the path to
the grave. From the sides the figure appears to pick up
momentum and is on the verge of toppling forward. The
lowered head thrusts in advance of the lead foot in viola-
tion of the academic insistence on a figure being plumb
with the head and the supporting foot being aligned.
The shoulders are bent as if pulling a great load. The
trailing foot is pushing off, and the long bony leg is fully
exposed. From the back, where one cannot see the
straight left leg, the figure seems in full solemn stride.
There is an uninterrupted upward sweep of the drapery
from the ground to the lowered head, which adds to the
impression of forward propulsion.

In conceiving Eustache’s fatal step, Rodin did some-
thing unusual in figure sculpture. He counted on his
ability to inspire us to think of a figure in its sequential
motion starting from the time it was at rest until the
movement was complete. It is as if the old man had been
standing originally with feet apart and did not first draw
them together before advancing. As he steps forward
and shifts his weight to the left leg, the right foot drives
off the ground, and the knee bends, but the leg is seen as
being at about a forty-degree angle to the forward direc-
tion of the body. (From the front, the trailing leg seems
almost like a diagonal brace.) To have kept both legs on
the same forward axis would have meant that from a
frontal view the right one would have been hidden totally
by the drapery, hence the man would have appeared to
be standing on one leg. Thus what seems an anomaly was
for Rodin an artistic imperative: overall stability had to
accompany the illusion of movement.

An imperative for Rodin as a dramatist was to con-
vince the viewer that these were citizen warriors who had
surrendered because of physical privation and to save
their fellow citizens. Eustache’s head, bowed as if inclin-
ing to destiny, as opposed to its more erect position in
the second maquette, was anything but a concession to
popular opinion in Calais. So well did Rodin succeed in
his declared intention that Geffroy could write of
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Eustache’s “grinding carcass” and the sad anatomy of
old age. The cadaverous head and emaciated left fore-
arm with its bulging veins magnetize the viewer’s atten-
tion, but then one sees how the bony chest marks the
drapery from beneath, and the large, naked left
kneecap and surrounding musculature recall flayed
anatomical figures in medical schools. One has the sense
that, seen from the rear, the drapery covers only muscle
and bone. There is the big, beautiful curve of the lower
spine, which is in turn flanked by powerful muscles;
there is no fat on the hard buttocks that push through
the robe.

As he would do with all the burghers, there are pas-
sages where Rodin intentionally obscured the difference
between fabric and flesh, especially in the upper back
and in the area where the drapery supposedly hangs
from the left leg. Eustache’s shroud of shame is more tat-
tered than the others, and its rents allowed Rodin cav-
ernous intrusions into the overall form. Rodin was able
to make the robe, though shapeless to start with, seem a
literal extension not only of the body but also of the
mood of its wearer. Folds seem extensions of muscles and
tendons; the compliance of the long garment with grav-
ity is like that of the man with fate.

For the critic Hugues Le Roux, who visited the 188g
exhibition and saw the full monument, Rodin had cre-
ated a compelling characterization: “The Saint-Pierre . . .
the one who was the soul of the sacrifice, who said to the
others: It is necessary.”? For Rilke, “He created the old
man with loosejointed, hanging arms and heavy, drag-
ging step and gave him the worn-out walk of old men
and an expression of weariness.”3 It was the Belgian poet
Georges Rodenbach, however, who earlier than Rilke saw
Rodin’s achievement in this figure in terms of the art of
the time: “This is the human sadness of vanquished and
silenced patriotism, with a single gesture of resignation
and strange grandeur in the unique personage who
walks ahead—a gesture absolutely new and never before
seen, because Rodin’s glory will have been to find in
sculpture new attitudes.”14

By itself, the final full-size version of Eustache de
Saint-Pierre seems to have been publicly exhibited only

twice: first in plaster at the Galerie Georges Petit in 1887
and then in bronze at the Paris Salon of 18g5.1%

NOTES

LITERATURE: Grappe 1944, 59-62; Spear 1967, 40-47;
Jianou and Goldscheider 1969, g97; Tancock 1976, 376—go;
Judrin, Laurent, and Viéville 1977; McNamara and Elsen 1977,
4549, 61-64; Miller and Marotta 1986, 56; Ambrosini and
Facos 1987, 100; Fonsmark 1988, 111-15; Butler 1993,

204-13

1. The original French text of the excerpt is reprinted in
Judrin, Laurent, and Viéville 1977, 113-14.

2. Reprinted in Beausire 198g, 67.

8. With the exception of a sketched-over photograph show-
ing the sculpture from its right side (reproduced in Le
Nouéne and Pinet 1987, 27), these photographs of
Eustache in clay were first published in Elsen 1980, pls.
51—54). Pinet cited Rodin’s letter to Dewavrin of July
1885, in which he regretted not having made a systematic
photographic record of The Burghers (24).

4. I saw this cast with the string still attached in the Meudon
reserve in 1977. I was the first to make the connection of
this hand with The Burghers of Calais (Elsen 1980, 18) but
was not so credited by Pinet, who reproduced it and wrote
about the work (in Le Nouéne and Pinet 1987, 29).

5. Pinet is of the view that these “ ‘repentances’ that he
sketched doubtlessly under the impulse of an idea were
not followed by any correction on the sculpture itself” (in
Le Nouéne and Pinet 1987, 29). While I would say this
was true of most of Rodin’s drawn editing of his work on
photographs, in this instance I believe it is the drawing of
Eustache’s left hand that led to the final change in its
position.

6. Elsen 1980, pl. 54.

7. Compare photographs reproduced in Elsen 1980, pl. 53,
and Le Nouéne and Pinet 1987, 27.

8. Elsen 1980, pl. 51.

g. Ibid., pl. 53.

10. Translation in Tancock 1976, 88, from L’art et les artistes
1914.

11. Hugues Le Roux, “La vie a Paris,” Le temps (20 June
188g), cited in Beausire 1989, 219.

12. Ibid.

19. Rilke in Elsen 1g65a, 138.

14. Georges Rodenbach in Le journal de Bruxelles (28 June
1889), reprinted in Beausire 1989, 230.

15. Beausire 1988, g5, 123.

102 / CATALOGUE



Left Hand of Eustache de Saint-Pierre
(Eustache de Saint-Pierre, main gauche), c. 1886

%

* Bronze, Valsuani Foundry cast

* 11x5%2x5%in. (27.9 X 14 X 14.6 cm)

¢ Signed ontop of forearm, near base: A. Rodin

* Provenance: Feingarten Galleries, Los Angeles, 1975

* Gift of the Iris and B. Gerald Cantor Collection, 1998.359
figure 8o

See cat. nos 187—94 for a discussion of this and other
hands.
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Eustache de Saint-Pierre
(Eustache de Saint-Pierre, vétu), reduced 1002—03

* Bronze, Alexis Rudier Foundry

® 19x10x6in. (48.3x25.4 x15.2cm)

* Signed on top of base, back right corner: A. Rodin

* Inscribed on base, back right edge: Alexis Rudier/Fondeur Paris
* Provenance: Feingarten Galleries, Los Angeles

* Gift of the B. Gerald Cantor Collection, 1992.163

Figure 81

Rodin ordered reductions of the final figures of the
burghers, with the exception of Jacques de Wissant. The
reductions began to be issued in 18gp, the year the mon-
ument was inaugurated. The archival records of the
Musée Rodin indicate that the reduction of the Eustache
was made in 19o2-3. It seems to have been the last of the
series, having been preceded in 1895 and 1899 by reduc-
tions of three figures (unspecified in the records) and in
19oo by that of Andrieu d’Andres.! These small-scale fig-
ures gained immediate popularity and continued to be
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Eustache de
Saint-Pierre
(cat. no. 14).

Fig. 81.

Eustache de
Saint-Pierre
(cat. no. 15).



issued posthumously. Rodin included examples in his
1goo exhibition at the Pavillon de I’Alma. The precise
number of casts made has not been determined by the
Musée Rodin from its archival data. The surface on the
reductions is in general smoother than that on the full-
scale figures.

NOTES

LITERATURE: Jianou and Goldscheider 1969, g8; Tancock
1976, 590, 400; de Caso and Sanders 19477, 215-16; Judrin,
Laurent, and Viéville 1977, 222-23; McNamara and Elsen

1977; 44

1. For a discussion of the dating, see Judrin, Laurent, and
Viéville 1977, 222, which also contains their exhibition
history and production.

Second Maquette for ‘Jean dAire”
(Jean dAire, deuxiéme maquette), 1885

¢ Bronze, Susse Foundry, cast 1971, 3/12

* 2712X9Y2x 934 in. (69.9 X 24.1X 24.8 cm)

* Signed on top of base, center, front: A. Rodin

* |nscribed on base, right side, near back, lower edge: Susse Fondeur
Paris; below signature: No. 3; on base, back, lower edge: © by Musée
Rodin 1971

¢ Provenance: Musée Rodin, Paris

® Gift of the Iris and B. Gerald Cantor Foundation, 1974.103

Figures 82-84

I n the first maquette it is supposed that Jean d’Aire,
because he was the second to volunteer, is the figure to
Eustache’s right, holding the older man’s arm. Reflect-
ing how his imagination must have been flooded with
various possible images for the second maquette, Rodin
conceived a totally different Jean d’Aire. Given a distinct
identity and new role, he now acts as the sole bearer of
the city’s keys, anchoring the left side of the group when
frontally viewed. On the cushion that he holds with stiff-
ened arms, ropes binding his hands, are three keys, not
the two specified by Edward 111. (This discrepancy seems
not to have been noted in the recorded comments.) The
fact that the bearer of the keys stands still with feet set
apart and is in the front may have caused one contem-
porary commentator, to Rodin’s annoyance, to misread
the moment, not as the group’s departure, but as its
appearance before the vengeful king. Given the impor-
tance of his placement and function, it was not surpris-

ing that the Calais committee objected to his dejected
demeanor and especially the tears just below the corners
of his eyes: “We think M. Rodin went too far by showing .

. the behavior of the figure on the left, who cannot
hold back his tears as he presents the city’s keys.” The
critic for Le patriole commented, “He bows to the king of
England while giving him the key to the city, and that is
a humiliating gesture.”!

There is no nude study for the figure, nor do we know
from whom, if any living person, Rodin derived the head.
He is a man of middle age, balding in the front, his right
ear pressed against his head, which anticipates the later
cauliflower ear of the final figure. His head tilts slightly to
the left, the downcast eyes are set above very broad
cheekbones, the nose curved downward like that of
Jacques de Wissant, who stands next to him. In all, Rodin
gave his new Jean an expression of sweet sadness, which
touched the wrong nerve of the committee.

The compact stance and rectilinear design of the rope
around the neck, whose ends frame the man’s left arm,
make this the most squared-off, or cubic, figure in the
group and in some ways the most self-sufficient (fig. 83).
It is as if the new Jean d’Aire alone tells the whole story.
The étude’s movement is in the robe: gathered in the
front against the man’s right side, the folds are shown in
precipitous cascade, while across the fully developed
chest the garment seems to thin out and become almost
transparent. As if to reassure us that the chest is covered,
Rodin made knife cuts in several areas to suggest rents in
the fabric. In the back there is a deep groove below the
neck that runs downward like a spine but then veers
sharply to the left in a way that defies anatomical expla-
nation (fig. 84). The rear view of the garment is a sur-
prise because it conveys through its design an energy
belied by the figure’s static pose. The folds sweep back
and forth in broad planes, creating a kind of zigzag pat-
tern unconstrained by fidelity to a body beneath them.
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This is heavy-duty drapery in its thickness, and by sight
and touch one can reexperience the action of Rodin’s
fingers in hollowing it out. Some depressions are a
thumb’s width. When working on this figure, Rodin may
have already had in mind its general location in the
group and known that the man’s back would be visible
and prominent from the monument’s right side.

The base, while one of the flattest is also one of the
smallest in the second maquette; Jean’s feet align with its
sides and his right heel overlaps the rear edge. There is
strong evidence that at one time the figure of Jean d’Aire
was actually joined physically to an adjacent figure, possi-
bly that of Jacques de Wissant, but then Rodin broke,
rather than cut, the clay figures apart. As a result, Jean
d’Aire has only half of his left foot, as both it and the base
were broken off lengthwise, leaving very rude fractures.

Midway down the man’s left rear the ropes and drapery
break off, leaving roughly flattened, unmodeled areas.
This editorial decision must have come just before Rodin
settled on the group’s exact composition and sent the
whole maquette to Calais. Rodin may not have had
enough time to remodel the edited areas before having
them plaster-cast. Given the position of Jean d’Aire in the
composition, the raw fractures would not have been
clearly visible as they face inward toward the figure of
Jacques de Wissant. The tangible interval between the
bases of Jean and Jacques shows that there would have
been room for the full foot and completely modeled
drapery of the key bearer if Jean d’Aire had been con-
ceived originally to stand where he does in the second
maquette.

After receiving the committee’s judgment, Rodin
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Left: Fig. 82.
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Maquette for
“Jean d’Aire”
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(cat. no. 16).

Middle: Fig. 83.
Second
Maquette for
“Jean d’Aire”
front (cat. no.
16).

Right: Fig. 84.
Second
Magquette for
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left profile (cat.
no. 16).



wrote to Omer Dewavrin that only one figure could be
modified, that of Andrieu. He was, in fact, not only to
modify but rethink all six, and perhaps in response to the
reaction that faulted the mood of depression of the front
figures, he changed that of Jean d’Aire most drastically.

NOTES

LITERATURE: Spear 1967, 45, 96; Jianou and Goldscheider
1969, 98; Goldscheider 1971, 167—70; Tancock 1976, 388,
390, 398; Judrin, Laurent, and Viéville 1977, 167-68; McNa-
mara and Elsen 1977, 41; Miller and Marotta 1986, 58

1. Both quotations are translated in McNamara and Elsen

1977, 70-71.

Nude Study for ‘Jean d Aire”
(Jean dAire, nu), 188586

¢ Bronze, Georges Rudier Foundry, cast 1971, 1/12

* 42x13%x%120n. (106.7 X 34.9 X 30.5 cmM)

¢ Signed on top of base, left, near front: A. Rodin

» Inscribed on back of base, lower right: Georges Rudier/Fondeur.
Paris; below signature: No. 1; on base, left side: © by Musée Rodin,
1971

® Provenance: Musée Rodin, Paris

* Gift of the Iris and B. Gerald Cantor Foundation, 1974.117

Figure 85

Nude Study for “Jean d Aire”
(Jean dAire, nu), 1885—86, enlarged 1886

* Bronze, Coubertin Foundry, cast 1981, 4/12

® 82x30x24in.(208.3x76.2x61cm)

* Signed on top of base between feet: A. Rodin

¢ Inscribed on back of base, left: © by Musée Rodin 1981; below signa-
ture: No. 4

* Mark on back of base, left: Coubertin Foundry seal

* Provenance: Musée Rodin, Paris

e Gift of the Iris and B. Gerald Cantor Collection, 1992.184
Figures 86, 88

Rodin’s overlifesize enlargement of his study for the
nude Jean d’Aire is arguably his greatest sculpture of a
male subject. He was never better as a psychological
dramatist of the human body. Nor did he surpass himself
in transforming anatomy into what the twentieth century
understands as sculptural form. Inspired and driven by
the burghers’ story and the challenge of a great commis-
sion, Rodin created one of the most powerful sculptures
in the history of figural art. For this artist, who customar-
ily found his inspiration by letting freely moving models
surprise him with an unexpected expressive movement,
Jean d’Aire and the other burghers were his conception,
unaided by any artistic precedent or literary description
of how the voluntary hostages looked and acted. He
enlarged the figure to monumental size soon after he
conceived it.

Rodin’s theme was a selfless man’s brave defiance of
destiny. The intensity of that rebellion has engaged the
man’s total being. A contemporary commentator specu-
lated that the man may have been a lawyer, thus prompt-
ing the thought that he above all the burghers was aware
that the English king was violating the rules of chivalry by
promising their execution instead of demanding their
ransom. The powerful muscles with which he waged hon-
orable but unsuccessful combat against the English are
now tensed against invisible enemies: injustice and the
warring instincts of self-sacrifice and self-preservation.
He stands like a pitchfork driven into the earth. At this
moment no power can move him.!

Rodin counted on sympathy with his figures, as his
audience was accustomed to viewing public figural sculp-
ture like actors on a stage. He exaggerated every shape,
proportion, and gesture, so that what jJean d’Aire has to
express can be seen, believed in, and identified with
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from the farthest reaches of the balcony, so to speak. Just
as Edgar Degas made the nose of the Litile Dancer Four-
teen Years Old (1881) the climactic point of that sculp-
ture, so Rodin made his figure seem to exist in order to
support the thrust of the resolute chin that is clearly visi-
ble from many yards away.

When compared with the Second Magquette for “Jean
d’Aire” (cat. no. 16), it is evident that as a dramatist
Rodin recast parts of the pose and person. He kept the
location of the body as well as its stance; he replaced the
cushion with a single very large key. Perhaps in response
to the commission’s criticism of unheroic demeanor,
Jean’s head was replaced and upraised.? In view of
Rodin’s reuse of the new head for three of the burghers,
we cannot be sure that the same model posed for the
entire figure. “The shoulder circumference, patella
height and lower leg length are too small for the chest
circumference. The inseam, crotch thigh circumference
and the hips are too small for the chest circumference. . . .
The arms, chest, shoulders and back are all proportional.
However, the waist, hips, thighs (but not calves) are all
too small for the chest. It appears the chest is approxi-
mately 1.5 times normal size and the legs are within nor-
mal range.”® We know that a few years later in his studies
for the statue of Balzac, Rodin occasionally used differ-
ent models for the same body and frequently the head
and body were not from the same man. When Edmond
de Goncourt visited the boulevard de Vaugirard studio in
1886 and saw the life-size burghers in clay, he noticed “a
model stripped to the waist, who had the air of a work-
man, a stevedore,™

There is even a question whether one man posed for
the whole head. Judith Cladel believed that the sculp-
tor’s son, Auguste Beuret, posed for the “sloping fore-
head” and “well-planted nose” of Jean d’Aire, as she
believed these features were traits of the Rodin family.5
The major portion of the head may have come from that
of an unidentified man, of whom a photograph exists in
the Musée Rodin archives.t If Cladel is right, then there
is the irony that this artist so committed to copying
nature had to invent a head that met his standard of
reality.

The overlife-size version was probably made around
1886, and the final clothed figure was exhibited in 188%.
We do not know if Rodin or one of his assistants carried
out the enlargement, but for such an important work we
may be certain that the final clay knew his touch. (The
presence of the live model seen by Goncourt supports

that assumption.) In the wonderful photograph taken in
1886 by Bodmer, we see the full figure still in clay in
Rodin’s studio, probably exactly as Goncourt saw it (fig.
87). Rodin may have caused this picture to be taken just
before the nude clay figure was cast in plaster. Visible are
braces employed to secure the distance of the figure’s
left hand from the thigh and the right arm from the
torso. Part of the latter brace remains visible on the
inside of the man’s right arm just above the elbow in the
final plaster and bronze casts. That this piece of arma-
ture embedded in the man’s right arm is to be found in
the smaller earlier version suggests that Rodin wanted it
kept in the enlargement so that it could serve as a place
of attachment for a larger brace that would hold an even
heavier arm in correct position.”

As shown by the figure from the second maquette, for
the body of Jean d’Aire Rodin had a well-developed,
young male subject. By 1885 Rodin came to see his prob-
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Fig. 85. Nude
Study for “Jean
d’Aire” (cat. no.
17).



Fig. 86. Nude
Study for “Jean
d’Aire” front
(cat. no. 18).

lem differently. It was to convince the viewer that his Jean
d’Aire had indeed been a warrior, who if need be could
wear battle dress and wield a heavy weapon all day long
and fight weeks on end but who was finally forced to sur-
render because he and the people of Calais were starv-
ing. Rather than change models, as he did in studies for
Eustache de Saint-Pierre, he edited the young man’s
wellformed body to make it credible. It was in this edit-
ing that Rodin took licenses that have made this figure
into such a marvelous sculpture.

No other male figure is more eloquent in defining
what Rodin did in the art of the hole and the lump. Con-
sider just the concavities. They begin in the face, in the
hollows of the cheeks, and move downward in the sub-
stantial depressions between the tensed neck muscles
that rise from the area of the collar bone. There are some
deep incursions into the upper pectoral area and in the
arms, particularly around the elbow and the wrist. The
abdominal region seems undermodeled except for the
navel and the large paraumbilical tumor that swells to its

left. Given his views on ugliness and beauty and his some-
time interest in medical abnormalities in hands, it is not
surprising that Rodin modeled and then enlarged Jean
d’Aire with his tumor. Under strong light on the big
bronze the convex lump actually helps hold the broad
curvature of the abdomen, but Rodin knew this area
would be covered by a robe in the final work. Rodin was
also aware that if he had exhibited this étude, there would
have been strenuous criticism for including the tumor.

Rodin once complained to Henri-Charles Dujardin-
Beaumetz about contemporary art school education,
which caused students to view the figure in bas-relief,
hence only half the surface, in the manner of a painter:
“He doesn’t see the back. . .. And yet the spine is the
principal armature, the very equilibrium of the human
body.” As if illustrating what he had in mind as well as
other things that the treatment of the spine could con-
vey, on the sculpture’s dorsal side the famine-induced
central hollows are like a riverbed (fig. 88). Below the
neck begins a broad concavity made by the extruding
scapula, which next narrows into the deep channel
steeply banked by the big, vertical muscles along the
spine. It then debouches onto the shallow delta of the
lower lumbar area before a final descent into the defile
made by the crease between the buttocks. On the sides of
the back, the hollows begin a rhythmic descent, first
under the shoulder blades, then below the ribs, and
finally in the deep swales of the buttocks. It is likely that
this last prompted the comment from Goncourt that
they were “modeled with a powerful accusatory realism,
and the beautiful holes in the human flesh that Barye
putin the flanks of his animals.”

Sculpturally the most stunning discovery is the great
inflected arch Rodin effected between the legs. When
seen from either the front or the back, the first concave
segment of the great arch springs from the heels to the
anklebone; then the second cavity is made by the line
moving first in and then out above the ankle to the
swollen leg muscles. The arch continues by moving back
into the knees, above which it then moves out and up to
the astonishing hollows Rodin made in the man’s inner
lower thighs. Rodin took his cue to exaggerate from the
natural indentation where the sartorius muscle overlaps
the adductor muscles. The result is as though the man
had been so long in a saddle that it had left permanent
depressions. Just above are the final convex forms of the
upper thigh muscles before the two profiles meet in the
culminating arch of the groin. As with his geometry
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derived from discoveries in the human form, this beauti-
ful architecture was not imposed on the body, but its
source was found within it. It remained for Rodin to
exaggerate what was there without diminishing the look
of the natural. As Rodin put it when assaying his model-
ing after The Age of Bronze, “I have only given my contours
a little more movement and much more action within
general outlines.”¢

The “lumps,” or convexities, the prominent saliences
of the muscle-tendon system complete the duet. Absent
any fat on the man’s body, their tensed state makes them
all the more prominent and easy targets for the sun.
Rodin’s concern for an outdoor sculpture maintaining a
range of values, especially half-shadows, can be seen even
on the brightest day with the sun full on the figure’s
front. On the man'’s sides the planes of the concavities
that face downward pick up light reflected from the
ground. Hence when the light is on the figure’s face, the
sides and back do not go black.

Squinting one’s eyes at the sunlit sculpture reveals

what seems at first a random pattern of highlights
throughout the whole figure. Holding that slightly
diminished perception, however, allows one to see there
is a balance of those bright, dispersed areas. Because of
the varying sizes of the protruding forms of bone and
muscle and their constant curvature, the highlights all
differ in shape, and there is a considerable range in their
size. Part of Rodin’s genius was to think in bronze and be
able to foresee all this play of light while working in clay.

Although critical of Rodin as a composer, Roger Fry
appreciated his sculptural quality for “all the minute
unconscious movements of the hand as it manipulates . . .
clay to conform to some deep instinctive rhythmic urge.
It is this that gives the vibration of life to a surface, trans-
mutes it from dead matter into a medium of the spirit. . ..
In the Burghers of Calais this quality is fortunately evident.
Look, for instance, at the tense nervous modeling of the
taut muscles in the man holding the key of the town. . . .
It has the palpitation, the possibility of movement and
change of life itself.”1!
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Left: Fig. 87.
Karl-Henri
(Charles)
Bodmer, “Jean
d’Aire,” Nude,
1885-86, in
clay, 1886,
albumen print.
Musée Rodin,
Paris.

Right: Fig. 88,
Nude Study for
“Jean d’Aire”
rear (cat. no.
18).



The naked Jean d’Aire draws the viewer’s attention
to his very large extremities, which seem distortions.12
The tendency is to isolate a modeled hand or foot and
compare it with one’s own. The feet are very big
indeed, but so is the man’s leg in proportion to the
thigh, for example. Rodin had to assume that “specta-
tors,” as he put it, would learn to see and think as he
saw and thought: forms in relationships rather than in
isolation, seen not just close by but from afar. Rodin
summed up his thinking on how the artist might exag-
gerate to tell the truth: “The artist . . . must choose and
must proportion his detail to the distance at which his
work ought to be regarded, and he is entitled to ask that
his work shall be regarded with the perspective that he
himself has chosen.”!3

After the Middle Ages it is very rare to find a life-size
figure sculpture in which the weight is carried equally on
both feet. The Renaissance reintroduced the old Greek
practice of having the weight carried on one foot in
order to make the figure appear more natural and grace-
ful. But Rodin seems to have had something else in mind
by reverting to an archaic method of weight disposition.
Those grand feet of Jean d’Aire make good structural
sense when one steps back and takes in the big figure
from either side. The key bearer is not absolutely verti-
cal. He leans slightly forward, his grasping hands pro-
truding beyond the front of the base, and it seems as if
he were swaying slightly on both feet in keeping with
Rodin’s belief that “every well made figure will swing
back and forward when standing on both feet in an erect
position.”14

Despite the extensive exhibition history of The
Burghers as a group and individually, especially the final
version of fean d’Aire, there seems to be no evidence that
Rodin ever exhibited this great étude either in plaster or
bronze.

NOTES

LITERATURE: Spear 1967, 45, 96; Jianou and Goldscheider
1969, g8; Steinberg 1972, 349, 380; Tancock 1976, 382, 398;
Judrin, Laurent, and Viéville 1977, 208—g, 210-12; McNamara
and Elsen 1977, 31-32; Lampert 1986, 110, 217

1. Steinberg (1g72) saw him giving his whole strength to
“the labor of holding on. . .. For the Jean d’Aire, standing
his ground is an ultimate effort. His huge feet do not rest
flat but turn in like a grasping ape’s, clutching their clod

&)

12,

13.
14.

of earth. Such actions are hard to see in a photograph,
hard to see anywhere if they are not re-experienced inter-
nally; one must do it oneself” (349). Following Stein-
berg’s instructions and having stood next to the statue in
bare feet mimicking the stance, I must report that the
burgher’s feet do rest flat and do not clutch the earth.
The man’s left foot seems to turn in because it follows the
curvature of a small mound or rock or simulated cobble-
stone underfoot. The toes are straight and do not grasp at
the earth in the manner of The Thinker's. The ape man
association is repeated by Tucker (1g74): “With the over
life-size studies for the Burghers, and notably the gorilla-
like Jean d’Aire, Rodin took naturalism in terms of the ‘life-
like’ as far as it can be taken in sculpture” (35). Stein-
berg’s and Tucker’s unfortunate simile seems to have
inspired Lampert (1986): “The defiant Jean d’Aéirebelongs
to Rodin’s ape-like interpretation of primitive man and
his descendants” (110). What primitive man? What does
this have to do with The Burghers of Calais? To what was
Lampert referring?

. Laurent made this observation years ago (in Judrin, Lau-

rent, and Viéville 19747, 208).

. This is from Joanne Brumbaugh’s Stanford University

Medical Scholars Project, “The Anatomy of the Rodin
Sculpture Collection,” 30 May 1986. Brumbaugh used an
anthropometric methodology and compared her many
measurements with equivalent proportions reported for a
sample population of 25,000 U.S. Army white males pub-
lished in 1951. Paper in the Cantor Arts Center archives.

. Goncourt and Goncourt 1935-36, 7: g2.
. Cladel 1936, 158-59. Absent documentary proof and a

photograph of Auguste Beuret (b. 1866) at that time, it is
impossible to verify Cladel’s assertion.

. First reproduced in Judrin, Laurent, and Viéville 1977,

252,

. Rodin was to have even more difficult problems in brac-

ing the upraised right arm of Pierre de Wissant.

. Dujardin-Beaumetz in Elsen 1965a, 160.
. Goncourt and Goncourt 1935—36, 7: 92.
10.
11.

Dujardin-Beaumetz in Elsen 1965a, 160.

See “London Sculptors and Sculptures,” in Fry 1956,
198-gq.

Steinberg found (1972) that “his pronated left hand is
not tuned to a corresponding rotation of arm. The left
arm intrudes rigidly between hand and shoulder; it sug-
gests a . . . breakdown in nervous transmission. . . . The
limb wrongly fitted is one of Rodin’s devices for locking it
in its task” (380).

Lawton 1906, 159.

Bartlett 1887-88, 149. Tucker noticed (1974) this illu-
sion in the final version of Jean d’Aire: “Even the four-
square Burgher with the key gives one the feeling that he
is rocking back and forth on his feet” (149).
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Jean dAire, Final Version (Jean dAire, vétu), 1886

* Bronze, Coubertin Foundry, cast 1982, 1/4

* 86x34x35in. (218.4x86.3 X 88.9 cm)

* Signed on top of base, front corner: A. Rodin

* |Inscribed below signature: No I/IV; on back of base: (c) By Musée
Rodin 1982

* Mark on top of base: Coubertin Foundry seal

¢ Provenance: Musée Rodin, Paris; Mrs. Gianna Sistu (for the University
of Wyoming); Jeffrey H. Loria

* Gift of the B. Gerald Cantor Collection, 1992.164

Figure 89

Secondly, another very honest and rich burgher,
who had two beautiful daughters, who was called
Jean d’Aire, arose and said that he would keep com-
pany with his companion Eustache de Saint-Pierre.!

There were undoubtedly those who hoped that Rodin
might depict the moment when the six burghers volun-
teered their lives for Calais. At least one of Rodin’s com-
petitors, Emile Chatrousse, showed Eustache de Saint-
Pierre at such a moment.2 Rodin had early determined
to show the men about to leave the marketplace, having
stripped themselves of their customary outer dress as
instructed by the king of England.

The key now grasped by Jean d’Aire is appropriately
huge, like those of medieval cities and fortresses. We do not
know if he used as a model an actual old key from Calais.
The key has been modeled to suggest age and use. Unlike
that hanging downward as it is carried in one hand by Jean
de Wissant, the key held by Jean d’Aire seems to have been
grafted to his tensed hands. It is held in such a way as to
avoid a strict horizontal line and to make the two bits seem
continuations of the fingers on the bearer’s right hand. The
whole effect is of both compliance and defiance.

The final version of Jean d’Aire shows both Rodin’s
audacity and conservatism. Knowing that the figure
would be ultimately robed, but not in what exact fashion,
Rodin had modeled Jean d’Aire nude according to aca-
demic custom. The sculptor realized that where the gar-

ment actually adhered to the body, the results would be
more accurate, beautiful, and expressive. Rodin used a
mannequin at some point to test the fold patterns, but
he complained that such a prop was not reliable.? From
Bodmer’s photographs taken in the studio on boulevard
de Vaugirard in 1886, we can see that the robe of shame
was actually modeled on the final clay figure.# Rodin
must have taken a plaster cast of the entire naked form
before this addition. As there are no visible casting seams
from piece molds on the exposed areas of the body in
the final version, it is probable that Rodin eradicated the
seams and used the original clay figure.> Absent any writ-
ten record, we do not know exactly whether in lieu of a
mannequin an actual robe was first draped on a clay
impression or on plaster cast of Jean d’Aire and then
copied or worked from the full-size clay figure.

Much thought was undoubtedly given to how Jean
d’Aire would be dressed. According to Jean Froissart’s
Chronicles, “the six bourgeois undressed, all naked, in
their breeches and shirts.”™ Rodin’s instincts as a sculp-
tor-dramatist here overrode total textual accuracy. Shirts
and breeches would not do for his sculptures. Rodin was
to later regret that he had not dressed his figures in sack-
cloth. Instead, he decided on a heavy material like that
used for tarpaulins, whose weight would make it hang
right and give him good fold patterns. The fabric was cut
so that the plain, shapeless garment was long, and it gave
him great lines and timelessness.

In clothing Jean d’Aire, Rodin was willing to give up
the rich modeling of the figure’s front (except for the
head and hands). The tensed big muscles of the man’s
right pectoral and right arm above the elbow still inflect
the robe. As he had in the second maquette (cat. no. 16),
Rodin split the robe in different areas, but now he chose
to reveal only the outer sides of the two legs and the cen-
tral section of the back down to the buttocks. Defying
Froissart and probability, Rodin positioned the halter on
the man’s left shoulder rather than have it encircle the
neck, as it did in the earlier small version of the key
bearer in the group study (see fig. 82). Instead, he cre-
ated a kind of collar in the front with the folds of the
cloth, from which the halter is made to emerge. Rodin
must have used an actual thick rope that was loosely
looped back on itself in the middle and then placed
directly on the clay figure so that the knot was at the base
of the neck. The two remaining rope lengths were then
adjusted to trail downward from the man’s shoulder in
concert with the folds of the sleeve.
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Fig. 89. Jean
d’Aire, Final
Version (cat.
no. 19).



As conditioned by the man’s erect posture and broad
shoulders, the long, uninterrupted, roughly vertical folds
on the front echo the man’s silent but pugnacious recti-
tude. The way the flutes of a Greek column build to their
Doric capital, so does the articulated shroud climax in the
great head. This simile, while helpful in evoking the total
effect of the work, is useful also in seeing how differently a
sculptor thinks and works with the figure than does an
architect in designing a column. To avoid predictability
and dryness in the robed form, to make it look natural
and responsive to the dictates of the body and gravity,
Rodin had recourse to several devices by which to edit
what the carefully draped fabric gave him. As he would
with the final versions of all six hostages, he varied the
folds in their shaping, spacing, and mutual relationships.
No two folds have the same projection or depth and devia-
tion from the vertical. Finally, their terminations are con-
Jjugations of what usually took the forms of aVora U.

As with the nude version of Jean d’Aire, however, it is
the back that is most interesting sculpturally. Still visible
is the great central sequence of modeled anatomical con-
cavities starting with the upper back. The reason Rodin
did not wind the halter all around the neck is that it
would have broken the line from spine to hairline. The
heavy drapery allowed Rodin to fashion very deep verti-
cal grooves to frame the spinal area. So taken was he with
these expressive cavities that he pulled the drapery in
between the legs to create a huge beautifully shaped hol-
low below the buttocks extending to the ground.

Despite the literal-mindedness of his future audi-
ences, Rodin dared not always delineate textural distinct-
ness where flesh and cloth meet. He fused portions of
the rent drapery with the lower area of the man’s back so
that the union was seamless. (The same was done where
the sleeves meet portions of the wrists.) It was as if either
figure or garment, or both, were wet. While much is
made of Rodin’s study of Gothic sculptural drapery—
and the deep folds in the rear show such experience—
the treatment with Jean d’Aire recalls the practice of the
classical Greeks, which he had studied in the British
Museum’s Elgin marbles. At times the ancient sculptors
had modeled their drapery from living figures whose
bodies had been oiled, not only to gain more diverse and
precise drapery patterns but also to preserve the sense of
the beautiful body beneath. Although many of Rodin’s
contemporaries, especially sculptors, would have seen
and appreciated what Rodin had done with the dorsal
area of Jean d’Aire, such appreciation does not seem to

have found its way into print, as writers were drawn to the
subject of characterization.

When the final version of Jean d’Aire was shown in the
Monet-Rodin exhibition of 1889, Geffroy wrote in the
preface to the catalogue,

This one, who comes next, draped from neck to feet
in his robe with long straight folds, as in a monastic
robe, fists closed on the enormous key, does not
express lassitude and resignation. He carries high
and energetically his shaven head. He reveals by
defiance and mistrust the concentrated fury and
the power of resistance that growl in him. The chin
comes forward, the hard mouth is locked in a bitter
grimace. His spread, solid legs make the effort to
move in the slow pace of his friends. He is a mature
man, a robust person of forty years, possibly bearer
of a musket, a burgher capable of battle. His eyes,
luminous in the shadow, set in the deep arcade of
the brows, look straight ahead. His skull is solid, his
stature is raised and straight. He affirms his will as
martyr, and the outrage committed upon them all,
by the mute anger of the defeated. He carries
superbly the hate and raging sadness of the city.”

In 1gog Rainer Maria Rilke, who described how
thoughts glide over Rodin’s sculptures like shadows,
offered his own response to jean d’Aire. “He created the
man that carries the key, the man who would have lived for
many years to come, but whose life is condensed into this
sudden last hour, which he can hardly bear. His lips are
tightly pressed together, his hands bite into the key. There
is fire in his strength, and it burns in his defiant bearing.”

A year after Rodin completed the final version of Jean
d’Aire in 1886, he exhibited it in plaster at the Galerie
Georges Petit along with Eustache de Saint-Pierreand Pierre
de Wissant. In 1888 he showed the final Jean d’Aire in
Brussels.9 He realized that there were more potential
buyers for individual burghers than for the entire monu-
ment, and that for foreign exhibitions it was also easier to
ship the figures singly than in a group. In 1889 the sculp-
ture was shown in Paris not only as part of the final group
on display at the Galerie Georges Petit but also individu-
ally at the Exposition internationale. A plaster cast was
shown in Dresden in 1go1, purchased, and given to the
museum in that city. By 19og Rodin had Henri Lebossé
make reductions of five burghers, which also added to
their commercial appeal, and the small Jean d’Aire was
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shown in the artist’s Paris retrospective (19oo), Leipzig
(1904), and Boston (19o05). Additional casts of the final,
full-size Jean d’Aire were shown in Brussels (1go2), Saint
Louis (1904), and Edinburgh (1915).10
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Bust of Jean dAire (Jean dAire, buste vétu), 1904

* Stoneware, Paul Jeanneney, cast no. 4

* 18Xx20%2Xx10%4in. (457 x 52 x 26 cm)

* Signed on chest, lower left: Rodin

® Inscribed on back: Jeanneney and PE|

e Provenance: Paul Kantor Gallery, Malibu

e Gift of Iris and B. Gerald Cantor Foundation, 1974.87
Figure 90

Rodin made a life-size bust based on the final version
of Jean d’Aire (cat. no. 19). It exists in several versions,
both clothed and nude, and in several sizes and media,
including a version in stoneware, of which the Stanford
bust is a specimen.! The nude bust of Jean d’Aire corre-
sponds to the large nude version of the figure (cat. no.
18).2 The bust of the final Jearn d’Aire is one of several
works for which Rodin commissioned replicas from the
ceramist Paul Jeanneney (1861-1920), whose signature
along with that of the sculptor, appears on the Stanford
cast. Jeanneney executed the ceramic bust in 1go4. In
1903 Rodin had also authorized Jeanneney to make casts
of the final life-size figure of Jean d’Aire (19o4) as well as
the monumental Head of Honoré de Balzac (19go3).3
Rodin’s interest in the ceramic medium stemmed
especially from the period 1879 to 1882, when he

worked under the directorship of the sculptor Albert-
Ernest Carrier-Belleuse at the Sévres porcelain factory.
Rodin contributed to the decoration of vases and other
ornamental pieces, using and further developing tech-
niques that combined drawing and engraving, which he
applied directly to the ceramic paste. In the 18gos Rodin
again collaborated with ceramists, entrusting Edmond
Lachenal (1855-1930) to execute a replica of the Crying
Girl (cat. no. 59).t Rodin clearly showed interest in the
possibilities for replicating his works but also seems to
have appreciated the expressive qualities of the ceramic
medium itself.
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Monumental Head of Jean dAire (Jean d Aire, téte
colossale), c. 1886, enlarged c. 1900

¢ Title variations: Colossal Head of Jean d’Aire

* Bronze, Georges Rudier foundry, cast 1973, 4/12

* 26%4x197%6x22Y2in. (67.9 X 50.5 X 57.2 cm)

¢ Signed on base below left ear: A. Rodin

¢ Inscribed on base, lower edge, at right, near back: Georges
Rudier/Fondeur. Paris.; left of signature: No. 4; on base, lower edge,
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Figure 91

l i hen Rodin had the enlargement of the Head of
Jean d’Aire made, he had it mounted on a rudely mod-
eled circular base just below the upper part of the neck.
This removed the work from the tradition of portraiture
in which a head surmounts a bust.! The head of this
burgher is a case of the part standing for the whole.
Monumental Head of Jean d’Aire became itself a monu-
ment, and a most unusual one in the history of sculp-
ture. The result of the new mounting is that the head is
turned slightly upward rather than facing straight for-
ward. The change altered certain featural emphases
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Fig. 91.
Monumental
Head of Jean
d’Aire (cat. no.
21).

and expressions. The chin is more prominent, for
cxample, and one sees the nostrils and upper eyelids.
Rather than the original vertical position of the head,
which enforces the sense of dejection and bitterness,
the raised head imparts a sense of greater pride—of
overcoming fate—as well as defiance. This prompts the
unanswerable question as to whether Rodin was
responding to earlier criticism that his subjects were
insufficiently proud of their sacrifice? As this change
came after the monument had been installed and
Rodin had won over his critics, it is likely that he
desired to give a new expression to a favored head
already used three times in the same project.

Viewed indoors, such a large tough head makes one
more conscious of its size, and it can be more disturbing
than when seen outdoors against the sky and in strong

light. Outdoors the justification for its size is in the neces-
sity of its being able to carry visually from considerable
distances. The overall compactness of the form and the
clear, clean strength of its rugged facial profiles ensure
that result.

Part of the effectiveness of the enlarged head is that
Rodin wins big interesting surfaces curving in and out
through mergence of facial areas: his personal and distinc-
tive modelé, not modeling but fitting together of planes.
Monumentality is achieved because he has not trivialized
the augmented size with details, so that the eyebrows, for
example, are untextured and seem like muscles of the
forehead; there is no pronounced hairline, and the hair,
what there is of it, is matted or close-cropped and only
projects near the ears.

Perhaps because of the upward tilt one is more con-
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scious of the asymmetry of the head, especially when
seen from the front, starting with the cauliflower ear,
pressed close at the right; the differently shaped upper
eyelids; and the chin and nose, which align, although the
center of the mouth does not. Rodin found his geometry
in the face as well as the body. The downward curve of
the brows and eyelids, the descending, curving lines of
the cheeks springing from the base of the nose, the
inverted crescents of mouth and crease of the chin are a
rhyming but asymmetrical series. None of the paired hol-
lows—ears, sunken cheeks, nostrils, and eyes—are identi-
cally formed. Throughout there is the sense of bone—
chin, jaw, cheek, and skull—all pressing relentlessly
against flesh. The shapes of the features and their idio-
syncratic relationships give identity; the head’s hard den-
sity evokes a character different from its companions.
Why enumerate these features? The better to refocus on
the work itself and to understand Rodin when he
responded to Le patriote’s critic for faulting the attitudes
of his burghers: “The expression of the personalities are
arrived at by the correct modeling of nuances. . . . The
expression comes from the strength of the modeling.”
The technician who made this enlargement and its
date are not known.3 Henri Lebossé, who did so many of
Rodin’s enlargements and who did the reductions of five
of the burghers, does not mention the colossal head in
his notes and accounts to Rodin in the Musée Rodin
archives. It would have been done sometime between
189K, when the monument was installed and its popular-
ity had begun, and 1gog, when the head may have been
shown in Lyon.* Compared with the reception of the
Monumental Head of Pierre de Wissant (cat. no. §1), Monu-

mental Head of Jean d’Aire did not enjoy popular success,
and no bronzes were cast during Rodin’s lifetime; the
first bronzes were cast in the 1970s.5 The almost unbear-
able intensity of the man’s expression might account for
this. Alain Beausire’s careful and extensive researches
into the exhibitions of individual burghers does not
identify definitively a showing of this colossal head.t In
many of the catalogues for exhibitions to which Rodin
contributed, the identity of the exhibited burgher was
not given.

NOTES

LITERATURE: Spear 1967, g6; Goldscheider 1971, 174; Tan-
cock 1976, g99; Judrin, Laurent, and Viéville 1977, 237-38;
McNamara and Elsen 1977, 41; Ambrosini and Facos 1987,
103

1. Rodin made a life-size bust version of jean d’Aire showing
his neck and shoulders naked, the only burgher so
treated, as well as the ceramic version of the bust with
robed shoulders (cat. no. 20) and of the final figure
(Judrin, Laurent, and Viéville 1977, 230-33).

2. Translation in McNamara and Elsen 1977, 73.

3. Judrin, Laurent, and Viéville 1947, 237.

4. Ibid. Viéville conjectured that the head was enlarged
about 1go8-o0g, citing a review of the 1gog exhibition
that mentioned a large head of a burgher in plaster dated
19o5.

5. Ibid., 297-38.

6. Beausire suggested that the Téte de bourgeois exhibited at
the Salon de la Société lyonnaise des beaux-arts (no. gos)
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Figures 92-93

I n defending his second maquette against hostile criti-
cism, Rodin argued in Le patriote, “Our sculpture must be
treated in the national taste, that of the sublime Gothic
epoch, which did not have to search for its movements. . .
which places us so far above anything that can be seen in
Italy.” In some ways the study of the figure that came to
be known as Andrieu d’Andres is the most Gothic of all.
Not given to citing specific historical sources as prece-
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Fig. 92. Second
Magquette for
“Andrieu
d’Andres” front
(cat. no. 22).



dent or inspiration, when charged with a lack of deco-
rum, Rodin had available an important precedent to
serve him as bail. With the lowered and concealed face
and grief conveyed by the draped posture and gestures of
the hands, one is reminded of the carved pleurants (griev-
ing figures) of monks who attend the tombs of the dukes
of Burgundy in Dijon and the Louvre. While none is
shown doubling over in despair, their carved faces are
largely concealed under the hoods of their heavy robes
or by gestures of the hands to their faces. Much of the
expressiveness of these medieval pleurants comes from an
inventiveness in the shaping of the drapery, which does
not reveal the human form inside. Surely this was not lost
on Rodin, as evidenced by the studies and final figures of
the burghers. As the sculptor wrote to Le patriote, “I have
chosen to express my sculpture in the language of Frois-
sart’s time.” The mourning monks carved by Claus
Sluter (c. 1340/50-1406) and Claus de Werve (c.
1380-1439) for the Burgundian ducal tombs are from
Froissart’s time.3

Rodin had established the basic pose of Andrieu d’An-
dres in the first maquette, but in the one-third life-size ver-
sion he made some interesting changes, starting with the
ground on which he stood. For the figures of the second
maquette, Rodin decided not to continue the uniform
base. He definitely wanted a more active interplay
between the figures and their supports. This alteration
accompanied another change of mind: the sculptor
decided not to have the figures in contact with one
another. Whether he had thought that abandoning the
triumphal pedestal would bring the group closer to the
public and hence the base would be more apparent or
that he wanted the figural supports to be more varied in
order to correspond with the old stones of the square in
which they would be located, we just do not know. Rather
than setting Andrieu’s feet apart on a slightly inclined sur-
face, Rodin now brought them together and positioned
the figure on the downward slope of a somewhat domed
base. Combined with the new straightlegged stance and
cantilevered pose of the upper body, this change aggra-
vated the overall sense of instability (fig. g3). The very
small base, so made probably to permit flexibility in
assembling the sculptures, is not enough to keep the
bronze cast from falling if otherwise unsupported. The
feet themselves probably came from Rodin’s inventory of
extremities. (The right foot is more articulated in terms of
tendons, toes, and even nails, the largest of which is sug-
gested by an indentation made by the artist’s thumb.)

In the second maquette Andrieu wears a rope around
his neck, as Rodin removed one of the causes for his bent
posture: the act of pulling the heavy halter around his
neck with the right hand. Rodin’s characterization of
Andrieu was coming into focus even as his historical con-
sciousness suffered lapses. Rather than dressing Andrieu
in a shirt, breeches, and with the halter that Froissart
reports, Rodin replaced the shirt and breeches with a
robe and omitted the halter. With overlapping hands,
Andrieu clutches the top of his head, a change from the
first maquette in which the figure grasped his head with
his hands placed on either side, and the figure is now
given hair that falls in abundance straight down on his
neck and forehead. Andrieu is endowed with the open-
mouthed face of a young man. (Even if Rodin worked
from a live subject for the face, the model did not please
him, as he was later to re-use the head given to Jean
d’Aire and employ it for Andrieu.) Big untempered
lumps of clay serve as eyebrows above empty eye sockets.
To further establish Andrieu’s age and the probable
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cause of his desperation—of the six, he is made to seem
as if he had the most life to lose—Rodin showed the fore-
arms, wrists, and hands as those of a physically strong
youth. This was at a narrative cost, as Rodin was to speak
proudly of how his figures showed the signs of the siege
and starvation. Bent forward from the waist, the figure’s
head, hands, and elbows extend outward in front of the
feet in defiance of traditional rules of figural balance in
relation to gravity. In the second maquette Rodin has the
man lean out beyond even the perimeter of the group.
(Rodin’s imagined cubic container for the group, recog-
nized by those who saw it in Calais, seems not to have
been limited by the extreme edges of the bases.) The
artist used the diagonal slant of the front drapery so that,
viewed from either side, it modifies the hard angle made
by the stooped body and the sense of the étude’s precari-
ous equilibrium.

The drapery is thick and in its big, broad, curving
planes largely unreflective of the body beneath. Absent a
visible face and coupled with the hand gestures, this gar-
ment became a surrogate physiognomy to express the
man’s agitated state. Seen from the front of the second
maquette, the drapery of Andrieu’s right side is the most
expressive and interesting as an abstract form. One has
the sense that the artist neither worked from a cloth-
draped mannequin nor modeled the robe on an already
modeled nude figure, as was the case with Pierre de Wis-
sant.t Where the drapery pulls across the back, for exam-
ple, there is no evidence of the spine or the stretched
shoulder muscles that would appear in the final version.
Unless Rodin thought of Andrieu as severely bowlegged,
his lower left leg does not quite align with the hip. In
fact, a live model would have had a very difficult time
holding such a pose for any length of time. Thus the
drapery, like the pose, seems to have been purely Rodin’s
invention.

There is no evidence that Rodin ever named this fig-
ure Andrieu d’Andres.> His interpretation of Andrieu
came in for severe criticism by the Calais committee and

local critics. The report of the former singled the figure
out as “one of them expressing weakness at the prospect
of dying. . . . We think Rodin went too far by showing the
companion on the right in a desperate pose.”s The critic
for Le patriote took his shot: “Another one of the six
burghers is pulling out his hair and seems to abandon
himself to fits of anger that are untimely, we feel, for we
want to say, ‘If your sadness is so great, if you regret at
this point your dedication, why didn’t you stay at home?
Another of these brave burghers would certainly have
taken your place with pride.” And under the burden of
his desolation, the unhappy man bends down so far it
seems he is ready to plunge, preferring judicial drowning
to the capital punishment that awaits him.”

When Rodin wrote to the mayor of Calais about the
critical reception and what he insisted on preserving, he
singled out this figure without naming him, probably
because he had no name in mind: “Only the one who is
desperate and plunges forward can be modified. My
group is saved if you can obtain just that concession.”

NOTES
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Andrieu d Andres, Final Version
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Figure 94

I n the final monument, the burgher known as Andrieu
d’Andres stands directly behind Jean d’Aire.! Both fig-
ures have the same face. This raises the question of why
such an inventive sculptor as Rodin would repeat himself
so obviously in the same monumentr2 Rodin knew that
one hundred years need not pass before people looking
at the burghers would see what he had done and wonder
why. There is the psychological explanation: It is as if we
are seeing two aspects of the same man, or the divided
self; resistance one moment, submission the next. But
Rodin may not have had the final pairing in mind when
he fashioned this figure, and we cannot be certain that
this provocative psychological association was intended.
(It may well have been recognized by the artist after the
fact.) In the second maquette, for example, they are on
opposite sides and do not bear the same face. The artist
did make some slight changes in the final face of
Andrieu as well as the head as a whole, which mitigates
against the second-self notion.

Then there is the possibility of the motive of family
resemblance inspired by Froissart’s text. Rodin must
have remembered that among the volunteers, there were
brothers, and except for Eustache, Jean, and Pierre,
under whose names Rodin exhibited these three
burghers in 1887, we cannot be sure how firmly he asso-
ciated the names of the three remaining burghers with
his statues. When Rodin reread Froissart, he would have
seen that the brothers were the de Wissants, and his

Pierre looks nothing like the figure that has come to be
known as Jacques de Wissant.3 Finally, there is the frugal-
ity argument in Rodin’s precedent of not letting a good
piece of modeling go to waste, especially in the absence
of a better alternative. Rodin’s reuse of the basic mask of
Jean d’Aire’s face for Andrieu d’Andres and also for
Jacques de Wissant may have come about because he did
not find living models with the kinds of physiognomy he
wanted. And it was his practice, begun in The Gates of Hell,
on which he worked before and during The Burghers, to
recycle favored expressive parts of figures because he
knew that they would appear different if their contexts
and orientations were changed. As he used Jean d’Aire’s
face, it was always seen from different angles or hidden
by hands or a beard. The fourth explanation may be that
in some ways all the previous three reasons obtained.

Both as a sculpture and characterization, Andrieu
d’Andres deserves close attention because it offers
insights into Rodin’s mentality as an artist and great
rewards for the patient reader of his art. In 1889 the
critic Hugues Le Roux wrote of the figure, “Another
hides his head in his hands. After the heroic decision,
after the superhuman act, for a moment nature reclaims
its rights, and this weakness of the flesh moves us to
tears.” Rilke described Andrieu as “the man who holds
his bent head with both hands to compose himself, to be
once more alone.” To this reader, the image is one of
total physical and psychological compression. This effect
is developed and sustained throughout and is not
restricted to the pose of the head in a two-handed grasp
of despair. Consider the man’s ambivalent movement
and start with his exposed right foot. It toes in, discour-
aging any sense of a stride or purposeful forward move-
ment. The toes themselves are curled as if gripping the
ground. As with Eustache’s angled right leg, Andrieu’s
bent left leg is at about a 40-degree angle to the body,
and the heel is raised with the toes not pushing off but
poised so that their tips touch the ground. At this
moment all the weight is carried on the man’s right foot.
We know from a photograph taken in the studio of the
naked Andrieu in clay that originally both feet were
firmly planted (fig. g5).6 Perhaps finding the pose too
static and too much like the rigid stance of Jean d’Aire,
Rodin altered it by bending the leg so that when seen
from its left side the figure would appear about to stum-
ble forward. The drapery hanging from the trailing leg
binds the limb to the big silhouette, sustaining its com-
pactness.”?
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Fig. 94. Andrieu
d’Andres, final
Version (cat.
no. 23).



Rodin used the randomly spaced and raggedly edged
rents in the robe to reveal the man’s anatomy, which is
that of a young well-developed male, whose deprivation
of sustenance before the end of the siege is signaled only
in his hollowed buttocks and thighs. In a more obvious
break with textual accuracy, Andrieu wears no halter, so
that one sees the deepest anatomical cavities, which are
in the area of the lowered neck with its tensed muscles.
The man’s right clavicle is actually an undisguised metal
bar, part of the armature used to support the weight of
the lowered head. (That this affront to the standard of
“salon finish” went unnoticed by Rodin’s contemporary
commentators suggests that they did not look too closely
at this part of the figure.)

Rodin used the facial mask of Jean d’Aire but other-
wise gave Andrieu another and largely bald head with a
new pair of ears and different hair, which included a
kind of off-center topknot. To Andrieu’s right cheek,
Rodin applied a vertical, rude strip of clay that evokes a
crease made by the cheek when pulled back in a grimace.
Wisps of hair or beard have been added to the left cheek.
This kind of cosmetic change Rodin would carry out
later with his studies of Balzac’s head and in the great
series of studies for Clemenceau’s portrait.

There is a daring piece of stagecraft in Rodin’s presen-
tation of Andrieu. His face is hidden. It is the spread of
the powerful fingers of the hands cradling the bowed
head that serve as a dramatic surrogate for the face.
Rodin could make hands as expressive as bodies and
faces, and nowhere was this gift as extensively on view as
in The Burghers and particularly Andriew d’Andres. This
daring device works because the hands are so eloquent
in the shaping of the coarse fingers and their spacing
that few who look at this sculpture bother to look for the
face.

Rodin’s audacious stagecraft can be seen in back as
well, as he takes advantage of the hidden face. Standing
behind the figure one sees no head, just the ragged
upturned collar of the robe that is like a gruesome fore-
cast of the royal headsman’s work. With the arms pulled
around to the front, it is the big curving muscular back
that, so to speak, puts another face on Andrieu’s grief.
More than with his faces, this back helps us to under-
stand how Rodin did not apply expression to a figure;
rather, he claimed that it was a natural consequence of
careful observation of anatomy in his modeling from life.
Rodin seems never to have flagged in his enthusiasm for
a well-formed back as a setting for the courtship of light
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that stimulates a sense of the body’s hard firmness, as a
rich internal construction that pulsates with life. Rilke
put it well: “There was not one part of the human body
that was insignificant or unimportant; it was alive. The
life that was expressed in faces was easily readable. Life
manifested in bodies was more dispersed, greater, more
mysterious, and everlasting.”

Victor Pannelier’s photograph of the robed Andrieu in
Rodin’s studio shows it near completion but with evi-
dence of editing in progress (fig. g6). At the bottom of
the photograph one can see Rodin’s wood-handled, wire
scraping tool next to a mound of clay. Just above in the
drapery under the figure’s left knee are the striations
caused by the scraper. It appears that before Rodin
changed the position of the leg from straight to bent, it
would have been fully exposed. When he changed its
position, he filled in the gap below the knee with drapery
but chose not to indent the new area with folds in order
to give the impression of more solid support for the leg.
Thus, from the front the figure appears immobile.

What Rodin did with the drapery shows how he
accommodated an awkward pose with the figure almost
toppling forward. The drapery placement and arrange-
ment is crucial to the drama and the formal construction
of the whole. Viewed from either side, the overall impres-
sion of the front is of a great vertical crescent from head
to hem, a gigantic declivity that bodies forth the internal
emptiness felt by the despairing man. The line of the
bent arms is picked up by the shroud and accelerated in
a downward curve. In the front the nether part of the
garment flares out, like a brace, thereby countering the
overhang of the head and hands and making the hand
plumb with the head. The profile of the man’s back,
beginning with the almost squared-off line of the head,
neck, and shoulders, has by contrast more angular inflec-
tions. Rodin’s turn of mind that made continuous what
before him in life was discontinuous is apparent in his
making fluid the meetings of flesh and fabric, so that
there are no sharp junctures in the silhouettes. These
edges vary in pace, swelling, and depression, and are
never dry or predictable. From many angles, looked at
from top to bottom, Rodin worked for and earned unin-
terrupted contour lines, whose hugging action abets the
overall quality of manifold compression. Again Rilke:
“However great the movement of a sculpture may be . . .
it must return to itself; the great circle must complete
itself, the circle of solitude that encloses a work of art.”

Rodin’s genius included taking each burgher as a

fresh problem and not imposing on it either clichés or a
decided style, as he wanted to remain open to new dis-
coveries and challenges. The relation of the drapery to
the figure provided such problems and rewards. As is vis-
ible in Andrieu d’Andres, he found new ways by which the
garment could accompany the broad movements of the
limbs, accentuate gestures, and unify the silhouettes.

NOTES

LITERATURE: Rilke (1903) 1945 in Elsen 19652, 138 Grappe
1944, 59-62; Spear 1967, 40-4%7; Jianou and Goldscheider
1969, g7; Tancock 1976, §76-90; Judrin, Laurent, and Viéville
1977, 217-21; McNamara and Elsen 1977, 45—49, 61-64; Lam-
pert 1986, 110; Ambrosini and Facos 1987, 107; Fonsmark
1988, 111-15

1. Itis not clear who first named this figure and when. There
is no evidence that it was Rodin, and he seems not to have
exhibited the final figure of Andrieu d’Andres by itself.
Grappe so identifies him in his catalogue of the Musée
Rodin (1944, 60-61).

2. Referring to Rodin’s multiplication of the same parts in
The Burghers and elsewhere, Varnedoe observes, “Making
evident his piecemeal bodies and modular compositions
proved to be a way to give newly expressive form both to
the psychological torments of fictive worlds, in The Gates,
and to complex dilemmas of social order, in The Burghers
of Calais” (1990, 133). But Rodin did this as well and to a
far greater extent without recourse to modular repetition.
While aptly characterizing what Rodin did, Varnedoe
does not elucidate a motive beyond giving newly expres-
sive form, and it is not clear what newly refers to. If a frag-
ment or module had been made years earlier and previ-
ously used, how could it be new? What of the other forms
already in The Burghers and The Gates?

3. Rilke saw the possibility of family resemblance: “Six men
rose before him [Rodin], of whom no two were alike, only
two brothers were among them between whom there was,
possibly, a certain similarity” (in Elsen 1965a, 138). Rilke
went on to refer to Jean de Fiennes and Jacques de Wis-
sant as the brothers.

4. Hugues Le Roux, “La vie a Paris,” Le temps, 20 June 1889,
reprinted in Beausire 1989, 219.

5. Rilke in Elsen 1965a, 138.

6. This photograph was also reproduced in Lampert 1986,
fig. 189. One can see on the modeling stand in front of
the sculpture the discarded clay resulting from Rodin’s
reworking of the enlarged figure. Assuming that Rodin
had an assistant enlarge the figure and that the sculptor,
who is in the photograph touching the figure’s left hip,
had done the editing, this could at least partially contra-
dict Stanislas Lami’s assertion that Rodin did not touch
enlargements made by his assistants (1914-21, vol. 4
[1921], 174).
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7. Lampert, in the grip of her unfortunate caveman view of
Rodin’s intentions, read the transformation from naked
to robed as follows: “Naked and potent as he appears in
the photograph . . . after the addition of the final drapery
and raising of the left leg he lost the brute clarity and was
made pathetic” (1986, 110). The reader is invited to look

at the photograph and try to divine why the naked clay
figure is itself not pathetic, and what is the potency and
brute clarity that is lost.

8. Rilke in Elsen 1g65a, 116.

9. Ibid,, 120.
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Second Magquette for “Jacques de Wissant”
(Jacques de Wissant, deuxiéme magquette), 1885
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Figures 97-99

I n his one-third life-size study, Rodin showed Jacques de
Wissant leaning forward and in full stride, following his
leader and picking up the slow cadence of the march.
There is neither hesitancy nor self-doubt nor despon-
dency in his demeanor, although the Calais committee
may have read this figure as contributing to the general
air of dejection to which it objected.

Among Rodin’s small études of heads that of Jacques
de Wissant is one of his best. The model for Jacques’s
head was a real find, inspiring the creation of a man who
is balding and with a nose like a big bent beak, open
mouth framed by sharply scored cheeks, gaunt, thrusting
neck culminating in a hard chin. The head seen straight
on is violently asymmetrical with its flat, ridged nose
twisted in one direction and its mouth in another. The
right side of his face has suggestions of beard; the left is
clean-shaven. The left cauliflower ear is flat against the
head; the right ear tilts outward. Due largely to the treat-
ment of the head, Jacques is made to seem the toughest
and most intense of the burghers.! There is, however,
something very curious about the Stanford cast in

bronze. Under, rather than in, the deep-set, empty eye
sockets and immediately flanking the nose are two small
roughly spherical lumps of clay. They are too big for tears
and wrongly placed for eyeballs or bags under the eyes.
As reproduced in Judrin, Laurent, and Viéville and con-
firmed by examining the plaster cast in the Musée Rodin,
there are, in fact, two orbs in his right eye socket.2 One
suspects that the original plaster may have been care-
lessly handled. It is possible that the two small orbs came
loose and were improperly and carelessly reset and sub-
sequently went unnoticed by the Musée Rodin staff or at
the foundry.

Unlike the head of Eustache in this series, Jacques’s
head seems more inspired, distinctive, and memorable,
the profile echoing the form’s lean hardness (fig. 98).
His urge to speak seems to well up through his entire
body, beginning with the trailing right foot and ending
in the thrust of his head. This Jacques has far more char-
acter, but less good looks, than his final replacement. We
will probably never know if Rodin abandoned his model
for Jacques in favor of the bearded mask of Jean d’Aire
because he feared that others would see him as too ugly
to be one of Calais’s secular heroes.

Jacques’s walk is curious. There is a coordination of
legs and arms that is not normal in walking: the right leg
and arm are in advance of the left arm and leg. (Try
walking so that your arms move only in tandem with
their adjacent legs.) To further differentiate what was
otherwise a pose similar to that of Eustache, Rodin
turned Jacques’s head in a different direction and
changed the front foot. This works in the second model,
as one gets the sense that at least one burgher is follow-
ing Eustache’s lead, and together these two central and
adjacent figures are beginning the departure from the
marketplace.

There was no prior study of a naked Jacques de Wis-
sant, and Rodin seems to have modeled his draped body
from scratch. The drapery is generally very thick, and
one senses Rodin’s fingers pulling clay away to fashion
the robe and then running his fingers into the deeper
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Left: Fig. 97.
Second
Maquette for
“lacques de
Wissant” (cat.
no. 24).

Middle: Fig. 98.

Second
Maquette for
“lacques de
Wissant” left

profile (cat. no.

24).

Right: Fig. 99.
Second
Maquette for
“lacques de
Wissant” (cat.
no. 24).

depressions between folds to smooth them, as in the
back. Neck and head as well as both feet seem to have
been added to the articulated clay block. No attempt was
made to suggest a rope halter, and large areas of the back
were left rough and unmodeled into any fold pattern.
From his correspondence on this commission, it appears
that Rodin used a draped mannequin, and just how much
of the way Jacques’s costume hangs was observed from a
model or was Rodin’s invention is impossible to say.

In the front, two fulllength, slanting grooves signal
the figure’s action (fig. gg). On the man’s left side Rodin
so modeled the garment as to suggest the presence of
the hip and leg in motion. The sculptor’s habit of think-
ing in relationships is evident in the coordinated curves
of the man’s multifaceted forearms and adjacent drapery
folds. Only in the upper back is there a suggestion of
flesh and bone beneath the cloth. On the left dorsal side
there is no attempt to evoke the form of a robe, and all
we see are large coarse, abstract planes. (Was Rodin
counting on the figure’s position within the group to
mask this incompletion?)

As he would do with other études for the second
maquette, Rodin employed the drapery to help bal-
ance the figure, whose head in this case is thrust in
advance of the lead foot. From the sides the forward
pitch of the heavy chemise from neck to hem gives the
illusion of support as though the advancing head is
plumb with at least the front edge of the robe. Rodin
thus used drapery both to emphasize and stabilize fig-
ural movement.

Standing on a slightly downward-slanting base, with
sleeves gathered up to free his arms, his right hand
pulling back his robe to facilitate walking, Jacques seems
to lunge toward his fate. All that we may admire in this
spirited and in some ways surprising study Rodin was to
reject immediately after the second maquette had been
juried and objections raised. There would be no further
study for Jacques at one-third scale. In the final version,
Rodin would change everything about the figure, but in
the process he would lose a certain integration of inner
and outer man and an authenticity of motivation and
movement.
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NOTES

LITERATURE: Jianou and Goldscheider 1969, g77; Goldschei-
der 1971, 167—70; Tancock 1976, 387, 390, 397; Judrin, Lau-
rent, and Viéville 1974, 167; McNamara and Elsen 1977, 44

1. Two possibly related heads were noted by Laurent in
Judrin, Laurent, and Viéville 1947, cat. nos. 25-26. The
resemblance to the latter head (cat. no. 26) is unclear;
this head is here discussed under the title Small Head of a
Man (cat. no. 138).

2. Mllustrated, ibid., 172.
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Jacques de Wissant, Final Version
(Jacques de Wissant, vétu), c. 188688

¢ Bronze, Coubertin Foundry, cast 1987, 2/4

* 83x46V2x27in.(210.8 x118.1x 68.6 cm)

¢ Signed on base between feet: A. Rodin

* Inscribed on base: © by Musée Rodin 1987; on top of base, front: No.
/v

* Mark beside copyright: Coubertin Foundry seal

* Provenance: Musée Rodin, Paris

¢ Gift of the B. Gerald Cantor Collection, 1992.185

figure 100

Although Rodin did not refer to him by name, the
burgher who came to be known as Jacques de Wissant
seems to have caused him the most difficulty in terms of its
final realization, and circumstantial evidence suggests
that, of the six statues, this one most troubled the artist.1
No photograph of the final figure during the course of its
modeling in clay seems to exist. The catalogue of the
Musée Rodin’s Burghers of Calais exhibition neither men-
tions nor reproduces a single terra-cotta or plaster study
for the final figure.2 There are no extensive descriptions
or interpretations of this figure by the artist’s contempo-
raries. It would seem that this statue was never exhibited
by itself during his lifetime.? Most puzzling of all is that
Rodin did not have the monumental Jacques de Wissant
reduced in size as were his five companions. These reduc-
tions of the final figures were extensively photographed
and exhibited, sold, and given as gifts by the artist. It is
therefore not unreasonable to suspect that Jacques de Wis-
santwas Rodin’s least favorite and least successful burgher.

Jacques de Wissant may have been the last of the

burghers to be finished, perhaps because Rodin could
not find an inspiring model and pose. In effect, this is
the most synthesized figure of the group, a skillful graft-
ing of critical parts from his fellows. He has the face of
Jean d’Aire, but bearded; most of his right arm, includ-
ing the flexed bicep and the entire right hand, are the
same as those of Pierre de Wissant; the left hand and
positioning of the feet and legs are similar to those of
Jean de Fiennes.

Set into the final monument, Jacques de Wissant is in
the rear, between and slightly behind Eustache de Saint-
Pierre and beside Jean de Fiennes. Seen from the monu-
ment’s left rear, the position of Jacques’s bent, trailing
leg echoes those of Andrieu, Eustache, and Jean, thus
imparting a sense that the men are finally en route.
Rodin could well have decided on Jacques’s stance when
he was thinking about the final composition and posi-
tioning the figures next to one another. Jacques carries a
large key in his left hand. It is slightly smaller and of a dif-
ferent, more modern design than that held by Jean
d’Aire. The tensing of his left arm implies the carrying of
an extremely heavy load, but it is caused by the fact that
the man holds the key slightly forward, in advance of the
moving left leg. Jacques actually carries the key with his
second and third fingers. (The position of the hand is
very similar to the upturned left hand of Jean de
Fiennes, but rotated 180 degrees.) Most striking is the
gesture made by the right arm, raised to a right angle
with the shoulder, and with the fan-shaped gesture of the
hand poised a few inches away from the face. (From cer-
tain angles the hand appears to be in front of the face.)
When the monument was first shown in 1889, Hugues
Le Roux read the pose: “Another turns slightly away, his
hand over his eyes. One would say that there was before
him a face that he did not want to see at all, out of fear of
losing his courage.” Paul Gsell interpreted this figure:
“A fifth notable puts his hand before his eyes as if to dis-
pel a terrifying nightmare. And he stumbles, so much has
death frightened him.”s

If not by fear of death, Jacques will surely stumble for
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Fig. 100.
Jacques de
Wissant, Final
Version (cat.
no. 25).

Rodin inexplicably put the man'’s left foot literally in a
hole so that when he tries to move his trailing foot for-
ward, it will hit the mound made by the depression. (Was
that excavation made in the base because Rodin changed
the original position of Jacques’s left foot or was it merely
expedient? Or, more probably, did he use the depression
to lower the figure slightly to achieve a more uniform
line for the heads?) As there was so much to see for those
viewing the monument for the first time in 18849, it is not
surprising that this narrative or staging lapse, as well as
others, was not noticed. The figure was also placed in the
back of the group, hardly visible from the front. Rodin
had contractually agreed to a salon finish, but here, and
elsewhere as with his handling of the ropes, he seems to
have been constitutionally incapable of compliance. We
know also that Rodin spoke of placing his figures directly

on or amid the stones of the old marketplace, but there
is no evidence in the bases of the final burghers that he
sought to simulate pavement of any sort.

Although by the standards of nineteenth-century
sculpture this is an impressive figure, except for the
provocative gesture of the right arm, Jacques de Wissant
is the least interesting dramatically and sculpturally of
the six figures. Further, unlike the gestures of the other
five, Jacques’s gesture does not seem to grow out of the
whole figure’s movement nor to be generated from
within the man himself. The body is that of a strong and
healthy man, lean but with no signs of starvation. It cer-
tainly does not support Rodin’s later claim that “I did not
hesitate to make them as thin and weak as possible.”
With the beard and mustache covering much of the
mouth and lower face, this area loses the grim assertive-
ness of Jean d’Aire. The expression becomes more stoic
than defiant. Jacques’s neck and chest areas are unevent-
ful anatomically or artistically, unlike those of his brother
Pierre. The moderate movement of the upright body
encouraged Rodin to compensate by doing interesting
things with the garment and props, such as the rope and
key. They betray any attempt to make Rodin into a literal
realist sculptor such as his archaeologically minded con-
temporary Emmanuel Frémiet (1824-1910). Rodin has
treated a section of rope as the edge of what becomes a
sort of mantle on top of the man’s left shoulder and
behind the neck. The drapery is interesting because of
Rodin’s improbable but artistically logical connectives.
The robe seems to grow out of the man’s right pectoral
and armpit. It then falls straight downward, making the
arm gesture appear almost semaphoric. He would make
the chemise thick or thin as dictated by what he wanted
for visual effect or to show off the body, so that in the
area of the lower front edge it is dense, but on his left
thigh it seems like a transparent undergarment. As he
would do in the final statue of Claude Lorrain (cat. no.
g5), in which the palette catches the edge of the
painter’s jacket, Rodin wedded the key’s border to an
adjacent fold of the garment. Rodin clearly did not want
any holes or spaces inside the overall silhouette of his
individual outdoor sculptures.

NOTES

LITERATURE: Grappe 1944, 59-62; Jianou and Goldscheider
1969, 97; Tancock 1976, §76-go; Judrin, Laurent, and Viéville
1977, 21%7-21; McNamara and Elsen 1977, 45-49, 61-64; Fon-
smark 1988, 111-15
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1. The figure is so named in Grappe 1944, 61.

2. A photograph in Le Nouéne and Pinet 1987, 41, shows
the upper half of the last version of Jacques in plaster
minus his arms.

3. Beausire (1988) does not list any solo exhibition.

4. Hugues Le Roux, “La vie a Paris,” Le temps, 20 June 1889,
reprinted in Beausire 1989, 219.
5. Gsell [1911] 1984, 37—38.
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Second Maquette for “Jean de Fiennes”
(Jean de Fiennes, vétu, deuxieme magquette), 1885

* Bronze, Godard Foundry, cast 1979, 1/12

® 25%Xx10%4 X 14%in. (65.1X 26 X 35.9 cm)

¢ Without forearms

¢ Signed on top of base, right: A. Rodin

* Inscribed on back of base, left: E. Godard Fondr; on back of base: ©
by Musée Rodin 1979; adjacent to signature: No. 1

¢ Provenance: Musée Rodin, Paris

* Gift of the B. Gerald Cantor Collection, 1992.146

Figure 101

Rodin made two studies of the sculpture Jear de Fiennes
that relate to his conceptions for the second maquette,
this version without forearms and a nude variant with
forearms (cat. no. 2%). In this author’s opinion, this is
the first, the one shown to the Calais committee as part
of the group. In the background of Bodmer’s 1886 pho-
tograph, just to the left of Jean d’Aire and seen from its
left side, is the étude for Jean de Fiennes fully draped (see
fig. 62).

There was at least one nude, armless study made for
Jean de Fiennes, which is preserved in a battered plaster
in the Meudon reserve.! The plaster for the Stanford
bronze étude in the reserve is also without forearms.2
One can see in both the plaster and the Stanford bronze
the exposed joint Rodin used to attach the figure’s left
forearm, indicating that he had either different thoughts
about the gesture to be made or wanted the limbs
removed to prevent breakage in the studio.

This figure was a totally new invention after the first
maquette. Jean's stride, concealed from the front by the
heavy robe that falls to the very base itself, puts him in

step with Jacques, Eustache, and Pierre; and like the lat-
ter, he looks back while making a gesture that when com-
pleted by the forearms would suggest supplication. Par-
ticularly effective is the way the deep creases and folds of
the front garment build to the exposed neck and pro-
filed head. This handsome head will serve as the basis for
the final version of Jean de Fiennes, but Rodin will down-
play the drapery beneath it. Like Pierre de Wissant, the
open-mouthed Jean de Fiennes does not go silently, and
despite its small size, his handsome, still-youthful face
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imparts a concentrated urgency to his speech. This was
one of those inspired occasions when Rodin made the
facial expression grow out of the whole clothed figure.

Rodin bunched the ropes together with the drapery
on the back of Jean’s right shoulder so that the ropes are
not visible in front. By their placement, they seem to defy
gravity as much as the customary logic of anatomy. This
also suggests that Rodin may have thought that in the
second maquette the man’s back would be visible from
the rear and that his front would have been turned in
toward others in the group, specifically toward the backs
of Jacques de Wissant and Eustache de Saint-Pierre.

The irregularly shaped base, the largest of any of the
burghers in the second maquette, is the only one in
which the figure seems to be walking up a slight incline.
Jean’s raised left heel has been pulled off, not unlike
Jean d’Aire’s left foot. The drapery in the figure’s right
rear has been similarly rudely removed and in a different
manner from those vertical folds of the front that have

clearly been broken off, perhaps by a studio accident.
The editorial decision prompts the speculation that at
one time Jean de Fiennes, like Jean d’Aire and Pierre de Wis-
sant, was physically joined with another burgher. (The
rough remains of previous joining with other figures do
not, however, match up.) The back of this figure is basi-
cally a big hollow, not as strong in design as that of the
version that followed, which may explain why Rodin
made another étude.

In the second maquette, fean de Fiennes follows directly
behind Jacques de Wissant. There is a good fit of the lead
edge of Jean’s base with the back edge of Jacques’s.

NOTES

LITERATURE: Goldscheider 1971, 167-70; Judrin, Laurent,
and Viéville 1977, 151-52, 154; Miller and Marotta 1986, 65

1. Judrin, Laurent, and Viéville 1977, 150.
2. Ibid,, 151.
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Second Maquette for “Jean de Fiennes,” nude with
forearms (Jean de Fiennes, torse nu, variante du per-
sonnage de la deuxiéme maquette), 1885

e Bronze, Susse Foundry, cast 1971, 3/12

e 28x17x16%210n. (71.1X43.2 X 41.9 cm)

¢ Nude variant with forearms

¢ Signed on top of base: A. Rodin

* Inscribed on top of base, near front left corner: Susse Fondeur, Paris;
below signature: No. 3; on base, right side, near back: © by Musée
Rodin 1971

* Provenance: Musée Rodin, Paris

e Gift of the Iris and B. Gerald Cantor Foundation, 1974.100

Figure 102

This nude figure with forearms is a second study of
Jean de Fiennes (see cat. no. 26 for maquette without fore-
arms). In this author’s opinion, it was not part of the sec-
ond maquette shown to the Calais committee in 1885,

although it was at one time probably joined to another
burgher in the group.! Further, the drapery was not
done by Rodin’s hand but was probably modeled by an
assistant under his direction,

Using a clay impression of the naked Jean de Fiennes,
with changes in the man’s hair and slight alterations to
the face and neck, Rodin conceived a daringly dramatic
change in the costume. It is shown torn in the center so
that it barely covers the man’s hips. Rodin was certainly
audacious but not crazy. One cannot conceive of him
showing the Calais jury a burgher with partially exposed
genitals. All that holds up the riven shroud are Jean’s
extended arms, thereby riveting him forever to this pose
and place.

Though handsome in its design, the drapery literally
lacks Rodin’s touch as well as a certain fullness. The sur-
face of the robe is treated in a detail that borders on the
finicky, particularly where it gathers above the man’s
upraised left ankle. The whole garment has a more lin-
ear pattern and overall flatness than those of the other
burghers in the second maquette. The material is here
made to seem very thin—holes have been inserted in the
front portion—and susceptible to small wrinkles unlike
the heavy-duty cloth employed for the other burghers.
Much of its surface in the back seems to have been
worked over with a scraping tool, which has left a succes-
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sion of diagonal striations. This may
have been done by Rodin himself, for
these editing marks help restore a
largeness of effect missing elsewhere,
particularly in the front.

Because it begins at the man’s
waist, the garment floods down onto
both the base and larger, rectangular
plinth on which it rests. The resultisa
tangle of thin, ropy strands that would
surely trip any one trying to move
through it, especially one who was pre-
occupied with keeping his robe on.
The size and shape of the plinth alone
limits, if it does not preclude, maneu-
vering this sculpture in relation to the
rest. On the right rear side of the
drapery, however, are the rough, non-
descriptive textures seen in the études
Pierve de Wissant and Jean d’Aire, which
intimate breakage of the clay to parti-
tion two previously joined figures.
After this cleavage and the decision
not to use this figure in the presenta-
tion of the second maquette, Rodin
probably mounted the figure of Jean
de Fiennes and its original base on the
plinth, after which the strands of drap-
ery were modeled on its surface.

When Rodin used this second ver-
sion with the group, he probably
would have caused Jean to bring up
the rear with his broad back to the
viewer. This is the most arresting per-
spective with an ingenious yet plausi-
ble relationship between the naked
back with its strongly shaped spine
and the drapery with its central, verti-
cal hollow echoing the depression of
the spinal column.

NOTES

LITERATURE: Jianou and Goldscheider 1969, g7; Goldschei- 1. Goldscheider believed that it was so joined (1971,
der 1971, 167—70; Tancock 1976, 387, 390, 397; Judrin, Lau- 167—70). The view of the plaster figures seen in Bodmer’s
rent, and Viéville 1977, 154; McNamara and Elsen 1977, 44; photographs (see fig. 62) argues that the more fully

Miller and Marotta 1986, 65

draped figure of Jean was employed.
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Jean de Fiennes, Final Version
(Jeanne de Fiennes, vétu), 1885—86

* Bronze, Coubertin Foundry, cast 1981, 1/12

* 82x48x381n.(212.4X124.3x98.4 cm)

¢ Signed on front of base: A Rodin

¢ Inscribed adjacent to signature: No 1; on base, left side: © By Musée
Rodin 1981

* Mark on base, left side: Coubertin Foundry seal

¢ Provenance: Musée Rodin, Paris

* Gift of the B. Gerald Cantor Collection, 1992.147

Figure 103

They are still questioning themselves to know if they

have the strength to accomplish the supreme sacrifice—
their soul pushes them onward, but their feet refuse to
walk.” The youngest of the burghers epitomizes the psy-
chological division of which the artist spoke. Having
committed his bodily weight to the step taken by his right
foot, the left about to push off from the toes, Jean de
Fiennes nevertheless turns and looks back. With arms
wide and palms up he speaks out. The attitude is one of
questioning, yet compliance with destiny.

After his study for the second group maquette show-
ing the man in the same pose, Rodin made a full-size,
completely naked Jean de Fiennes, apparently unpho-
tographed while in clay by Bodmer or Pannelier but sur-
viving in a plaster in the Musée Rodin reserve. Except for
some later modifications of the hair, the plaster appears
to be that of the figure on which Rodin draped the robe.2
The torso is not as heavily muscled or of comparable
sculptural interest as that of Jean d’Aire, which could
have decided Rodin to cover it completely. The legs and
arms that denote strength obviously were preferred for
final exposure. The whole has a certain simple and fluid
elegance of movement, but it does not seem that Rodin
exhibited the plaster during his lifetime. (Nor does it
appear that the artist exhibited the final figure solo.)?
Rodin’s subsequent use of costume was not just for his-
torical purposes but may have been a way of masking
what, despite its nuanced modeling, was for him a rela-

tively bland torso, gaining for the figure some dramatic
punch. In effect, by now emphasizing the head, fore-
arms, and lower legs, so that attention on each of them is
more easily isolated, Rodin had made a kind of partial
figure out of a whole costumed body.

The most expansive of the six burghers in terms of ges-
ture, Jean de Fiennes is the least complex in its form. With
its simple V-shaped collar and short sleeves, his robe is the
most complete and simplest in design, throwing the
expressive emphasis to the figure’s extremities. The cas-
cade of folds reiterates the body’s basic upright stance.
There is no rope or key, only the plain, unevenly edged
garment to associate the questioning man with the
episode. But how he questions his fate! Even as his whole
body leans in one direction, the open-mouthed face is
thrust out in another, beyond the line of the feet. He
pleads his case against fate with eloquent, strong hands
bereft of weapons. He is one of the “Christ burghers,” as
some of Rodin’s contemporaries saw these figures.

Like good actors on the nineteenth<entury French
stage, Rodin’s figures, with the exception of Andrieu, never
duplicate the gestures of their own hands. Both of Jean de
Fiennes’s are relaxed, while the right is lower, as if the arm
were about to swing downward to a normal hanging posi-
tion while walking. Although they do not lie in the same ver-
tical plane, in angle the left forearm rhymes that of the bent
left leg. Rodin thickened proportionately the forearms in
relation to the hands so that the gestures would carry over
distance. (In all likelihood the same model did not serve for
both arm and hand.) Rodin exaggerated the forearm mus-
cles of the left arm so that their swelling picks up the light.
Midway between wrist and elbow in right forearm, Rodin
bent slightly outward the flexed extensor muscle, thus
indenting the normal contour.

There is no real front to this sculpture, whose major
parts are oriented in three different directions. An his-
torically original pose, the squared shoulders are at a
severe angle to the direction of the man’s stride, and it is
almost as if the man were walking sideways. Except when
viewed from directly opposite the man’s chest, Jean’s
body leans drastically forward. Of the six, even more
than Andrieu d’Andres’ the pose of that of Jean de
Fiennes offers the most severe challenge to gravity.
(Before his Monument to Honoré de Balzac, whose back-
ward tilt so upset many artists and critics in 1898, Rodin
challenged earth’s pull by the forward lean of several
burghers.) Dujardin-Beaumetz provides a record of how
Rodin viewed his challenge to equilibrium:
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Version (cat.
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. . . . the search for balance is necessary to all fig-
ures . . . but the points of balance are as numerous
as movements and they are as numerous as the seas.
. . . One must find the equilibrium given by each
movement and vary with it.

I believe that equilibrium is not only that vertical
determined by the laws of gravity. . . . It is made up
of other essential equilibria: those which result
from the whole, and those which are occasional
and irregular.

The true balances result from the general move-
ment of the figure, and those whose line passes
through all planes which give to the figure its stabil-
ity and balance.*

Viewed from either the left or right sides, the broad,
irregularly corrugated, sloping plane of the draped back
is answered by the almost vertical drop of the garment in
the front, that gravitational vertical about which Rodin
spoke, that stabilizes the form. Absent the artist’s own
chronicle of how these figures and the final composition
evolved—and instead of thinking of Rodin’s having fin-
ished each one first and apart from one another—it is
reasonable to imagine that decisions such as the degree
of body inclination and final draping of Jean de Fiennes,
as well as those of the others, may have been made while
the figures were still malleable in clay and the artist could
actually place them together in his studio. A comment to
Henri-Charles Dujardin-Beaumetz about how the artist
should always think of his work in relation to light seems
apt here: “We never see anything in isolation; an object is
always in rapport with what is in front, beside, behind. . ..
The relations are important.” Jean de Fiennes’s drastic for-
ward pitch, for example, which seems curious for a free-
standing sculpture, makes even more sense or seems fur-
ther resolved in the ensemble because
momentum to the final group when seen from behind
and from the monument’s right. As he did when estab-
lishing the composition for The Burghers as a whole, no
doubt Rodin visualized this figure within an imaginary
cube in order to get both a natural movement and one
that was artistically controlled and would turn back on
itself rather than seem to fly outward.

In the formation of the features and overall appear-
ance, none of the studies for Jean de Fiennes’s head pro-
posed with qualifications by Viéville looks like the defini-
tive version.t In fact, the head of the earlier maquette
(cat. no. 2%7) in which the drapery is split down the cen-

it gives

ter and hangs from his forearms seems closest to the last
state. In the definitive version, the head is framed by
abundant, matted hair, modeled in a sequence of pas-
sages kept rough to suggest its neglect, and has an angu-
lar profile overall when seen from the sides. The hair
tumbles down the neck and onto the shoulders, thereby
serving to buttress the head’s forward projection. Rodin
pulled the hair out and slightly over the ears to frame the
features and to give the head as a whole a proportion-
ately greater and irregular mass when seen conjoined
with the broad body and its unbroken contours. Above
the wide cheekbones are the deeply recessed eyes with
their concave, modeled irises. There results a look of
poignant intensity, as if Jean is seeking with his eyes the
invisible answer to the fateful question posed by his lips
and hands.

One of the rare attempts in print to read Jean de
Fiennes’s expression was made by Paul Gsell, who inter-
preted the condemned six in Rodin’s presence and won
for his efforts the artist’s approval: “Finally, here is a sixth
burgher, younger than the others. He still looks unde-
cided. A terrible anxiety contracts his face. Is it the image
of his lover that occupies his mind? Yet his companions
are walking. He catches up and stretches forth his neck
as if to offer it to the axe of Fate.””

NOTES

LITERATURE: Grappe 1944, 59—62; Jianou and Goldscheider
1969, 97; Tancock 1976, 376-go; Judrin, Laurent, and Viéville
1977, 217-21; McNamara and Elsen 1977, 45—49, 61-64;
Miller and Marotta 1986, 65; Levkoff 1994, 94

1. Translated in Tancock 1976, 390, from L'art et les artistes
1914.

2. This was observed by Monique Laurent in Judrin, Lau-
rent, and Viéville 1977, 215-16; the figure is illustrated
on 215.

3. Both judgments are based on the absence of such a
record of exhibition in Beausire 1988. Rodin did have a
reduction of this figure made in either 1895 or 189qg; see
Judrin, Laurent, and Viéville 1977, 224.

. Rodin cited in Dujardin-Beaumetz in Elsen 1965a, 162.

5. Ibid., 171.

6. Judrin, Laurent, and Viéville 1977, 212-14. Viéville him-
self puts a question mark after the captions and bases his
judgment on their resemblance to the head in studies for
the second maquette; and he may be right, but the photo-
graphs do not at all make this convincing.

7. Gsell [1g11] 1984, 38.
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Second Maquette for “Pierre de Wissant”

(Pierre de Wissant, deuxiéme maquette), 1885

* Bronze, Susse Foundry, cast 1971, 3/12

* 2714x11x11in. (69.8 X 27.9 X 27.9 cm)

* Signature on top of base, left: A. Rodin

* Inscribed on back of base, lower edge: Susse Fondeur Paris; below
signature: No. 3; on base, left side, lower edge: © by Musée Rodin
1971

* Provenance: Musée Rodin, Paris

* Gift of the Iris and B. Gerald Cantor Foundation, 1974.98

Figures 104—-106

F or the Pierre de Wissant that was part of the second
maquette, Rodin did studies of a nude figure in the same
pose as the draped version.! This was probably due to the
pose, with its désinvolture highlighting the body’s graceful
twisting in depth, which was unusual for Rodin. When
Rodin was in London in 1882, he would have been taken
by his friend Alphonse Legros to the Grosvenor Gallery
to see an exhibition that included a 2g-inch statuette by
Alfred Gilbert entitled Perseus Arming (1882).2 Nude
except for a winged helmet and holding a sword and belt
in his lowered left hand, Perseus extends his bent right
arm outward in order to look down at the winged sandal
on his raised right foot. Gilbert’s figure is plumb with the
head over the right foot, and the suave curve of the torso
has the sternum aligned with the navel, the hips and
shoulders in the same plane. It is not impossible that
when reworking the initial version of Pierre de Wissant in
the first maquette, Rodin may have remembered the
unusual pose of Gilbert’s statuette and adapted it with
his characteristic audacity.

Strictly speaking, there is no front to the various ver-
sions of Pierre de Wissant. The shoulders and hips move in
slightly different directions, and the figure’s head is
turned down and away from the direction of his stride.
This gave Rodin great flexibility in placing him in rela-
tion to the others, but it also suggests that even when
working on an individual burgher, the artist was thinking
of the group in the round and how they individually and

collectively would be seen from many points of view.

For the new bodily balance he sought, in the naked
versions Rodin could study such relationships as those of
the hips to the shoulders (they do not lie in the same ver-
tical plane) and the sternum to the navel (they are in
slight misalignment). The hands and face would be com-
pletely redone in the life-size version, but as we know
from Rodin’s 1goo exhibition of the life-size partial fig-
ure of Pierre, what was most important to him was the
elegant and graceful effect he achieved in the spiral rota-
tion of the body and arms (see fig. 108). To avoid the
monotony of four figures all showing basically the same
stride, Rodin not only put them at angles to one another
in the group maquette, but he made Pierre’s dragging
leg appear longer.

Rather than using a mannequin in this case, Rodin
probably applied drapery to a plaster cast of the nude
form and then modeled the garment directly on a clay
version. Of all the six, the body of Pierre is most revealed
by his robe. The Calais committee criticized Rodin for
the historically inaccurate thickness of the burghers’ cos-
tumes, but Pierre’s is made to seem relatively thin and
most like a gown, even if it did not satisfy Rodin’s critics.
The man’s thighs and knees are clearly visible through
the simulated cloth. Rodin worked the costume so that
its folds complemented the body’s gestures; those that
emanate from under his right arm expand upward and
also downward between the legs. On the man’s left side,
where the arm hangs slightly away from the body and
one can still see the armature connecting the inside of
the elbow with the torso, the pleats comply with the
upright direction of the stance. The longer hang of the
robe in the back extends the sweep made by the big
curve of the torso, legs, and diagonal fold sequence
descending from the shoulders. Along the man’s sides
the drapery becomes thicker, and the fabric on his right
side tempers by its vertical fall the body’s concave arc.
This was done perhaps to rectify visually what might oth-
erwise have been seen as an imbalance, as the bent right
arm and head project out beyond both the right shoul-
der and the weight-carrying foot. The large, rough pas-
sages of the man’s rear suggest that Rodin may have bro-
ken off what he may have modeled, perhaps having once
connected Pierre with another figure. By contrast with
these raw traces of editing are the smoothing actions
made by Rodin’s thumb or forefinger in effecting the
depressions of the robe between the man’s legs and
along his right leg.
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Above: Fig. 104.

Second
Magquette for
“Pierre de
Wissant” (cat.
no. 29).

Middle: Fig.
105. Second
Magquette for
“Pierre de
Wissant” left
profile (cat. no.
29).

Right: Fig. 106.
Second
Magquette for
“Pierre de
Wissant” right
profile (cat. no.
29).

The double thickness of rope around Pierre’s neck
provides also the mount for his face. It is a handsome but
not memorable visage with its strong nose, slightly
opened mouth, and cavities for the eyes, all set under a
full head of hair that projects over the forehead. As yet
there is none of the deep anguish mobilizing the facial
features and the right hand that will come later.

The bases on which the nude and clothed études
stand differ in shape and size, with the former being
more rectangular and the latter more ovular. There is a
slight incline to the clothed figure’s base; it seems
Rodin avoided making any of the bases in the second
maquette absolutely flat. The base for the final study is
the smallest, perhaps to permit closer relationships with
those of the others during the times Rodin tried various
arrangements.

NOTES

LITERATURE: Spear 1967, 47, g6; Jianou and Goldscheider
1969, g7; Goldscheider 1971, 167-70; Tancock 1976, 388,
890, 401; Judrin, Laurent, and Viéville 1977, 160; McNamara
and Elsen 1977, 42; Miller and Marotta 1986, 61; Ambrosini
and Facos 1987, 108

1. See Judrin, Laurent, and Viéville 1977, 155-60, cat. nos.
15, 17-18, for what they present as several studies.

2. Susan Beattie, The New Sculpture (New Haven: Yale Univer-
sity Press, 1983), 138-3g; and Richard Dorment, Alfred
Gilbert (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1985), §8-42,
fig. 16. In May and June 1882 Rodin exhibited a mask
and portrait of Legros in the Grosvenor Gallery.
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Pierre de Wissant, Final Version
(Pierre de Wissant, vétu), c. 1886—87

¢ Bronze, Coubertin Foundry, cast 1981, 4/12

® B1X40X48in. (209.8 Xx103.6 X 124.3 cm)

= Signed on top of base, front, left: A. Rodin

* Inscribed on back of base: © by Musée Rodin 1981; below signature:
no. 4

¢ Mark on back of base: Coubertin Foundry seal

* Provenance: Musée Rodin, Paris

¢ Gift of the B. Gerald Cantor Collection, 1992.148

Figure 107

The burgher known as Pierre de Wissant captured the
imagination of two of the most eloquent contemporary
critics. Before photographic reproductions were used in
great number, such writers as Gustave Geffroy and
Rainer Maria Rilke conjured synoptic word portraits for
their readers. Today they are still welcome descriptive
accompaniments to our reading. For those who were
unable to see Rodin’s joint exhibition with Claude
Monet in 188g, Geffroy’s catalogue introduction would
have done much to increase their anticipation, especially
of the Pierre de Wissant:

Among the others, the most characteristic is a
young man. He hesitates and lingers in his gait. He
turns halfway, holds himself as if in balance on his
inflected body, turns his head, inclines his face,
opens his mouth, closes his eyes and makes with his
right hand, index finger raised, the fingers
extended like a fan, an extraordinary gesture of
strange grandeur, of a profound tenderness, a ges-
ture that does not say au revoir, but adieu, a defini-
tive adieu to ephemeral life, a gesture that
expresses the fatality of the irretrievable. The con-
demned youth advances toward death with an auto-
matic step, the bony head and the svelte leanness
let the elegant skeleton show through. This man,
whose body bends, whose legs stop but are going to
resume movement, whose face bends toward the

earth, of whom the hand sketches an instinctive
gesture, is the man who travels through life, fixed
in a prodigious statue, that one must call perhaps
simply the Passerby.!

Rilke had obviously read Geffroy but was moved to
record his own response:

[Rodin] created the man with the vague gesture
whom Gustave Geffroy has called “Le Passant.” The
man moves forward, but he turns back once more,
not to the city, not to those who are weeping, and
not to those who go with him; he turns back to him-
self. His right arm is raised, bent, vacillating. His
hand opens in the air as though to let something
go, as one gives freedom to a bird. This gesture is
symbolic of a departure from all uncertainty, from
a happiness that has not yet been, from a grief that
will now wait in vain, from men who live somewhere
and whom he might have met sometime, from all
possibilities of tomorrow and the day after tomor-
row; and from death, which he had thought far dis-
tant, that he had imagined would come mildly and
softly and at the end of a long, long time.

This figure, if placed by itself in a dim, old gar-
den, would be a monument for all who have died
young.?

Just how much Rodin esteemed his study of Pierre’s
pose was demonstrated in 1goo when he used the naked
life-size plaster étude without head and hands as the
frontispiece for his Paris retrospective (fig. 108). It was
positioned on the porch of the exhibition hall near the
front door, where it was the first and last sculpture seen
by thousands of visitors.? Fortunately we have Rodin’s
own words on why he favored this plaster and wanted it
placed in a prominent location. Knowing that Sir
William Rothenstein wanted to buy one of his works for
the Victoria and Albert Museum, Rodin wrote to him, “I
have a beautiful figure who is a burgher of Calais who is
placed in the small pavilion that precedes my exhibition.
... It is complete even if the exhibited morceau is without
head and hands. This figure has a great désinvolture.™
When applied to his figures, désinvolture probably meant
to Rodin more than graceful bearing but included an
easy twisting in depth. (Rodin seems not to have used the
word spacein conjunction with his sculpture.)

For Rodin the secret of the effortless arabesque was in
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Fig. 107. Pierre
de Wissant,
Final Version
(cat. no. 30).



effecting a change in the body’s axis just above the navel
so that the hips and shoulders are oriented in different
directions. The centrifugal torsion initiated by Rodin’s
realignment of sternum and navel moves outward into
the raised and lowered truncated arms, which add to the
spiral effect of the whole. Without the distraction of the
powerfully expressive extremities of head and hands,
Rodin forces the spectator to concentrate on the beauty
of pure balletic movement of the sculpture and of his
modelé. By the sculpture’s ostentatious location in this
great exhibition, which by means of international press
and photography attracted universal attention, Rodin
was telling the world, as well as Rothenstein, that com-
pleteness—which Rodin defined in terms of expressive-
ness—counted as much, if not more, than finish. The
étude had been elevated to the intellectual and aesthetic
level of a salon statue. There was no more important
legacy from Rodin to early modern sculptors like Henri
Matisse than this.

Charles Bodmer’s 1886 series of photographs of Pierre
de Wissant in clay show the figure even before the plaster
cast of the morceau version was made. The photographs
reveal the right heel raised and the foot supported by an
exposed armature (see fig. 62).5 Also clearly visible in
some photographs is the undisguised iron bar that runs
under and along the man’s right upper arm. (Both sup-
ports were removed in the final version.) The whole
body is muscular and lean but not emaciated. In the left
and right wrists is evidence that the hands were modeled
separately and joined to the forearms, which was con-
firmed by the morceau. (Athena Spear was the first to
identify Pierre’s right hand as the source for the Hand of
God [before 189g8].)¢ Expressive as are these extremities,
by 1goo Rodin came to prefer the partial figure because
he found more satisfying the nuclear motif of the torso
and just enough of the arms to indicate the general
movement it generated. It appears that Rodin did not
exhibit the final Pierre de Wissant alone, whereas he
showed the partial figure not only in Paris (1goo) but in
Diisseldorf and Leipzig (1904).7

In Bodmer’s photograph, the sculpture’s base is cov-
ered with clay shavings from the fine tuning of the fig-
ure’s surface, which Rodin surely did himself. In 1921
Stanislas Lami wrote that when, in the 18gos, Rodin
began to use Henri Lebossé to enlarge his sculpture, the
artist received the finished works in plaster, and “the
process employed had the great disadvantage of prevent-
ing him from making any changes or improvements to

his models.”® Lami stated that before 18go Rodin “had
modeled his statues in the size of their [final] execu-
tion.”™ The implication seems to be that Rodin partici-
pated in the enlarging of the burghers even if he did not
do it all himself.

The Final Figure

The draping of the final figure is unusual. No part of the
garment passes over the man’s shoulders. It begins at
chest level, where the material seems to be gathered,
passes tightly under the arms, and across the back just
below the shoulder blades. In what it contributes to the
final monument, the crucial fold pattern is in the front,
hanging between the arms and legs, and accentuating
the sway of the body beneath. The material is thick and
heavy, roughly cut or torn, bunched, knotted, and folded
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where it begins at the top. In the area of the chest it
seems to grow right out of the man’s right pectoral.
Rodin’s mentality was to create the impression that the
garment was an extension of the man, who in turn
appears to flower out of the shameful sheath. The deep
cleavage made by the stretched tendons of the neck
seems a resumption of the ruts made in the upper robe.

Rodin’s treatment of the drapery is decorative in over-
all effect but not ornamental in being predictable. When
he contrasts the pleated with the full, it seems that the
latter serves a structural function as where the gown
broadens out and descends to the ground like an anchor
in front of the man’s right knee. Whether looked at fore
or aft and despite the hours Rodin studied it, the drapery
has the look of the unarranged. With the garment Rodin
had license to exercise a modern sense of abstract form.
In the back, for example, Rodin did not feel that he had
to make the drapery literally and consistently responsive
to the man’s body. The drapery over the calf of the right
leg seems transparent, whereas that covering the but-
tocks does not. There are big, thick passages in the back,
notably below the right scapula, which show no labor of
refinement, much less an attempt at the illusion of cloth,
and which encourage their identification as an abstract
structural support of the body. When his lines called for
it, Rodin defied both convention and probability and
used only enough rope to evoke the halter, but it has no
binding function and merely hangs negligently over the
man’s left shoulder.

Memorable, if not mesmerizing, is Rodin’s conception
of Pierre’s upper body, head, and arms, especially when
seen in or against the light with the sky as background. It
reminds us of Rodin’s lifelong love of human anatomy
and its potential for sculpture. Through Pierre’s body
Rodin tells us that bone, muscles, tendons, and respon-
sive flesh can make terrific sculptural form. His inspired
rendering offers the sensual satisfaction of seeing the
body’s shapely thickness and surprising nuances of artic-
ulation such that no surface is numb and dumb. Rodin
dissolved the academic distinction between beauty and
expressive sculpture. One readily sympathizes with
Pierre’s grief, but almost at the same time there is the
enjoyment of the formal beauty of this tragedy. Though

hand, head, and body were created from different mod-
els, Rodin had the gift of convincing us they could
belong to only one man. This seamless unity depended
not only on Rodin’s consummate skill at assimilating dif-
ferent anatomies into an integrated whole but in his con-
vincing us that the feelings that shape hands and face
came from a single head and heart.

With its poignant yet elegant sweep, the final Pierre de
Wissant by itself has inspired dancers as well as writers.
Alone, it is hard to imagine this figure as part of any
group. Seen in the context of the final monument from
its right side, however, the total body gesture of the
burgher gathers up and contains the forward tilt and
wavelike movement of the draped figures of Jean de
Fiennes and Jacques de Wissant. Pierre de Wissant’s hanging,
silhouetted left arm brings the composition to a stop: the
bent right arm and head turn not just the man but the
canted lines of the trio back on themselves.

NOTES

LITERATURE: Rilke 1903 (1945) in Elsen 1965a, 138-39
Grappe 1944, 59-62; Spear 1967, 40—47; Jianou and Gold-
scheider 1969, g7; Tancock 1976, 376—go; Judrin, Laurent,
and Viéville 1977, 217-21; McNamara and Elsen 1977, 45~49,
61-64; Miller and Marotta 1986, 61; Ambrosini and Facos
1987, 114; Fonsmark 1988, 111-15

1. Reprinted in Beausire 198q, 67.

2. Rilke in Elsen 1965a, 138-39.

3. See photograph reproduced in Beausire 1988, fig. 44.
For additional discussion of the nude figure and the vari-
ant with head and arms, see Judrin, Laurent, and Viéville
1977, 187, 1g91.

4- Rodin to William Rothenstein, 17 November 1goo,
reprinted in William Rothenstein, Men and Memories: Rec-
ollections of William Rothenstein, 1872-19oo (London:
Faber and Faber, 1g31), 372. The work was not acquired.
See Le Normamd-Romain 2001, 270.

5. See also Elsen 1980, 56.

6. Spear 1967, 7q.

7. Beausire 1988, 196, 253, 259.

8. Lami 1914-21, vol. 4 (1921), 163. Actually Lebossé deliv-
ered to Rodin’s assistants the enlarged limb, torso, or
head when the clay was hardly dry, and it was immediately
cast in plaster in the sculptor’s studio.

9. Ibid., 162.
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Monumental Head of Pierrve de Wissant
(Pierve de Wissant, téte monumentale), c.1886—87,
enlarged c. 1909

e Title variation: Heroic Head of Pierre de Wissant

s Bronze, Susse Foundry, cast 1969, 4/12

* 3612X10V4 X 9V2in. (92.7 X 26 X 24 Cm)

¢ Signed midway up base, left side: A. Rodin

¢ Inscribed on base, right side, lower edge: Susse Fondeur Paris; on
base, left side, lower edge: © by Musée Rodin 1969

¢ Provenance: Musée Rodin, Paris

* Gift of the Iris and B. Gerald Cantor Foundation, 1974.118

Figure 109

I ronically, the model for the anguished Head of Pierre de
Wissant may have been the comedian Coquelin Cadet, of
the Comédie francaise (fig. 110).1 Judging from his pho-
tograph, there are tangible similarities between the
sculpture and the actor’s face in the amount and type of
hair, high forehead, angle and shape of the eyebrows,
and the whole area of the eyes, shape of the nose, wide
mouth. It would have been easier for a professional per-
former to strike and hold the tragic expression for the
hours of its modeling, as years later the Japanese actress
Hanako would do for a delighted Rodin. Despite his
statement that “the expression comes from the strength
of the modeling,”? implying that he did not prescribe an
expression but just worked from the natural set of the
subject’s features as seems probable for the heads of
Eustache and Jean d’Aire, for this head Rodin no doubt
urged Coquelin to agonize until the expression he
wanted to depict had been achieved.

This great tragic head is persuasive in part because of
Rodin’s gift of showing how not just the mouth and eyes
but the entire face participates in a genuine expression.
As an example, he makes an area such as the forehead,
not normally considered expressive and often treated as
emotionally neutral, expand the anguish conveyed by
the mouth and eyes. From the largely closed eyes diago-
nally upward on both sides to just above the nose and
almost into the hair, Rodin shows with indentations and

ridges the pained contractions
of the muscles. (Eyebrows in
effect become muscles rather
than merely hair.) The roughly
modeled hair itself forms a
tight but turbulent frame for
the face and even the ears.
Exquisitely the
expressive nuance of posture,
Rodin makes the pathetic tilt
of the head echo and encase
the whole drama.
Sculpturally,
quently anatomically, there are
surprises such as the big inden-
tations of the man’s upper lip,
where one would expect a full,

sensitive  to

and conse-

even sensuous roll of skin, as in
the lower lip. This is an exam-
ple of what might be called
Rodin’s instinctive sculptor’s
touch, doing something drastic—something beyond
what he termed exaggeration—which changes expres-
sion but resists explanation and verbal paraphrase. No
question but that he had in mind the future action of
light on the mouth and how—no matter the angle of the
sun—the painful darkness of the mouth’s deep cavity
would be extended into the upper lip. Along with his
bold incursions into the most prominent expressive fea-
ture, there are others in the area of the brows that with
changing shadows augment the sense of the mobility of
the features and overall surface. Another surprise is the
lack of similarity between Pierre’s ears, adding to the
asymmetry of the subject’s individuality. His left ear
seems normal in shape and position and is fully mod-
eled. His right ear, like that of fean d’Aire, is pressed more
closely to the head, is differently shaped than its mate,
and has had areas near the lobe pulled away. In fact, the
left ear may have come from a different model.3

In choosing to roughly model an upward, curving,
nonillusionistic base under the upper neck, Rodin
eschewed the portrait bust format and, in effect, showed
the head as a fragment. What may have encouraged this
unconventional format were fragments of late medieval
sculpture, such as the sixteenth-century Head of Christ as
a Man of Sorrows, which he could have seen in the Louvre
and which would have confirmed his belief that a part
could be as expressive as the whole.* Even before Rodin’s
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Fig. 109.
Monumental
Head of Pierre
de Wissant (cat.
no. 31).

monument, the Calais burghers were considered
“burgher Christs,” to the annoyance of socialists in Saint-
Pierre. They were seen as men of sorrows who experi-
enced their own Via Crucis in order to ransom their peo-
ple from evil. Geffroy described them in 1889 as “these
Christ burghers dedicated to the welfare of all.” Rodin
was moved by both the natural, even portraitlike charac-
ter and pathos of late medieval sculptures (which he may
have thought of as being and to him they may have

seemed to be) of Froissart’s time.
The tilted, tortured head that he
fashioned needed no halo or crown
of thorns for his contemporaries to
make the association. As with
Rodin’s Head of Sorrow (cat. no. x5},
which in small form summarizes the
spirit of The Gates of Hell, this one
monumental head of a single
burgher is a surrogate for the pas-
sion of all six.

Neither the enlarger nor the
exact date of the enlargement of this
head is known. It was shown first in
1909 (probably the approximate
date of its augmentation), and a
bronze cast was given to Ghent in
1910. Pierre de Wissant’s head
seemns to have enjoyed a greater exhi-
bition history than the Monumental
Head of Jean d’Aire, perhaps due in
strongly Catholic countries to its kin-
ship with pathetic heads of Christ.6

NOTES

LITERATURE: Elsen 1963, 75, 78;
Spear 1967, 45, 96; Jianou and Gold-
scheider 1969, 98; Goldscheider 1971,
174; Spear 19474, 129S; Tancock 1976,
397; Judrin, Laurent, and Viéville 1977,
234-35, 2%7; McNamara and Elsen
1977, 4%; Ambrosini and Facos 1987,
110

1. According to Laurent (in Judrin, Lau-
rent, and Viéville 1977, 252), Coquelin
proposed to Rodin that he pose for one
of The Burghers of Calais. Viéville also made the connection
(174).
Rodin to the editor of Le patriote, 19 August 1885, cited in
McNamara and Elsen 1977, 75.
Pierre de Wissant’s right ear was not always so battered, as
shown in at least one study, but the extent that both ears
stuck out from the head Rodin may have found too dis-
tracting. See McNamara and Elsen 1977, 177.
4. This type of head is illustrated in Elsen 1963, 74.
5. Reprinted in Beausire 1989, 67.
6. Judrin, Laurent, and Viéville 1977, 234.
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Large Left Hand of Pierre de Wissant (Prerre et
Jacques de Wissant, main gauche), c. 1886

* Title variation: Left Hand of Jacques de Wissant
* Bronze, Georges Rudier Foundry, cast 1967, 4/12

* 11x7Y2x6in. (27.9 X 19.1X 15.2 cm)

e Signed on wrist: A. Rodin

e Inscribed on wrist, below thumb: Georges Rudier/Fondeur Paris; on
back of wrist: © by Musée Rodin 1967

* Provenance: Musée Rodin, Paris

* Gift of the Iris and B. Gerald Cantor Foundation, 1974.119

Figure 111

See cat. nos. 187—94 for a discussion of this and other
hands.

Fig. 111 Large
Left Hand of
Pierre de
Wissant (cat. no.

32).
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TOWER OF LABOR

odin’s political and religious views were as unique to
im as his art, hence they defy easy definition or clas-
sification. He did not belong to any political party, nor
after his youth did he adhere to any religious sect. His
never-to-be-realized project Tower of Labor (fig. 112)
prompts the thought that he may have been a socialist,
but there is no evidence to support such a speculation.
The closest he came to an affiliation with a partisan
group may have been in 1889, when he joined the short-
lived Club de I’art social, which met monthly for about a
year in the offices of the Revue socialiste.! Articles by
socialist adherents were written about Rodin’s sympathy
with the workers and the supposed appeal of his art to
people of all estates, but there was no proof of any formal
political affiliation.? According to Alain Beausire, social-
ist intellectuals tried to monopolize Rodin. From a 1go%
interview with the artist by F. Duranteau, it is clear that
Rodin was either unaware of or disinterested in social
problems, but he called for French workers to organize
against “the disappearance of art” and loss of “innate
French taste” to “nameless productions.” Characterizing
what he felt was the degeneration of French society and
resulting denigration of the worker, he called for the
closing of bars to curb alcoholism among workers, elimi-
nation of the distinction between art and craft, and
restoration of pride and taste by artisans in their work.
He cited the corruption of the voters under universal suf-
frage and criticized elected officials for their special
rather than general interests in the nation’s welfare. He
deplored the disintegration of the family and advocated
a return to a simpler, more healthful life. The publica-
tion of these views resulted in charges in the press that
Rodin was antidemocratic. He favored the selling of plas-
ter reproductions made by children as it gave young
artists greater exposure to those who could not afford
bronzes.

The Cantor Rodin collection at Stanford includes a
drawing and two sculptures for the Tower of Labor.
Arguably the only parts of the project done by the artist
himself, Benedictions (fig. 113) certainly and probably
Night and Day (cat. nos. 34-35) were drawn from his
inventory.

The tower was not a commission but rather a project
suggested to Rodin by fine arts inspector Armand Dayot
at the latest in 1898. As shown by the sculptures of
Aimé-Jules Dalou (1838-1goz) and Constantin Meu-
nier (1831-1gos), paintings in the salons, and the
Galerie des métiers for the Paris Hotel de Ville by
Pierre-Victor Galland (1822-189g2), the glorification of
work had been very much on artists’ minds since the
1880s.5 Dayot, who was an artist and critic, had con-
ceived the project as early as 1894, hoping for its real-
ization at least in the plaster-model stage for the 1goo
Exposition universelle in Paris. He harbored the vain
hope that several artists, including Jean Baffier, Camille
Claudel, Dalou, Jules Desbois, Jean-Alexandre Fal-
gui¢re, Meunier, and Rodin, would collaborate on a
tribute to work and workers. Dayot envisioned a monu-
ment for Paris to glorify not just the worker but to rep-
resent an “apotheosis of work,” and “the glory of
human effort” as the symbol of the new era. The work-
ers represented would range from the humblest labor-
ers to the most illustrious scholars, all of whom would
lead humanity “toward a higher ideal.”

His format, which Rodin was to adopt, consisted of a
column with a spiral of bas-reliefs rising from a pedestal
to the summit. Dayot believed that the monument would
also show the new tendencies in collaborations between
architects and sculptors. As Rodin was in the last cam-
paign on The Gates of Hell with its new ideas about the
relation of sculpture to architecture, this aspect would
have had great appeal. Dayot, as would later Rodin,
counted on not just the federal government and munici-
palities for “voluntary subscriptions” but above all on the
new syndicats or unions, which had been sanctioned by
law in 188p. Dayot’s primary inspiration, also later
shared with Rodin, was Meunier, “the great artist who
consecrated his genius to the humble of this world.”
Both Meunier and Dalou already had their own dreams
of monuments to laborers, and Desbois, who had worked
for Rodin over a long period and to whom on 21 March
1898 Dayot had published an “open letter” on the sub-
ject of the monument, urged successfully that Rodin be
given the honor.6
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We do not know exactly when Dayot convinced Rodin
to undertake a model of the project, but it may have
been during the final months before the exhibition of
the Monument to Honoré de Balzac in 1898. On 8 Septem-
ber 1898 the writer Gabriel Mourey, who later would be
important in raising a public subscription for The
Thinker, published an article offering the first eyewitness
account of a model for the tower and a record of
Rodin’s intentions for it.? After summarizing Dayot’s
wish for a monument that glorified “human effort” to be
realized by a team of sculptors, Mourey wrote, “But no
beautiful and generous idea remains infertile. On the
day after the struggle that he sustained with his Balzac
against ignorance, partisanship, and foolishness, Rodin
felt the idea germinating in him. To celebrate work and
glorify effort must have tempted this indefatigable
worker. He searched and searched and he found, and
yesterday I had the joy to discover and see in his rue de
I'Université studio the first maquette of the Monument
to Labor.”

Mourey went on to compare Rodin’s design with the
Column of Trajan (A.D. 106) in Rome and the Place
Venddme column (1806-10) in Paris, pointing out, how-
ever, that it was impossible to see these sculptures above
the lowest level. Rodin wanted the ensemble to please as
a whole, but he also wanted all details to be visible.
“Therefore if one builds a spiral path around the column
from whose view the subjects could be easily contem-
plated, and if one encloses the whole in an arcaded tower
through which the light would largely penetrate . . . it
seems that all difficulties would be overcome.”

There are many views of the architectural source of
the tower, including the external staircase of the Chiteau
de Blois, but Rodin later put it succinctly, “Why not put
the Column of Trajan into the Tower of Pisa?”8 He was to
make or cause to be made at least two models of the
tower’s architecture, of which the first in clay seems to
have survived only in a contemporary photograph.? It is
not even certain—with at least one exception, the Stan-
ford drawing (cat. no. g§3)—that the surviving drawings
of the tower were by Rodin’s hand and not those of an
architect working under his direction, as was his practice
when overwhelmed with work. In the summer of 1898
Rodin was undoubtedly thinking about his impending
retrospective and readying his great portal for its first
public showing. That exhibition may have seemed to
Rodin an appropriate occasion to unveil his maquette,
and it accorded with Dayot’s timetable.

Rodin’s program for his monument has been pub-
lished several times, with slight variations, but here we
follow Mourey because he seems to have been a careful
reporter not only of what he saw but of what the sculptor
told him.

By a door that is guarded by the figures of Day and
Night, symbolizing the eternity of labor, one pene-
trates under the tower into a vast chamber that is
reserved for the trades that extract raw materials
from the bowels of the earth. In large basreliefs of
an almost brutal facture, of a synthetic sculpture in
great planes in order to make them more visible in
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Fig. 112,
Jacques-Ernst
Bulloz, “Model
of ‘Tower of
Labor,”” 1898—
99, in plaster at
Meudon with
“Tragic Muse,”
1890-96, in
plasteron a
column in
foreground,
after 1903,
gelatin silver
print. Musée
Rodin, Paris.



Fig. 113.
Benedictions,
1894, bronze,
35Y2X24X19
in. (90.2x61x
48.3 cm). lris
and B. Gerald
Cantor
Foundation.

the half light that there reigns, is depicted the life
of the miners, the divers, the somber and perilous
labors of the earth and sea. Then the ascent begins.
The snail-like spiral unrolls from right to left. As
one mounts, the more refined trades are depicted,
[then] those in which the mind takes the most part.
From one bas-relief to another the subject changes;
a type of caryatid-corbel synthesizing each trade
separates them and supports the ceiling. You
mount to the summit, and there pure thought
resides, the most noble work, that represented by
the artist, the poet, the philosopher. Then, crown-
ing the monument against the sky, posed on the
extremity of the column . . . are two spirits, two
benedictions, pouring love and joy on work,
because it is love and joy, despite all the pains and
all the hatreds, which constitute labor.

Mourey then went on to a physical
description of the monument:

As for the proportions . . . the column
itself would be near that of the Col-
umn of Trajan, that is to say three to
three and a half meters; the spiral cov-
ered walk would be two and one-half
meters wide, thus making the diame-
ter 8 meters in all. As for the height. ..
one must count around ten turns of
the spiral of two and a half to 2.8
meters in height. The dimension of
the basreliefs will be those of the
Panathenaic frieze [of the Parthenon]
and they will be lighted in the same
fashion [by daylight]. It goes without
saying that all the figures of the monu-
ment, except the symbolic figures of
Day and of Night and the two Benedic-
tions, would wear modern costumes
representing work such as we see it
manifested every day around us.

Mourey concluded by saying that the
monument would be realized “with the
aid of a group of artists chosen by him
[Rodin], and who would accept the gen-
eral plan of his work, while preserving
the independence of their efforts.”

Rodin was accustomed to supervising teams of artists
helping him with commissions, and he might have
enlisted Desbois and the young Emile-Antoine Bourdelle
but not the others named by Dayot.

Over time Rodin’s ideas for his program seem to have
changed somewhat, and in 19o6 his friend Gustave Kahn
reported that “the crypt door would be guarded by or
decorated with the images of Hercules and Prometheus.
Inside the chamber electric lights would illuminate the
bronze basreliefs showing Hercules draining the
swamps, purging the world of wild beasts and monsters,
and the works of the inventor of fire.” The tower was to
be surmounted by a platform from which one could see
the “human work of the city. In the center of this plat-
form will rise . . . two women entwined, Strength and
Thought, dominating the modern city, [about to] take
wing toward infinity, toward the future, toward the better
or toward nothingness.”10
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Rodin exhibited the model of the tower in his 1goo
retrospective, for which perhaps the artist had written on
its base, “Project for a Monument to Labor. In the crypt
miners, the deep-sea divers. Around the door, Day and
Nighi. And around the columns, the trades: masons, car-
penters, forgers, joiners, potters, etc., in the costumes of
the period. At the top: the Benedictions come from
heaven. An effort has been made to recall a hive, a light-
house.”!! In an unsuccessful attempt by Loie Fuller to
raise funds for it, the model was shown in the National
Arts Club of New York in 190g. In 1906 Rodin’s commu-
nication with Andrew Carnegie failed to enlist the indus-
trialist’s support.12

Not surprisingly in the years before his death Rodin
thought of using The Guaies of Hell as the portal to the
basement chamber and “in the crypt below the ground
will repose my remains when I am no more—the remains
of one who was a great worker.”13

NOTES
1. Herbert 1961, 23.
2. This subject was well reviewed by Beausire (1988) in his
chapter “Rodin et le socialisme.”
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11.
12.
13.
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Rodin’s 1g9oo retrospective (Le Normand-Romain 2001,
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. Gabriel Mourey, “Aspects et sensations: ‘Le monument du

travail’ par Rodin,” L%cho de Paris, 8 September 18g8.
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Translated in Descharnes and Chabrun 1967, 152.
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Fig. 114. Sketch
for “Tower of
Labor” (cat. no.
33).

Sketch for “Tower of Labor”
(La tour du travail, esquisse), 1898?

¢ Graphite on paper

* 14Y5x10Ysin. (37 x26.2 cm)

* See also Seated Nude Woman (cat. no. 204)

® Provenance: Mrs. jules E. Mastbaum, New York
and Philadelphia; Louise Dixon, Beverly Hills

* Gift of Charles Feingarten and Gail Wiley Fein-
garten, 1973.48.2

Figure 114

This is a rare drawing of Rodin’s ideas
for the architecture of the Tower of Labor.
That it is on the back of one of his contin-
uous drawings of a seated nude woman
(cat. no. 204) testifies to his authorship
rather than that of a professional archi-
tect, such as Henri Nenot, who was asked
by Rodin to make at least one sketch. In
the Musée Rodin drawing collection there
is a sketch for the tower, now attributed to
Nenot, which shows the lower portion of
the spiral structure.! Nenot’s drawing was
done in graphite, ink, and brown water-
color heightened with gouache on cream
paper. Rodin’s was done freehand in
graphite on cheap paper and lacks not
only the polish of an architect’s presenta-
tion drawing but also its straight lines.
(One is reminded of The Gates of Hell, in
which there are no perfectly straight
lines.)

The profiles of the sculptor’s tower are
decidedly more completely modeled or, as
Rodin would say, more like the silhouettes
of the human form. Starting with the
entrance, Rodin wanted arches through-
out. Engaged columns separate the
arcades with their pronounced keystones

and low balustrades. It seems clear that Nenot was carry-
ing out Rodin’s ideas, tidying up the artist’s conception
and extending it to indications of the reliefs around
which the ramp curled.

When compared with the architectural model in the
Musée Rodin (see fig. 112), presumably made under
Nenot’s direction, Rodin had changed his mind about
the arched entrance portal in favor of a rectangular
entrance with rounded framing corners. This new door-
way introduced the same motif of flattened arches for
the upper arcades thereby assuring as much light as pos-
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sible for the interior reliefs. The whole effect is lighter,
more elegant, but less sculptural than Rodin’s ideas in
his drawing, and it has the look of sixteenth-century
French architecture rather than Italian.

NOTES
LITERATURE: Eitner, Fryberger, and Osborne 1993, 360

1. Judrin 1984—92, vol. 4 (1984), 192.

34

Night (La nuit), 1898?

¢ Title variation: Standing Woman Doing Her Hair

* Bronze, Georges Rudier Foundry, cast 1971, 1/12

® 10X4%X6in. (25.4X12.1X15.2 cm)

* Signed on lower back: A. Rodin

* Inscribed on back, right: Georges Rudier/Fondeur, Paris and © by
Musée Rodin 1971; below signature: No. 1; interior cachet: A, Rodin

* Provenance: Christie’s East, New York, 10 June 1980, lot 23

® Gift of the Iris and B. Gerald Cantor Foundation, 1981.9

Figure 115

As with the figure named Day (cat. no. g5), this small
sculpture, known as Night, seems to have derived its
name from its placement next to the model for Rodin’s
proposed Tower of Labor (see fig. 112). The woman stands
with feet together, bending forward from the waist, with
hands addressed to her hair as if in the act of arranging
it. The relatively immobilized pose may have prompted
Rodin’s pairing of the figures as appropriate to monu-
mental forms that would flank the tower. Gabriel Mourey
described the program for this project, explaining that
the Tower is entered through “a door guarded by the fig-
ures of Day and Night, symbolizing the eternity of labor.™
One of a small group of sculptures, including Day, in
which the figure’s weight is evenly distributed between
the two legs, its side views show Rodin’s daring. From a
sculptural standpoint, the figure is precariously bal-
anced. Her lowered head extends beyond the line of the
feet, defying the artistic tradition of positioning the head
above a supporting foot.

Unlike the uniformly smooth facture of Day, that of
Nightis consistently coarse, and the energy of its execution
is more visible. There is no face to speak of, and in this

étude one can see how Rodin’s fingers pushed the clay to
coax into being the form of the abdomen. The lower legs
are barely shaped and are partly engaged with the mound
that helps support her. Since this étude is unrecorded as
an independent sculpture by Georges Grappe, until the
relevant portion of the Meudon inventory is published, it
remains to be determined whether it had a further life in
Rodin’s art.2 As the Tower of Labor was never realized,
Rodin probably did not enlarge or refine this figure:
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Fig. 115. Night
(cat. no. 34).



NOTES 1. Gabriel Mourey, “Aspects et sensations; Le monument du
Travail par Rodin,” Lécho de Paris, 8 September 18g8.

LITERATURE: Descharnes and Chabrun 1967, 149; Tancock Descharnes and Chabrun 1967, 149-52.

1976, 294 2. A similar gesture of the hand is seen in the female figure
for the study for and final group Fugit amor (c. 1887; in

Grappe 1944, 62-63).

for instance, the breasts. Rodin’s distinctive touch seems
literally missing, suggesting that this was possibly a work
done by an assistant whom the master admired. The
headless, armless version in the Musée Rodin does not
mask the symmetry of the legs and torso, which one does
not normally associate with Rodin but which appears in
other figures, such as the Standing Nude with Arms Crossed

Day (Lejour), c. 188> (cat.' n,o. 170): This idol-like stance may have prompted
Rodin’s selection of the plaster to serve as a symbol and
* Bronze, E. Godard Foundry, cast 1978, 4/12 to frame a large architectural work.

® 10%x2%x23%in. (27X7x6 cm)

* Signed on top of base, right, near front: A. Rodin

* |nscribed on back of base: E. Godard/Fonde; on
base, right side: © by Musée Rodin 1978; below sig-
nature: No. 4

* Provenance: Musée Rodin, Paris

e Gift of the B. Gerald Cantor Collections 1983.202

Figure 116

T.;lis sculpture, apart from its location next
to Rodin’s model for the Tower of Labor, per-
formed other supporting roles. In Small
Standing Torso it appears without head and
arms.! In a variant form it was the central fig-
ure in both The Three Virtues (1882)2 and the
variant group The Secret (c. 1882).3 Two vari-
ants of Day flank a male figure in Group of
Three Figures (mid-18go).* And in 19oo an
armless version appeared in an assemblage
with Rodin’s plaster of The Sculptor, as shown
in a photograph.5 Although it is unrecorded
by Georges Grappe, we know at least that it
had been created by circa 188z2.

The sculpture seems almost like a bald
mannequin due to its relatively slick finish,
masklike face, and gestures limited to the
raised forearms. Not unlike those of a man-
nequin, the hands of Day are extremely fine.

Fig. 116. Day The woman’s back has greater articulation
(cat. no. 35). of the shoulder blades and buttocks than,
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LITERATURE: Descharnes and Chabrun 1967, 149; Tancock
1976, 294, 304; de Caso and Sanders 1979, 244; Beausire
1988, 182, 193

1. Grappe 1944, 35, cat. no. go; see Le Normand-Romain
(2001, 130) who dates this figure to about 18go (identifying
itin the Gales of Hell) and a varient without arms as c. 1899.

. Ibid,, cat. no. 8q.

. Tancock 1976, 304.

. Ibid., g00.

. Beausire 1988, 193.

St Lo N

Head of France (La France, téte), 1904

* Title variations: Bust of a Young Warrior, The Byzantine Princess, The
Empress of the Low Countries, Saint George, Study for “France”

¢ Bronze, Georges Rudier Foundry, cast 1966, 4/12

* 20x18x12%2in.(49.8x 45.7x31.8cm)

* Signed on left shoulder: A. Rodin

* |nscribed on back, lower edge, right: Georges Rudier/Fondeur.Paris.;
on back, lower left: © by Musée Rodin, 1966

* Provenance: Musée Rodin, Paris; Paul Kantor Gallery, Malibu

* Gift of the Iris and B. Gerald Cantor Foundation, 1974.66

Figure 117

I n certain ways this work exemplifies both Rodin’s con-
servatism and his audacity. From the time he made Bel-
lona (cat. no. 5) using Rose Beuret as his model, Rodin
would occasionally craft a helmet to go atop the head of
a woman. Sometimes Camille Claudel sat for him, ren-
dered as Saint George (c. 1889), and at times Mrs. Russell
was portrayed as Athena (fig. 382). Rodin was following a
tradition that went back to antiquity and was still flourish-
ing in the nineteenth century. In 1912 he received a
commission from the states of New York and Vermont to
honor the French explorer Samuel de Champlain with a
monument personifying France, to be placed on the
shores of the lake he discovered. Rodin decided to use
an early portrait of Claudel, made perhaps in 1884, not
long after they met.! To this head, he had already earlier
added the most daring and roughly modeled headgear
he had ever made. In no other work by the sculptor is
there such a dramatic coexistence of the rough and the
smooth. At some time after he had modeled France, he
made it into two reliefs. René Chéruy, Rodin’s secretary

at the time, was present when this was done, and as he
recalled shortly before a visit to Rodin’s studio by Edward
VII: “He placed [a cast] as a high relief in front of a plas-
ter plaque with the indication of a vault. Profile turned
to the right he called it ‘France.” Immediately after, per-
haps the next day, he took a second cast and repeating
the same process he turned the profile to the left and
called it ‘Saint George,’ a little flattery in expectation of
the royal visit, or perhaps in the hope of a commission.
(A deception on his part.)”2

The helmet and its skirt, which comes down to and
covers the shoulders, are so fashioned as to create a kind
of niche for the woman’s neck and head. To avoid stiff-
ness without diminishing the regal nature of the new sub-
ject, the woman'’s head is turned slightly to her right.
What suggests that the head is an early portrait of
Camille Claudel is not only her youthfulness but Rodin’s
straightforwardness. Claudel as France displays a wide-
eyed serenity, as if Rodin were content to capture not just
her personality but rather the physical character of her
fine features, including the muscle in low relief under
her right eye. Even the pupils are modeled and
indented. Rodin’s passion for the woman who had left
him ten years earlier seems to come through in the cos-
tume’s turbulence.

Sculpturally it is the improvised and vigorous model-
ing of the helmet that is most surprising and rewarding.
From the back the work is an abstraction, but there is evi-
dence below the helmet’s rude crest on her left side of
studs holding a curving metal band. Perhaps Rodin or an
assistant had begun the simulation of an actual helmet
when Rodin decided that he wanted a broader and
bolder effect, and the headpiece was then reworked in a
more spontaneous fashion. In style, the skirt of the head-
gear is similar to that used for the Saint George head.
Once into this mode of improvisation, Rodin extended it
to the shoulders and garment covering the woman'’s bust.
The raw traces of a scraper create textured strips that reit-
erate the roundness of the shoulders they cover, and seen
from her right profile, they start an upward series of
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Fig. 117. Head of
France (cat. no.
36).



banded rhythms, against which Rodin played the wilder cock (1976, 601) and cited in Alley (1959, 215). Tancock
portions of the skirt that becomes like windblown hair. rightly points out that Chéruy, writing fifty years after the

After spending two decades on The Gates of Hell, Rodin
by 1904 may have found no more ways to fashion a relief.

event, may have misremembered the date of 1go7 for the
execution of the helmet, for in 1906 Rodin gave the
France version of the relief, with the title changed to Saint

What Chéruy did not see or tell us, but which is available George, to the University of Glasgow. Based on this infor-
through contemporary photographs, is how the reliefs mation, Tancock proposed 19o6 as the date for the defin-
Saint George and France were actually made. It appears itive version.

that Rodin was so taken with the timesaving improvisa-

tion on the bust that he created the
final versions of the monument by per-
forating a piece of board to create a
niche in such a way that, when placed
upright next to the sculpture, he could
ram the full bust into it and then cut
away what he did not need. Voila! An
instant relief. Rodin was so pleased with
this impromptu solution to the problem
of making a relief that he had a photo-
graph taken of the bust still in plaster
jammed into the board, which shows
daylight through the cracks made in the
niche (fig. 118). To ensure that the
world knew about his audacity, Rodin
had a postcard made from the photo-
graph by Jacques-Ernest Bulloz
(1858-1942).3

Both the bust and the relief were
exhibited several times after 1go4.
According to the research of Alain
Beausire, the relief named Saint George
was shown in Weimar and Paris (1gop),
Glasgow (190%), and Leipzig (1910).%
On g May 1912 the monument was
installed and dedicated on the shore of
Lake Champlain.

NOTES

LITERATURE: Grappe 1944, 114-15; Alley
1959, 215-16; Jianou and Goldscheider
1969, 97; Tancock 1976, 601-2; de Caso
and Sanders 1977, 289—go; Lampert 1986,
131, 134—-35, 230; Ambrosini and Facos
1987, 176; Butler and Lindsay 2000, 376-81

1. For a discussion of the dating of the
Study for France, see Tancock 1976,
601. He too accepted Grappe’s date of

1904 (1944, cat. no. 37).
2. Chéruy’s letters are discussed in Tan-

3. Reproduced in Elsen 1980, 22.
4. Beausire 1988, 251, 257, 259, 271, 283.
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Fig. 118.
Jacques-Ernst
Bulloz, “France
in niche,”
plaster and
clay, c. 1906,
gelatin silver
print. Musée
Rodin, Paris.



Monuments to and Portraits of Artists

Perhaps no other artist made as many portraits and mon-
uments to art and artists as Rodin. This section begins
with The Gates of Hell, which were intended for a museum
of decorative arts and to celebrate the central role of the
artist in society. The Gates are a monument to creators
and creation as personified by The Thinker and the agi-
tated population that has issued from his brain. Rodin’s
public monuments to the painters Jules Bastien-Lepage
and Claude Lorrain were far more successful by compar-
ison with what the artist felt to have been a disastrous
defeat for his proposed tribute to Honoré de Balzac.
Monuments to writers tried his imagination and skill far
more than those to painters.

Recalling the struggle of artists since the Renaissance
to win intellectual respect equal to writers or practition-
ers of the liberal arts, Rodin’s portraits of painters and
sculptors are free of professional attributes such as
palettes and mallets. Aimé-Jules Dalou, Jean-Alexandre
Falguiére, and Pierre Puvis de Chavannes, for example,
are given the dignity of statesmen and a capacity for seri-
ous reflection. The portraits of artists are here joined
with the monuments and separated from other portraits
to give a sense of how much of Rodin’s art was devoted to
the artist’s profession.

<154 >



The Gates of Hell
(La porte de ['enfer), 1880—c. 1900

* Bronze, Coubertin Foundry, cast 1981, no. 5

® 250%4x158x333/8in. (636.9 X 401.3 X 84.8 cm)

¢ Inscribed on left socle, left side: Fonderie de Coubertin; below that:
© By Musée Rodin 1981; left side, back, lower corner: No. 5

* Marks on left socle, left side: Coubertin Foundry seal

* Gift of the B. Gerald Cantar Collection, 1985.86

Figures 119, 144

The Gates of Hell is an original work of art in every
sense. It was unusual from the nature of the commission
in 1880 to the time the artist stopped working on it in
1goo. Never before had an artist working for a govern-
ment insisted on and received the freedom that Rodin
did. No previous artist had taken comparable liberties
with the relationship of sculpture to architecture and
with a subject that was ultimately beyond iconographic
tradition and without a definitive textual base. The
modernity of The Gates of Hell lies in Rodin’s reliance on
his intuition, shaped by his experience with life and art,
to give The Gates its self-contained unity of meaning and
form.

Neither when Rodin began nor when he stopped
work on this project did there exist a building to receive
the doors. The government’s unrealized intention had
been to build a new museum of decorative arts some-
where in Paris, at one time on the site of the ruined
Accounting Court, which is today occupied by the Musée
d’Orsay.! Rodin was never given measurements for his
doors nor assigned an architect with whom to work and
who could have designed the frame and its moldings. No
delivery date was set. Moreover, Rodin explained, “they
left to me the choice of my subject.” The several persons
who subsequently occupied the government office that
had commissioned The Gates of Hell seem never to have
concerned themselves with how strictly Rodin adhered
to the agreed theme of Dante’s Divine Comedy, perhaps
because the sculptor had chosen it. He was unjustly
accused of being unable to finish his commission, but, in

fact, the French government never called for its casting
during the artist’s lifetime. (This may well have been
because a location could not be agreed on by officials.)
There were several times in the 1880s when the artist
informed the government that his sculptured doors were
ready for casting. Rodin, in fact, completed The Gates of
Hell in less time than Ghiberti finished either of his two
doors for the Florentine Baptistery, 22 and 27 years
respectively. We know The Gates of Hell in bronze only
because of posthumous casts requested privately and
authorized by the French government, which had owned
them from the time Rodin accepted the commission.

It was in the summer of 1880 that Rodin received the
official commission to make a bronze portal containing
reliefs based on Dante’s Divine Comedy to go in front of a
proposed museum of decorative arts in Paris.? To give
such a commission to a middle-aged artist without Ecole
des beaux-arts training and no previous experience on
such a project, whose limited exposure in the salons had
been tainted by the accusation of having cast from life,
was an act not only of great confidence but also of dar-
ing.? Rodin was the beneficiary of a more liberal climate
in government, whereas under the previous, conserva-
tive regime he had been ignored. The new undersecre-
tary for fine arts, Edmond Turquet, was a lawyer and avid
amateur of the arts, who had thoroughly investigated the
charges against Rodin regarding the modeling of The Age
of Bronze (cat. nos. 1-3} and found them unwarranted.
He was replacing a very conservative official, the Marquis
de Chenneviéres, and the selection of Rodin, without a
competition, was an affirmation of Turquet’s faith in the
artist, his own political independence, and a demonstra-
tion of a liberalized attitude toward government commis-
sions.

Rodin set the theme and format for the doors himself
with Turquet’s concurrence. Through friendly interme-
diaries who were advocates of his cause, Rodin knew
months before the official decree that he would get the
commission. This gave him time to rough out his plans
sufficiently to reassure Turquet. At least since 1875
Rodin had been reading Dante in Antoine de Rivarol’s
eighteenth-century French translation and making draw-
ings; his Seated Ugolino (1876, fig. 154) had been inspired
by Dante’s cantos. Some years later he was to tell a
reporter that he had lived for a whole year making draw-
ings after Dante at the outset of his project, butin a letter
written in 1889 to art critic Léon Gauchez, Rodin indi-
cated that he was still making drawings after the poem.>
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Fig. 119. The
Gates of Hell
(cat. no. 37).



The mood of these drawings after Dante is black.
Rodin was drawn to characters who experienced self-
inflicted tragedy and aggressions against the body.6 The
drawings inspired by Dante that were most germane to
the final portal were those related to the tragic lovers
Paolo and Francesca and the horrific story of Count
Ugolino and his dying children. There are several draw-
ings of seated, muscular male nudes in states of cogita-
tion and funereal despair, which may be considered
ancestral to The Thinker. The presence in the drawings of
centaurs, mothers with children, and falling figures
presages their equivalents on The Gates of Hell.” There are
a few drawings of large groups of people in relieflike
arrangements, but there is no evidence Rodin planned
to systematically use drawings to compose the eight large
relief panels called for by his architectural sketches.

That none of these figural drawings provided the lit-
eral basis for the sculptures in The Gates is indicative of
Rodin’s decision, at least by 188g, to work from many live
models freely roaming about his studio. Critical to the
portal’s sculptural development and also to that of his
entire art and artistic freedom, the commission gave
Rodin both a free studio and the funds to hire a large
number of models, which encouraged him to work more
from life than from memory and imagination. Written in
the third person for the editor Gaston Schéfer in 1883,
the sculptor included in his autobiography this descrip-
tion: “Overjoyed at the happiness of being able to create
sculpture with complete freedom as he had always
wanted, Rodin now worked with the same joyful enthusi-
asm as the artists of former times, needing money chiefly
to pay the models he always has in his studio and whom
he often allows to move about freely, though he watches
them out of the corner of an eye in order to learn from
the originality which is in nature.” Rodin’s drawings
after Dante, for example, were derived from his imagina-
tion rather than conceived as paraphrases of paintings
and illustrations by other artists. For the most part these
beautifully worked drawings resisted translation into
sculpture. The sculptor was determined to be an original
even as an illustrator.® Given the existence of only a
handful of drawings relating to Purgatory and Paradise, it
is clear that Rodin was fascinated with the Inferno and
with the evocative power of Dante’s words, a sensory rich-
ness that, in fact, he compared with sculptural expres-
sion: “Dante is more profound and has more fire than I
have been able to represent. He is a literary sculptor. He
speaks in gestures as well as words; is precise and compre-

hensive not only in sentiment and idea, but in the move-
ment of the body.”10

All known architectural drawings and models for The
Gates of Hell have been published and elsewhere ana-
lyzed. Out of inexperience and perhaps to reassure his
commissioner, Rodin fell back on clear historical models
for the architecture and presentation of the sculpture.
Quite simply, the evolution of the preliminary studies is
from a relatively shallow, Italian, Ghiberti-like Renais-
sance paneled portal containing basreliefs to a deeper,
quasi-late-French Gothic portal with figures ranging
from very high to low relief and including some in the
round (figs. 120-21). It was when he erected a big
wooden, boxlike frame for his project, sometime after
1880, that he broke with older formats and invented his
own.

Early Development of The Gates of Hell

Rodin was not an Ecole des beaux-arts-trained sculptor,
and his natural inclination was to rely on his intuition to
solve problems rather than to follow the received solu-
tions of others. This meant that he did not produce
detailed drawings or plans for the final execution of The
Gales of Hell. By the end of 1880 or later, in 1881, without
warning his patron, and in his middle age, Rodin under-
took a historically unprecedented gamble for a commis-
sion of this magnitude: frusting his artistic intuition and
experience as a decorative artist, he would improvise an epic on
a heroic scale. Today we can see the result, but of great
interest is the course this twenty-year improvisation took
and what it tells us, not just about Rodin’s skills as a
sculptor but about his mentality as well.

Early on he developed a general sense of the overall
aesthetic effect he desired, which meant a more active
and integrated relationship of sculpture to architecture,
and for his great number of small figures he determined
to employ all forms of relief and sculpture in the round.
His literal frame of reference was basically a design of
five rectangular compartments of varying depths demar-
cated by the architecture: two vertical side reliefs, two
door panels and a tympanum. Until 1986, when Cather-
ine Lampert published Jessie Lipscomb’s 1887 photo-
graphs of The Gates of Hell (figs. 17, 122—124),!! we had
only contemporary descriptions of the evolving project
that confirmed Rodin’s method of trial and change,
additions and subtractions. Unique in providing such a
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Above: Fig. 120. Preliminary Sketch for “The
Gates of Hell”, showing “Adam,” “Eve,” and
“The Thinker,” 1881, pen and ink, 6%/2x 4%s in.
(16.5 x 11.2 ¢m). Musée Rodin, Paris.

Right: Fig. 121. Third Mode! for “The Gates of
Hell,” 1880, plaster, 4376 x 292 x 11%s in.
(111.5 x 75 x 30 ¢cm). Musée Rodin, Paris.

complete record before 19oo, the year Rodin completed
The Gates, Lipscomb’s photographs are most exciting to
those who for years have wondered just how The Gates of
Hellwere made and what they looked like in the process.
They tell us much about the way Rodin improvised form
and theme. We now have visual evidence of what Rodin’s
thoughts and intuitions looked like long before he
resolved his artistic problems and a far better sense of
the problems, themselves and the staggering number of
decisions he had to make.

What Lipscomb’s photographs do not show us, how-
ever, is the appearance of the artist’s studio filled with
sculptures awaiting addition in the doors. Geffroy gave
us a verbal picture of this situation in 1889, probably
close to what Lipscomb would have seen: “I'he Door
stands in the atelier on the rue de I'Université. . . . It is
standing, and it is disseminated. . . . Everywhere in the
vast room, on the sculpture stands, on the shelves, on the
couch, on the chairs, on the floor, statuettes of all dimen-
sions are scattered, faces upturned, arms twisted, legs
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tensed, pell-mell, by chance,
lying down or standing, giv-
ing the impression of a liv-
ing cemetery. Behind the
Door, six meters high, there
is a crowd, a crowd mute
and eloquent, that one
ought to look at, individual
by individual, as one leafs
through and reads a
book.”2

Between 1884 and 1887
Rodin had also been work-
ing intensely on the commis-
sion for The Burghers of
Calais, and much time was
taken away from The Gates.1?

The year that Lipscomb took

her pictures, however, was

one during which Rodin evi-

dently made many changes

on the portal, to judge from

the differences between the

photographs and Truman Bartlett’s descrip-
tions of the doors. Having seen the doors in
November 1887, Bartlett published his obser-
vations in ten articlesin 188g.

By 1887 Rodin must have suspected that
the proposed museum of decorative arts
would not be built. Why then such intense
activity? It may have been motivated by antici-
pation of the portal’s proposed first public
showing two years later in the Exposition uni-
verselle of 1889.14 This was the centenary of
the French Revolution, and Rodin was also
planning to exhibit his Burghers of Calais in
completed form. For a patriotic French artist
such as Rodin, this occasion, the opportunity
to show the public the fulfillment of two great
commissions and establish his reputation, was
the chance of a lifetime.

As seen in Lipscomb’s photographs, the
portal was divided into a series of large, dis-
crete plaster sections, which could be
mounted with rotating, wedge-shaped clips
on the plaster armature, reinforced with
wood. When detached, the plaster sections
could be worked on with greater ease.

Top: Fig. 122. Jessie Lipscomb, Upper Section of “The Gates of Hell” with “The Three Shades,” 1887, albumen
print. Musée Rodin, Paris.

Above: Fig. 123, Jessie Lipscomb, Upper Section of “The Gates of Hell,” 1887, albumen print. Musée Rodin, Paris.
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Fig. 124. Jessie
Lipscomb,
Lower Section of
“The Gates of
Hell,” 1887,
albumen print.
Musée Rodin,
Paris.

Whether the plaster was in a vertical or horizontal posi-
tion, Rodin could insert figures or make background
changes in clay directly on the plaster panels.!> Lip-
scomb’s photographs clearly show some dark places
where clay had been applied directly to the plaster. When
judged successful, the clay additions were cast in plaster
and attached to the panels.

We have always known that the tympanum was a box
that could be separated from the structure as a whole; it
exists as such in the reserve of the Musée Rodin. The
photographs make it clear that all the major sections—
the door panels, vertical side reliefs, corner areas above
the cornices, and the entablature—were distinct, and in
the case of the right side relief with its subdivided units,
they could be fitted into or onto the basic frame of the
doors. The extruding wedges along the right side of the
doors, visible in the Lipscomb photographs, hold the
side reliefs out from the frame to which the tympanum
and door panels are attached. It seems that Rodin
wanted the side relief to protrude farther from the door
panel to increase the depth of the structure. In the pho-
tograph showing the lower half of the door (fig. 124), it
is apparent that Rodin had begun to model in the right
corner a deep, Gothic-style molding directly onto the
plaster or plaster-coated wood framing. It protrudes far-
ther than the surface of the external right relief and
would have distinguished this area from the doors. This
tentative architectural feature is very different in design
from the final, similarly truncated molding that ends

lower down, just at the point where the bot-
tom of the right side relief begins.

We know that Rodin planned to have
deep, continuous, vertical moldings, which
would have separated the side reliefs from
the doors even farther. In Lipscomb’s photo-
graphs we can see that at the top and bot-
tom these deep moldings are truncated. In
the final portal each of the four truncated
moldings are of different lengths and
design, as if Rodin were testing their suitabil-
ity. We cannot be sure that he ever actually
extended the vertical moldings on the sides
to the entire height of the door, but it is rea-
sonable to assume that if he decided not to
do so by 1goo, it would have been because
he could see that they would cast too much
shadow on both the door panels and the
side reliefs.

In his few recorded comments on the doors after
1goo no mention is made of unifying the moldings’
design or of connecting the upper and lower segments
that flank the doors. Rodin thereby sustained architec-
tural asymmetry in all areas above the lower horizontal
moldings and below the topmost cornice. Why? This was
probably one of those decisions not made at the outset
but arrived at over time as he reflected on the potential
overall effect and his desire to avoid a cold and dry
appearance.

The 1887 photographs dramatize Rodin’s problems
with the architecture of the portal. Due to inexperience
he may have fretted more over the moldings than over
his figures, and he never seems to have been satisfied
with what he had done. At first he hired an architect but
then rejected his designs. From the photographs it
appears that Rodin would later change the design of
every visible molding, capital, and cornice based on how
their effects accorded not just with the sculpture but with
the portal as a whole.

At the top of the portal, on which stands The Three
Shades, the upper cornice is separated from the tympa-
num by a series of wedge-shaped corbels. As seen in a
lithograph (after a photograph) reproduced by Bartlett
in 1889, the corbels were removed and replaced by an
enlarged cornice above The Thinker's head.1¢ It was not
until a decade later that along the bottom edge of this
cornice Rodin would model a series of human heads,
like a rosary of suffering. It would also appear that the
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sagging profile of the final tympanum’s upper cornice
may not have been caused by the weight of The Three
Shades but could have been deliberately introduced by
Rodin to eliminate straight lines, thereby softening its
interaction with the sculpture, probably as part of his
final reworking of the architecture.

The photographs give insight into the empirical, intu-
itive way Rodin developed his rich symbolism. The motif
of the entwined vines is an example. Just below the top-
most cornice, Rodin, by 1887, had modeled vines that are
increasingly laden with fruit as they extend to the right.
(The thick line of rounded fruit above and to the right of
The Thinker’s head might have suggested the later addi-
tion of the line of heads.) By 1888, however, Rodin had
removed the foliage, replaced the vines with coarse
ropes, and introduced the two inverted central brackets,
as evidenced by the lithograph. In 1888 Bartlett’s unpub-
lished notes indicate that “thorn vines are to be found
below the Three Shades.” Rodin may have modeled the
vines with clay on the ropes themselves. The vines were
then made to navigate behind four inverted brackets. At
the far right, these vines begin, or end, next to the lesbian
couple (“two young female forms embracing each other,”
according to Bartlett), who were presumably added
shortly after Lipscomb took her photographs but before
Bartlett saw them later in 1887, thereby filling the upper-
right corner, which appears vacant in the photographs.17
The mother and child visible in the upperleft corner
(fig. 122) were in harmony with the fruitful nature of the
foliate motif, but, as Rodin seems to have realized later,
not in keeping with the overall retributive message of The
Gates.1® The final crisscrossed vines above the head of The
Thinker evoke the association of a crown of thorns, not
just for the portal’s population but especially for the secu-
lar figure who has taken Christ’s judgment seat. This
sequence of changes suggests the evolution of Rodin’s
thought concerning the way that decorative elements
could assume symbolic significance as well.

What Lipscomb’s photographs show is that the artist
was only about two-thirds of the way to completion by
1887. Granted that some figures and panels may have
been finished but not yet inserted, there was still a con-
siderable amount of work to do on the sculpture, not to
mention Rodin’s almost complete redesign of the archi-
tecture. This helps explain the enormous expense of two
periods—1887 to 1889 and 1898 to 1goo—of intense
work engaged in by Rodin with a large crew of assis-
tants.l® Rather than the tympanum’s figural arrange-

ment having been completed by 1884, as previously
thought, Lipscomb’s documents prove that three years
later it remained unfinished and that Rodin would later
redo the outer edges of the left and right tympanum
groups. Probably within months of Lipscomb’s photogra-
phy, judging by Bartlett, Rodin introduced the flying fig-
ures that come from the tympanum’s upper left to hover
above a new figure, The Kneeling Fauness, who would be
placed slightly in front of the original group (compare
figs. 122 and 180).20 Behind The Thinker it appears that
Rodin made drastic changes; a sheet of paper hides what
may have been a hole in the relief where he deleted one
or more figures. In the final tympanum Rodin intro-
duced the upright version of the small Martyr (see fig.
211), who in her vertical orientation just behind The
Crouching Woman (1880-81) appears to be running to
the right, led by the figure of a stumbling woman.

In Lipscomb’s photographs most of the final figures
are in place on the right side of the tympanum, but the
highest male figure is headless and would later be given a
horned head, presumably of a demon.2! The kneeling
figure with twisted torso stands out in the right corner,
but she was replaced shortly after the photograph by four
other figures, two of whom are lying on their backs.
Bartlett was moved by the last standing figure to the
right, “a young girl whose right hand is raised to her
chin, the latter meeting it at the shoulder, while her left
arm is extended near her body.”2? It is hard to tell from
the photographs, but it also appears that the swaying and
somewhat bowed figure later known as Meditation (cat.
nos. 61-62) was not in the right-hand group in 188%. In
sum, the tympanum area when Lipscomb saw it did not
have as many figures in the round nor its corners filled as
they would later be, and it lacked the final concerted lat-
eral drive of the crowd. Probably within a year, Rodin cre-
ated a second crowd in front of the original groups,
enriching the motif and giving the composition greater
depth and heightened chiaroscuro. By adding the prone
figures at the right—the head of one protrudes beyond
the lintel (Study for “A Damned Woman,” cat. no. 63)—he
was able to pick up lighting accents that balanced The
Falling Man (cat. no. 64), who clings to the same lintel
just below and to the left of The Thinker.

Except for the uppermost section on the right panel
(see fig. 123), the two vertical side reliefs had been
completed. These too were admired in late 1887 by
Bartlett, who appreciated their “extraordinary reach of
line. As pieces of color they are almost beyond praise.”23
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Fig. 125. Detail
of The Gates of
Heli: tomb on
right door panel
flanked by
reliefs of
mothers and
children, ¢.
1899-1900.

Lipscomb’s photographs were taken before the top of
the right basrelief had been completed. Rodin was to
fill this gap later by adding the couple (I Am Beautiful
[see fig. 197]), formed in 1882 by his union of The
Crouching Woman with The Falling Man, atop which was
added the form of the fallen angel whose wings were
merged with the architectural molding. When Bartlett
visited the studio, he saw the couple, whom he assumed
(or was told) were Paolo and Francesca (cat. no. o),
awaiting their placement atop the right bas-relief. “Of
the many studies which the sculptor has made of this
subject, the one that will go on the door represents the
figure of a powerful man holding to his breast and
neck, with all the desperation of undying love, the
folded together form of a woman.”?* In Lipscomb’s
photograph, in the right side relief (see fig. 123) one
can see where Rodin added clay around the leg of the
headless, squatting mother located in the second regis-
ter from the top. The absence of heads for the mother
and the child next to her may reflect Rodin’s practice of
removing sections in high relief to prevent studio dam-
age, or he may have sought to change them.

A reasonable explanation for the early completion of

the side reliefs is that in the years between 1878 and
1882 Rodin had made reliefs for ceramics at the Manu-
facture of Sévres.?> This was part of the artisanship Rodin
counted on to underwrite his gamble.
In terms of motifs and form, the
Sévres porcelain reliefs are certainly
parents or, if contemporary, brothers
and sisters of those on the flanks of the
portal.26 In the years 1880-82 Rodin
could have worked on the Sévres proj-
ects by day and his own reliefs at night,
weekends, or days not spent at the fac-
tory. These ceramics with their motif
of the mother and child would also
have served as background for the
reliefs below the tombs that Rodin
added in 18gg-1goo (figs. 125 and
212).

Clearly, the door panels gave Rodin
the greatest trouble in terms of sculp-
ture. The low reliefs of figures in shal-
low space that he had made at Sévres
helped him get started but did not
prepare him for the problems of work-
ing in the deep space afforded by the

doors, where the action of light and shadow was more
complex. It was his early decision to introduce figures
and groups almost in the round, like that of Ugolino and
his sons, that reworked the problem. Rodin had removed
from both doors what Octave Mirbeau had described in
188 as “tragic masks, the heads of furies, terrible or gra-
cious allegories of guilty passions.”?” With the exception
of the Ugolino group and the new version of Paolo and
Francesca just below them, almost the entirety of the two
doors was to be reworked. Although Lipscomb’s photo-
graphs are not sharply detailed, it appears as if Rodin
almost totally scrapped the right door panel and proba-
bly after 1898 made a drastically different composition.
By that time he had clarified the clusters of figures and of
volumes, or what he would have referred to as the “prin-
cipal masses.” He gained more variety by augmenting the
figural range—especially of strongly projecting and
receding forms—from small to large and from low to
high relief, achieving greater compositional vigor and
more extreme tonal contrasts. The addition of the falling
angel seen foreshortened just below The Falling Man in
the left panel and of the falling man with arms out-
stretched in the right door at its left edge brought light
into the upper zones of both doors. In the left panel
above Ugolino Rodin retained a few of the original figures
and added The Three Sirens before 188g (fig. 434).28
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Rodin totally resolved the background, opening up the
area just above the Ugolino group. This gave his composi-
tion greater breathing space and created areas to receive
deposits of shadow or to reflect light.

The Final Doors

In 18gg-1goo0 the two reliefs with the masks of grieving
women in their centers were replaced by the tombs and
figures above them, and new reliefs of women and chil-
dren closed out the program at the very bottom. The
reliefs with the masks may have come to seem static and
conventional compositionally, and they certainly did not
help interweave the movements of the groups in the
lower doors. After 1898 Rodin would finally add the
lower moldings to the door panels, which in 1887 had
not even been inserted, and the two lower jamb reliefs of
his self-portrait with a muse and FEve (figs. 126—-127).

Crucial to Rodin’s thinking from beginning to end
was how to marry his sculpture with changing natural
light, the effect of which gave him sculptural color. Look-
ing at a photograph of the final doors in plaster (fig.
128), one can see how he won a greater tonal range from
the highlighted forms of the side reliefs and those of The
Thinker, The Falling Man, and groups at the bottom of the
door panels, to the middle tones of the blond shadows,
and then gradually to the deepest values in the tympa-
num and areas of the tombs. The staging of The Thinker
stresses his physical detachment from the crowd in the
tympanum. This depends on the framing and depth of
the tympanum, which causes him to be often the only
strongly illuminated figure. All these things underscore
the inductive nature of Rodin’s thought and demon-
strate that the final doors could not have been visualized
at the outset. By deciding early against a continuous nar-
rative and against relating the compartments of the
doors to Dante’s circles of hell segregating types of sin
and degrees of pain, Rodin was free to introduce individ-
ual or paired figures and groups wherever he liked as
compositional or structural needs dictated.

Not the least of the reasons Rodin was a modern
artist is that in the evolution of The Gates he enacted
what was to become a fundamental right for the most
daring artists, such as Henri Matisse and Pablo Picasso,
who followed: it was the demands of the evolving work
of art that gave Rodin his warrant of artistic freedom.
Lipscomb’s photographs are precious testimony to
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Fig. 126. Detail
of The Gates of
Hell: Rodin’s
self-portrait
relief, c. 1899-
1900.

Fig. 127. Detail
of The Gates of
Hell: Eve,

€. 1899-1900.



Fig. 128.
Charles
Berthelomier,
“The Gates of
Hell” in plaster
(Ag6).

Fig. 129.
Eugéne Druet,
“The Gates of
Hell” as
installed in
Rodin’s 1900
Exhibition,
1900, gelatin
silver print
inscribed in ink
by Rodin.
Musée Rodin,
Paris.

Rodin’s unique and unsystematic, improvisational
method of work, in which he did his creating as part of
the continuum of fabrication, drawing inspiration not
from existing models or plans but in direct response to
the work in progress, from what he judged would make
artistic sense. Geffroy understood this well, and he com-
mented in 1889 that “with [Rodin] the form is born at
the same time as the idea, and perhaps even before the
idea.”2?

Aware of Rodin’s unconventional and highly per-
sonal method, many critics faulted the artist for taking
so long and for showing The Gates in 1goo divested of
those parts in high relief or in the round (fig. 129).
These components had been removed to prevent break-
age in transportation, but time was lacking to restore
them as his great self-sponsored and expensive retro-
spective was close to opening. For the exhibition to
have failed financially would have meant economic ruin
for the sculptor. Ignored by even his defenders was the
fact that the government never called for the portal’s
casting. Some who saw the 1goo exhibition, such as the
young Emile-Antoine Bourdelle, argued that the sculp-
tor should leave The Gates the way they were. In
response to the criticism that his portal divested of fig-
ures in high relief was preferable to their inclusion, that
it was “too full of holes,” Rodin personally expressed his
intentions:

Take more room to examine my gate from a little
farther off, and you will see at once the effect of the
whole, the effect of unity which charms you when it
is deprived of its ornamentation. You must under-
stand that my sculpture is so calculated as to melt
into the principal masses. For that matter, it com-
pletes them by modeling them into light. The
essential designs are there: it is possible that in the
course of the final work I may find it necessary to
diminish such and such a projection, to fill out
such and such a pool of shadow; nevertheless leave
this difficulty to my fifty years of artisanship and
experience, and you may be sure that quite by
myself 1 shall find the best way of finishing my
work.30

What Rodin was enunciating was the early modern prin-

ciple of the decorative, in which the treatment of the parts
is subject to the aesthetic requirements of the whole.
It is conventional wisdom that the form and aesthetic
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effect of The Gates reflect the influences of Michelangelo,
Rubens, Théodore Géricault, and Eugéne Delacroix,
whose paintings inspired Rodin to create their equiva-
lent in bronze and in his own sculptural idiom. Such
views are often based on looking at photographs, which
literally put painting and sculpture on the same plane,
freeze light and shadow in The Gates, and do not take sev-
eral factors into account. At the outset Rodin rejected
the idea of a continuous narrative based on a written text
in favor of disjunctive episodes, isolated groups, pairs
and single figures, mostly of his own invention. He
rejected showing the sculptures as if they were to be seen
from a fixed point of view. Look, for example, at the vari-
ous ways by which Rodin’s figures are seen against the
background to which they are attached: from above and
from the side, sinking into or exploding out of it. Trying
to visualize such an environment in one’s mind is impos-
sible. Rodin’s modernity included creating not just the
unthinkable in terms of subject but the otherwise
unimaginablein terms of place and space. (Bartlett settled
for calling the doors a “perpendicular section of the
damned world.”) Except for the tympanum, there is no
part of the portal with a preexisting space and scale to
which figures must conform. There is nothing in the
work of the painters with whom Rodin has been com-
pared to match his disjunctive narrative, roving perspec-
tive, close conjunction of figures in wildly different sizes
and orientations who largely create the space in which
they move, and creation of open spaces to receive actual
changes of light and shadow. Rodin did not need
painters to teach him how to model his figural masses, as
he put it, “into light.” To Henri-Charles Dujardin-
Beaumetz, Rodin expressed it well: “Sculptors today want
to see and work like painters; they are fooling them-
selves; this doesn’t lead them to the truth; their eye sees
in bas-relief.”!

Always conscious that his work was originally intended
to go in the front of a museum of decorative arts, Rodin
was inspired by the opportunity to build on the past but
also to take relief sculpture and architecture where they
had never been before. No contemporary French archi-
tect would have permitted the liberties Rodin took with
the sculptures’ relation to their framing. Rather than
architectural sculpture, he created a sculptural architec-
ture. Further, he was no more interested in translating
pictorial devices into sculpture than in a literal transla-
tion of Dante’s verses into bronze. He reveled in those
properties of sculpture unavailable to painters. Sculpture

was tangible and lived in actual space, animated by
changing natural light. Unlike the painter of a fresco or
mural who depicts light, the sculptor had to predict how
his composition would look not just from a frontal
prospect but from side and oblique views, near and far,
all in varying levels of illumination. One can stand back
to take in the whole of The Gates or move close to the
tomb at the lower right and look up, around, and into
Rodin’s world. The disjunctive arrangement of episodes,
the roving perspective, the inconsistent scale and orien-
tation of figures were unprecedented. There is no equiv-
alent experience to be accommodated in painting, much
less in sculpture, before or after Rodin.

Just as for his contemporary Paul Cézanne, Rodin’s
modernity includes the change in his mentality, which
caused him to prefer and champion in sculpture the
artistically complete—meaning that there was nothing
more the artist wanted to add—over “finish” in terms of
the treatment of all details. After 19oo there is no evi-
dence Rodin was dissatistied with the sculpture of The
Gates or that he did not consider this major project as
complete. On Druet’s photograph of the plaster Gates in
1goo (fig. 129) Rodin wrote that he wanted “the dimen-
sions less bulky, the moldings less colorful and more
fine” (Moins grosses a dimension, les mowlures plus incolorés,
plus fines). He also told René Chéruy sometime between
1go2 and 1go8 that he was not yet satisfied with its archi-
tecture and wanted to work more on the molding.32
From 19goo until his death, Rodin had more than a
dozen years of good health during which to make these
changes. He could have ordered removal of the stepped
pilasters on the flanks of the portal to reduce the overall
width. He could have redesigned the moldings, made
them simpler, finer, and consistent in style, and had this
work executed and applied by his assistants. Lipscomb’s
photographs show how this might have been done, but
he did none of these things.33

It was really not a matter of waiting for the govern-
ment to call for their casting. The two or three months
he claimed would be required to finish the doors would
have involved the reassembly of the elements that had
been removed in 1goo. During the last years of his life he
knew The Gates would stand in his own museum in Paris,
sufficient incentive to make further minor changes if he
had been so inclined. It is my view that out of disappoint-
ment Rodin may have deferred architectural revisions in
the years immediately after 1goo, when the government
did not call for the work’s casting and placement in the
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Louvre. But as time passed, he came to terms with his
creation, considering it complete if not finished, accept-
ing its stylistic inconsistencies the way he did with such
sculptures as Meditation with Arms and Meditation without
Arms (cat. nos. 61-62). The truncated vertical moldings
were analogous to the stumps of limbs he had amputated
from such figures as the latter and such figures as Torso of
a Young Woman (cat. no. 177). The final portal (see fig.
128) was assembled in 1917 by the first curator of the
Musée Rodin, Léonce Bénédite; it is doubtful that he
had Rodin’s consent, as he later claimed.34

For those who stand close to The Gates, the details are
certainly compelling, and one has no sense of the total-
ity. But to stand back and take in the whole, as Rodin
asked, is to see that his sculptor’s intuition as a modern
composer was guided by what he and the more sophisti-
cated critics considered “the decorative effect.” As
Camille Mauclair put it, “He never forgot the decorative
effect and the harmonious aspects and concordances
that the portal had to have.”5 Some contemporary crit-
ics of Rodin recognized his extraordinary compositional
achievement. In 1go1 W. C. Brownell offered his analysis
after having studied the disassembled plaster portal in
Rodin’s 1goo exhibition:

He is said to have a defective sense of design. . . . It
is true that he is not a great composer in the sense
of composing with native zest and seeing a com-
pleted ensemble first of all and with intuitive imagi-
nation. . . . I do not think it can be said that the
Porte de UEnfer is not a great composition. It is dis-
tributed on large lines and the treatment of the
theme is balanced and counterweighted with a
curious felicity which serves to coordinate and
throw into artistic relief the tumultuous hurly-burly
and tremendous anarchy of the immensely various
elements. These latter perhaps make more impres-
sion than the whole does; that is all one can reason-
ably say. If Rodin had been as instinctively drawn to
the ensemble as he was to its elements, he would
never have been so long in executing it.36

One look at The Gates of Hell reveals that for Rodin life
after death is chaos.3” Rodin’s hell is no different from
life: humanity’s fate is to be afflicted by incessant move-
ment without the hope of realizing goals and peace. In
rejecting the systems of Dante’s infernal geology and
Catholic theology, Rodin was following in the wake of

such great nineteenth-century French writers as Victor
Hugo, Honoré de Balzac, and Charles Baudelaire, who
modernized Dante’s Inferno in terms of their experience
with modern life in Paris.38

The Influence of Victor Hugo
on Rodin’s Gates of Hell

Rosalyn Frankel Jamison has proposed that Rodin’s
veneration of human creativity is the central theme of
this modernized vision of Dante’s hell. Crystallizing
many aspects of the romantic view of genius and reflect-
ing the influence of Victor Hugo in particular, The
Thinker is the visual and thematic centerpiece of the
ensemble. Though the ideas of Baudelaire have been
regarded as the portal’s closest literary counterpart,
Jamison’s research illuminated the clear and perhaps
greater significance of Hugo’s thought and suggested an
unrecognized, overriding thematic unity in the portal.

The influence of Hugo’s work on Rodin is embodied
in the poet’s central theme throughout his works, that of
the universal poet-thinker, a concept related to Hugo’s
own concept of Dante—his imagery of a Dante-inspired
hell and his figure of Dante as a symbol and prototype of
the ideal poet. This notion was part of the century’s
larger theme of universal genius, which Hugo reflected
and helped shape. Rodin was inspired to express this
theme in his own sculptural terms in The Gates by for-
mally expressing rather than illustrating Hugo’s concep-
tion of the romantic genius as creator of the artistic epic.
Rather than a canonical spiritual meaning in the por-
tal—the hell of modern life viewed as the legacy of origi-
nal sin, as might be suggested by Rodin’s stated intention
in 1881 to flank the portal with Adam and Eve—Rodin’s
image of hell contemplated by a thinker is given a revised
interpretation through the filter of Hugo’s thought.
Hugo’s taste for fusing symbols included a syncretistic
interpretation of religious themes, which mined the par-
allels between the symbols of Adam, Christ, Prometheus,
Orpheus and the notion of the poet-thinker. Inspired by
Hugo’s multivalent symbols and imagery, Rodin further
transformed and personalized the nineteenth-century
theme of genius.

Rodin’s break with the traditional architectural for-
mat of a structured, multipaneled door corresponded
with his move away from using Dante’s Divine Comedy as
the explicit inspirational source. This early departure—
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between late 1880 and early 1881 from a literal sculp-
tural equivalent of the tiered structure and narrative for-
mat of Dante’s hell in favor of a more open, multidimen-
sional theme and form accords with the influence of
Hugo’s work. In Rodin’s move away from the literary
source in Dante while responding to influences from
modern literature, the theme of Dante remained. The
influence of Baudelaire’s hell, itself reflecting the
romantic interest in Dante, was clearly emphasized by
Rodin. Baudelaire’s Fleurs du mal (The Flowers of Evil,
1857) lay open in Rodin’s studio as he worked on the
portal, and indeed Rodin’s image of hell shares the cyni-
cal and pessimistic spirit of Baudelaire’s depiction of the
ennui of modern life. If not as overtly acknowledged by
Rodin, the influence of Hugo’s thought is nevertheless
proposed by Jamison as central to comprehending the
theme and form of Rodin’s hell. Hugo was the national
poet of France, whose triumphal return to Paris in 1870,
after the fall of the Second Empire, charged the political
and artistic atmosphere of the decade preceding the por-
tal’s commission.3¢

Central to Hugo’s recurrent theme of the poet-
thinker was his evocative imagery of a thinker contem-
plating an epic vision of chaos: an image of crowds and
space shifting in time, merging all of history, myth, and
religion. These visions evoke not only Dante’s Inferno but
also Hugo’s recurring theme of chaos tamed by the poet-
thinker’s inspired vision and his emphasis on the spiri-
tual nature of the poet-thinker’s role.40

Hugo offered a heroic image of the poet-thinker that
contrasts with the early romantic image of a recluse iso-
lated in an interior world of contemplation. Hugo’s
thinker, a strong and active figure engaged in civic and
political action who creates a “literature of protest,” rep-
resented the universal genius motivated by an optimistic
idealism to advance human progress. Hugo’s concept of
the thinker, however, encompassed paradoxes: at times
he was a heroic figure vigorously fulfilling a noble spiri-
tual mission, at other times the thinker was reduced to a
tragic creator-martyr overcome by epic aspirations and
the creative process, an austere and naked figure trem-
bling before a chaotic vision of society and an elusive
God.

Jamison stressed that Hugo’s imagery and theme of
chaos influenced not merely the theme of The Gates but
its form as well. Most important thematically and chrono-
logically for this interpretation is Hugo’s epic La lgende
des siécles (The Legend of Centuries). A collection of

poems published in three series (1859, 1877, and 1883),
La légende constituted a philosophical and spiritual epic
about humanity’s progress. It originated in modern his-
tory but integrated myth, religion, and legend to express
universal themes. In it Hugo replaced classical form,
encompassing delimited time, space, action, and ideal-
ized heroes, with a new concept of place as the universe
and of the hero as anonymous, unconventional, and
even paradoxical.

In the introductory poem of the 1847 series, “La
Vision d’ou est sorti ce livre” (“The vision from which
this book emerged”), the image from Hugo’s earlier
works of a “wall of contemplation” receives its most
graphic expression.#! The poem opens with the poet
announcing that he has had a dream in which “le mur des
siécles” (wall of centuries) appeared to him. He goes on to
evoke the paradoxical nature of this wall as both a bar-
rier and a threshold, inanimate solidity as well as palpitat-
ing flesh, an immobility comprised of anxiety. It is a bar-
rier and at the same time a mob, its elements like vast
bas-reliefs or colossal frescoes, its solid surfaces fluid,
transforming themselves before the poet’s gaze into
openings in which groups of figures evolve into an image
of all existence and human destiny going back to Adam
and Eve. Before the poet’s gaze the surfaces prolong
themselves endlessly into all of humanity, the universe,
and destiny: “Les fléaux, les douleurs, I'ignorance, la
faim, / La superstition, la science, I’histoire, / Comme a
perte de vue une facade noire” (The calamities, suffer-
ing, ignorance, hunger, / Superstition, science, history, /
As far as the eye can see, a black facade [lines 34-36]).
The final paradox: a wall rises to a great height yet its
interior seems formless and collapsing: “Et ce mur, com-
posé de tout ce qui croula, / Se dressait, éscarpé, triste,
informe” (And this wall, composed of all that crumbled,
/ Stood erect, precipitous, sad and formless [lines
37-381). Hugo later reveals the wall’'s metaphorical
meaning: “C’est I’épopée humaine, apre, immense,—
écroulée” (It is the human epic, bleak, immense,—crum-
bling [line 240]).

Beyond these complex images, Rodin would have
been especially intrigued by Hugo’s beckoning the
reader to envision the poetic creator of this great epic as
a titan painter or sculptor:

Quel titan avait peint cette chose inouie?
Sur la paroi sans fond de I'ombre épanouie
Qui donc avait sculpté ce réve ou j’étouffais?
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Quel bras avait construit avec tous les forfaits,

Tous les deuils, tous les pleurs, toutes les
épouvantes,

Ce vaste enchainement de tenebres vivantes?

What titan had painted this unheard-of thing?

On the bottomless wall of expanding shadow

Who then had sculpted this dream in which I
suffocated?

What arm had constructed with all the crimes,

All the sorrow, all the tears, all the terror,

This vast enchainment of animated gloom?
(lines 119-24)

These analogies to the visual arts, frequently invoked
by Hugo to render more graphic the “unrivaled” power
of the word and his own poetic feats, may have posed a
challenge to Rodin to create the poet’s “wall of contem-
plation” on his own terms.

Rodin’s image of hell is comparable to poems such as
“La Vision d’ou est sorti ce livre,” which are more evoca-
tive in relation to the medieval prototype, rather than to
poems like “La vision de Dante” (La légende, 1883, poem
XX), which are a closer paraphrase of Dante’s themes
and long narrative sequences. “La vision d’ou est sorti ce
livre,” for example, presents the thinker’s epic visions by
evoking chaos through disjunctive episodes and motifs
that mirror the poet’s process of dynamic thought and
creation as he endeavors to synthesize the history of
humanity in all of its epic breadth and scope. Rodin’s for-
mat and composition in The Gates suggest an equivalent
achievement in visual synthesis. Rather than an illustra-
tion of the imagery in this poem, the portal shows a com-
parable disjunctive mode of composition, an image of
chaos ordered intuitively and improvised according to
principles of decorative unity to produce the novel effect
of a discontinuous, fluid structure. The Gates may repre-
sent Rodin’s effort to give sculptural form to Hugo’s
themes. If so, then the imagery of poet-thinker con-
fronting chaos can be interpreted as an act of symbolic
union with Hugo’s thinker theme itself, though itisa cre-
ative act to be importantly distinguished from that of
illustration.

Exploring the potential of sculpture to its fullest,
Rodin produced within the armature of a door a monu-
mental composition expressive of chaos. Aside from the
few larger figures that surmount and flank the structure,
the composition is devoid of the large figures, clear fig-

ural groupings, and compositional structure traditional
for monumental works and comprises instead, a whirl-
wind of small figures and empty spaces. Rodin created a
compelling and expressive visual metaphor for the inte-
rior of the mind, fusing in one dynamic space a structure
of chaos and unity that captures the most abstract aspects
of Hugo’s image of the wall of contemplation: its sheer
flow of space and figures, paradoxical sensations of archi-
tecture and flesh, and astonishing fluidity. This profound
relationship of Rodin’s work to a literary source provides
a context for understanding Rodin’s innovations in
forming a “wall of chaos” in The Gates. It provides as well
and somewhat ironically his defense of the portal’s unlit-
erary character, intended to assert his nonillustrational
approach to literary sources in a time when some of the
most advanced artists favored art inspired by formal val-
ues.

Viewing the portal in relation to Hugo’s work also
deepens our understanding of Rodin’s identification
with The Thinker. This identification is further suggested
by Rodin’s apparent placement of his self-portrait on the
side relief at the portal’s base (see fig. 126) and by his
designation of The Thinker as his own tombstone at
Meudon.#2 In the context of Hugo’s thought, Rodin’s
self-portrait as a visual parallel to Rodin’s The Thinker not
only identifies the portal’s creator but offers a philosoph-
ical signature: Rodin identifies himself with Dante as the
universal poet-thinker in Hugo’s work and with the
open-ended legacy of Dante championed by Hugo.
Through this legacy Rodin could advance his self-defini-
tion as creator and place the “thinker-sculptor” within
the universal line of genius.

Imposing his personal interpretation onto one of the
century’s rich and universal literary symbols, Rodin’s
Thinker fulfills the sculptor’s own definition of a “clear
symbol,” a selfsufficient, intuitive, and natural symbol,
one that does not rely on text to be understood. The
form and composition of the entire portal embodies the
meaning of The Thinker and affirms Rodin’s place within
the history of creative genius. Rodin’s identification
extended the meanings Hugo gave to the thinker; con-
versely, Rodin did not reflect every aspect of the social
and prophetic role Hugo gave his thinker. Most impor-
tant, Hugo elucidated the heroic challenges and tragic
sacrifices of creativity but stressed the mysterious, quasi-
divine nature of the creative act itself, offering a theory
of genius based on the premise that art is a basic manifes-
tation of God. The analogy of art to divine creation was a
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lifelong preoccupation for Rodin and a theme seen in
many of his works. Viewed in the context of Hugo’s
thought, the portal may have served Rodin as an emblem
of the vital spiritual function of art in a society that ques-
tioned traditional spiritual values and institutions. This
meaning would have been particularly apt if, as originally
commissioned, the portal had served as a monumental
entranceway to a decorative arts museurm.

Rodin’s Artistic Intentions in The Gates of Hell

In 1887, the earliest date at which the artist discussed his
intentions, Rodin told Bartlett, “My sole idea is simply
one of color and effect. There is no intention of classifi-
cation or method of subject, no scheme of illustration or
intended moral purpose. I followed my imagination, my
own sense of arrangement, movement, and composition.
It has been from the beginning, and will be to the end,
simply and solely a matter of personal pleasure.#3 . .. Itis
very difficult for me to express in words just what I . . .
have done on the door.”#4

“There is no intention of classification.” Rodin was not a
philosopher. He knew that Dante’s society was not his
own and that he would have to build his own image
empirically, improvising over time, trusting to his intu-
itions about life as well as art as he lived and worked on
The Gates. Not surprisingly the particular location of a fig-
ure or couple in the doors is not an indication of a type
or degree of sin or pain. The same figure, such as The
Falling Man, can be found in more than one area. Suffer-
ing is suffused throughout. High and low, left and right
are not, as in previous Last Judgments, indicators of sal-
vation or damnation. Having early rejected any symbol-
ism of place on the portal, other than perhaps for The
Thinker, Rodin was free to try an expressive couple, fig-
ure, or fragment anywhere it would seem to him to work
as part of a group or area. That prerogative and the fact
that some areas are often visually inaccessible to those
standing on the ground must have constituted an impor-
tant part of that “personal pleasure” about which he
spoke.

“[No] method of subject, no scheme of illustration.” Today
the viewer of The Gates does not need a program to iden-
tify the cast of characters. Rodin’s modernity lay in his
creation of expressive figures and unresolved situations,
and in his invitation to viewers to make of them what his
or her own imagination and culture suggest. The Gates of

Hell did not start out that way, but after Rodin had made
Paolo and Francesca, or The Kiss, Ugolino and His Sons, and
possibly The Three Shades early in the project and within
the first four years, he stopped illustrating specific char-
acters and episodes in Dante. But there remain nameless
entities whose progenitors appear in the cantos. There
are centaurs in the Inferno who are guardians and inflict
punishment, but those in The Gates are victims of passion.
Rodin’s hell has a greater population of women than
does that of Dante.#5 Dante’s epic—actually Purgatory
and not the Inferno—knew the sound and sight of chil-
dren, and likewise figures of children and infants
abound on The Gates. What is stunningly modern in The
Gates is that Rodin was the first sculptor to show the sin-
gle-parent family. The family’s fracture could be viewed
as the result of the passions that obsessed Rodin’s think-
ing. Dante’s hell knew winged figures and serpents, and
so does Rodin’s, as he collapsed distinctions between his
own time and the past, between mythology, literature,
and religion, reflecting both the fundamental nine-
teenth-century interest in syncretizing these areas and
intervening influences.

“[No] intended moral purpose.” The Gates represented a
daring commission by a new and more liberal arts admin-
istration as part of the Third Republic’s effort to achieve
the separation of church and state and the secularization
of education.® The portal was intended to be the
entrance to a museum, not a church, school, or adminis-
trative building.4” Rodin had left the Church and its serv-
ice as a young man. Nevertheless, his work is a compas-
sionate commentary on the spiritual state of his time, or,
one might say, it is Rodin’s personal accounting, so
unlike the positive image of modern life in impressionist
works, of the moral cost of modern life. Rodin was show-
ing the hidden conflicts of his age. Probably no more
than Baudelaire did Rodin hope that his image of hell
would make better people out of those who saw it. He
offered no alternative thematically or theologically, sug-
gesting only perhaps the consolation of self-knowledge
and the hard work of art as salvation for the artist.

“It is very difficult for me to express in words just what I . . .
have done on the door.” By comparing his verbal limitations
to Dante’s eloquence, Rodin was also refuting the charge
that his was a literary imagination. When he chose, he
could illustrate Dante better than any sculptor before
him. But after a period of living intensively with the
Inferno, Rodin found that his vision of Dante was “not
close enough to reality.”® By 1881, when he could
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employ a number of models to roam his studio, the word
gave way to the reality of moving flesh, stretched muscles,
arched backs, to provocative buttocks, grasping hands,
collapsed bodies, exhausted countenances, and even les-
bian love-making. In turn, this reality helped draw Rodin
to the writers of his own time, and he continued to love
poetry as another way to articulate and confirm his expe-
riences. His discoveries in the living bodies of men and
women, for example, gave the sensual striving and rest-
less despair in Baudelaire’s poetry new and personal
meaning.*9

Rodin’s imagination obviously encompassed more
than concerns about color and effect or making a monu-
ment to sculptural decoration. To a Dutch visitor in 1891
he pointed out that while working on the doors, “all of
life passed through my mind while I studied this work. . ..
Look at these lovers, condemned to eternal pain; they
have given me the inspiration to represent love in differ-
ent phases and poses where it would appear to our imag-
ination. I must say the passion, because, above all, the
work must be living.”’® One of the great ironies of The
Gates of Hell was that through his sculpture Rodin wanted
to pay tribute to life. For him life reduced to movement,
not just the play of muscles in physical exertion, but agi-
tations of the spirit manifested through the whole body
and its surface. The passions motivated movement, and
their unrequited nature constituted an internal and eter-
nal hell. All phases of loneliness as well as love animate
Rodin’s people, and for the former he had the inspira-
tion of his models in the studio as well as people on the
street. Rodin talked of color and effect, but he also
wanted his figures read as individuals. The precedent in
literature for a disjunctive narrative was given to Rodin
by Baudelaire and Hugo.

The key to understanding the meaning of The Gates is
The Thinker. He is the creator in the creative act of form-
ing within his mind the vision of life and art that we see
realized all around him. The visionary’s rugged counte-
nance and powerful body were Rodin’s way of democra-
tizing the artist and calling attention to the physical work
of art. In this figure Rodin champions and offers tribute
to the central intellectual and spiritual role of the artist
at all times in all societies. What better location for such a
tribute than before an art museum.

Within The Gates, The Thinker is clearly the artist who
thinks about art and life, the visionary surrounded by his
vision. To understand The Thinker's meaning, Rodin may
have counted on his public’s possible familiarity with

Hugo’s views on genius, as Jamison has argued, but cer-
tainly he did not rely on their knowledge of Hugo’s
themes or imagery for his thinker to be comprehensible.
He created universal symbols that could be intuitively
understood, “clear symbols,” as he called them.> He
relied on our being observant if not learned. Large or
small, in or out of The Gates, The Thinkeris blind, deaf, and
dumb. Amid the howling mob that surrounds him in the
portal, The Thinker hears nothing. Physically it is impossi-
ble for him to look down and into the doors below his
feet, but even if he could, he is sightless as there are no
irises in his eyes. His mouth is crushed against his right
hand, which does not make a fist but instead points to the
self. Shutting off all these physical attributes expresses for
Rodin the requirements for the most important moment
in the artist’s life, that of creative thought. A life is spent
gathering through the senses experiences on which the
artist draws. That moment when the artist forms his vision
means total exclusion of the external world of sights,
sounds, and sensations; complete concentration with
every muscle and brain cell is required to realize an inner
vision, the creative idea.

No question but that Rodin was making propaganda
for the artist. He was combating the popular image of the
artist as all brawn and no brains, skill without intelli-
gence.52 Rodin, who called himself an artist-mason, was
saying that the artist like himself who works with tangible
often obdurate materials is brains and brawn; muscle is
needed for the hard work of translating thought into
visual art.

The Thinker cannot reproduce himself biologically, an
ironic situation for an artist who, like Balzac, equated the
making of art with sexuality. But Rodin, a father disap-
pointed in his son, seems to be saying that art is the
artist’s true offspring. In The Gates, just behind and to the
left of The Thinker and pressed against the rock on which
he sits, is the form of The Crouching Woman, who can be
seen as the artist’s muse, with whom he spiritually and
physically mates (fig. 130). Her expressive, agonized
pose and gestures—one hand touching her breast, recall-
ing the traditional gesture of inspiration, and the other
grasping her foot, recalling the IFrench idiom for
orgasm—serve to convey the anguished strivings and sex-
ual dynamics of inspiration and creation.5® There results
a poignant duet between her anguished gestures of
desire for orgasm and the painful effort of The Thinker,
seen in the tension in his body, to give birth to his cre-
ative thought.
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Rodin could never be sure whether his
portal would be installed indoors or outside,
but his treatment of the reliefs and the
door’s depth suggests that he counted on the
latter. The Thinker does not sit entirely within
the tympanum; Rodin has pulled him for-
ward so that he projects beyond the lintel. In
this way he is both part of and detached from
the damned, in and outside society. When
the bronze portal is oriented so that it faces
south, as at Stanford, it is not by accident
that the early morning and late afternoon
sun illuminate first and last the creative
source of The Gates of Hell, The Thinker's head
and hand.

Rodin’s self-portrait in relief in the lower-
right section of the portal’s base (see fig.

126), placed there by 1goo, takes us back to

the origins of the commission and one of his

principal motivations in accepting it: “I

wished to do something in small, nude figures. I had
been accused of using casts from nature in the execution
of my work, and I made the ‘Saint John’ to refute this,
but it only partially succeeded. To prove completely that
I could model from life as well as other sculptors, I deter-
mined . . . to make the sculpture on the door of figures
smaller than life.”5¢ It appears that Rodin showed himself
from his right profile, naked, crouching, his left hand to
his forehead, his right hand by his right shoulder, with
the small, splayed figure of a naked woman near but not
actually touched by his open hand and close to his right
ear. Perhaps she is a muse or the issue of the artist’s god-
like hand. Put into words, Rodin was signing his work
and saying in effect, I, Auguste Rodin, made this work of art
Jrom the inspiration of human form and thought.

It is the mark of great works of art that over time they
inspire renewed interpretation, confirming that their
meaning is not immutable. This explanation was written
by Rainer Maria Rilke in 190g:

From “The Gates of Hell” memories of Dante
emerged. Ugolino; the wandering ones; Dante and
Virgil, close together; the throng of the voluptuous
from among whom like a dried-up tree rose the
grasping gesture of the avaricious. The centaurs,
the giants and monsters, the sirens, fauns, and
wives of fauns, all the wild and ravenous god-ani-
mals of the pre-Christian forest rose before him.

He conjured all the forms of Dante’s dream as
though from out of the stirring depths of personal
remembrance and gave them one after another
the silent deliverance of material existence. Hun-
dreds of figures and groups were thus created. The
visions of the poet who belonged to another age
awakened the artist who made them rise again to
the knowledge of a thousand other gestures; ges-
tures of seizing, losing, suffering, and abandoning,
and his tireless hands stretched farther and farther
beyond the world of the Florentine to ever new
forms and revelations.5>

This more recent interpretation was written in 1981
by Robert Hughes in reviewing the Rodin Rediscovered
exhibition at the National Gallery of Art:

In some way he seems such a modern artist. There
is to begin with, his relentless autophagy: the canni-
balizing, part by part, of his own images in numer-
ous variations, a self-reflexive mode of invention
that one associates more with Picasso than anyone
earlier. This point is brought home dramatically by
the gallery of motifs from The Gates of Hell, from The
Thinker . . . to the battalion of flying, crouching,
writhing figures, bare forked animals all, that
crowd the plinths. Then there is the refusal to sub-
mit to external schemes or narratives. The Gates of
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of The Gates of
Hell: The
Thinker.



Hell cannot be read as a Renaissance fresco or a
medieval Last Judgment because it has no icono-
graphic program. Rodin made up its meaning as he
went along. It is less about divine doom than about
the condition of secular despair, bad faith, the
unrooting of the self—a vast and almost illegibly
complex dirge that touches now and then on the
original imagery of the Inferno but does not, in any
consistent sense, illustrate it. Yet its formal proper-
ties—the sudden shifts in scale, the aggressive pro-
trusions of figures from the bronze skin, the sense
of strain and rupture—speak more eloquently of
dislocation and frustration than any orthodox
treatment could have hoped to do.5
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1. In Serge Basset’s article, “La porte de I'enfer” (Le matin,
19 March 18gg), Rodin spoke of how his monumental
portal was called for “in the project of the engineer
Berger.” In 19oo, when the museum of decorative arts was
opened in the Louvre, it appears that Georges Berger did
not show any interest in installing Rodin’s portal either
inside or outside Pavillon Marsan, as Rodin told a
reporter (Le Nain, in Lécho de Paris, 10 January 1go1).

2. Basset, “La porte.”

3. The story of how Rodin obtained the commission for The
Gates of Hell has been discussed elsewhere. See Elsen
1985a and Butler 1993, 214-25. A brief note in the
Musée Rodin file on The Gates states that the “Commission
of the Under-Secretary of State Turquet relative to The
Gates of Hellwould go back to 1879.”

4. Rodin described Turquet’s act as daring in autobiograph-
ical notes written in 1883; see Hare 1ggo, 160.

5. Basset, “La Porte.” Many of these drawings are discussed
in Elsen 1960, 198g5a. See also Fath and Schmoll 1991.
Claudie Judrin reproduced many of them in her essays in
Guse 1985, 63-81; in Fath and Schmoll 1991, 59-85; in
Judrin 1981, and in Judrin 1g82. Rodin’s letter of 1883 to
Gauchez is discussed in Judrin, 1983, 5, and cited in
translation in her essay in Guse 1985, 81: “At the
moment, my drawings are rather an illustration of Dante

10.
11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.
18.

from a sculptural point of view; they are quite numerous.
It seems to me that the poet’s expression is always and
concretely visual.” Judrin cited Léonce Bénédite as identi-
fying the edition of Dante read by Rodin as that of Artaud
de Montor (Judrin, 1983, 8), but in 1887 Rodin told
Bartlett, “I have read only one translation, that of Rivarol,
the five-cent edition, and I have always carried it in my
pocket” (in Elsen 1965a, 69.) Bartlett seems the more
reliable source.

. The number and high quality of these drawings merit fur-

ther analytical study.

. These drawings were discussed in Elsen 1960, 1985a. See

also Jacques de Caso in Crone and Salzmann 1g92.

. Grunfeld 1987, 150, citing a manuscript in the Biblio-

théque de l'institut, Paris.

. In 1897 many of these drawings were beautifully repro-

duced in a limited, color facsimile edition, Les dessins d’
Auguste Rodin (Paris, 1897), with a preface by Octave Mir-
beau, published by Boussod, Manzi, and Joyant.

Bartlett in Elsen 1965a, 6q.

Jessie Lipscomb was a young Englishwoman who came to
Paris in 1863, met Rodin, studied with him, and in his stu-
dio also became a close friend of Camille Claudel. Cather-
ine Lampert was the first to publish these valuable photo-
graphs (1986, 47, 52), but she made only brief comments
on their condition and the way that Rodin would not only
add to but also change what he had done.

Geffroy’s preface to the catalogue of the MonetRodin
exhibition, reprinted in Beausire 1989, 61.

In a letter to Omer Dewavrin, Rodin wrote, “It is neces-
sary that I finish my door that I had abandoned, after I
will return to the Burghers” (Rodin to Dewavrin, Decem-
ber 1877, in Rodin 1860—q9, go).

Rodin wrote, “I am ardently working on my door, and 1
hope to exhibit it in ‘89”7 (Rodin to Noirot, 7 October
1888; in Rodin 1860—99, g95.) “They promise us . . . la
Porte de I ’Enfer for the next Salon, and more, for the Expo-
sition universelle” (Armand Sylvestre, in Revue de Paris, 15
July 1888). Rodin did not exhibit his portal at either. In
both 1887 and 188q, however, he did exhibit a number of
the figures from The Gates at the Galerie Georges Petit
and received an excellent press.

“After the first large sketch of the entire structure had
been determined on, the sculptor intended to model the
sculpture in wax on its background of plaster, but as this
material was found to be too expensive, clay was used in
its stead. The figures were then cut off in pieces and sec-
tions, and cast in plaster” (Bartlett in Elsen 19654, 74).
This reproductive lithograph was published in L'art
Jfrancais (4 February 1888) and earlier in L'art (1887), as
noted in Fath and Schmoll 1991, 28. It was reproduced by
Bartlett in 1889 (see Bartlett in Elsen 1965a, 71).
Regarding the vines, see Bartlett in Elsen 1965a, 78.

In the studio Bartlett saw the work that later replaced the
mother and child and referred to what came to be known
as The Fallen Caryatid as “sorrow . . . a young girl pressed
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34-
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. William C. Brownell, French Art: Classic and Contemporary
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down by a weight upon her shoulder” (ibid., 79g).

This final effort is discussed in Elsen 1g85a, 183—41.
Bartlett in Elsen 1965a, 74.

In his Sévres ceramics made in the same period Rodin
depicted a horned figure in a farandole (see Marx 1go7,
pl. VII).

Bartlett in Elsen 1965a, 74—75. Bartlett went on to write
of this figure, “Beautiful in every sense, in its life, natural-
ness, delicacy of outline, and exquisite sensibility of mod-
eling.”

Ibid., 77.

Ibid., 73.

He worked for an hourly wage to support himself as the
commission for The Gates covered only expenses related
to the project. This also explains his eagerness to exhibit
individual figures from The Gates starting in 1883, to fur-
ther his reputation and to enable him eventually to give
up working at Sévres.

For the Sévres ceramic work, see Marx 19o7.

Octave Mirbeau, “Auguste Rodin,” La France, 18 February
1885.

Of these figures Bartlett commented, “At [Ugolino’s] left
there will be a group of human and half-human figures
surrounding The Three Sirens” (Bartlett in Elsen 1g65a,
75)-

In this extraordinary essay Geffroy gave one of the most
perceptive readings of the subject of The Gates (reprinted
in Beausire 198g, 62).

Cladel 1917, 280-83; and see Tancock 1976, 102, 105
nszo—21

Dujardin-Beaumetz in Elsen 1965a, 170.

See Tancock 1976, 102, citing Rene Chéruy, “Rodin’s
‘Gate of Hell’ Comes to America,” New York Herald Tri-
bune, 20 January 1929, 18 (magazine supplement).

The bronze ropes on all casts of the portal are there by
accident as they undoubtedly were installed in 1goo to
assist those moving the doors between the studio and the
pavilion.

This is further discussed in the author’s essays in Elsen
1981, 79 n. 33, and Elsen 1985a, 147-48.

Mauclair 1918, 24.

Painting and Sculpture (New York: C. Scribner’s Sons,
1901), 219.

In an essay entitled “Trauma of the Divine: The Critique of
Convention—Fragments in the Work of Auguste Rodin
and Friedrich Nietzsche,” Rainer Crone and David Moos
question the value of “conventional” art history in ascer-
taining meaning in a work. They challenge “the very
nature of art history,” which includes paying attention to
the artist’s intentions, and ask, “Will the reading that one is
eventually able to generate bring a significance other than
that which is plain in the facts and arguments studiously
presentedr” By implication their answer was no, and they
argued that in their new art history Rodin’s work should
also be “regarded in the wider scope of the ideas that it

38.

embodies” (in Crone and Salzmann 1gg2). One wonders
about Crone and Moos’s familiarity with traditional art his-
tory, for what they advocated is nothing more than old-
fashioned art historical iconology. They inveighed against
“entrenched methodology” and preferred aerial bombard-
ment to getting into the trenches and coming up with even
a single new interpretation of The Gates of Hell. Their “new”
methodology was to impose Nietzsche’s ideas on Rodin,
the persuasiveness of which was often in inverse proportion
to what one knows about the sculptor. What Crone and
Moos propose suggests the “the author is dead” argument,
meaning the artist’s intentions do not count, to liberate
viewers’ responses from constraints, such as knowing these
intentions and how and why the work came into being.
This theory has been promoted by philosophers and crit-
ics, partly in revenge against artists who do not work from
theory and whose visual, not verbal, art is invariably more
interesting than what they write. What adherents to this
theory do has the effect of allowing them to elbow the artist
offstage in order to parade their culture before us, this in
the guise of giving the reader “hermeneutic certitude,” as if
such were possible.

Rosalyn Frankel Jamison wrote an important dissertation
(1986) on the influence of Hugo on The Gates of Hell,
which is summarized here. For a literal reading of The
Gates in terms of Dante’s epic, see Aida Audeh, “Rodin’s
Guales of Hell: Sculptural Illustration of Dante’s Divine Com-
edy’ in Rodin: A Magnificent Obsession (London: Merrel,
2001), 93—125.

39. Jamison suggested that the sculptor showed reserve in

40.

42.
43

44
45-

46.
47-

48.

indicating an influence by the poet perhaps precisely
because Hugo’s impact on his era was so pervasive and
because the poet was still living at the time work on The
Gates began. Hugo died in 1885,

See, for example, the a short poem entitled “Aprés une
lecture de Dante” from the collection Les voix intérieures
(XXVII), published 1837, and the opening poem, “La
fonction du poéte” from Les rayons et les ombres (1840).

. Victor Hugo, La légende des siécles (Paris: Garnier-Flammar-

ion, 1967), 2 vols. “La vision d’11 est sorti ce livre” is in vol.
1, 65—70.

Regarding this self-portrait, see Alhadeff 1966, 393-95.
Bartlett’s note added, “of making hundreds of nude fig-
ures in sculpturesque movement and masses to repro-
duce what appears to him the simple quality of color”
(Bartlett 1887-88).

Bartlett in Elsen 1g65a, 6g.

My thanks to my colleague John Freccero, the distin-
guished Dante scholar, for this observation.

See Butler 1993, 26, 118-20.

Ibid. and 141—49. Butler illuminated the historical back-
ground for this period and also the interest since midcen-
tury in creating a museum of decorative arts. This interest
was enhanced following the Franco-Prussian War, during
which many examples of decorative arts were destroyed.
Basset, “La porte.”
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49. Rodin’s drawings to accompany Les fleurs du mal were all
based on sculptures made before he received the commis-
sion to illustrate Paul Gallimard’s 1857 edition of these
poems (see Thorson 1975, 82—105).

50. Byvanck 1892, 8.

51. Jamison 1986, 274, 320.

52. Debora Silverman wrote, “The Gates of Hell, with its tympa-
num figure The Thinker-Poet, represented literary creation,
Claude Lorrain, visual art” (1989, 256). In Rodin’s day
poéte meant more than those who wrote in verse; it
included those who used imagination. Rodin’s Thinker
welcomes associations with all artists to be sure, but one
must ask Silverman why, in front of a museum of decora-
tive arts encouraged by the Union centrale des arts déco-

ratifs, of which Rodin was a member, would Rodin give
the place of honor to writers alone and not visual artists?

59. See Jamison’s discussion of Rodin’s various personalized
muse figures (1986, 126—27 and in Elsen 1981, 107-8).

54. Bartlett in Elsen 1965a, bg.

55. Rilke 1903 [194K] in Elsen 1965a, 125-26.

56. “Auguste Rodin,” in Hughes 1g9go, 181. Contrast
Hughes'’s reading with the bilious commentary of John
Russell: “The Gates of Hell by Auguste Rodin . . . is to my
mind the single most repulsive work of art ever produced
by a major artist. . . . It is an unsavory mixture of fear,
sadism, guilt, sexism and superstition” (“Rodin’s ‘Gates of
Hell’ Was His Dish,” New York Times, 20 June 1982).

The Thinker
(Le penseur), 1880—81, enlarged 1902—04

e Title variations: The Poet, The Thinker-Poet

* Bronze, Georges Rudier Foundry, cast 1972, 10/12

* 79 X51%2 X 55%4 in (200.6 X 130.8 X 140.3 cm)

« Signed on base, top left: A. Rodin

¢ |nscribed on back of base: Georges Rudier/Fondeur Paris

® |ris and B. Gerald Cantor Foundation, promised gift to the Iris & B.
Gerald Cantor Center for Visual Arts at Stanford University, 1988.106

Figure 131

I n its original smaller size The Thinker may have been, if
not the first, one of the earliest sculptures made for The
Gates of Hell! For the overall design and meaning of the
portal, it is the focal figure, and visitors to Rodin’s studio
in the 1880s and 18gos are recorded as referring to this
figure as Dante. In 1882 the editor of the English Maga-
zine of Art, William Henley, wrote to Rodin, asking for
sketches of the portal and of “the thinker” that Rodin
had mentioned in a letter.2 Constantine Ionides, who in
1884 purchased an unpatinated bronze cast directly
from the artist for 4,000 francs, provided another early
record of the sculpture being called Le penseur.® Rodin
first exhibited The Thinker publicly in 1888 in Copen-
hagen. Between 1go2 and 1go4 it was enlarged and then

cast by Henri Lebossé and immediately exhibited in the
Paris salon, where it caused considerable controversy. It
was this exhibition, however, that led to a successful pub-
lic subscription to acquire the bronze for the state* and
to place it outdoors in Paris. In 1906 it was inaugurated
in front of the Panthéon (fig. 558) but relocated in 1922
to the garden of the Musée Rodin, where it remains
today on its original pedestal. The fame of its creator, the
wide dispersal of the 21 monumental casts, the memo-
rable pose, and its susceptibility to varied interpretation,
including satire, have contributed to making The Thinker
perhaps the most famous modern sculpture in the
world.?

The possible influences on The Thinker have been
explored elsewhere, and far into the future historians
will be connecting seated figures from older art with
Rodin’s work. Modeled directly from a live and anatomi-
cally mature model rather than from an imagined ideal-
ized type, as he had used in his earlier decorative figures,
or from the memory of something seen in older or con-
temporary art, Rodin may have sought to further natural-
ize Michelangelo, whose art was the most obvious influ-
ence.® What Rodin did in this figure was to rethink the
visual concept of a cogitating male and to accentuate the
total effort required of mind and body to resolve a diffi-
cult problem. The lowered head alone, caused by the
crossover gesture of the right arm to the left thigh, both
of which are part of the body’s expression of total self-
absorption, separates Rodin’s Thinker from the many pro-
totypes proposed by scholars.

Within the artist’s own sculptures and drawings The
Thinker has a rich ancestry that includes sketches of
seated brooding figures, grieving funerary figures, and
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Dante’s Ugolino-with his dying children (cat.
no. 45), seated allegorical figures for the
Vase of the Titans (cat. no. g9g), similar figures
for the Monument to Burgomaster |. F. Loos
(1874-76 dismantled 1960), Rodin’s own
large but fragmentary Seated Ugolino (fig.
154), and a small seated male nude in wax
(1875—76 or 1880). In many of the prece-
dents, and not merely the grieving funerary
figures, thinking assumes a tragic bent of suf-
fering or struggle. The Thinker appears in
some drawings for the overall plan of The
Gates (see fig. 120), and in the third and last
architectural model for the portal (see fig.
121) there is a rough but recognizable pro-
totype in sculpture.”

The Thinker represents a democratization
of an ancient tradition of the muscular intel-
lectual in sculpture. In works by such artists
as Michelangelo and Jean Goujon a seated,
powerfully built male figure represented a
biblical, mythological, aristocratic, or cultur-
ally significant person whose identity was
clear. Costume, objects, inscriptions, and
sometimes the sculpture’s location, as with
Michelangelo’s Medici figures (Medici
Chapel, San Lorenzo, Florence), revealed
the subject’s identity. For the enlarged
Thinker none of these identifying features
obtain. Rodin’s seated figure, as we see him
today, seems not to have been identified by
the artist as a specific individual. The
Thinker's present ambiguity owes much to its
ubiquity and being seen in contexts as varied as art muse-
ums, libraries, philosophy departments, a royal ceme-
tery, and even a savings bank. To begin with, there were
the artist’s own changing interpretations, whether voiced
or not: from the work presumably representing Dante to
his publicly exhibiting the figure as The Poet (1888), The
Thinker-Poet (Le penseur; Le Poéte, Fragment de la Porte)
(1889), and The Thinker (1896), and finally his speaking
of the enlarged Thinkerin 1gob as a symbol for the work-
ers of France. What follows are the two most important
statements by Rodin on his figure. The first he made in
1904. “The Thinker has a story. In the days long gone by, I
conceived the idea of The Gates of Hell. Before the door,
seated on a rock, Dante thinking of the plan of his poem.
Behind him, Ugolino, Francesca, Paolo, all the charac-

ters of The Divine Comedy. This project was not realized.
Thin, ascetic, Dante in his straight robe separated from
the whole would have been without meaning. Guided by
my first inspiration I conceived another thinker, a naked
man, seated upon a rock, his feet drawn under him, his
fist against his teeth, he dreams. The fertile thought
slowly elaborates itself within his brain. He is no longer
dreamer, he is creator.”® In 1go6, the day before The
Thinker was inaugurated in front of the Panthéon and
while France was racked with social and economic strife,
Rodin made a second statement:

My work, why must one speak of it? It magnifies the
fertile thought of those humble people of the soil
who are nevertheless producers of powerful ener-
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Thinker (cat. no.
38).



Fig. 132. The
Thinker, 1880,
bronze, 283/4 x
14 %s X 20 in.
(73x37x50.8

gies. It is in itself a social symbol and is like the
sketch of this Monument to Labor that we dream of
erecting to the memory of national labor and the
workers of France.

All those who believe and grow, do they not take
their source of energy from the little and eternal
artisans of public riches, from the methodical
gleaners of the good grain opposite the sewers of
tares? One can never say enough in this period of
social troubles, about how totally different is the
mentality of the workers and the spirit of the unem-
ployed of this country.

The Thinker on his socle dreams of all these
things, and be assured that in him vain utopias will
not germinate, there will not come from his lips
unpious words; his gesture could not be that of a
provocateur abused by false promises.

Yes, let us exalt the little people and tomorrow

cm). National we will have brought a remedy to social conflict.?
Gallery of

Victoria, . . ) )

Melbourne Then there is a version of The Thinker that is not well
Felton Bequest known. The first and earliest version of the finished
1921. Thinker made for The Gates of Hell in 1880 appears to be
Left: Fig. 133.

The Thinker
(front view of
fig. 132).

Right: Fig. 134.
The Thinker
(rear view of fig.
132).
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the Ionides bronze cast, in which the seated cogitator
wears a tightfitting cap with side flaps and a tail that lies
on his bowed neck (figs. 132—134). Though less elegant,
the cap nevertheless clearly derives from the famous hat
of Dante known from Giotto’s fresco of c. 1332-37 (Cap-
pella del Podesta, Bargello, Florence), and, more rele-
vantly, from that worn by the poet in Monument to Dante
(fig. 135) by Jean-Paul Aubé (1837-1916).1° With such a
specific reference to the poet, why then in 1881, 188z,
and 1884 were Ionides and Henley not given Danteas the
name of the work instead of Le penseur? Even more puz-
zling is that Rodin made no attempt to reproduce the
distinctive facial features, tall, slim figure, or robe of the
garbed poet—all of which had become canonical in
depictions of Dante and which Aubé had observed. With
or without the medieval Florentine headpiece and aside
from the designation of Dante made by writers after visits
to Rodin’s studio, how can we tell if Rodin associated his
naked figure with Dante? In 1888 Rodin received a letter
from Léon Gauchez, the editor of Revue universelle-illustré,

with whom he had become friends. Gauchez, who might
have seen the Ionides cast while in London, wrote, “I
shake your hand in friendship while maintaining that a
nude Dante is a heresy that raises for you an admirable
antithesis.”! The Ionides cast seems to have been
unique, and there appears to be no comparable plaster
in the reserves of the Musée Rodin. When Rodin first
exhibited his Thinker, it was presumably capless, as we
know it today on the portal and from offspring. But was
he taking Gauchez’s advice by titling it Le poéte?

Even at this late date there are new questions to be
asked of The Thinker's evolution. We know from contem-
porary photographs taken of The Thinker still in clay that
Rodin had problems with the top of the head. One shows
his having crossed it out with pencil.12 Another shows the
hair on the right side of the head coming down in front
of and below the man’s left ear (fig. 136). Possibly this
may have prompted the idea of adding Dante’s hat or
after its removal, his wanting the area to suggest hair?
When, then, did Rodin remove part of the cap and
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Left: Fig. 135.
Jean-Paul Aubé,
Monument to
Dante, 1879-80,
bronze, 32 x13 x
13in. (81.2x33
X33 cm). Iris &
B. Gerald Cantor
Center for Visual
Arts, Stanford
University, gift
of the B. Gerald
Cantor Collec-
tion.

Right: Fig. 136.
Attributed to
Victor
Pannelier, “The
Thinker,” 1880-
81, in clay, c.
1881, albumen
print. Musée
Rodin, Paris.



Fig. 137.
Photographer
unknown, “The
Thinker” on a
Scaffold, 1880—
81, in clay,
gelatin silver
print. Musée
Rodin, Paris.

rework what remained to look as if it were closely
cropped hair, except for the one flap that he retained
beside the man'’s left ear? It is the capless figure that
Rodin placed on a scaffolding before the wooden frame
of The Gates in order to study the figure’s effect from
below (fig. 137). The sequence and intentions may never
become known, but the reasons for the cap’s removal
seem obvious: analogous to the removal of the spear
from The Vanquished’s left hand in The Age of Bronze (cat.
nos. 1—-3) before it was first exhibited, a thinker divested
of specific historical references won timelessness and
universality. Perhaps the headgear was discarded when,
just after the first year of work, Rodin decided to forgo
Dante’s Inferno as the subject of The Gates in favor of a
modern, personal, and more timeless view of hell. Ion-
ides must have seen the capped clay figure in 1881, when
he began negotiations for a purchase of its cast. That

might make 1881 the date for the bareheaded Thinker as
we know him.

When Rodin abandoned the cap, he also reworked
the back of The Thinker's neck and the upper dorsal area
of the left shoulder blade, “unmaking” them both so that
they are much rougher.13 Thus the Ionides cast is by aca-
demic standards the most finished version of The Thinker.
When we recall that Rodin at one time thought of plac-
ing his Dante in front of the portal, albeit in a larger size,
this finish would have made sense, as would selling a cast
of it to an important collector in England at a stage when
his own career and reputation were still being estab-
lished. Why Rodin changed the back when The Thinker
was set high up in the portal, where this area could not
be seen, is not clear. (One has to believe that Rodin knew
he would be exhibiting figures from The Gates by them-
selves both to win recognition and earn money, as he
made no profit from the commission.) Seven years later,
when he exhibited the capless Thinker by itself, he made
no attempt to bring the reworked back to a high level of
finish. By the late 1880s Rodin’s aesthetic had changed,
and his criterion of artistic completeness supplanted the
finishing of details. When Lebossé enlarged The Thinker,
the roughness was aggravated, and in the Salon of 1go4
there were protests that Rodin had shown an étude and
usurped space that belonged to artists who had finished
their entries.!4 By 1gog4, if not in 1881 or 1888, Rodin
would have defended the more broken contours of the
figure on the grounds that he detested the cutout silhou-
ettes of contemporary sculpture and he wanted his sculp-
tures to partake of the atmosphere around them.

Even before its enlargement, and many times there-
after, The Thinkerwas faulted for a lack of decorum: noble
subject, ignoble form. Such critics believed that Rodin
was expressing thought in general, but conditioned by
Michelangelo’s aristocratic Medici sculptures, they could
not accept such a rude embodiment. This was unques-
tionably a conservative stance, and Rodin knew it. It must
have given him great pleasure in 19o6 to tell the workers
of France that The Thinker was their brother. He republi-
canized The Thinker before the Panthéon and the world.

When Rodin put Dante’s cap on The Thinker, he cre-
ated the antithesis Gauchez may have recognized. From
his own drawings of the effeminate, sometimes fainting,
often frightened, and as he described him, “thin ascetic
Dante,” it is hard to believe that Rodin ever saw his
rugged thinker only as Dante. In identifying with The
Thinker, Rodin would have identified not merely with
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Dante but with the theme throughout Hugo’s work of
Dante as a prototype in a universal line of thinkers. Giv-
ing sculptural form in The Gates to a poet-thinker set
before an epic vision of chaos encompassed not only the
prototype of Dante but also Victor Hugo’s notion of
Dante. In 1881 Rodin was grappling with all the intensity
of his being with the choice of following the mind of the
medieval poet or his own. Like the title The Thinker-The
Poet, the capped Thinker was perhaps a symbolic union, as
if indicating that Dante provided the inspiration and
Rodin committed all his intelligence and strength to the
poet’s service. Medical opinion puts the age of the model
for The Thinker at between 40 and 45, the artist’s own age
at the time of its conception.!> Any doubt that the sculp-
tor identified with The Thinker was laid to rest quite liter-
ally by the artist when in 1917 he had himself buried
beneath it; the low pedestal’s inscription, Rodin,
announces who is above and below.

On 27 October 1988 Rodin’s Thinker was installed on
the Stanford campus before the western entrance to
Meyer Library. It was the gift of B. Gerald Cantor. For ten
years Cantor had circulated this cast of the enlarged ver-
sion of The Thinkerin Japan and the United States, where
it was seen by hundreds of thousands of people. Because
of and not despite The Thinker's unparalleled reproduc-
tion in photographs, cartoons, and advertisements dur-
ing its public displays, whole families would come to see
this world famous statue. So much for Walter Benjamin’s
prediction that works of art would lose their aura
because of their mechanical reproduction.

On the Stanford campus The Thinker was installed on
an eight-and-one-halffoot pedestal, whose height and
shape the architect Robert Mittelstadt derived from
Rodin’s own design for the sculpture’s installation before
the Panthéon. The pedestal’s tall stepped design creates
an imaginary cube within which The Thinker can be visu-
alized. This was Rodin’s intention, for it was his maxim
that the cube, not nature, was the mistress of appear-
ances. This imagined geometrical form guided him in
the design and composition of his figures.16

NOTES

LITERATURE: Grappe 1944, 24—25; Mirolli (Butler) 1966,
218-23; Spear 196g, 52-55, 96—g7; de Caso and Sanders 1973,
130—38; Spear 1974, 1308; Tancock 1976, 111-21; de Caso and
Sanders 1977, 130—38; Fusco and Janson 1980, 334—35; Elsen
1985a, 71—74; Elsen 1985b; Jamison 1986; Lampert 1986, 24,
50-52, 205; Fonsmark 1988, 73—78; Beausire 1989, 174-76;

Fath and Schmoll 1991, 141; Butler 1993, 157-58, 219, 223,
306, 422-30; Le Normand-Romain 1ggg, 70—71; Butler and
Lindsay 2000, 321—26; Le Normand-Romain 2001, 25860

1. On the form and history of The Thinker, see Elsen 1985b.

. Lampert 1986, 50.

. In 1888 a cast of The Thinker was offered for 2,500 francs.
Did Rodin charge Ionides a much larger sum because he
was a wealthy collector or because he knew that the cast
(now in the National Gallery of Victoria, Melbourne; figs.
132-194) would be unique?

4. Beausire 1988, 250.

5. For a listing of the location of these casts, see de Caso and
Sanders 1973, 27-28; Tancock 1976, 120—21; and Elsen
1985b, 163-64. The cast listed as being in a Denver bank
has been privately purchased, and its present location is
unknown.

. Rodin was of the opinion that Michelangelo had actually
worked from living models. “I believed . . . that movement
was the whole secret of this art, and I put my models into
positions like those of Michelangelo. But as I went on
observing the free attitudes of my models I perceived that
they possessed these naturally, and that Michelangelo had
not preconceived them, but merely transcribed them”
(Mauclair 1918, 65). See also Fergonzi 1997, 9899,
172-75.

7. For further discussion of Rodin’s precedents for The
Thinker, see Elsen 1g85b, 24—42.

8. From a letter to the critic Marcel Adam, printed in Gl
Blas (77 July 1904).

9. Unsigned article on The Thinkerin La patrie, 22 April 19o6.

10, For a discussion of this statue and the interest in Dante at
the Paris salons, see Butler in Elsen 1981, 45. See also
Aida Audeh, “Rodin’s Gates of Hell and Aubé’s Monument
to Dante. Romantic Tribute to the Image of the Poet in
Nineteenth-Century France,” Journal of the Iris & B. Gerald
Cantor Center for Visual Arts 1 (1998—9g), 33-46. On
Giotto’s prototype, see Ernst Gombrich, “Giotto’s Portrait
of Dante?” in New Light on Old Masters (Chicago: Univer-
sity of Chicago Press, 1986), 10-g1.

11. Gauchez to Rodin, 11 May 1888, in Gauchez file, Musée
Rodin archives. “Un Dante nu est une hérésie qui vous
enléve un antithése admirable.” My thanks to Alain
Beausire for helping to decipher the handwriting.
Gauchez could, of course, have been referring to the cap-
less thinker.

12. Elsen 1981, pl. 1q.

13. Rodin would have done the reworking on a fresh clay fig-
ure made from the molds taken of the first version.

14. On the critical reception of the 1go4 Salon debut, see
Elsen 1985b, 86—s3.

15. For this opinion I am indebted to physicians William
Fielder and Gary Fry of the Stanford University School of
Medicine.

16. Because the cast is resuming its travels, this pedestal will
be demolished in 2002 and the figure will reside at the
Cantor Arts Center when it is not touring.
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Figure from “Vase of the Titans”
(Le titan), 1877

* Terra-cotta

® 11%x6Xx6in. (29.5 X 15.5 X 15.5 CM)

* Provenance: Hotel Drouot, Paris, 1971; John Wisdom; J. Kirk T. Varnedoe
¢ Gift of the Iris and B. Gerald Cantor Foundation, 1984.430

Figure 138

This is one of four nude male figures seated on a circu-
lar base, shown in a sequence of contorted poses, their
bent backs forming the support for a ceramic vase. This
work, known as the Vase of the Titans (figs. 139—40),
issued from the period when Rodin was turning out dec-
orative pieces for the workshop of Albert-Ernest Carrier-
Belleuse, works that were either unsigned or that carried
the signature of Carrier-Belleuse.! After the initial 1957
exhibition at the Musée Rodin of a terra-cotta version of
the vase signed by Carrier-Belleuse and the sale a year
later in New York of two maquettes attributed to Rodin,
Albert Alhadeff observed the correspondence of the
maquettes to two of the vase figures and reattributed the
vase to Rodin. Based on the strong Michelangelesque
style of the figures, he dated the vase and figures to the
late 1870s, the years immediately following Rodin’s
return from Italy in 1876. Alhadeff suggested that the
vase was executed for the Sévres porcelain factory, which
had been directed by Carrier-Belleuse since 1875 and
where Rodin had worked from 1879 to 1882.2 H. W. Jan-
son subsequently made a further, detailed study of the
terra-cotta vase and the four original terra-cotta maque-
ttes for the figures, which are in the collection of the
Maryhill Museum of Art.? More recently Ruth Butler
found documentary evidence showing that Rodin was
employed by Carrier-Belleuse in 1877 and proposed this
earlier date for the vase.?

The titan at Stanford is a seated figure with its arms
raised to its head in the supporting pose of an atlas. The
figure’s right arm crosses the face, which is turned to the
side, while the left arm presses against the side of the
head. The pose of the raised arms and turned head

recalls that of Rodin’s earlier decorative work, the cary-
atids of the boulevard Anspach in Brussels (1874). As
seen here and in the other three titans, the exaggerated
musculature, contorted pose, and intense emotions
especially reflect Rodin’s strong interest in Michelan-
gelo, which began prior to his trip to Italy in 1876. The
influence of Michelangelo, as discussed by Alhadeff,
becomes evident in Rodin’s seated muscular figures,
especially the sailor for the base of the Loos Monument
(1874-76) and in the wax study of the male nude at the
Nelson-Atkins Museum of Art in Kansas City, Missouri.
Here Rodin began to move away from academically
exact modeling and to embrace the anatomic skill but
clearer geometry and planes and breadth of modeling
of Michelangelo’s style.> Rodin’s titans show a strong
kinship to Michelangelo’s ignudi of the Sistine Chapel
ceiling (1508-12)—to their powerful, majestic poses
and gestures expressing internal torment, to the motifs
of raised arms and raised, bent legs shown in contrasting
movements, their heads often turned to the side or their
faces lowered or obscured. For example, the Stanford
titan, with its right arm raised overhead and crossing its
face evokes the comparable gesture of the nude at the
right of The Sacrifice of Noah. Rodin’s titans anticipate his
approach to the male figure in works he created after his
return from Italy, particularly the fallen warrior in his
Call to Arms (see fig. 49), the figures on the external
reliefs of the last architectural model for The Gates (see
fig. 121), and early studies for the portal, such as The
Thinker (cat. no. g8), Adam (cat. no. 40), and The
Despairing Man (1880-85) .6

The original conception of the Vase of the Titans is pre-
served in a drawing signed by Carrier-Belleuse and
inscribed “V/ase] des Titans.” As Janson observed, Rodin
imaginatively interpreted and stylistically transformed
his employer’s model. Rodin’s figures enhance the tragic
character of the titan theme, in contrast to Carrier-
Belleuse’s graceful figures that, despite the identification
of the figures as titans, are without anguish or physical
strain. Rodin also recast the figures in the drawing by giv-
ing them more spatially complex poses, seen especially in
a comparison of the drawing’s central titan and Rodin’s
maquette (the latter pose corresponds to that of the
Stanford figure). Rodin also enhanced the individual
character of the figures and set them each on an irregu-
larly shaped mound, aspects that, Janson pointed out,
anticipate the mood and form of The Thinker.?

For their use on the Vase of the Titans, Rodin’s maquettes
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required adaptations, which included the removal of the
figures from their mounds and the editing of secondary
details. Presumably a separate set of casts was given to Car-
rier-Belleuse to join to the vase and adjust as needed (fig.
140).8 The Stanford titan, detached from its original
mound, is shown seated in front of a vertical backdrop. The
exact number of existing casts of each titan figure is not
known. In addition, the problem of illicit copies of each in
plaster, terra-cotta, bronze, and marble has been noted.?

NOTES

LITERATURE: Alhadeff 1963, 366-6%; Goldscheider 1967,
93; Janson 1968; Tancock 1976, 248, 240; Fusco and Janson
1980, 333—34; Lampert 1986, 18-19, 194—q5; Barbier 1987,
250; Goldscheider 1989, g9; Butler 1993, 525 n.10; Fergonzi
1997, 98-99, 172-75

1. For information on versions of the vase at the Musée
Rodin, Paris, and Maryhill Museum of Art, Goldendale,
Washington, and other versions in porcelain and plaster
see Tancock 1976, 240; Goldscheider 1989, 10; and Jean-
Luc Bordeaux, Rodin: The Maryhill Collection, exh. cat. J.
Paul Getty Museum (Pullman, Wa.: Washington Univer-
sity Press, 1976), 1§—21.

2. The records of Rodin’s work at Sévres appear in Marx
1907, 41-44.

3. See Alhadeff 1963, 366-67, and Janson 1968, 278-80.
Janson also discussed and reproduced the figures from
three subsequent sets of terra-cotta casts that were made
from molds. Two of these figures were listed as Homme
assis and Etude in Jianou and Gold-
scheider 1969, 93.

4- Butler in Fusco and Janson 1980,

334, and Buder 1993, 525 n. 10.

5. See Alhadeff 1964, §66-67; also Fer-
gonzi 1997, 98—99, 172-75.

6. See Butler in Fusco and Janson 1980,

334, and Tancock 1976, 288, 240, for
a comparison of the vase figures and
The Despairing Man.

7. Carrier-Belleuse’s drawing is dis-
cussed in Janson 1968, 279, and
reproduced as fig. 22. The drawing
shows the vase proper resting on a
column decorated by a frieze of fig-
ures in relief and a separate large ves-
sel resting in the bowl.

8. Ibid., 279, for Janson’s outline of the
likely steps in the adaptation of the
maquettes. Three various sets of casts
made from molds, including one set
of four figures, are reproduced (2%8)
and more recently, a complete set was
catalogued by Lampert (1986, 18,
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194-95). The vase illustrated as fig. 140 in the present
catalogue once belonged to Carrier-Belleuse.

9. For the problem of illicit copies, see Goldscheider 1989,
11, and Barbier 1987, 250-51.

Top: Fig. 138. Figure from “Vase of the Titans”
(cat. no. 39).

Bottom, left: Fig. 139. Vase of the Titans, 1877,
terra-cotta, height 15 in. (38.1 cm). Musée Rodin,
Paris.

Bottom, Right: Fig. 140. Vase of the Titans, terra-
cotta. Each H. 29 in (74 cm) Allan H. Rappaport
Collection.
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Adam (Adam), 187779

e Title variations: The Creation, The Creation of Man, The First Man

¢ Bronze, Georges Rudier Foundry, cast 1974, 11/12; repatinated 1987

* 75v2X29Y2 X 29V2in. (191.8 X 74.9 X 74.9 cm)

* Signed on base, left of left foot: A. Rodin

¢ Inscribed on back of base: Georges Rudier/Fondeur. Paris.; on base,
left side: © by Musée Rodin 1974

® Provenance: Musée Rodin, Paris

* Gift of Iris and B. Gerald Cantor, 1985.15

Figure 141

.Rodin supposedly made a sculpture of Adam in Bel-
gium in 1876, as Judith Cladel reported, “shortly after
his return from Italy and during his hard research into
discovering ‘the secret of Michelangelo.” Discontented
with his work, he abandoned it, but later resumed it
again.” It is unclear whether Cladel is referring to the
life-size Adam or its small study (fig. 142), a plaster of
which was preserved as part of a project for a fireplace.2

In a letter to Rose Beuret, written in August 1878
when he was working in Nice, Rodin told of visiting a
museum in Marseille and seeing Pierre Puget’s Faun
(1692-93; Musée des beaux-arts, Marseille) “almost in
the pose of mon grand bonhomme,” which Cladel pointed
out was his Adam.3 Even before he received the formal
commission for The Gates of Hell later that year, The Cre-
ation of Man (by which Adam came to be known) was seen
in Rodin’s studio in February 1880 by a committee of
sculptors sent by the undersecretary for fine arts,
Edmond Turquet, to investigate the charge that the artist
had worked from life casts of his model in making The
Age of Bronze (cat. nos. 1-3).% After he began work on The
Gates of Hell, Rodin wrote a kind of progress report set-
ting forth his proposed size for the doors and adding: “In
addition, two colossal figures will stand at either side of
the gates.” With the intervention of his friend, the artist
Maurice Haquette, Rodin was able to obtain additional
funds from the government for his two figures.6

The Creation of Man became the first work from The

Gates of Hell to be exhibited.” As the sculpture was part of
a government commission, it appears that after this exhi-
bition in the spring of 1881 Rodin had to obtain official
permission for the work’s return as a loan to his studio.8
When he held his great retrospective in 19oo, it seems
that this work was not shown.? This major sculpture sub-
sequently seems to have had a very limited exhibition his-
tory in Rodin’s lifetime. He did choose to put it in one of
the niches of the facade of the old Chateau d’Issy, which
he had purchased for Meudon. Most curiously, Rodin’s
surviving published correspondence makes no mention
of Adam. We do not yet know why. At the time it was cre-
ated, it had to have been important to him, especially
after the scandal of The Age of Bronze, which had not been
overcome by exhibiting Saint John the Baptist Preaching
(18%8); it was the figure of Adam that helped exonerate
Rodin in public.

In an article in 1889, Truman Bartlett excerpted a
review by an unnamed author of the 1881 show in which
The Creation of Man appeared. The sympathetic review
reveals how the sculpture contrasted with prevailing
styles and notions of idealism:

If it displeases by its democratic style of treat-
ment, we must accord to it a power and intensity
of life that forces us to forget its lack of moderate
idealism to which we are accustomed. We are
forced to believe that this artist is destined to
open a new route. His “Creation of Man” is wor-
thy of all praise. Without doubt, it is a striking
reminiscence of Michelangelo, an intended exag-
geration, and extravagant expression of nature;
this time, M. Rodin cannot be accused of having
made, as he was two years ago, his work from
molds taken from the living model. Besides, the
proportions are well preserved, and the muscular
rendering reveals solid anatomical knowledge. . . .
Rodin is evidently haunted by some philosophi-
cal preoccupation; he wishes to show, in inert
matter, a life that is unveiling itself little by little;
and he has given to this person the dolorous
expression of a man waking from a heavy sleep in
order to enter into the sad reality of active life. . . .
A conscientious and valiant effort like this . . .
seems to me much more worthy of eulogy than
the commonplace compositions that appear
every vyear, stringing out before our eyes a
mythology of conventionalism, a lying history of
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Fig. 141. Adam
(cat. no. 40).



Fig. 142. Study
for “Adam,”
1877-79,
bronze, 16Y4 x
4% x510n, (41.9
X12 x12.7 cm).
Iris and B.
Gerald Cantor
Foundation.

unsuccessful antiquity.10

As every reviewer recog-
nized, Rodin’s Adam was a
deliberate paraphrase of
Michelangelo. As time went
on, the work may have lost
favor with Rodin for just this
reason. Its inception surely
resulted from his desire to
apply the secrets he be-
lieved he had fathomed
from his nocturnal sketches
made after studying Mich-
elangelo’s work during the
day. He had felt an affinity
with the great Florentine
even before he went to Italy.
By making a work as close as
possible to Michelangelo’s,
perhaps Rodin thought that
the
resulting differences would

the experience and

give him a better sense of
his own identity. The works
he would paraphrase in
sculpture were, in his
Adam’s overall pose, Mich-

elangelo’s Christ of the Pieta

(c. 1550-61; Santa Maria

del Fiore, Florence) and, in his figure’s pointing right
hand, the life-receiving gestures of Adam on the Sistine
Chapel ceiling (1508-12). These gave Rodin the oppor-
tunity to add to—rather than just imitate—his predeces-
sor. By working from a live model, Rodin believed he had
discovered that Michelangelo had done the same.!! But
to achieve a Michelangelesque pose, Rodin found that,
unlike posing for The Age of Bronze, a muscular model
would have to assume slightly different positions to real-
ize the whole, and that the artist must take drastic
anatomical liberties with muscles and tendons and
paired flexible joints such as elbows and wrists. Cladel
reported that the model for the figure of Adam was “a
carnival athlete by the name of Cailloux. ‘If the man
could lift 100 kilos with his teeth,” said Auguste Beuret
who had known him, as a model he was ‘soft as a rag.’”12
By 1880 standards the sculpture has no front, which

to his contemporaries may have been part of Rodin’s
“democratic style.” In accord with his way of conceiving

and examining his work, it is best seen from a three-quar-
ter rather than frontal view. (Some of Rodin’s analytical
sketches of the Medici tombs show the figures from the
side.) Oblique views alter the sense of the full, firm thick-
ness of the form, which would always link Rodin with
Michelangelo. The nameless reviewer’s comment about
democratic style may have referred to how the sculpture
has to be seen in the round, especially its powerful
back—which Rodin got from his model and not the Sis-
tine ceiling—to be fully absorbed and appreciated.

From the navel and hips down, the figure swivels from
its upper body and arms, for which the model must have
shifted his position. This drastic misalignment of ster-
num and navel may have been one reason the reviewer
believed Rodin was cleared of the life-casting accusation.
(Rodin used the same type of anatomical distortion,
which allowed him to suggest successive stages of a move-
ment, in the earlier torso of Saint John the Baptist Preach-
ing (1878; see also cat. no. 173), but we cannot say
whether that figure came before the earlier version of
Adam (fig. 142), in which Rodin may have first worked
out this structure. As Kirk Varnedoe pointed out, Rodin’s
ideas for Adam may have begun as far back as his return
from Italy and work on a proposed monument to Byron
of 184713

Rodin sought to explore anatomic impossibilities for
their expressiveness (fig. 143). Even those salon-goers
who missed this disalignment in the torso could have
seen that Adam’s head is lowered at an impossible angle
while twisted to its left.!# The demands on the trapezius
muscle in the neck would have tried even a contortionist.
(There is a slight lump on the back of Adam’s neck, per-
haps indicating where Rodin had to stop working from
the model because the pose was impossible to assume,
and where the head had to be attached.) The left trapez-
ius, closer to the center than the right, is flaccid, not
under tension, and showing no wrinkles; it is not correct.
The right trapezius is pulled to its maximal extension.
There is a hollow in the man’s left pectoral, as if it had
been made by his chin at one time when Rodin was
adjusting the pose of the head.

It was also Rodin’s preference to take liberties with
those bodily parts or antagonistic muscles that should be
relaxed. As an example, in the figure’s right thigh there
is a deep hollow that accentuates the tensor fasciae latae
muscle, which starts at the side of the hip. This is not the
weight-bearing leg, yet Rodin showed it as tensed per-
haps for a dramatic purpose, to reveal the man’s inner
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conflict. The figure’s left shoulder is internally rotated as
is the whole upper limb; while his right shoulder is exter-
nally rotated, the upper arm is shortened and the entire
arm turned outward, perhaps because of the dropped
shoulder and the fact that he did not want the left hand
to hang any lower in relation to the right knee. Adam’s
right hand is in tension, and the clasping treatment of
the toes evokes energy.

In the overall uninterrupted smoothness of the fig-
ure’s big planes and the absence of large areas of surface
editing (there is some inside the figure’s right upper
arm), of all his works, Adam comes closest to both the
standards of finish for the sculpture of early Michelan-
gelo and contemporary French salons.’5 Rodin’s sure
and subtle merging of surface planes, or l modelé, is
there but not his touch so brilliantly manifest in The Age
of Bronze. This makes us wonder just when Adam was
made? (Was it before Rodin finished Tke Age of Bronze in
18762 If after, was he trying a Michelangelesque surface
rather than his own?) There is one prophetic Rodinian
practice, however. Practically invisible is the exposed
armature strap on the outside of Adam’s left ankle, also
seen in Lve and later The Walking Man.

Unmentioned by writers in Rodin’s day, but always
commented on by visitors to the B. Gerald Cantor Rodin
Sculpture Garden, are the large hands and feet of Adam
and Rodin’s other life-size male figures. There is no ques-
tion but that Adem’s hands and feet are disproportion-
ately large. (Less frequently noticed is that Rodin often
thickened the muscles atop the thighs of his male fig-
ures.) Today people are rarely accustomed to taking in
life-size figure sculptures as a totality and reading the
proportions of the extremities against those of the figure
as a whole. Present-day cosmetic norms do not credit the
beauty of big feet. People just compare their own hands
and feet with those of Adam, but not their legs, arms, and
torsos. Try to imagine Adam’s extremities made smaller.
His feet support a very big and heavy body. Further,
Rodin knew that his outdoor sculptures would be seen
from varying distances, and it was imperative not that
they soundly support themselves but that their gestures
carry. So if Rodin exaggerated the size of hands, for
example, it is so they could be better read from afar. And
no figure sculpture by Rodin begs to be read more than
Adam.

Adam is Rodin’s most ambitious single-figure narra-
tive. The story is framed by, begins and ends with, the
arms and hands: Adam’s right arm ends in a hand whose

downward pointing finger recalls the life-receiving ges-
ture of Michelangelo’s Adam in the Sistine Chapel Cre-
ation panel. Rodin’s first man has a left arm in severe
pronation in emulation of the gesture of Christ’s left arm
in the Florentine Pieta that Michelangelo carved to sur-
mount his own tomb. Between this beginning and end,
Adam’s youthful body is tensed, but not against any out-
side threat. The key to its meaning is the figure’s face
with its closed eyes, which may suggest the internal tor-
ment of mortality, of what seems an endless life apart
from God.'¢ (In this Rodin may have been influenced by
Michelangelo’s Bound Slave [1513~16; Louvre, Paris].)
The direction of the legs and the inclination of Adam’s
head toward the left arm evokes a progression toward or
longing for death.1?

When Rodin requested the government’s permission
to return Adam to his studio in 1881, he gave a reason
that is illuminating in terms of the artistic rather than
thematic role Adam played in connection with The Gales:
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Fig. 143.
Jacques-Ernst
Bulloz, “Adam”
in plaster, 1877-
79, Pavillon de
Alma, Meudon

(A113).



Fig. 144. The
Gates of Hell
with Adam and
Evein the B.
Gerald Cantor
Rodin Sculpture
Garden,
Stanford
University.

“As it is part of a decorative ensemble it must help me to
combine the different sculptural parts in harmony
among themselves.”8 With Eve, Rodin intended having
two strong life-size figures bordering the portal, perhaps
as stabilizing elements for the strong sculptural actions
on the surface of the doors between them. There may
have been another reason. After Rodin gave up the nar-
rative panel concepts and decided to improvise with his
figures and groups over the entire surface of the portal,
he needed some kind of organizing principle. Not
trained at the Ecole des beaux-arts, that which Rodin
knew best came from his personal study of the human
figure in movement, aided by his analysis of Michelan-
gelo’s art. It has always seemed to this writer that the
structural principles used for Adam provided that basis.
The figures of Adam and Eve were not only stabilizing
elements to the improvisation on the panels behind
them, but the structural, organizing principles in the fig-
ure of Adam were applied to the portal as whole. At Stan-
ford the Adam has been placed with his torso frontal and
with his hanging arms paralleling the vertical framework
of the door, in order to facilitate a comparison. Consider
Rodin’s own principles:

What is the principle of my figures? . . . Equilibrium
is the pivot of my art. Not inertia: but the opposi-
tion of volumes that produces movement. Here is
the flagrant fact of art . . . the essential are the
planes. Respect them from all sides: movement
intervenes, displaces volumes, creates a new equi-
librium. The human body is a walking temple. It con-
tains a central point [the navel?] around which the
volumes distribute themselves. . . . [Michelangelo]
understood that the human body can create an
architecture and that in order to obtain a harmo-
nious volume, one must inscribe a figure or a group
in a cube, a pyramid, a cone, a simple geometrical
figure. . . . I say that the sense of the cube is the mis-
tress of things, not appearances.19

Try looking at Adam against The Gates (fig. 144).
Adam’s hanging arms parallel the framing side bas-
reliefs. The powerful rightward thrust of a line made by
Adam’s shoulder, neck, and head is echoed in the tympa-
num. Neither composition as a whole is symmetrical,
something Rodin equated with inertia. Follow the
upward diagonal that starts with Adam’s raised right
ankle to the knee, then back and upward to the hip, then
upward to the shoulders, and finally straight along the
line at the top of the body. You can find equivalent areas
or clusters of figures in zigzagging movements in the
door panels that cut across the central frames starting at
the lower left with the fallen winged figure of Fortune.
Finally, both the single figure and the great portal are cir-
cumscribable in a cube.

When Rodin set up the disassembled portal in his
1goo exhibition, he hoped the work would be called for
casting by the government. Why did he not frame it with
Adam and Eve? (The Evewas definitely in the exhibition,
but none of the photographs of the pavilion show The
Creation of Man, nor is it specifically listed in the cata-
logue.) Perhaps Rodin felt the government might not
want the additional expense of casting these figures and
the doors. That Eve before the Fall appears in relief in
the portal’s lower left jamb (see fig. 127) might indicate
that he himself had abandoned the idea of flanking the
doors with humanity’s parents. There are, however, draw-
ings that bear sketched notations of Adam and Eve flank-
ing the portal, perhaps made between 1go7 and 1g10
when there was a possibility 7he Gates would go into a
deconsecrated chapel at Saint Sulpice.20
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NOTES

LITERATURE: Bartlett 1889 in Elsen 1g65a, 50-51 Cladel
1936, 135-36, 140; Grappe 1944, 21; Elsen 1960, 66, 69,
74~77; Mirolli (Butler) 1966, 208-12; Tancock 1976, 122—28;
Elsen 1981, 166; Elsen 1985, 74—77 Goldscheider 1989, 152;
Fath and Schmoll 1991, 141; Butler 1993, 159-62, 230; Le
Normand-Romain 1999, 44

1. Cladel 1936, 135. Grappe indicated (1944) that Rodin
destroyed the first version (27).

2. See Descharnes and Chabrun (1967, 207); two versions
of the project and variants were discussed by Tancock
(1976, 155), who dated the commission to 1912 (128
n.10). A comparable small study exists for one of the ver-
sions of Evefor the project (see fig. 146).

3. Cladel 1936, 135. The identity of the bonhomme as Adam
was not cited by Beausire and Pinet in Rodin 1860—9g, 50.
Without explanation they saw the word as referring to Le
génie funéraire (or Génie du repos éternel). Cladel’s associa-
tion is more credible in view of Adam’s muscularity and
similarity to the position of the Faun’s legs and feet,
twisted left arm, and head thrust to its left and against the
left shoulder. Puget’s Faun was reproduced in Rodin
1860-99, 48. Mirolli (Butler) also followed this identifica-
tion of the bonhomme as Adam (1966, 207). See also Pierre
Puget: Peintre, sculpteur, architecte, 1620-1694. Marseille:
Musée de Marseille; Paris: Réunion des musées
nationaux, 1994), cat. nos. 15a-b.

4. Discussed in Rodin 1860—99, 53. The committee’s rejec-
tion of the charge that Rodin worked by surmoulage must
have helped Turquet to decide to purchase The Age of
Bronze for the government.

5. Rodin to Turquet, 20 October 1881, in Rodin file,
Archives nationales, Paris.

6. Cladel quoted an undated letter from Rodin to Haquette,
asking for his help in obtaining funding for Adam and
Eve: “My dear Maurice: I learn that M. Turquet might
soon offer his resignation. . . . Do me the service of speak-
ing to him, if you can (this evening or tomorrow) of these

10.
11.

12,

13.

14.

15.

16.

two figures that are around my Gate and which are not
officially commissioned” (1936, 140).

. Beausire 1988, 72.
. Ibid., 74. This author pointed out that in the reviews criti-

cal of Adam the point was made that there was an excess
of vigor, acceptable in Michelangelo but not Rodin.

. A one-half life-size bronze and life-size plaster cast of Eve

were exhibited, but it is not clear if it was Adam or The
Shadein the show; ibid., 185.

Bartlett in Elsen 1g65a, 50-51.

Regarding Rodin’s interest in Michelangelo’s art, see in
this catalogue cat. no. 38, note 6.

Cladel 1936, 143. See cat. no. 43 where it is suggested
that Cailloux was the model for The Shade rather than for
Adam.

Rodin included a drawing of his proposed monument to
Byron in a letter to Rose Beuret in Brussels (after 14 April
1877), in which, at the upper-left corner of the page, he
also sketched a figure in a pose relatable to the later
Adam. See Varnedoe in Elsen 1981, 166 n. g: “This sketch
makes clear that the original conception of Adam (which
has been known to have been preceded by a similar Cre-
ation of Man), must be dated back at least as far as the con-
ception of the central figure of the Byron maquette.” The
drawing was reproduced in Rodin 1860-99, 39.

For many observations concerning Rodin’s anatomical
liberties with Adam, I am indebted to Drs. Robert Chase,
Amy Ladd, and William Fielder of the Stanford University
School of Medicine.

The Stanford cast was repatinated in 1987 by Lucien Stoe-
nesco of the Coubertin Foundation.

I disagree with Tancock (1976, 125) that Adam is shown
“awakening.”

17. Jamison offered the interpretation that the pointing ges-

18.
1g.

ture alludes to the first human “creative” act: Adam’s role
within the creation in naming God’s creations (1986,
169—72).

Beausire 1988, 74.

See Maucdlair 1goza, 66-69.

20. Judrin in Giise 19835, 70.

Eve (Eve), 1881

* Bronze, Georges Rudier Foundry, cast 1970
® 68x23%x30in. (172.2x60.3x76.2 cm)

Signed on top of base, left: A. Rodin

Inscribed on back of base, lower right: Georges Rudier/Fondeur.
Paris.; on base, left side, near back, lower edge: © by Musée Rodin
1970

Provenance: Musée Rodin, Paris; Norton Simon; Norton Simon
Museum, Pasadena; Sotheby’s, New York, 22 May 1982, lot 426
Gift of the B. Gerald Cantor Collection, 1992.151

Figure 145

I n 1gog Rilke described Eve's gesture of withdrawal into
the self: “It shrivels like burning paper, it becomes
stronger, more concentrated, more animated. That Eve,
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Fig. 145. Eve
(cat. no. 41).



[which] was originally to be placed over The Gates of Hell,
stands with head sunk deeply into the shadow of the
arms that draw together over the breast like those of a
freezing woman. The back is rounded, the nape of the
neck almost horizontal. She bends forward as though lis-
tening over her own body in which a new future begins
to stir.”!

The early architectural sketches of The Gates of Hell
show that Rodin thought of first putting Eve between the
two doors, in the manner of a Gothic Madonna and
Child. As Rilke indicates, he may also have thought of
putting Eve atop the doors. Perhaps the first full figure
study for Evesurvives along with that for Adam as part of a
model for a fireplace commissioned of Rodin in 1912 by
Mathias Errazuriz, a wealthy South American collector
(see figs. 142, 146).2 Right after the success of his 1goo
retrospective Rodin was extremely busy filling orders
from all over the world. For a commission such as this, it
is clear that he fell back on his repertory of ready-made
figures and drew on his early training at the Petit école
and his experiences as a decorator under Albert-Ernest
Carrier-Belleuse to compose this chimney piece. The
étude of Eve could have dated before 1880, but following
his trip to Italy in 1876, after which he may have made
the studies of Adam and Eve as remembrances of what he
had learned of Michelangelo’s “secrets” concerning
expressive body construction.? It shows a very Michelan-
gelesque Eve standing with the weight on her right leg in
an exaggerated hipshot pose; her left arm hangs by her
side. Her chin rests on her right hand in an expression of
cogitation. Half the upper torso is covered by her raised,
bent arm, which predicts the similar gesture of the sway-
ing figure later known as Meditation (cat. nos. 61-62).

By 1881 Rodin intended to position life-size statues of
Adam and Eve on either side of The Gates of Hell, and he
received permission and funds to do so. The Gates were
not bronze-cast in Rodin’s lifetime, and this placement
was only accomplished in the 1960s by the Musée Rodin
in its garden, where the statues are quite distant from the
portal, and then at Stanford, where we have placed them
closer according to Rodin’s sketches (see figs. 120,
144).*

Rodin’s interest in the late 1870s and 188os in doing
several statues based on biblical themes coincided with
their frequency in the sculpture salons of these years.
(Scholars refer to this as religious genre art since it was
not commissioned by the Church.)? Rodin did not show
his life-size Eve to the public in bronze until 18gg, when

it was displayed with its base buried in the sandy floor of
the exhibition hall. Perhaps influenced by thoughts of
displaying The Burghers of Calais at ground level (see pp.
85—88), in effect Rodin had asked himself, Why not liter-
ally and figuratively take the statue of Eve not only off its
pedestal but also off its base. He wanted Eve to be
elbowed by the crowds. One writer observed, “One
dreams of . . . this joy of the artist proved by Rodin in see-
ing his Fve exhibited at the Salon directly on the ground,
surrounded by visitors, and the author showing her while
murmuring these simple words that are in themselves a
program for art: ‘one elbows her.””

Such an audacious installation drew the comment that
Rodin was a revolutionary, but it provoked even more
concerning his interpretation of humanity’s mother.
Consider some critical reactions: “With Eve we have the
suppression of the socle. Fve is standing on the ground.
She digs with her young foot the earth from which she
will take back all the tears and all the blood. She walks
and breathes among us, mingling with the crowd. She
has such a gesture of shame that it is like a child’s ges-
ture. Her features, hardly visible in the narrow space of
the folded arms, have nothing to show us of our human-
ity, and reveal the probable initial [appearance] of our
race.”

The Paris Salon of 18gg was held in the Galerie des
machines on the Champ-de-Mars, shortly before this
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Left: Fig. 146.
Study for “Eve,”
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bronze, 16% x
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Foundation.

Right: Fig. 147.
Eugéne Druet,
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plaster, 1898,
gelatin sitver
print. Musée
Rodin, Paris.



structure was taken down. Used to exhibit industrial
products as well as art, the exposition hall had a sandy
floor, which explains this comment by Félicien Fagus,
who admired Rodin’s audacity: “Alone on the ‘rond-
point’ of sand, bathed pitilessly by the light that falls
from the high windows, the Eve of Rodin hides her
shame from the views of others. This naked bronze
woman, so lifelike and moving beyond all expression, is
in the middle of the crowd. This is not Eve, the vicious
woman that ordinary artists serve us with, but a powerful
creature who feels above all her maternal responsibility
and the anguish caused by the implacable judgment that
weighs on her. She hides her face in her beautiful arms,
in a truly human and beautiful attitude.”

Rodin’s Eve differed decidedly from contemporary
interpretations, which stressed Eve before the fall in all
her innocent beauty. Ilustrative of his desire to show
Eve’s humanity and to give her greater credibility are
Druet’s daring photographs of Eve taken in the studio at
the Dépot des marbres (fig. 147).9 They help us under-
stand Rodin’s interest in showing the figure in as lifelike
a way as possible.10 Inspired by Michelangelo’s Eve, Rodin
did not choose the svelte type of model then in favor;
Rodin’s statue looks natural, standing in the shadows of
the same studio where the model had posed many years
before. Rodin recalled to Henri-Charles Dujardin-
Beaumetz his reactions to this beautiful woman when he
first saw and modeled her:

The dark one had sunburned skin, warm, with the
bronze reflections of the women of sunny lands;
her movements were quick and feline, with the lis-
someness and grace of a panther; all the strength
and splendor of muscular beauty, and that perfect
equilibrium, that simplicity of bearing which makes
great gesture. At that time I was working on my
statue “Eve.”

Without knowing why, I saw my model changing.
I modified my contours, naively following the suc-
cessive transformations of ever-amplifying forms.
One day, I learned that she was pregnant; then I
understood. The contours of the belly had hardly
changed; but you can see with what sincerity 1
copied nature in looking at the muscles of the loins
and sides.

It certainly hadn’t occurred to me to take a preg-
nant woman as my model for Eve; an accident—
happy for me—gave her to me, and it aided the

character of the figure singularly. But soon, becom-
ing more sensitive, my model found the studio too
cold; she came less frequently, then not at all. That
is why my “Eve” is unfinished.!!

All the surfaces of Eve are rough, not just those of her
lower abdomen, as most commentators point out. It is as
if hypnotized by the story of the model’s pregnancy, writ-
ers have looked only at the statue’s lower abdomen.!2 By
being shown a penultimate surface before his then-cus-
tomary labor of refinement, we have an unprecedented
exposure to Rodin’s way of building a life-size figure in
the early 1880s. Truman Bartlett, who may have seen Eve
in plaster, wrote, “In any stage Rodin’s modeling is
direct, firm, full, and living; it never shows labor. His
things seem to have grown. He accents the typical charac-
teristics of his model with taste and judgment.”3

Looking at the area of the loins and thighs as Rodin
alerted us to do, we see that, as if to capture their daily
thickening with the new life in the woman’s body, he
pressed side by side onto the big masses of the form short
rolls of clay, about a finger in length and shape, at right
angles to the long axis of the limb. Eve’s lowered face,
with its long crooked nose, was roughed out as well, and
the eyes were barely indicated. Her mouth was not yet
formed. As he made clear in his small study Bust of Eve
(cat. no. 42), the woman’s fear and anguish or remorse
are conveyed not through her face but by the self
enveloping action of the arms, the upraised left hand,
and the averted head, which shield against and yield
respectively to God’s wrath, and the action of the right
hand, which pulls fiercely at her side just behind her left
breast.!* Her rounded back is the most beautiful and
expressive portion of the sculpture, which Rodin recog-
nized when he directed the photographers to photo-
graph her in bronze. She is given roughly the same con-
ventional one-leg-straight-and-one-leg-bent stance as
Adam (but without the dramatic twisting of the upper
torso), perhaps because they were to frame the portal
and he did not want any suggestion of the two figures
coming together.

It took Rodin almost twenty years to consider this
sculpture sufficiently complete as a work of art and wor-
thy of casting in bronze and public exhibition. To have
done so in the early 188os, before his reputation had
been established and before his own aesthetic of com-
pleteness as opposed to finish had taken form, was
unthinkable. In the studio Rodin must have studied how
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the rougher surfaces reacted more actively with the light
and atmosphere as compared with the highly refined
contours and planes of Adam. We have his own judgment
conveyed in a letter to a German client, who wanted a
bronze to donate to a museum in Munich: “I could also
propose to you the Eve, which is an interesting work, but
on which certain parts have remained summary but
which is very expressive. I could give a bronze of another
execution of Eve, this one complete, made from the
stone, but to me it is less expressive than the other that is
less complete, but more vigorous in expression.”5

By 1885 Rodin had made a second, one-half life-size
version of Eve which became very popular not only in
bronze and plaster but especially in marble, and then a
third version known as Eve on the Rock.'® Standing for
years in his studio in plaster, the first life-size Eve taught
Rodin the lesson he would preach to others: if the big
planes were right and properly fitted together, details
were unnecessary or could be omitted. To show this to
the world, Rodin exhibited the first life-size Eve interna-
tionally: in the Netherlands (1899), Vienna and Venice
(1go1), Prague (19o2), New York (1903), and Diissel-
dorf (1904).17

NOTES
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1. Elsen 1g65a, 122.

2. The fireplace model is reproduced in Descharnes and
Chabrun 1967, 207. The relief, The Death of the Poet, occu-
pies the upper part of the proposed structure. See also n.
2 of previous entry (cat. no. 40).

3. For a discussion of these early sketches of Adam and Eve,

~

6.

7.

11,

12,

13.
14.

15.
16.

17.

see Mirolli (Butler) 1966, 208-10.

. See Judrin in Glse 1985, fig. 25.
. Mirolli (Butler) 1966, 210; see also Butler, “Religious

Sculpture in Post-Christian France,” in Fusco and Janson
1980, 88—9g5. Mirolli (Butler) appropriately projected Eve
as a salon entry at its inception, although she did not
know at that time that the life-size Eve came before the
smaller versions. For the somewhat complex history of
the large and small versions of Eve (referred to respec-
tively as Eve the Mother and The Young Eve), see Beausire
1988, 83-85.

“On se coudoie.” G. de Pawloski, “Le style,” Comoedia, 27
June 1g911.

This is from an article in L'art frangais, 6 May 18gq9, of
which Rodin’s friend the critic Armand Sylvestre was the
artistic director.

. Félicien Fagus, “Société nationale,” La revue blanche, 15

May 189g9.

. See also Elsen 1980, pl. 25.
. Rosalyn Frankel Jamison suggested that Rodin may have

transmuted the traditional Adam and Eve symbolism to a
nineteenth-century interpretation of original sin as
related to human creativity, in which Adam and Eve are
understood to be the first seekers of knowledge, ideas
analogous to Victor Hugo’s thought (1986, 163—75).
Dyjardin-Beaumetz in Elsen 1965a, 164-65. Ambrosini
believed the model was Carmen Visconti (in Ambrosini
and Facos 1987, 151).

Dr. Robert Chase, Stanford University School of Medi-
cine, noted that the woman’s enlarged right breast sug-
gests pregnancy as well.

Bartlett in Elsen 19654, 95.

Mirolli (Butler) pointed out that Eve’s upraised, palm-out
gesture “has been taken from Michelangelo’s Adam of
the Expulsion in the Sistine Ceiling and by this reference
Rodin clarified his interpretation of the Eve as a figure of
guilt when she was brought into the context of La Porte de
UEnfer” (1966, 211).

Rodin 1900-1907, letter 305,

A photograph of the small, definitive version of Evein the
course of completion was reproduced by Beausire (1988,
84). For discussion of the marble versions, which include
several based on the lifesize Eve, see Beausire 1988,
84-85; Barbier 1987, 198; Rosenfeld in Elsen 1981, 89,
101; and Le Norman-Romain 19q9, 45.

Beausire 1988, 153, 208, 215, 235, 242, 253.
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Fig. 148. Bust of
Eve (cat. no.
42).

Bust of Eve (Eve, buste), by 1883

¢ Bronze, Coubertin Foundry, cast1982, 1/4

o 8% x8ixyin. (22.2x22.2x17.8 cm)

* Signed on front of base, center: A. Rodin

* Inscribed on back of base: © (Musée Rodin 1982; to left of signature:
NeI/1v

e Mark on back of base: Coubertin Foundry seal

* Provenance: Musée Rodin, Paris

e Gift of the Iris and B. Gerald Cantor Collection, 1998.348

Figure 148

H aving determined to place his Eve in front of The
Gates of Hell, Rodin’s first problem was to establish the
pose. Eve before the Fall was the preferred salon subject,
but this would have been inappropriate for the opening
act of The Gates of Hell. In this small little-known study
Rodin decided to tell the story in the upper third of the
woman’s strong body. While the pose of Adam is open so
that we see his right facial profile, chest, and arms, this
study announces that Eve’s will be closed. In what may
have been intended as an expression of shame and guilt,
Rodin made the woman seem to bend in on herself. The
position of her arms and hands that squarely frame the
head carry the drama, while Eve’s face is not only hidden
from sight as she lowers her head but, except for her
ears, the features are not even modeled. Her summarily
modeled, even mittenlike right hand is continuous with
her left breast. The upper abdomen is not modeled but
left rough, and her right breast is fused with her right
arm.

At the time Eve was made, Rodin was unquestionably
thinking of what he had learned from Michelangelo,
and the final Eve does have Michelangelesque reso-
nances. But this study shows Rodin’s attempt at being an
original interpreter, avoiding obvious or trite gestures of
despair or those used by his predecessors in painting and
sculpture. For a titled sculpture such as this and Adam,
Rodin was dictating the pose. The woman’s shame is
expressed by resting her bowed forehead on her
upraised right forearm; there is not even a separation

‘between the two, as if they were modeled from the same

clay at the same time. Her left open hand reaches back,
touches her neck, and seems to push back her hair. Over-
all the gesture seems more protective than cosmetically
inspired, however.

Rodin would abandon this conceit because he found
more expressive gestures for the two arms and hands, but
he kept the idea of Eve’s compact self-enclosure. Artisti-
cally, the most impressive view includes the big curve of
Eve’s broad upper back with its stretching of the muscles,
something the sculptor preserved in the final figure (fig.
147). Rodin prided himself on making backs as expres-
sive as faces, and studies such as this show us the source
of his confidence.

LITERATURE: Fonsmark 1988, 148
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The Three Shades (Les trois ombres), 1881—83

» Title variations: Spirits of Despair, Three Despairing Ones, The Three
Phantoms, The Vanquished

* Bronze, Georges Rudier Foundry, cast 1978, 8/12

® 38Y2x35%x17%4in. (97.8 X 90.2 X 45.1 cm)

¢ Signed on front of base, left: A. Rodin

* |nscribed on back of base, left: Georges Rudier/Fondeur Paris; below
signature: No. 8; on base, right side, near back: © by Musée Rodin
1978

® Provenance: Musée Rodin, Paris

* Gift of the Iris and B. Gerald Cantor Collection, 1998.360

figure 149

Conventional wisdom has it that Rodin’s Adam (cat.
no. 40), with some changes in the arms, became The
Shade and that we can see his reworked form in tripli-
cate in The Three Shades atop The Gates of Hell.! Adam may
have been made by 1877 and The Shade some years
after, so it is not surprising that two different male mod-
els posed for these works. For The Shade the model
could well have been the carnival strongman Cailloux,
who, according to Judith Cladel also posed for Adam. As
Adam may have been started in Brussels, its model
could have been someone else, as Cailloux was later
known to Rodin’s son, Auguste Beuret.2 The model for
Adam was shorter, stockier, and more heavily muscled to
the extent that his ribs did not protrude as much as
those of The Shade. While both figures experience the
unnaturally exaggerated horizontal position of the
neck, that of The Shade is far more extreme, and it is as
if Rodin added at least two inches to the trapezius mus-
cle in the neck. The position of the head is so low as to
endanger the brachial plexus (in the collarbone area),
which affects the motor and sensory functions of the
body. The destiny of The Shade atop The Gates, where
one has to look up at it, may explain Rodin’s recourse
to such a drastic anatomical change so that the lowered
face would be more visible. The heads and faces of the
two sculptures are totally different.

Rodin also made important changes in the pose of
The Shade compared with that of Adam: the left side of

Adam’s face is pressed into his left shoulder, while that of
The Shade is turned away from the shoulder; Adam’s
upper-right arm is pressed tightly against his torso, while
in The Shade it extends from the body; Adam’s right knee
is pulled around in front of his left, whereas in The Shade
the knees are parallel. The exaggerated twist of Adam’s
right leg vields a discrepancy between the location of his
navel and sternum that is greater than that in The Shade.
Rodin takes dramatic liberties by lowering the place-
ment of the quadriceps, probably in consideration of
The Shade’'s being seen from below. Adam’s overall silhou-
ette as viewed from a three-quarter frontal view is
squared off, as if in an invisible cube, while that of The
Shade is more open because of the outward gesture of
the left arm. It is only with the tripling of The Shade that
an overall cubed silhouette comes into being when seen
from the front (or rear). This compels the thought that
almost from the beginning, Rodin may have intended to
triple the figure and that the conjunction was not a stu-
dio game or accident.

Without contrary evidence, it appears that the figures
were always intended for the top of the portal; Rodin
referred to them as “phantoms,” whom he associated
with Dante’s Inferno.? In their symmetrical grouping and
placement, The Shades must have been inspired by the
Baptism of Christ (Baptistery, Florence), an outsized trio
begun in 1502 by Andrea Sansovino and placed by 1584
atop Lorenzo Ghiberti’s Gates of Paradise (1425-52).4
(None of Rodin’s many drawings of groups of males in
the Inferno predict this composition based on triplica-
tion.) The downward gestures of The Shades draw the
beholder directly to The Thinker. In all, The Three Shades
along with Adam and Eve, Ugolino and Paolo and Francesca,
and The Thinker were the figural anchors as he composed
The Gates of Hell.

Visitors to Rodin’s studio, like Gustave Geffroy who
saw The Shades atop the evolving portal, made the associa-
tion with Dante: “On high above the pediment three
men set up, at the summit of the work, an animated
equivalent of the Dantesque inscription: Lasciate ogni
speranza (Abandon every hope). They lean against one
another, bent forward in attitudes of desolation, their
arms extended and gathered toward the same point,
their index fingers brought together, expressing the cer-
tain and the irreparable.”> Geffroy was customarily a
careful observer, and he is the only one to write of The
Shades as having hands. The February 1888 edition of
L’art francais published a lithograph showing the upper
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Fig. 149. The
Three Shades
(cat. no. 43).



portion of the portal, and The Shades lack hands.6 It is
entirely possible that The Three Shades were originally
made with hands and that Rodin later removed them.
The gesture Geffroy described may be viewed as in
accord with hand gestures in the final enlargement.

Compared with the enlarged version, which has
hands, why did Rodin not show these extremities on the
figures above The Gates? Absent his own explanation, we
are left to ponder the thematic and artistic effects. Some
might ask, suppose Geffroy was mistaken and Rodin just
did not get around to finishing them? Between 1898 and
1900, for example, he had a crew of assistants and spent
a lot of money preparing the portal for exhibition. At
that time, if not earlier, he could have added hands had
he wanted.” In fact, when The Shade was enlarged by
Henri Lebossé in 19o1 and The Three Shades were exhib-
ited in the Salon of 1902, they still lacked hands.8 Viewed
from below the portal, The Three Shades appear to resist
the pull of gravity or death. The futility of that resistance
could be signified by the absent hands. Artistically cut-
ting off the lower right forearm of The Shade gave Rodin a
cleaner, more compact silhouette, as the stump of the
arm leads into the figure’s right thigh.

In terms of exhibitions, The Three Shades without
hands had a more active life outside Rodin’s studio than
did Adam, perhaps because he felt he had put more dis-
tance between himself and Michelangelo in the former.®
We do not know the dates when hands were added (or
whether they were made by Rodin or an assistant), or
rejoined and then enlarged, nor if this version was exhib-
ited.’® For Rodin hand gestures were extremely impor-
tant vehicles for expression. What did he have in mind
for the final version of The Shades (see fig. 151)? The
right hand of each, held next to the hip with the palm
up, has the thumb and forefinger touching, giving the
member a graceful closure, but its significance for the sit-
uation is unknown. The new left hand is also open with
the forefinger extended, not stiffly as in the downward,
pointing gesture of Adam’s right hand but sufficient for
Geffroy to have read it as an indicating gesture. Given
the tragic implications of the trio, did the relaxed nature
of the gestures signify resignation rather than resistance
to fate?

It would seem that The Three Shades is probably the first
example of Rodin’s invention of the multiplication of a
figure in a composition, and as such it provides insight
into his mentality as an artist. Rodin never used his
invention so that the figures are simply aligned without

some change in orientation toward the beholder; at first
sight the composition seems quite natural and the partic-
ipants different persons. For The Shades, Sansovino’s Bap-
tism of Christ may have given Rodin the idea for the place-
ment of The Shades but not their replication. The Three
Shades is a totally new compositional idea with numerous
thematic and formal possibilities that would be emulated
by Georges Minne in his Fountain of the Kneeling Youths
(1898-1906; Folkwang Museum, Essen.).!! What seems
to have appealed strongly to Rodin was the type of open-
ended, dramatic, nonliterary situations that multiplica-
tion of and confrontation with the self created. Leaving
the sculpture’s reading to the imagination of the viewer
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Henri (Charles)
Bodmer,
“Shade” with
“Fallen
Caryatid” in
plaster (Ag7).



(as Pablo Picasso would do) became crucial to Rodin’s
modernity, starting with The Gates of Hell. This must have
made the charges that he had a literary imagination all
the more galling. After The Kiss Rodin seems to have sys-
tematically explored new and unorthodox ways of com-
posing that did away with mutuality and the entwining of
limbs, trusting for new harmonies in the excellence of
his modeling in the round and for surprising new silhou-
ettes achieved by the chance encounters between his
ready-made figures. Quite simply, whether by multiplica-
tion or marcottage (combining two or more previously
made sculptures, in, for example, such composite works
as The Shade with Fallen Caryatid and Shade with Meditation,
figs. 150 and 192), Rodin seems to have been artistically
rejuvenated. He must have relished the element of sur-
prise, especially for himself, when seeing his old figures
take on a new life.

Leo Steinberg has thought long and well about the
implications of doubling and tripling the same figures:
“Such multiplications are Rodin’s constant recourse, and
if we do not know how they were prompted, we at least
recognize the effect, which is always a redoubling of
energy. Multiplication generates new and more intricate
rhythms of solids and intervals.” Steinberg continued,
“These strange replications, which cannot be read either
as one figure proliferated in two or three bodies, or as
one body in several roles or places at once, compel an
instinctive reconsideration of what actually is repre-
sented. If it occurs more than once, the sculptural form
cannot be a direct representation of nature. It must be
either an artifact in mechanical multiplication, or a
thought obsessively thought again. It can be both. Only
one thing it cannot be: the simple analogue of a natural
body whose character it is to be unrepeatable.”2

NOTES

LITERATURE: Grappe 1944, 25; Tancock 1967, 1976, 129-35;
Jianou and Goldscheider 1969, 88; Steinberg 1972, g55; de
Caso and Sanders 1977, 139—41; Lampert 1986, 50-52, 205-6;
Miller and Marotta 1986, 14; Beausire 1989, 176-78; Gold-
scheider 198¢, 152; Le Norman-Romain 1999, 78

10.
11.

12,

. This writer too once subscribed to this view. (See also, for

example, Goldscheider 1989, 152.) There is a great
advantage to having the actual sculptures at hand to make
close inspection. The problem of dating The Shade and
The Three Shades is reviewed in Tancock 1976, 128.

. Cladel 1936, 143.
. Bartlett’s notes of 1887 have Rodin saying, “The salient

subjects of the door are the two episodes of Paolo and
Francesca da Rimini and Ugolino, but the composition
includes the three phantoms and Dante” (in Elsen 1965a,

70).

. On Sansovino’s group, see John Pope-Hennessy, ltalian

High Renaissance and Barogue Sculpture, 2nd ed. (London:
Phaidon, 1970), 345—46, also G. Hayden Huntley, Andrea
Sansovino: Sculptor and Architect of the Italian Renaissance
(1935; reprint, Westport, Conn.: Greenwood, 1971), 44—
42. Saint John and Christ were begun by Sansovino; the
third figure, an angel, was added later.

. This is from Geffroy’s 1889 essay on Rodin for the

Georges Petit exhibition, reprinted in Beausire 198, 62.

. Reproduced by Bartlett in Elsen 19654, 71.
. Photographs show that The Three Shades had not been

placed atop the plaster portal when the 19oo exhibition
opened, but by the end of the exhibition they had been.
See Elsen 1980, pls. 15, 18.

. For Lebossé’s notes dating the enlargement, see Elsen

1981, 258. Tancock (1976, 130) quoted Goldscheider,
who indicated (in Auguste Rodin, 1840-1917: An Exhibi-
tion of Sculptures/Drawings, exh. cat. [New York: Charles
Slatkin Galleries, 19631, no. 23), without proof, that The
Shade was enlarged about 18g8. For the 1go2 exhibition
photograph of The Shades, see Tancock 1976, 152.

. The enlarged Skade in plaster was paired with the Medita-

tion without Arms (cat. no. 62) and photographed by
Jacques-Ernst Bulloz in 19og-04 (see fig. 192) and later
was shown at the Ny Carlsberg Glyptotek in Copenhagen
as Adam and Eve (Tancock 1976, 134). Fonsmark clarified
that the Glyptotek acquired the figures separately, before
1913, but showed them together for a period, reflecting
the idea of the assemblage (1988, 81).

On the addition of hands, see cat. no. 44, note 4.

On Minne, see Robert Hoozee et al., George Minne en de
Kunst rond 1900, exh. cat. (Ghent: Museum voor Schone
Kunsten, 1982), cat. nos. 61, 62, 69—78.

Steinberg 1972, 355, 358. For another view of Rodin’s
replicating practice, see Tancock 1967.
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The Three Shades
(Les trois ombres), 1881—83, enlarged 1901

* Bronze, Coubertin Foundry, 2/12

® 76 X76 X 42%sin. (193 X193 x 108.7 cm)

* With hands

¢ Signed on front of hase, below feet of left figure: A. Rodin

* Inscribed on back of base, right side, lower edge: Fonderie de Cou-
bertin

¢ Mark adjacent to inscription: Coubertin Foundry seal

* Provenance: Musée Rodin, Paris

* Gift of the B. Gerald Cantor Collection, 1992.158

Figures 151-52

I n 1889 Rodin exhibited the trio of small-size Shades as
études during his exhibition with Claude Monet, suffer-
ing the criticism that he should not expose to the public
parts of an unfinished commissioned work and that what
he was doing was “not comprehensible because he
begins at the end.”™ The great critical and financial suc-
cess of Rodin’s 1goo exhibition may have encouraged
him to have his trio of Shades enlarged. It was in the early
years of the twentieth century that, working with the
gifted technician Henri Lebossé, Rodin extended the
lives of many of his sculptures, such as The Thinker,
through enlargement. This coincides with, if it was not
caused by, an increase in the number of exhibitions in
foreign countries in which large-size works attracted
more attention and purchases.

In September 1go1 Lebossé wrote to Rodin concern-
ing the enlargement of The Shade, “Today I finished the
weight-bearing leg. The one that is bent is well enough
along—also the two arms. The artists who have seen [the
leg that carries the weight] were stupefied by it.”2 That
Rodin had his works enlarged by Lebossé was well
known, and the latter enjoyed showing sculptors the
quality of both Rodin’s work and his own.

Just when Rodin added the hands is not completely
clear. In 1902, for example, the handless Shades were
exhibited at the Salon nationale and reproduced in the
Gazette des beaux-arts.® For that exhibition the three casts

were not joined on a common base but instead were
shown all facing inward in a semicircular arrangement
but at a short distance from one another. In 1gog a
bronze cast of The Three Shades was on view and for sale at
12,500 francs in Potsdam, which suggests the enlarged
version, but we still cannot be sure about the presence or
absence of hands. Presumably the three figures had been
joined at the base. Whether or not Rodin modeled new
hands for his figures or drew from his reserve of ready-
mades we cannot say; perhaps with the publication of the
Meudon reserves, we may learn more.4

Rodin had been twinning and tripling figures before
1900 as with The Three Faunesses (1882) from The Gates
and the self-confronting plasters of Old Woman (cat. no.
51), which were exhibited as Dried-up Springs (1889).5 As
part of his becoming a modern sculptor through ques-
tioning what had previously been unquestionable, it was
as though he had asked, What if I doubled and tripled a
figure? Why not a trio of Shades if they work in the cube?
What is gained and what is lost? Atop The Gates they
served to focus attention downward to The Thinker and
gave the portal more of a central axis. Seen by them-
selves, the life-size trio was a dramatic way of showing that
strong silhouettes well modeled, not mutuality of ges-
tures and facial expressions, were the basis for arranging
if not composing figures in proximity. Repetition also
caused space in the form of intervals to become more
apparent. Tripling gave the asymmetrical figures a sym-
metrical and emblemlike configuration that held up
strongly when viewed from a distance. Unification
denied the suggestion of physical motion but accentu-
ated formal movement in a closed system.

John Tancock was one of the earliest interpreters of
Rodin’s figural repetition. Writing of The Three Shades in
The Gates, he focused on their tragic character: “seem-
ingly drawn together and down by the force of gravity,
they embody a feeling of helplessness which is deperson-
alized by being presented in triplicate. It is like the repe-
tition of a line in a poem which gains in force each time
it is repeated. In grouping three casts of this self-
engrossed figure, Rodin ruled out any possibility of com-
munication between them. Their physical closeness is
deceptive. No consolation is possible.”

In his exemplary essay on Rodin, Leo Steinberg
explored the formal consequences of Rodin’s multiple
use of a figure, and he referred to “the Three Shades, the
triple yoke and crown of the Gates of Hell, one form in
three bodies. . . . By assembling three casts of the figure,
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Fig. 151. The
Three Shades
(cat. no. 44).



Rodin prevents dissipation. The exterior shapes become
engaged intervals, and the repeat of this one irregular
body yields infinite rhythmic amplification.”

Separated from The Gates of Hell and enlarged, The
Three Shades became the dream of later modern sculp-
tors, to be monumental without creating a monument in
the conventional sense, of giv-
ing in public serious service to
sculpture itself, of provoking
interesting thoughts of the
beholder’s own design.

NOTES

LITERATURE: Grappe 1944,
25-26; Tancock 1967, 1976, 130;
Steinberg 1972, g55; de Caso and
Sanders 1977, 139—41; Fonsmark
1988, 79-83; Levkoff 1994,
58~59; Le Norman-Romain 199g,
78—79; Le Norman-Romain 2001,

140

1. Beausire 1988, 2g-g0.

2. Lebossé to Rodin, 4 Septem-
ber 1901, cited in Beausire
1989, 176.

3. Marcel H., “Les salons de
1902,” Gazette des beaux-arts
18 (August 19o2): 129. A
photograph was reproduced
in Tancock 1976, 132.

4. In 1904, Rodin had his assis-
tant Josef Maratka replace
the missing right hand, and
Rodin also grouped the trio
on a single base; see Le Nor-
man-Romain 1999, 78-79,
where the group is dated
1902—04.

5. These works are discussed
and reproduced in Stein-
berg 1972, 354, 358.

6. For his views in full, see Tan-
cock 1967, 38—41.

7. Steinberg 1972, 455, 358.
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Ugolino and His Sons (Ugolin et ses fils), 1881—82

e Title variation: La béte humaine

* Plaster (later varnished for casting)

® 16% x25x16 in. (41X 63.5 X 40.5 cm)

¢ Provenance: Alexis and Eugene Rudier; Sotheby Parke Bernet,
Monaco, 25 November 1979, lot 19

¢ Gift of the Iris and B. Gerald Cantor Foundation, 1987.38

Figure 153

I n the last circle of his Inferno Dante put Count
Ugolino, frozen in the same hole with Archbishop Rug-
gieri, both traitors to their native city of Pisa. Following
the concept of making the punishment fit the crime,
Dante has Ugolino gnawing on Ruggieri’s head, then
stopping to recall his treason and tragic punishment. As
punishment for his betrayal, Count Ugolino, who once
commanded the Pisan navy, was locked in a tower with
four of his offspring and left to starvation and cannibal-
ism. Dante’s story was one of the two earliest stories from
the Inferno (canto g3) to be interpreted in sculpture by
Rodin. A life-size plaster, Seated Ugolino, dates from 1876
at the latest and was made in Belgium after Rodin’s trip
to Italy (fig. 154).! The third architectural model for The
Gates shows the doomed count with a child across his lap
(see fig. 160), and Stanford has a sheet with two draw-
ings of this motif (cat. no. 47).2 In the Musée Rodin col-
lection a sheet with other sketches includes a small draw-
ing of Ugolino crawling.? Probably drawn very late in the
studies, it was nevertheless not a blueprint for the com-
position Rodin created for the portal.

The best discussion of Rodin’s sculptural group of
Ugolino and his children was written by Ruth Mirolli
(Butler), who pointed out how drastically different his
interpretation was from that of Jean-Baptiste Carpeaux’s
work of 1860 and how unprecedented was the horizontal
grouping.* As with The Kiss (cat. nos. 48-49), Rodin’s
departure from the drawings of this theme must have
been caused by working in the round with live models,
reportedly Pignatelli, who had served him for Saint John
the Baptist Preaching (see fig. 446).5 The new sculptural

group could have been begun in 1880 or 1881. By show-
ing the starving father on all fours, Rodin dramatically
altered the theme’s mise en scene from that of the seated
pose in the third architectural model and most of the
drawings, probably inspired by a rereading of Dante and
the lines describing the last days of the ill-fated family left
to starve in a dungeon: “When we had come to the
fourth day, Gaddo threw himself stretched out at my feet,
saying,’My father! Why don’t you help me?’ There he
died; and even as thou seest me, saw I the three fall one
by one, between the fifth day and the sixth; whence I
betook me, already blind, to groping over each, and for
three days called them, after they were dead; then fasting
had more power than grief.”6

While the Ugolino group was still in clay, Rodin made
at least two recorded critical changes before casting the
Stanford plaster group.” The changes were pho-
tographed probably between 1881 and 1884, with the
naked, wooden, boxlike armature of The Gates behind
one of them.® The earlier of the two versions in clay
shows Rodin’s dissatisfaction with the top of Ugolino’s
head. He subsequently changed the whole head, lower-
ing its position and eliminating the bared teeth. The sec-
ond photograph shows that he also changed the pose of
the child who lies directly beneath Ugolino, raising the
head (fig. 155). On The Gates itself he returned to the
boy’s original posture with the head down and both legs
to the ground (fig. 156). This version is smaller than The
Kiss and shows the group from the side opposite that
revealed by these photographs, indicating that Rodin
had no fixed viewpoint from which to see the figures
when he was working on them for the portal. To achieve
the angle and depth he wanted when he inserted the
group into the left door, Rodin omitted the fourth child,
who lies across the father’s right leg.

Seen in the round, the final form of the Ugolino
group can be visualized not within the imagined pyramid
used by Carpeaux but, instead, within Rodin’s cube. The
group has no front and back, thematically or artistically.
(If we take its orientation in The Gates as a guide, it seems
Rodin particularly liked a three-quarters left view.) There
is no one view from which all the figures can be seen, as is
the case with Carpeaux’s seated Ugolino biting his fists
and flanked by his dying children. From whatever angle
it is viewed, The Kiss offers a graceful, closed silhouette.
In contrast, the many contours of the doomed family
have a harsh angularity due to the bony nature of the
starved bodies. As with all Rodin’s compositions, the
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Fig. 153.
Ugolino and His
Sons (cat. no.

45).



Left: Fig. 154.
D. Freuler,
“Seated
Ugolino,” in
plaster, 1876,
1900, albumen
print with ink
notations.
Musée Rodin,
Paris.

Right: Fig. 155.
Karl-Henri
(Charles)
Bodmer or
Victor
Pannelier,
“Ugolino and
His Sons,”
1880-817, in
clay, 1881-83,
albumen print.
Musée Rodin,
Paris.

Ugolino group must be experienced sequentially by cir-
cumambulation. Only such a roving inspection can
reveal Rodin’s inventiveness in creating postures of
death. Many arms and legs of the dead and dying chil-
dren are in positions impossible to attain in life. Rather
than violence, however, they evoke the slowness of the
boys’ demise and perhaps the inadvertent buffeting of
the bodies by the sightless and desperate Ugolino crawl-
ing in their midst (see fig. 554). Most inventive and
touching is the pairing of the father with a dying child,
who lies cradled between Ugolino’s arm and hand. The
boy’s head hangs downward, but his eyes and mouth are
still open. Ugolino’s right hand is under the boy’s frail
chest, and with his left forearm the blind parent tries to
support the son’s head, as if refusing to let it touch the
ground.

Mindful of the prolonged nature of their dying, Rodin
made his figures with a gauntness appropriate to their
age. Ugolino’s skin is without elasticity, and it hangs on
his skeletal frame. The youngest child, in fact, an infant,
is not emaciated because by Rodin’s reasoning he would
have died first. Faithful to Dante’s story, Ugolino appears
blind while groping on all fours, his stomach contracted
as through his open mouth he seems to cry the names of
his offspring. In The Gates we can look up into Ugolino’s
face. To those who know the story, Rodin’s conception of
Ugolino’s face is brilliant, allowing multiple interpreta-
tions: the father is realizing that his punishment fits the

crime of betraying his greater family, the city of Pisa; the
open mouth presages the eating of the dying son he cra-
dles. The most memorable and pathetic of the boys is
about to lose his grip on his father’s back. The head of
this slumping youth is one of Rodin’s most expressive
and had a rich life in his art (cat. nos. 50, 55, g6).

Truman Bartlett saw the Ugolino group in the studio
during his 1887 visit and compared it with that of
Carpeaux: “Of Rodin’s power of seizing the most dra-
matic point of a subject, the group of Ugolino and his
sons is a terribly real example. Various artists have
treated this subject at the moment when the father is in
the act of biting his fingers in the first scene of his agony,
and when his sons are suffering the first pangs of hunger.
Rodin goes at once to the depths of the whole tragedy.
The youths have fallen to the ground, and Ugolino, see-
ing them so, and feeling the full terror of his situation,
throws his own emaciated carcass down and crawls over
the bodies of his offspring like a beast benumbed with
rage and famine. . . . The impression made by this being
is so forcible that it seems more like the half-conscious
response of an unburied corpse to the trumpet of the
resurrection. . . . It is the horror of the door.™

The museum’s plaster shows evidence of having been
prepared for bronze-casting, both by the varnish and
marks of editing with files and knives over all the surface.
As the Cantor collection at Stanford was formed in part
to show how Rodin worked, this plaster is extremely valu-
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able technically. Most Rodin plasters were not
reworked but were made for sale or exhibi-
tion, as gifts, or to be incorporated into new
compositions. The editing of the Stanford
work was done primarily to restore definition
lost from the original clay when it was cast in
plaster. It could also reflect subtle changes,
perhaps with respect not only to sharpness of
definition but also to the future bronze sur-
face’s reaction to light. At least the extensive-
ness of the reworking, not just of the figures
but of the rocky base as well, shows how con-
cerned Rodin was to ensure a bronze surface
as close as possible to the clay he had mod-
eled. The same editing marks, as distin-
guished from those made in the chasing of
the metal, do not show in The Gates of Hell
bronze cast of Ugolino and His Sons. This is
because the latter was made from a different
plaster, one that was cast and assembled in
19147 on orders of Léonce Bénédite for the opening of
the Musée Rodin. The Stanford figures were separately
cast in plaster and joined to each other and the base with
white wax.

Rodin appears to have exhibited this group in bronze
in Brussels (1887), Edinburgh (1893), Geneva (1896),
Florence (18g7), the Netherlands (18gg), and in his
own retrospective (19oo).1 Between 19o1 and 1go4
Henri Lebossé enlarged the group to more than life-size,
at which time Rodin made some changes.!! It appears
that after its enlargement Rodin exhibited Ugolirno alone
in Venice (1903) and in Edinburgh, Disseldorf, and
Dresden (1904).12

NOTES

LITERATURE: Bartlett 188g in Elsen 1965a, 72; Grappe 1944,
30-31; Elsen 1960, 10, 64, 74-75, 92; Mirolli (Butler) 1966,
224~27; Jianou and Goldscheider 196g, 8g; Tancock 1976, go,
94, 97, 108; Elsen 1980, 166-67; Elsen 1981, 1g1—200; Judrin
1982; Elsen 1985a, 78, 80-81; Miller and Marotta 1986, 1g—21;
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1. Rodin wrote letters to Rose Beuret in Brussels in April 1877
requesting that this Seated Ugolino be sent to him; see Rodin
1860-99, letters 15, 17, 19. Somewhat confusing is Rodin’s
reference in letter 19 to “le petit Ugolin,” suggesting that
there was either a second version or an étude for the life-size
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11.
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figure. Whether Rodin also made Ugolino’s sons while in
Belgium and later destroyed them is not known.

. For interpretations of Ugolino, see Frances A. Yates,

“Transformations of Dante’s Ugolino,” Journal of the War-
burg and Courtauld Institutes 14 (January-June 1951):
103-17. For discussion of Rodin’s Ugolino drawings, see
Judrin in Elsen 1981, 191-200; and Judrin 1982.

. Elsen 1981, fig. 8.27. A second drawing with Ugolino in

this posture was formerly in the Mastbaum collection.

. Mirolli (Butler) 1966, 224—27.

. Cladel 1936, 133.

. Dante 1932, canto 33, verses 67-75.

. Rodin’s compositions might remain for months or even

years in clay. On 13 October 1883 Rodin received a bill
from a moldmaker named Ganet Ainé for a “moule a
creux perdu, un groupe d’Hugolin, g5F” (lost hollow
cast, an Ugolino group, g5 francs), Musée Rodin archives.

. These photographs were reproduced and discussed in

Elsen 1980, 166-67 and pls. 27—28. Beausire (1988, 187)
properly corrected the author’s designation of a group of
Niobe and her children as being a third version of
Ugolino (see Elsen 1980, 167, pl. 29). The children are
from the Ugolino group, but Niobe has the head of The
Falling Man (cat. no. 64) from The Gaies and the body of a
woman. The Niobe group was shown in the 1goo retro-
spective and so listed in the catalogue.

. Bartlett in Elsen 1965a, 72. Carpeaux’s Ugolino is dis-

cussed by Anne Wagner and reproduced in Fusco and
Janson 1980, 146—48.

Beausire 1988, 96, 116, 126, 131, 153, 185.

See author’s essay on Lebossé in Elsen 1981, 258. Mirolli
(Butler) discussed these changes (1966, 227).

Beausire 1988, 240, 244, 253, 255.
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Fig. 156. Detail
of The Gates of
Hell: Ugolino
and His Sons.



Fig. 157. Torso of
a Son of
Ugolino (cat.
no. 46).

Torso of a Son of Ugolino

(Torse d’un fils d’Ugolin), c. 1880

® Title variation: Male Torso

® Bronze, E. Godard Foundry, cast 1980,
3/12

* 9Vax7%x7in.(23.5%19.7 X17.8 cm)

* Signed on left stump: A. Rodin

* Inscribed on left thigh: E.
Godard/Fondr.; under buttocks: © by
Musée Rodin 1980; below signature: no
3

¢ Provenance: Musée Rodin, Paris

¢ Gift of the Iris and B. Gerald Cantor Col-
lection, 1998.349

Figure 157

.Rodin did not build his figures
from the ground up. The torso
was the nuclear core of his think-
ing, and that is evident in this ver-
sion of the son who clings to
Count Ugolino’s back. Once the
body was formed, the arms and
legs could be attached, usually
with no modification of the mus-
cles in the torso, as shown in
Ugolino and His Sons (cat. no. 45)
and Paolo and Francesca (cat. no.
50). Rodin did modify the head
in each case; the Head of Sorrow
(cat. no. 55) and this head for
Ugolino’s son differ in their sur-
face details. The more compact
shape and abstract hair treatment
of the partial figure accords bet-
ter with the curve of the youth’s
raised buttock. Without the arms
to obstruct the view of the front
of the torso, it is possible to see
the disalignment of navel and

sternum, which gives the body the expressive twist Rodin
so prized. The beauty of this sculpture is seen when
taken in as a whole and the body becomes a unified ges-
ture, a strong upward diagonal thrust. It was such discov-
eries—that fewer limbs could be more artistically expres-
sive—that encouraged Rodin to focus on partial figures,
even rendering them life-size, after 1goo.

LITERATURE: Miller and Marotta 1986, 20; Ambrosini and
Facos 1987, 8o; Fath and Schmoll 1991, 146—47
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Study for Ugolino and His Son
(Ugolin et son fils), 1870—80

¢ Recto: ink and graphite on paper

* Verso: ink and graphite on paper

¢ 5%X3%in. (14.3x9.3 cm)

* Signed on recto, lower right: AR

* Inscribed in graphite on recto, lower right: ugolino; on recto in ink,
upper left: planche

* Provenance: Feingarten Galleries, Los Angeles
* Gift of the Iris and B. Gerald Cantor Foundation, 1987.39
Figures 158-159

M ore than thirty drawings witness Rodin’s attraction
to, if not obsession with, the episode in the Inferno that
was interpreted in the nineteenth century as cannibalis-
tic infanticide. With rare exceptions these drawings show
a seated father with his children around or before him or
with one son on his lap. Just why Rodin was so drawn to
the theme of infanticide remains open to speculation.
That he himself was a father must have counted in strong
measure.! The Ugolino motif belongs with so many draw-
ings in this outline manner having to do with men that it
might be called Rodin’s masculine mode. At times men
are shown in violent situations or in deep thought, when
the figures are associated with tomb projects.2

In her excellent essay on Rodin’s treatment of this
theme, Claudie Judrin illustrated 27 versions in drawing
and sculpture according to what she believed was their
narrative sequence. Not included were Stanford’s two
drawings, unknown to her at the time. She did repro-
duce an engraving of the recto, which was published in
The French Magazine in April 189q.3 This explains the
inscription planche (plate) on the drawing, as it indicated
that it should be reproduced in that article. Judrin per-
suasively associated the front, or recto, with the fourth
day of Ugolino’s incarceration, when his children offer
themselves to be eaten by their parent. One of the sons
lies across the lap of the naked Ugolino, who averts his
gaze from his tragic burden. He supports the child’s
shoulder with his right forearm and the boy’s feet with

his left hand. The child’s open mouth evokes the plea for
his father’s help but also the offer of his own flesh
(“Father, it will give us much less pain, if thou wilt eat of
us: thou didst put upon us this miserable flesh, and do
thou strip it off”).# That the boy’s eyes are wide open
adds to the horrific sense of the moment.

The verso (fig. 159) shows the son lying on his back
across his father’s lap with his arms reaching upward. His
legs, however, are in two positions. In one they lie pas-
sively across the father’s thigh. In the other the legs are
raised vertically with the feet framing Ugolino’s head as
if the boy was desperately hanging onto his father and to
life. Perhaps Rodin was sympathizing with the child and
his imagination was not circumscribed by any postural
convention. Judrin appropriately compared the pose of
the first drawing with those of the Virgin holding the
Christ Child on her lap, but one thinks specifically of
Rodin’s having seen in 1875 Michelangelo’s mother with
her dead son in the Saint Peter’s Pietda. This outline
mode, with its heavily muscled types often in contorted
or strenuous movement, evinces Michelangelo’s power-
ful influence on Rodin in these years. When Rodin
began to work entirely from live models in movement, he
slowly shifted away from imaginative drawings in the
1880s and found what he felt was the true secret of
Michelangelo’s art.

Fig. 160. Detail
of Third
Architectural
Model for “The
Gates of Hell”:
Ugolino and His
Son, 1880
(fig.121).
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Left: Fig. 158.
Study for
“Ugolino and
His Son,” recto
(cat. no. 47).

Right: Fig. 159.
Study for
“Ugolino and
His Son,” verso
(cat. no. 47).

The recto side of the Stanford drawing comes close to
Rodin’s modeled sketch for the subject in the third archi-
tectural model for The Gates of Hell, but the position of
the child is reversed with regard to the sculpture, and in
the latter the father appears to be looking at the son (fig.
160). The closeness of the two interpretations supports a
date of 1880 for the drawing. (As we know, Rodin did not
make sculptures from drawings but rather the reverse, as
when he needed a drawn illustration for a salon cata-
logue and in his 1887 drawings that accompanied
Charles Baudelaire’s fleurs du mal) Just when he began
sketching from Dante is not known for certain.? The
small size of the Stanford drawing on cheap paper
reminds us that Rodin always carried paper in his pocket
and would draw anywhere at anytime.

Stylistically the drawing may be associated with works

from the 1870s, if not earlier, and is based on a tech-
nique taught to Rodin by Horace Lecoq de Boisbaudran,
his drawing master at the Petit école.5 To establish a pose
or movement quickly, this flayed figure, or écorché
method as it was known, called for outlining the big mus-
cles and tendons of a figure without concern for details.
This simple outline method, allowing for the absence of
a live model—as well as speed of execution—could be
made anywhere. Shading and correctives might come
later, and it is clear that in the recto Rodin reworked
Ugolino’s left arm and its juncture with the boy’s feet.
Lecoq de Boisbaudran’s method was intended to encour-
age and help artists draw from memory and their imagi-
nation. The imaginative drawings from Dante that pre-
cede The Gates of Hell are unthinkable without this
education. When he had made one of these imaginative
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drawings, Rodin often inscribed the name of a subject
that he associated with it afterward, but in this case the
association and inscription came before the fact, to pro-
vide a caption for the reproduction in a periodical. What
the imaginative drawing did for his modeling was to give
the sculptor the sense of the disposition—what he later
referred to as the equilibrium—of the body’s main
masses that created the overall movement of the figure.
Although they look radically different, this outline mode
later nourished the contour or continuous drawings that
began in the 18gos as they reinforced Rodin’s under-
standing of anatomy. Rodin’s passionate nature found
early expression in posture, whereas later it was mani-
fested in the act of drawing itself.

NOTES
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Figure 161

The Kiss, which did so much to establish Rodin’s repu-
tation as a sculptor of the erotic, and Ugoline and His Sons
(cat. no. 45) were the sculptor’s most illustrative works,
being directly inspired by Dante’s Inferno. In the circle of
carnal sinners Virgil leads the poet to Paolo and
Francesca, and the latter speaks to them: “One day, for
pastime, we read of Lancelot, how love constrained him;
we were alone, and without all suspicion. Several times

that reading urged our eyes to meet, and changed the
colour of our faces; but one moment alone it was that
overcame us. When we read how the fond smile was
kissed by such a lover, he, who shall never be divided
from me, kissed my mouth all trembling.™

From the first moments devoted to planning the
motifs in The Gates of Hell but possibly even earlier (as we
cannot date the many drawings of embracing couples
exactly), Rodin seems to have determined to depict this
tragic pair and feature them in 7The Gates. They are proba-
bly the couple visible in the second architectural model
and are definitely in the third (fig. 162). Just why Rodin
did not include The Kiss in the final portal is not totally
clear beyond such tantalizing clues as Truman Bartlett’s
statement that “the first study . . . was too large for the
purpose intended, it being over half life size.” This sug-
gests that the Stanford bronze is associated with this first
freestanding version.

Unlike his contemporary in sculpture, Aristide Croisy
(1840-1899), Rodin ignored the narrative device of
showing two young people, heads close together, reading
a book (fig. 16g).2 Rather than a piece of period furni-
ture for the couple’s seat, Rodin employed a rock, sug-
gesting a garden or natural setting. His many drawings of
the imagined pair and their inclusion in the last ma-
quette for the door testify to his commitment to the
theme and to showing the lovers unclothed and embrac-
ing. Presenting them naked and outdoors, Rodin, who
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Fig. 161. The
Kiss (cat. no.
48).



had an aversion to historical costumes, asked that we sus-
pend any suspicion that their reading did not begin in
innocence. Coupled with its name, The Kiss, which the
artist chose for its first exhibition in 1887 in Paris, this
divestment won for the artist greater timelessness and
universality as proved by the sculpture’s international
fame since it was first exhibited.? Excluding from its title
and from visual cues in the group any specific reference
to the Inferno was like removing Dante’s cap from The
Thinker. Consequently, few viewers from Rodin’s lifetime
onwards are aware of the sculpture’s source in Dante.

No single drawing predicts precisely the pose or subtle
narrative of the doomed pair. Such was not Rodin’s prac-
tice because in sculpture like The Kiss he was modeling
from living people. (Despite the claims of some to have
posed for the sculpture, we still do not know the identi-
ties of the models.) The drawings of lovers and the final
sculpture show Rodin’s determination to personalize the
theme rather than paraphrase predecessors, such as
Jean-Antoine Houdon, in the motif of the embrace.5
Unlike his academically trained contemporaries, Rodin
did not presume a strict frontality, which meant that he
was not limited to projecting his image onto an imagined
frontal plane and depicting only one moment in a story.
Contemporaneous photographs, such as Eugeéne Druet’s
of The Kiss, show that Rodin directed the photographers
who worked for him to always view his sculptures from an
angle that displayed the work’s breadth and depth and,
by implication, successive moments in the narrative (fig.
164).5 Even though the group was intended for The
Gates, Rodin distanced himself from the tradition of
architectural sculpture by not conceiving it as a relief.
Most of the figures and groups in The Gates, such as
Ugolino and His Sons, were modeled in the round and
then attached to the plaster panels within the portal’s
frame. With his system of plural contour modeling,
Rodin had greater latitude in choosing the angle that he
wished to set the figures into the surface of the doors.
This meant that he knew his composition would read
well from several points of view rather than just one. Hav-
ing a good-size, freestanding version of The Kiss also
allowed Rodin to exhibit such works independently,
thereby adding to his reputation and income. This may
have been one of his initial intentions.

During his lifetime The Kiss contributed greatly to
Rodin’s reputation as a sculptor. After his death, and par-
ticularly between the two world wars, the marble versions
of The Kiss contributed more to the decline of his reputa-

MONUMENTS TO AND PORTRAITS OF ARTISTS / 209

Above: Fig. 162.
Detail of Third
Architectural
Model for “The
Gates of Hell”:
Paolo and
Francesca, 1880
(fig. 121).

Left: Fig. 163.
Aristide Croisy,
Paolo and
Francesca,
1876, plaster,
59 X 40%2 X 294
in. (150 x102 x
75 cm). Musée
de ’Ardenne et
Musée Arthur
Rimbaud,
Charleville-
Méziéres.



CLOCKWISE
FROM LEFT
Fig. 164.
Eugéne Druet,
“The Kiss” in
Marble in
Rodin’s Studio,
1898, gelatin
silver print. Iris
and B. Gerald
Cantor
Foundation.

Fig. 165. The
Kiss, c. 1880—
81, bronze,
height 34 x 17 x
22in. (86.4x

43.2X55.9 cm).

Iris and B.
Gerald Cantor
back view
Collection.

Fig. 166. The
Kiss, ¢. 1880-
81, bronze,
height 34x17x
22in. (86.4x

43.2X55.9 cm).

Iris and B.
Gerald Cantor
view from left
Collection.

tion among artists and critics who favored “do it yourself”
and “truth to the medium” ideals than any other sculp-
ture he created. From Constantin Brancusi to Henry
Moore, The Kiss in marble exemplified what early mod-
ern sculptors were reacting against: literal narration, illu-
sionistic treatment of materials, and not just sentimental-
ity but the very depiction of expression through gestures
and body language. That Rodin did not carve the stone
himself increased the disdain of many modern artists for
The Kiss, though it has continued to find favor with the
public. Overexposure through reproduction in the
media and abuse by commercial artists and cartoonists
have distracted us from the historical originality of the
composition and superb quality of its execution in the
first freestanding version represented by the Stanford
bronze. There is no question but that The Kissin its origi-
nal size and in bronze is far superior to its later enlarged
translation into stone by Rodin’s carvers.” The Stanford
bronze allows us to see the beauty of uninterrupted sur-
face nuance and the conjoining of the big planes of the

bodies that issued from Rodin’s own hands throughout
the entire piece. Close examination of the bronze shows
that at times Rodin sacrificed anatomical exactitude for
the artistic logic of surface planes and their interaction
with light, as well as for compositional unity. The Kiss has
gained in appreciation in the wake of what happened in
the art of the 1g8os; the words lterary or illustration are
no longer opprobrious when applied to art, the dogma
of truth to the medium has been all but forgotten, and
artists now show their feelings in sculpture as well as
painting.

While Rodin would later play down the sculpture’s
importance, by comparison with subsequent works, his
thinking about showing the unfolding of successive (ver-
sus simultaneous) movements that formed 7The Kiss
would influence our experience of it through time, the
later composition of The Burghers of Calais, and even the
way he wanted us to read The Walking Man (cat. no. 174).
With live subjects Rodin could compose his narrative in
the round, and this is the way The Kiss should be read, as
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an unfolding story starting at the back. To appreciate
Rodin as a great dramatist of the body, the reader is
asked to bear with the author in a descriptive reading
and commentary on The Kiss, in the way we examine the
art of the old masters, such as Bernini in his Apollo and
Daphne (1622-24). No famous modern sculpture has
been as misread since its conception as The Kiss.

Rodin departed from his predecessors who treated
the theme literally, by making Francesca and not Paolo
the instigator of the seduction.® From the rear of the
sculpture and slightly to the left we see the open book,
one side of which is pressed flat against the rock by
Paolo’s open left hand, reminding us that the drama
began with the sudden interrupted reading (fig. 165).
Francesca’s bent right arm has brushed aside its pages.
The back of her upraised hand barely touches Paolo’s
left breast. Her hand, framed in the space between the
lovers’ shoulders, makes an erotically suggestive gesture
of a circle formed by the touching of the thumb and
forefinger. Paolo’s back is erect, the shoulders still close
to being squared, evoking his sense of moral duty as the
brother of Francesca’s husband and his role as a teacher.

Moving counterclockwise around the sculpture, we
see that Paolo’s right leg and foot are still firmly set, as
when the two sat more upright and slightly separated
from each other while reading (fig. 166). Paolo’s right
leg, with its extended thighbone, is turned out and
slightly away from his companion, recalling a male’s nor-
mal spread-knee sitting position. His toes are tensed,
however. The whole impression from the sculpture’s
right is one of Paolo’s slowly eroding resolve and awaken-
ing desire. Where Croisy’s Francesca coyly cuddles,
Rodin’s heroine spontaneously but systematically
seduces in a succession rather than simultaneity of move-
ments. (Rodin counted on our proximity to the sculp-
ture and reading of the gestures one after the other
rather than our just standing back and taking it in from
one or two viewpoints.) Contrary to Dante, Rodin’s
Francesca has taken the initiative in the seduction by the
way she has reached up and with her left forearm pulled
her tutor’s head toward her own. Her left hand is open,
resting sideways on Paolo’s shoulder and not grasping
her lover’s neck. Francesca’s right leg has been slung
over the left of her partner. This gesture of sexual appro-
priation is what Leo Steinberg has aptly termed the
“slung-leg” motif, but surprisingly it was not commented
on by critics when the work was shown.?® (Rodin
employed the slung leg motif in the woman of the couple

at the top left bas-relief in The Gates, and it has affinities
with the theme and style of ceramics he made at Sévres;
see cat. no. 8g.) Francesca’s left leg is pressed against
Paolo’s as if enclosing it in a gentle vise, her foot poised
so that her toes partially cover his. With neither foot
solidly planted, she is still able to extend her body back
and to the right. From a sculptor’s viewpoint, this pos-
ture gave Rodin a beautiful, vigorous, undulating
arabesque for Francesca’s labile body when seen slightly
to the right of front. It contrasts with the more rectilinear
profile of her lover.

Looking at the front of both figures’ torsos reveals
Rodin’s use of a device developed in Torso of a Man (cat.
no. 173), a torso study for Saint John the Baptist Preaching
(1878). The navel and sternum are not vertically aligned
in order to show the same figure in successive move-
ments. Paolo’s and Francesca’s navels are still seen in the
positions they would have been in relation to the hips
before the interrupted reading, while their sternums
respond, in an anatomic impossibility, to the twisting of
the upper body as they converge to embrace. A look
between his legs shows that Paolo has no genitals.10 Sur-
prisingly, in view of the finish with which the rest of the
figure is realized, Paolo’s left thigh is only summarily
modeled, and the area just above it, presumably the
cover of the book, reveals the raw, deep gouges Rodin’s
fingers made in the clay.

The one gesture in the sculpture that everyone
notices and remembers is that of Paolo’s right hand on
Francesca’s left thigh. That Paolo’s right wrist is raised in
line with the forearm and that the hand is flexed slightly
downward as if Paolo had changed his mind in midmove-
ment have gone unremarked. In the sculpture’s original
size and bronze version he lightly touches his lover’s left
thigh with three fingertips. The thumb and right forefin-
ger are still raised, signaling his hesitancy. This delicacy
of touch, so important to the tact with which Rodin treats
the theme and the emotional charge he sought with the
contact points of flesh against flesh, is lost in subsequent
enlarged versions and in other media.

The Kiss Is Not a Kiss

Despite the fact that the sculpture’s base is squared in
the front when we look up from the contact of hand and
thigh at the tilted heads, Francesca’s left shoulder blocks
the view of their mouths. We have to continue moving
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around to the right to see the climax, which it appears
most writers have not done: “kissing as only lovers can
kiss” (Bartlett);!! “and the two mouths meet in a kiss”
(Geffroy);12 “The scene is voluptuous and their kiss is a
violent one” (Mirolli).!3 Paolo’s eyes are still open; those
of Francesca, almost closed. Between his lips that are still
shut and hers about to part, the small interval will never
be closed. In this author’s view, Rodin is showing the
instant before and not after the actual kiss, which repre-
sents his personal dramatic sense and final tact. When we
look down, we see the opened book and are brought
back to the episode’s beginning.

The rock on which the lovers sit is interesting sculp-
turally. It is on top of and often merges with a shallow
base. Rather than being the conventional rectangle, the
base is cut to conform generally to the polygonal outline
of the bottom of the rock except for a ledgelike exten-
sion under Paolo’s right foot. It is as if Rodin had
decided to change the foot’s original position, and
rather than extend the rock, he added to the base. Like
that for The Thinker, the rock has been shaped to con-
form to those parts of the figures that come into contact
with it, such as the arc made by Paolo’s buttocks. No
attempt is made to produce a Bernini-like resemblance
to actual stone, as was done by Rodin in the marble ver-
sions. The surfaces are treated quite broadly and
abstractly. Knife cuts are undisguised, and for the first
time Rodin has left the traces of damp cloths in the clay,
thereby imparting a dimpled texture to the stone. What
is here marginal to a sculpture, retaining evidence of its
making, Rodin will later make more central.

As with his Saint John the Baptist Preaching, made two
years earlier at a stage in his career when salon finish was
still central to his thinking, Rodin worried over the exact
shaping and positioning of the couple’s every limb and
extremity. An old photograph of Rodin’s studio shows
the finished plaster of Saint John the Baptist Preaching and
in the lower left-hand corner The Kiss in plaster.!* Many
of the couple’s limbs have been removed, as he had done
earlier while working on Saint John and would later do
with his Burghers of Calais. Rodin was still showing that he
could work in the approved manner when it came to ges-
ticular expression, such as conveying emotional mutual-
ity through the arrangement of the limbs.

By circling The Kiss, the viewer experiences the story’s
past, present, and future. This circular unfolding of suc-
cessive movements initiated by changes of feeling in his
subjects was Rodin’s contribution to a long history of

narrative, freestanding sculpture. Rodin was quoted in
La revue as saying, “Without doubt the interlacing of The
Kiss is pretty, but in this group I did not find anything. It
is a theme treated according to the tradition of the
school; a subject complete in itself and artificially iso-
lated from the world which surrounds it.”!5 The Kiss con-
tradicts the view that lacking a beaux-arts education
Rodin never learned to compose, yet its “pretty interlac-
ing” helps us recognize the academic principles that he
well understood but from which he would depart for the
later figural couplings on The Gates of Hell.

Given the subject’s prominence in his drawings and
the last sculptural model for the doors, it is probable that
the first version of The Kiss was modeled as early as 1880
or 1881. The Thinker (cat. no. §8), Ugolino and His Sons
(cat. no. 45), and Paolo and Francesca (cat. no. 50) were a
crucial triad for the portal’s early thematic and composi-
tional purposes. As shown in the last architectural model
(see fig. 121) and from what we know of the portal’s
early years, The Thinker was at the apex of an implied tri-
angle whose base was formed by The Kiss in the left door
panel and Ugolino in the right. These major sculptures
were the anchor points around and between which
Rodin was to improvise the rest of his figures. The deci-
sion to exclude the couple from The Gates may have been
due to Rodin’s desire to eliminate, in Rilke’s words,
“everything that was too solitary to subject itself to the
great totality.”16 Rodin may also have felt that The Kiss did
not evoke the tragedy of the lovers and hence was inap-
propriate for the evolving theme of despairing couples
which he was creating.

In 1887 Rodin exhibited the one-half life-size plaster
in Paris with the title Le baiser.'” It was shown in Germany
under the title Intimacy (1897) and later Adam and Eve.
(It is not recorded whether Rodin was ever asked to
explain how a book got into the Garden of Eden.)!8 In
1888 Rodin was commissioned by the French govern-
ment to have the plaster carved in marble, and the result
was first shown to the public in the May Salon of 1898 in
the place of honor, some fifty feet from the Balac (see
fig. 331).19 It was Rodin’s intention that the public see
how far he had progressed as a sculptor in two decades,
but not surprisingly the public and many critics pre-
ferred the earlier work.20

The Kiss became Rodin’s most censored work. Accord-
ing to Bartlett, when the statue was exhibited in Brussels
(1887), it was ridiculed because they were naked.?!
When shown later in the 1898 Paris exhibition, it
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received great critical and public approval, although its
nudity shocked some who were unaware of the story and
thought the figures depicted their own contemporaries.
During the 18g3 Universal Exhibition in Chicago the
sculpture provoked a scandal. When the marble version
was shown in 1913 in the town hall of Lewes, England,
“its public exhibition caused local puritans to make so
many objections that it had to be surrounded by a railing
and draped with a sheet.”? In 1919 photographs of The
Kiss were censored in Canada. In 1924 its showing was
censored in Japan, and a screen of bamboo was placed
around it.23 Similar reactions continued to occur.2* By
contrast, several years ago a curator at the Tate told this
author that he had collected many letters from young
people expressing their gratitude for Rodin’s sculpture
as it was important to their sex education; and, indeed, it
still serves as a cover illustration for books on the subject.

The evocative photographs by Druet, taken in the stu-
dio in 1898, about the time he first worked for Rodin,
tend to overcome that fault Rodin commented on when
he saw the marble couple out of doors: an artificial isola-
tion from the world around them. (The photographs
mask the terrible flaws in the marble itself, which greatly
shock people who actually see the work today at the
Musée Rodin.) A mallet stands on the floor in figure 164,
although in later prints it was unfortunately removed.
On the saddle at the right is a small dish, which probably
held the matrix (possibly gum arabic) for the marble
dust used to fill the holes left when unmetamorphosed
grains of sand fell out, pointing holes went too deep, and
the many pieces of the defective marble that broke off
had to be put back. Placing the figures by a window in
the shadows with the mallet evokes the Pygmalion theme
popular in the 18gos and treated elsewhere by Rodin.
Druet captured the figures as Rodin would have had us
see them, and it is possible to enjoy the big planes and
simplified vigor of which he approved.
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Figure 167

[ [ hen Rodin first exhibited the enlarged marble
version of The Kiss in the May Salon of 1898, it was a
critical and popular success, unlike his Monument to
Honoré de Balzac which was shown at the same time. That
year Rodin entered into a 20-year contract with the
foundry Gustave Leblanc-Barbedienne to make from
the marble four differently sized reductions in bronze.
Under this contract 329 casts were made and sold.! In
1919 the founders were convicted by a French court of
having continued to cast reductions of Le baiser after
Rodin’s death in November 1917. The foundry was
forced to desist and to turn over the models and unsold
casts to the Musée Rodin, and the owners went to
prison. There is no way of knowing how many illegal
casts were sold.

The Barbedienne casts were reductions made by
foundry technicians probably from a plaster that in
turn was made from the marble version in 1898, as it
was Rodin’s practice to have plasters made after a suc-

cessful carving as a record or to be used for enlarging
and reducing into bronze and to allow the reducers to
mark up the plaster when taking measurements. There
is no indication that Rodin was in any way involved in
this process. That he entered into such a contract was
acknowledgment of the work’s popularity and his
desire not to tie up his own staff’s time making reduc-
tions.2 He did not want to invest his own resources into
casting a large edition and exhibiting it in his studios
because this would have made him look like a mer-
chant. Rodin did not believe in the practice of the lim-
ited edition for bronzes or the economics of scarcity.
All through the nineteenth century, foundries like
Leblanc-Barbedienne made commercial editions of
reductions of famous sculptures; they called themselves
bronze editors.

When matched with the bronze cast of the original
one-half life-size version, the Barbedienne reductions
seem woefully inadequate in terms of the loss of detail
and vitality. Gone are such subtleties as the interval
between the lovers’ lips, Paolo’s hesitant gesture on
Francesca’s thigh, and all sense of bone in his right
hand. Francesca’s gestures are not the same as in the
bronze, and she has no navel; the book is not as clear;
and it is as if Paolo is wearing a short skirt. The base on
which the couple sits is more rocklike but less related
sculpturally to the figures themselves. The reductions
became only a souvenir of a great work. This drastic dif-
ference is partly explained by the fact that the life-size
marble was itself an enlargement made directly in the
big stone by the carver Jean Turcan from the smaller
original version. Rodin complained to Edmond de
Goncourt in 1888 that he did not have the time to
make a lifesize version in clay, which would have
allowed him to make a number of changes.? The Barbe-
dienne casts are thus literally Rodin third-hand.1
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NOTES

LITERATURE: Grappe 1944, 59; Jianou and Goldscheider
1g6g, 100; Wasserman 1975, 148, 169—70; de Caso and

Sanders 1977, 149-52; Elsen 1981, 28g; Barbier 1992, 151-53, Fig. 167. The
187-go; Le Normand-Romain 1995a; Butler and Lindsay 2oo0o, Kiss (cat. no.
326—30 49).

1. For the four reduced sizes
Vassalo listed no. 1,.73m,
49 casts; no. 2,.61m, 69
casts; no. $,.38m, 108
casts; NoO. 4,.24m, 103
casts (Barbier 1992, 18g).
The number that were
gilded is not indicated.

2. Houdon had a similar
experience with his mar-
ble Le baiser donné (1748),
whose eroticism greatly
pleased his audience, and
versions of it were made
in terra-cotta, porcelain,
and bronze. H. H. Arna-
son, The Sculptures of
Houdon (New  York:
Oxford University Press,
1975), cat. no. 1.

3. Edmond and Jules de
Goncourt, Journal des
Goncourt: mémoires de la vie
littéraire. 15 (Monaco:
Académie Goncourt,
1956), 86 (entry for 26
February 1888), cited in
Sanders in Wasserman
1975, 169, 176 n. 84.

4. In the author’s opinion
and in view of current
auction prices for these
commercial casts (one
was offered to Stanford by
a dealer in the summer of
1989 for $250,000), they
may be the most expen-
sive bronze paperweights
ever made.
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Fig. 169. Detail
of The Gates of
Hell: Paolo and
Francesca.

Paolo and Francesca
(Paolo et Francesca), 1881—84(?)

¢ Title variation: Paolo and Francesca at the Door, Damned Women

e Bronze, Georges Rudier Foundry, cast 1973, 2/12 (?)

* 1215 x223%4 x16V2in. (31.8 X 57.8 x 41.9 cm)

¢ Signed on base, front: A. Rodin

¢ Inscribed on base below feet of lower figure: Georges Rudier.
Fondeur. Paris No. 2; underside of base, below right calf of top figure:
© by Musée Rodin 1973

* Gift of the Iris and B. Gerald Cantor Collection, 1998.361

Figure 168.

This composition has come to be known
as Paolo and Francesca but without direct con-
firmation from the artist. The upper figure
is taken with some modifications from the
upright but slumping form of the son in the
Ugolino group (cat. no. 45); the hair, for
example, has been changed and is more
abstract. Instead of the youth’s right arm
bent against his chest, with no modification
of the right shoulder blade, it is now
extended forward and over the form of his
companion. His left hand and right foot
merge with the abstract planes of the base,
and his left leg ends at the knee. (These
details cannot be seen in situ when on The
Gates of Hell.) The reclining woman is the
same as the figure known as Fatigue (cat.
nos. 53-54).! Between the two bodies Rodin
has modeled a somewhat abstract passage (it
is not a drape), which blocks a view between
the torsos and masks the fact that they do
not consistently touch.

Rodin’s assembling of his ready-made fig-
ures shows how he departed from the more
traditional mutuality of body language in
The Kiss (cat. nos. 48—49), in which it would
seem that he felt the conventions of figural
composition had been played out. When the

models had gone, he played with his plasters like a chore-
ographer or casting director looking for that fruitful fric-
tion that would seem natural, dramatic, but surprising.
As Rodin put it, “When the figures are well modeled,
they approach one another and group themselves by
themselves. I copied two figures separately; I brought
them together; that sufficed, and these two bodies united
made ‘Francesca da Rimini and Paolo.””? What counted
also in Rodin’s decision were the points of bodily contact
and overall effects of the pairing of contours, their mutu-
ality of surface planes rather than depicted facial expres-
sions and gestures. It was in knowing when such chance
juxtapositions worked artistically as well as thematically
that Rodin revealed his ability to look at sculpture
abstractly.

In The Gates of Hell this couple, just below the Ugolino
group, is so positioned in the panel that we see only her
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back and extended leg (fig. 169). Their horizontal
extension vaguely Dante’s  first
encounter with the carnal sinners as they are buffeted in
the “hellish storm that never rests.”® What undermines
the title and the thought that Rodin was attempting to
illustrate Dante, however, is not only the couple’s dis-
parate origins. It is rather that in the Inferno it is
Francesca who speaks to Dante and not Paolo, who
weeps while his lover recounts their tale.* The great
expressive head of Paolo, a modified version of The Head
of Sorrow (cat. no. 55), does however evoke the wrench-
ing statement made by Francesca, “There is no greater
pain than to recall a happy time in wretchedness.”

It is difficult to date the union of these figures, each of
which had separate histories. They appear to have been
added to the portal by 1887 and are seen in a photo-
graph taken by Jessie Lipscomb (see fig. 124).

somewhat recalls

NOTES

LITERATURE: Dujardin-Beaumetz 1913 in Elsen 19652, 159
Grappe 1944, 66-67; Jianou and Goldscheider 1969, g1; Tan-
cock 1976, 94, 97, 108, 158; Miller and Marotta 1986, 24, 26;
Ambrosini and Facos 1987, 71; Fath and Schmoll 1991, 147;
Levkoff 1994, 86; Le Normand-Romain 2001, 212

1. Grappe listed other variants: The Earth and the Moor and
Despairing Adolescent (1944, 66-67). Le Normand-Romain
(2001, 212) dates the composition “before 1886,” and
notes they were later to be carved in marble (A138).

2. Dujardin-Beaumetz in Elsen 1965a, 159. While describ-
ing his working method, we do not know for certain that
Rodin was referring to the composition described in this
entry.

3. Dante 1932, canto g, verse g1.

4. There is no doubt that the upper figure is male, as Rodin
gave him a small pudendum that can be verified by touch
but not sight.

5. Dante 1932, canto 5, verses 121-23.
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Old Woman (She Who Was the Helmet Maker’s
Once Beautiful Wife) (La Vieille femme; Celle qui
fut la belle heaulmiére), c. 1884—87

« Title variations: The Old Courtesan, Winter

¢ Bronze, possibly Georges Rudier Foundry

* 1934 x12¥% X 9in. (50.2X30.8 X 22.9 ¢cm)

* Signed on front of base, left: A. Rodin

* Provenance: Herbert Tannenbaum Gallery, New York

¢ Gift of the Iris and B. Gerald Cantor Foundation, 1974.56
Figures 170~171

F or Rodin there was no such thing as absolute beauty,
nothing in nature was ugly, and every person had charac-
ter. These views were shared with a lifelong friend, fellow
sculptor, and frequent assistant, Jules Desbois, who made
a moving sculpture, Misery (Musée Rodin, Paris), of an
old woman and former model named Caira, possibly
begun 1887-8g or earlier when he and Rodin were work-
ing at Seévres.! Caira posed several times for Rodin,
including probably for Old Woman, and a similar motif
appears on a vase designed by Rodin and executed by
Desbois, which was begun in the early 1880s and finished
in 1887.2 The seated and huddled form of Desbois’s Mis-
ery evokes sympathy for her cocoonlike withdrawal, but
there is no largeness of effect to absorb and transcend
the multitude of details. This is what separates the two
artists’ work. In New York’s Metropolitan Museum of Art
is a small headless plaster figure by Rodin of Caira stand-
ing with her arms crossed in front of her stomach.3 In the
left bas-relief of The Gates of Hell, which may be the fig-
ure’s first appearance in Rodin’s work, she is seen seated
in profile, but with head turned upward and right arm
and leg in different positions from the version in the
round, and paired with a younger woman who kneels in
front of her (fig. 172).4

When confronted with this sculpture, Rodin’s contem-
poraries were prompted to think of poetic precedents in
Charles Baudelaire or Pierre de Ronsard or to discourse
on old age or beauty and ugliness in art. Modern com-

mentators hasten to put the work in a historical line start-
ing with ancient through
Donatello’s Mary Magadalen (1457; Cathedral Museum,
Florence).5 More attention has been given by critics and
others to possible historical antecedents and literary ref-
erences for its name, “Les regrets de la belle heaulmiére”
(The lament of the beautiful helmetmaker), inspired by
a poem of 1461 by Francoise Villon, than to the sculp-
ture itself.

When one looks closely at Rodin’s Old Woman, the
longer the figure is studied, the more conscious the
viewer becomes not of biography but of sculpture. Far
from illustrating a medieval French poem about an aging
beauty lamenting her lost youth, Rodin found a timeless
experience in the living model’s own rich story and the
capacity of her aged body to inspire a stunningly power-
ful form. He found in this old professional model some-
one with extraordinary character. Rodin expected us to
read this woman’s narrative as we moved about her.
Caira is not shown actually looking at herself. Her head is
bowed, but she looks inward and not at her thinning
legs, which have been pulled to the side. On her face isa
surprising and marvelous expression. Seen from her left
profile, there is a grim set to the mouth. Seen from her
right profile, there is a smile. Seen head on, the mouth
forms a crooked halfsmile, a divided expression that is
the climax of what her body language tells us.6 Her not
quite rigid left arm carries the weight of her upper body,
and it is as if she were resisting the pull of the earth. Her
right arm is bent behind her so that from the front we
see her hand, with its open, outstretched fingers, visible
in the triangular opening made by her body, the rock,
and left arm—no obvious clenched-fist gesture of defi-
ance but rather a reaching out.” Unlike her flesh, Caira’s
spirit is still elastic; she is a feisty crone who can still sit on

Rome and extending

one buttock.?

This sculpture is a good example of why Rodin pre-
ferred to name his works. He knew that literary allusions
would deflect the viewer from patiently searching the
form he had found and fashioned out of sagging skin
and extruding bone rather than words, and he was right.
When he used the simple title Old Woman, he knew we
would be more aware of his sharing with us his love of the
body’s skeletal geometry, especially as seen from the rear
with the back-to-back crescents made by the shoulder
blades, in turn framed by the bony prominences of the
elbows and echoed and inverted in the twin hair braids.
The slumping flesh of the arms, back, and chest are like
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Fig. 170. Old
Woman (She
Who Was the
Helmet-Maker’s
Once Beautiful
Wife) (cat. no.
51).



Fig. 171. Old
Woman (She
Who Was the
Helmet-Maker’s
Once Beautiful
Wife) (cat. no.
51).



windless sails hanging from firm masts and yardarms. For
an artist who viewed sculpture as the art of the hole and
the lump, this aged professional’s body invited both in
the extreme: deep probes in the cheeks, on either side of
the neck, and under the armpits, rude protrusions at
every joint. Rodin showed no hesitancy in isolating in
space hard-angled forms like the woman’s nose and chin,
and the jarring sequence from her right shoulder
through her elbow and hip joint has no analogue in
nineteenth-century sculpture. Besides the hole and the
lump, sculpture for Rodin at this stage in his develop-
ment was also a matter of the hard and the soft.

There is never doubt as to which is flesh and which is
bone, as when we compare the slumping crescents of the
breasts with their rhyme in the collarbones above. This is
no mindless or naturalistic record of wrinkles, and
Rodin’s treatment of the old woman’s abdomen is dualis-
tic, like that of her face. From the left side there are
creases and a weighty sag, but from the woman’s right
profile the slightly dented but full, firmer abdomen
could occasion a smile of remembrance on an old
woman’s face. Seen overall, the stomach and lower
abdomen are a surprising, faceted form, whose junctures
reward reading of this area against the rest of the bony
body seen from different angles.

By pulling her partially draped legs to the side, at
almost right angles to her upper body, Rodin gave the
old woman new vigor and earned a surprising compact-
ness in his form when seen from its left and right sides.
He set up provocative profile views that invite pairing the
contours of the woman'’s front and back. Seen from the
sides, her forward-leaning head lines up with her knees,
as if both are pressed against a frontal plane. To get the
body into the position we see it, Rodin may have had to
model Caira in two positions: with the head, shoulders,
and thorax addressed to the front and with upper
abdomen twisted to her right so that there is no straight
line between sternum and navel. When we study her
from her left side, we see big downward-curving move-
ments begun in the scapulas continued in the hooklike,
upward curve of the shrunken breasts. This is the body’s
natural three-dimensional geometry, to which Rodin was
drawn. He will exaggerate it when he can. In treating the
arms, Rodin actually flattened some of the big planes
running from elbow to wrist. And when we look at the
woman’s back from the sides, here too we see that topog-
raphy of ridges and depressions is contained within an
imagined tilting plane that initiates the forward thrusts

of the head, belly, and knees. Viewed from the front, the
lower legs and feet of the woman are not carried to the
definition of the rest of her body. The feet merge into
the rock, a form pliant to the sculptor’s will and sense of
design. From the front its upward, two-sided taper gives a
countering spring to the downward pressures of the
body. This base shows Rodin’s thought at its most
abstract.?

What has been described is impressive even when seen
in a dull casting. Stanford’s bronze cast, however, has a
fine finish and patina, so that light and shadow can per-
form on one of the most dramatic surfaces Rodin pre-
pared for them. In no other work, except perhaps the
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final Burghers of Calais, do light and shadow polarize as
clearly and strongly, as if into life and death. They fur-
ther transform the modeled flesh and bone into art, and
their beauty helps overcome any initial reluctance the
viewer may have of invading another’s privacy.

In his 1911 conversations with Paul Gsell, this sculp-
ture prompted a long and famous discourse by the artist
on ugliness, and his point came down to:

What one commonly calls “ugly” in Nature can
become great beauty in art. . ..

Now, for the great artist, everything in Nature
has “character,” for the uncompromising frankness
of his observation penetrates the hidden meaning
of everything.

And what is considered “ugly” in Nature often
presents more “character” than what is called beau-
tiful because in the contortion of a sickly physiog-
nomy, in the scoring of a vicious mask, in every
deformity, in every blemish the inner truth bursts
forth more easily than from regular and whole-
some features. . . .

There is nothing “ugly” in Art except that which
is without “character,” that is to say, that which
offers neither outer nor inner truth. . ..

When he [the artist] tones down the grimace of
pain, the deterioration of old age. . . . when he
organizes Nature, softens it, disguises it, tempers it
to please the ignorant public; he creates ugliness
because he is afraid of the truth.10

In the Monet-Rodin show of 1889 Rodin exhibited, as
Deux Vieilles Femmes (Two Old Women), a composition in
plaster juxtaposing two casts of the figure in a grotto; it is
also known as Dried-Up Springs.!1 In the Salon of 18go he
exhibited the figure in bronze as Old Woman.12

NOTES

LITERATURE: Grappe 1944, 46; Spear 1967, 75, 77,
100-101; Jianou and Goldscheider 1969, go; Spear 1974,
133S; Tancock 1976, 141-47; de Caso and Sanders 1977,
55—55, 58; Elsen 1980, 171-72; Fusco and Janson 1980, 338;
Ambrosini and Facos 1987, 68-69; Pingeot 1988, 5-15, 17-20,
35; Fath and Schmoll 1991, 145; Levkoff 1994, 76—79; Le Nor-
mand-Romain 2001, 228

1.

10.
11.
12.

See Tancock 1976, 141, 144, regarding the various
accounts of how Rodin met Caira, including that given by
Desbois who said that Rodin asked about Caira after see-
ing Desbois’s Misery (plaster, c. 1887-89, Musée Rodin,
Paris; wood, 1894, Musée des Beaux-Arts, Nancy).
Regarding Misery see Pingeot 1986, 333; Pingeot 1988, 6,
11-12, figs. 12—-1%; and Jocelyn Mercier, Jules Desbois, illus-
tre statuaire Angevin (Longué: Vieux-logis, 1978), 43.

. Rodin worked at Sévres in 1879-82 and again in 1887. It

was formerly thought that the first time Caira posed for
him was during his second stint there. As observed by
Tancock (1976, 141), her profile appears on a vase, Limbo
and the Sirens (Marx 1go%, pl. XVII), which Marx dated to
1887. The vase may postdate the similar pairing in The
Gates of Hell however. Ruth Butler clarified the vase’s com-
pletion date of 1887 and dated the sculpture Old Woman
to the mid-1880s based on Octave Mirbeau’s description
of the work to Edmond de Goncourt (in Fusco and Jan-
son 1980, 349 n. 50). Pingeot reassigned the vase’s com-
pletion to 1888-89 and dated Old Woman to 18go (1988,
8-10); Old Woman is dated 1887 by Le Normand-Romain
(2001, 228).

. Vincent 1981, 7.
. In the Meudon reserve is yet another seated version of the

Old Woman with almost half of the figure cut away.

. Donatello’s Mary Magdalen is illustrated and discussed in

H. W. Janson, The Sculpture of Donatello (1963; reprint,
Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1979), 19o-g1, pl.

90—-91.

. Gsell is an example of those who have not truly read this

sculpture. He contrasts Donatello’s Magdalen who,
“because of her desire for renunciation, seems more radi-
ant in her joy, as she sees herself become more repug-
nant,” with Rodin’s Old Woman, who “is terrified to find
herself so like a cadaver.” (Gsell [1911] 1984, 16). In
addition, to make the image even more lifelike, Eugéne
Druet photographed the bronze by artificial light, using a
sodium ring and reflectors, and from certain close-up
angles that caused a peripheral blurring, which suggests
optical distortion (see Elsen 1980, pl. 49).

. The woman’s hands are different: her left has a long

thumb and fingers, while their counterparts on the right
hand are shorter and thicker.

. In contrast, Gsell ([1911] 1984, 16) characterized what

Rodin did as follows: “And I know of no other artist who
has ever evoked old age with such ferocious coarseness.”

. The base of the Stanford cast is different from those

owned by the Metropolitan Museum of Art, New York
(Vincent 1981, 6), and the Philadelphia Museum of Art’s
Rodin Museum (Tancock 1976, 142—43).

Gsell [1911] 1984, 17, 1g—20.

This plaster is illustrated in Beausire 198g, 204.

Beausire 1988, 10q.
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Triumphant Youth (La jeunesse triomphante), 1894

» Title variations: Eternal Youth, Fate and the Convalescent, The Grand-
mother’s Kiss, Old Age and Adolescence, Young Girl and Fate, Youth
and Old Age

* Bronze, Thiebaut Fréres Foundry, 2/11

* 207%4x19% x12%in. (53 X 50.2 x 31.6 cM)

¢ Signed on front of base, left side: A. Rodin

¢ Inscribed on base, right side, on seal: Fumiére/Thiébaut
Frés/Paris/et Cie sucrs; on base, right side, below seal: I Epreuve

¢ Mark on base, right side: Thiebaut Fréres

¢ Provenance: Sotheby’s, London, ¢ December 1969, lof 41

¢ Gift of the lris and B. Gerald Cantor Foundation, 1974.37

Figure 173

The acquisition of Old Woman (cat. no. 51) by the state
and its placement in the Palais de Luxembourg was an
act of confidence and courage, as there was public
protest against its ugliness. This criticism, brought to his
attention by Paul Gsell, prompted Rodin’s response:

The common man would like to believe what he
judges ugly in reality is not material for the artist.
He would like to prohibit us from representing
what displeases and offends him in Nature.

This is a grave mistake on his part.

What one commonly calls “ugly” in Nature can
become great beauty in art.}

Rodin then cited precedents in older art and litera-
ture of great artists transfiguring the “ugly” and went on
to say:

The reason is that in Art, beauty exists only in that
which has “character.” “Character” is the intense
truth of any natural spectacle, beautiful or ugly. . . .

“Character” is the soul, the feeling, the idea
expressed by the features of a face, the gestures and
actions of a human being. . ..

The ugly in Art is that which is false; that which is
artificial; that which seeks to be pretty or beautiful,
instead of being expressive; that which is affected

and precious; that which smiles without motive;
that which is pretentious without reason; the per-
son who throws out his chest and swaggers without
cause; all that is without soul and truth; all that is
only a parade of beauty and grace; all that lies.2

According to Georges Grappe, to the figure Old
Woman Rodin added in 1894 that of an adolescent girl,
creating a composition variously entitled Young Girl and
Fate, The Grandmother’s Kiss, and Fate and the Convalescent?
The girl is the otherwise reclining figure known as
Fatigue (cat. nos. 53-54), now modeled fully in the round
and placed across the old woman’s lap. In a vertical ori-
entation and combined with a male figure, the girl was
also used in Aesculapius (cat. no. 169). Atypically Rodin
introduced a narrative or anecdotal attribute: in back of
the sculpture is an open pair of scissors that seems to
have fallen from the old woman’s outstretched hand, as
if she had been cutting cloth across her knees when
interrupted by the impetuous embrace of the young girl.
The scissors recall the narrative device of the book held
by Paolo in The Kiss (cat. nos. 48-49). Another meaning,
suggested by the titles Young Girl and Fate and Fate and the
Conuvalescent, allows for a reading of the scissors as an alle-
gorical attribute identifying the old woman as Atropos,
one of the Fates, who has decided not to cut short the
convalescent girl’s life.* Perhaps by means of a clay
estampillage (cast) Rodin just bent the old woman’s body
forward without otherwise changing the modeling and
pulled the woman’s head downward toward that of the
girl. The paradox is that the solitary figure of the old
woman was seen by Rodin’s contemporaries as literary,
which it was not, whereas its later version is actually more
dramatic and evocative of a literary idea, ambiguous as
its meaning might be.5

One of the ideas that the couple prompts is that of a
madame being joyfully embraced by a young protégée.
Among the possible meanings Rodin added to the form
of this work is the theme of lesbianism, which at times
appeared in his images of paired women: The Metamor-
phoses of Ovid (cat. no. 68), Damned Women (1885), and
litusions Received by the Earth (cat. no. 168). As he had
hoped, it is the beauty of these sculptures, their anatomi-
cal correctness and lively animation, not to mention
Rodin’s established reputation as a great artist, that in
our time protects them from criticism.

The work was first shown in a marble version in Paris
{1896). A bronze was exhibited in Berlin (1903, 1905).%
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Fig. 173.
Triumphant
Youth {cat. no.
52).



NOTES

LITERATURE: Grappe 1944, 92; Spear 1964, 100; Jianou and
Goldscheider 1969, 106; Spear 1974, 132S; Tancock 1976,
225—26; de Caso and Sanders 1977, 55-58; Elsen 1g8o,
171~72; Ambrosini and Facos 1987, 88

. Gsell [1911] 1984, 17.

. Ibid., 19g.

. Grappe 1944, 92.

. De Caso and Sanders 19%7, 56.

. Rodin had a plaster cast of the work photographed in his
studio courtyard, evocatively set against a background of
“ruins”; see Flsen 1980, pl. 50.

6. Beausire 1988, 127, 244, 264.
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Fatigue (La fatigue), 1887

» Title variations: Reclining Figure, Reclining Woman
¢ Plaster

o 6Yix8Yix20%2in. (16X 21X 52 cm)

* Provenance: Marie Cartier, France

® Gift of the B. Gerald Cantor Collection, 1992.140

Figure 174
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Fatigue (La fatigue), 1887

e Bronze, Georges Rudier Foundry, cast 1974, 5/12

* 634x8Yax20%in. (16 x 21x 52 cm)

¢ Signed on front, right: A. Rodin

* [nscribed on back, left: Georges Rudier/Fondeur Paris; on base, left,
at bottom: © by Musée Rodin 1974; interior cachet: A. Rodin

* Provenance: Musée Rodin, Paris

* Gift of the B. Gerald Cantor Collections, 1992.152

Figure 175

F atigue was dated to 1887 by Georges Grappe, who
recorded its name and listing in an inventory by Gustave
Geffroy.! Made from a recumbent young woman with
certain adjustments to the torso and arms, Fatigue was
used by Rodin in combination with the old woman in
Triumphant Youth (cat. no. 52), with a naked male figure

in Aesculapius (cat. no. 169}, and with Paolo in Paolo and
Francesco (cat. no. 50) and for The Gates.2 In the first two
compositions the young woman plays ambiguous, if not
provocative, roles, respectively as seducer or loving off-
spring and agitated adolescent. Seen by herself, the fig-
ure lies on her side across a small mound, her right hand
to her face with its closed eyes, her left resting on a small
rock, causing her elbow to be raised in the air. This is a
far from comfortable position: the head below the hips,
the torso not flush with the ground. The woman embod-
ies exhaustion. The raised elbow and left hip, with the
prominent bones, depart from the graceful, recuambent
poses in the repertory of nineteenth-century profes-
sional models, most of whom would have had more phys-
ically mature bodies. For Rodin, it is consistent with his
use of positions naturally struck by his usually amateur
models, often at the end of a long and tiring session
when they unselfconsciously sought to rest. What Rodin
found compelling is the truthful or natural aspect of a
pose. There is no concession to the grace of limb forma-
tion and arrangement expected in sculpture of the time
because the artist was bent on broadening expectations
of what sculpture could and should show.

By its cursory modeling in the back of the head (no
neck is visible) and summary treatment of the features, it
is possible that Rodin added a different head to the
body. The hands and feet also lack refined modeling,
which was not needed in The Gales, and the left shinbone
does not align with the kneecap. The position of the feet
confirm that the subject was lying down when the sculp-
ture was made, as they carry no weight. No attempt was
made to fashion an entirely illusionistic base, perhaps
indicating that Rodin wanted at least some plasters in the
studio repertory of figures to be free of any sizable sup-
port so that he could use the forms with other figures,
which, in fact, he did.
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Fig. 174. Fatigue
(cat. no.53).

Fig. 175. Fatigue
(cat. no. 54).



NOTES

LITERATURE: Grappe 1944, 65; Jianou and Goldscheider
1969, g1; Tancock 1976, 29, 47; Lampert 1986, 208

1. Grappe 1944, 65. The figure was exhibited, according to
Grappe, as Reclining Woman at the Monet-Rodin exhibi-

tion of 188g and as Reclining Figurein Rodin’s 1goo retro-
spective. Beausire (1988, 104, 184, 353) believes that the
figure exhibited in 1889 was more likely The Martyr (cat.
nos. 72-73).

2. The figural motif was used in Rodin’s illustrations for
Emile Bergerat’s Enguerrande (1884) and for Charles
Baudelaire’s Fleurs du mal (see Thorson 1975, 79, 100).
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Head of Sorrow (Téte de la douleur), 1882

¢ Title variations: Agony, Anxiety

* Bronze, Georges Rudier Foundry, cast 1963, 9, 10, or 11/12

* 914x 8% x8in. (24 X 21.6 X 20.3 cm)

* Signed on neck, left side: A. Rodin

* Inscribed on back of neck, right: Georges Rudier/Fondeur, Paris; left
side, lower edge of hair: © by Musée Rodin 1963; interior cachet: A.
Rodin

¢ Provenance: Parke-Bernet Galleries, New York, 26 February 1970, lot
14

* Gift of the Iris and B. Gerald Cantor Foundation, 1974.78

Figure 176

I f one head from The Gates of Hell expresses the spirit of
the whole, it is Head of Sorrow, which utters a cry of world
anguish. This head in several sizes served in other works,
including The Prodigal Son (Ag3), Paolo and Francesca (cat.
no. 50), the son of Ugolino who gropes for his father’s back
(cat. no. 46), and the male figure in the group that became
known as Fugitive Love (before 1887)—all in the portal—
and The Centauress {cat. no. 158). The sexual ambiguity of
its features allowed Rodin to title marble versions Head of
Medusa, Head of Orpheus, and jJoan of Arc (fig. 177) .1

On his trip to Rome in 1875 Rodin visited the Vatican
Museum and probably the Terme Museum as well, and
he could have seen the Laocoon and Niobid groups, whose
expressions of despair may have fostered Head of Sorrow.
The head made its first appearance in connection with a
dying son of Ugolino. Rodin’s head has no stylistic
parentage in antiquity, however, for when he worked
from life, he felt he had penetrated the sources of all
style, especially that of the Greeks.

It is unusual in the history of sculpture to have an iso-
lated head that is not a portrait, an allegory, or a symbol.
Head of Sorrow is exactly what is shown and was inspired
by the sculptor’s encounter with a living but today anony-
mous model. It belongs to a custom of making heads as
études to illustrate expressions, generally for the educa-
tion of artists. The life-size Head of Sorrow is a large-scale
version of the original that had been used on one of
Ugolino’s sons.2 It has been suggested that the Italian
actress Eleanora Duse posed in 1gop for a reworking of
the large version, but no significant changes were made
that would have been occasioned by the use of another
model. According to Georges Grappe, Rodin, inspired
by Duse’s readings from Dante, took an enlarged scale
version of the head and renamed it Anxiefy.3

The striations and bunching of the hair in different
areas are basically the same as in the original head, but
the shaping of the almost-closed eyes has been more
developed, and in the large-scale version the indenta-
tions above the eyebrows are more acute. This head con-
firms that Rodin did not seek to purify or perfect his
model, and there are no perfect arcs or flat areas. More
visible in the larger size is the beautifully observed asym-
metry of the face: the slightly crooked nose, the open,
asymmetrical mouth, and the subtle differences in the
cheeks. On their surfaces nothing is constant or
unworked to impart nuance to break up the light. Over-
all one gets the sense that everything flows (the open
mouth and nostrils are filled) or merges, such as the fea-
tures with each other and the flesh and the hair. The
fluid surface still manifests the underlying presence of
cheek and jawbone, which along with the eyes second
the inward focus of the subject. To elevate the head,
Rodin added a section at its base without any sustained
attempt to fuse the addition with the neck. Looked at in
profile, one appreciates Rodin’s sculptural thinking in
the shaping of the hair that complements the in-and-out
movements of the facial silhouette. The subject’s hair,
which for lesser artists might be a nuisance or be treated
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Right: Fig. 176. Head of Sorrow (cat. no.
55).

Below: Fig. 177. Jacques-Ernst Bulloz,
“Joan of Arc,” 1906, in marble (A109).



negligently, became in Rodin’s hands a beautiful abstract
form, so that we are given a series of continuously expres-
sive profiles from the neck to the back of the head.

The head was again used in connection with commis-
sions in marble in 1907 and was subsequently utilized in
a 17-inch version with faggots emerging through the sur-
face of the marble in 1914 for an unrealized monument
to Joan of Arc to be erected in the United States.*

Abetting the pleasure of studying this bronze is the
fine patina done by Jean Limet, who worked for the
Georges Rudier Foundry until his retirement in 1968.

NOTES

LITERATURE: Grappe 1944, 31; Jianou and Goldscheider
1969, 8g; Tancock 1976, 158-62; de Caso and Sanders 1977,
160; Miller and Marotta 1986, 24; Ambrosini and Facos 1987,
64-65; Fonsmark 1988, g1—g2; Fath and Schmoll 1991, 146

1. These titles were reviewed in Grappe 1944, 31.

2. For review of the dating see Grappe 1944, 31, and Tan-
cock 1976, 158.

3. Grappe stated that the life-size head was again enlarged in
1905 (1944, §1). De Caso and Sanders noted that the life-
size head was reworked with Duse as model (1977, 60), cit-
ing Frisch and Shipley 1939, 415. It appears, however, that
Rodin may have had a copy made in bronze of the life-size
head (see Tancock 1976, 158, and Fonsmark 1988, g1).

4. For further discussion of these projects, see Tancock
1976, 160, and Fonsmark 1988, g1—gz2.

Fallen Caryatid with a Stone
(La Cariatide tombée a la pierre), 188084,
enlarged by 1911 and 1917

« Title variations: Caryatid with Stone, A Damned Woman, A Damned
Woman from Dante’s Hell, Destiny, Fallen Caryatid Carrying Her Stone,
Sorrow ‘

e Bronze, Coubertin Foundry, cast 1982, 3/8

® 5215x33x3910n. (133.4Xx83.8 x99 cm)

* Signed on front of base: A. Rodin

¢ Inscribed on front of base: No. 3/8; on back of base, iower edge: © by
Musée Rodin 1982

* Mark on back of base, lower edge: Coubertin Foundry seal

* Provenance: Musée Rodin, Paris

* Gift of the B. Gerald Cantor Collection, 1992.138

Figure 178

57
Fallen Caryatid with an Urn (La Cariatide tombée a

'urne), 1883, enlarged by 1011 and 1917

o Title variations: A Damned Woman, A Damned Woman from Dante’s
Hell, Destiny, Fallen Caryatid Carrying an Urn, Sorrow

* Bronze, Susse Foundry, cast 1976, 2/12

* 4934 X35Y2xV2in. (126.4 X 90.2X 92.7 cm)

¢ Signed on top of base, below right haunch: Rodin

¢ Inscribed on back of base, bottom edge: Susse Fondeur.Paris; on
back of base, left side: copyright by Musée Rodin 1976

¢ Provenance: Musée Rodin, Paris

* Gift of the B. Gerald Cantor Collection, 1983.201

Figure 179

.Rodin obviously modeled this figure at first without a
burden and, with some adjustment to her arms, she so
appears in Hlusions Received by the Earth (cat. no. 168).
Georges Grappe pointed out that Fallen Caryatid with a Stone
dates from before 1881 and that the substitution of the urn
came about at the request of a clientin 188g. A plan to mul-
tiply Fallen Caryatid with a Stone into a quartet to support a
platform for a tomb monument was not realized.!

Within The Gates, the Fallen Caryatid in her original,
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Fig. 178. fallen
Caryatid with a
Stone (cat. no.
56).



Fig. 179. Fallen
Caryatid with an
Urn (cat. no.
57)-



smaller size occupies the upper-left corner where she was
added during 1898-1g900. Because she is partly con-
cealed by a heavy drapery (fig. 180), it is impossible to
know whether she bears a stone or urn or, as is more
likely, nothing at all. Although she was one of the very
first figures made for The Galtes of Hell, probably in 1880
or 1881, the Fallen Caryatid does not appear in Jessie Lip-
scomb’s 18847 photographs of the portal in plaster. As
shown by the photographs and also by recorded descrip-
tions, she was preceded in this location by the relief of a
mother and child in a grotto (see fig. 122). After the
public showing in 1881 of Adam, Eve, and the Fallen Cary-
atid with a Stone, the next figures from The Gates were
shown early in 1883.2

Fallen Caryatid is a work crucial in Rodin’s develop-
ment, for it was made when he began to move away from
Michelangelo’s influence as seen in Adam, Eve, and The
Thinker. Rodin began to ask himself, Why not work
directly from life? The results contributed greatly to his
reputation for originality, an explosive productivity in
the early years of working on The Gates, and an expansion
of body language in sculpture.

Behind Rodin’s turning to nature and away from work-
ing out of his imagination was a personal quest shared
with the most venturesome artists of his generation, such
as Claude Monet and Edgar Degas: What is truth in art?
Years later he would tell Henri-Charles Dujardin-
Beaumetz about his modeling by a succession of profiles:

When, by the hugging execution of the contours,
one has entered into truth, it seems that the expres-
sion comes by itself . . . the work expresses itself by
itself. . ..

Without a steady base for the rational guidance
of his work, without points of comparison with
nature, free to his fantasy, to his imagination, to his
feeling, which is always ready to lead him astray, the
artist has that impressionability which . . . makes
him sometimes destroy what he has done well and
often doubt his own work.3

Among the unposed attitudes assumed by his models
that inspired Rodin to fix them in clay were those in
which the women may have been weary or exhausted, as
in Fatigue (cat. nos. 53—54), Despair (cat. nos. 6g—71), The
Martyr (cat. nos. 72-473), and probably Fallen Caryatid.
Unlike Adam, there is no beginning or end to the
woman’s story. No matter her burden, the fallen caryatid

is a sculpture without a front in the traditional sense of
the word. Her spiraling form drives us completely
around the sculpture. No two paired limbs lie in the
same plane. The lowered head, partially screened by
crossed arms and her upraised right hand, are a variant
on the pose of Eve. The lowered position of the head
gave Rodin the open area along the line of the neck and
her left shoulder into which he would later add the rock
and the urn. (The addition of these objects invited.
Rodin’s contemporaries to speculate on the woman's
psychological state but had the effect of distracting them
from the power of the sculptural form.) The largest and
most stunning passage is that of the woman’s back, a big
uninterrupted plane, curving in depth, filling the field
of vision, which gives the piece its luminous side as
opposed to the shaded areas of the arms and legs. The
woman’s face, like that of Meditation (cat. nos. 61-62),
confirms the sense of self-absorption achieved by the
pose. The big closed eyes and large blunt nose are closer
to Pablo Picasso’s neoclassical heads than to those of
Jean-Baptiste Carpeaux.

Truman Bartlett, being a sculptor, was particularly
sensitive to Rodin’s break with frontality, and in writing
about Fallen Caryatid with a Stone, he ascribed its inspira-
tion to Charles Baudelaire: “One idea inspired by the
French poet is represented in the figure of ‘Sorrow,” a
young girl pressed down by a weight upon her shoulder,
and as difficult to represent by any process as the siren
group. Nor does any single view tell its whole story, for
each profile gives a new and unexpected grace.™

This ascription of the work to Baudelaire’s influence is
supported by the poet’s lines that Rodin appended to the
catalogue entry for the 1886 exhibition at the Galerie
Georges Petit: “Mainte fleur épanche a regret / Son par-
fum doux comme un secret / Dans les solitudes pro-
fondes” (Many a flower overflowers with regret / Its
sweet perfume like a secret / In profound solitude).?
Associations such as this, as well as the use of the stone by
Rodin, must have contributed to the criticism that his
“inspiration was more literary than sculptural,” as
pointed out by Paul Gsell. Amplifying the charge, this
diligent recorder of Rodin’s views on art continued,
“They maintain that you have skillfully won the approval
of writers by furnishing them with themes that give free
rein to their rhetoric. And they declare that art does not
allow so much philosophical ambition.” Rodin’s “heated
response” was to argue that beyond technique he had
the right to offer meanings as well:
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If my modeling is bad . . . if I commit faults in the
anatomy, if I interpret movements poorly, if I
ignore the science of animating marble, these crit-
ics are a hundred times right.

But if my figures are correct and full of life, then
what do they criticize? And by what right would
they prohibit me from attaching certain meanings
to them? . . . In addition to my professional work, I
offer them ideas. . . .

Painting, sculpture, literature, music are closer
to one another than is generally believed. They
express all the feelings of the human soul in the
presence of nature.6

Rainer Maria Rilke, who understood Rodin’s belief
that “expression comes by itself” from the model, readily
accepted the artist’s invitation to interpret the ideas
offered in addition to the modeling: “A woman’s form
kneels crouching, as though bent by the burden, the
weight of which sinks with a continuous pressure into all
the figure’s limbs. Upon every smallest part of this body
the whole stone lies like the insistence of a will that is
greater, older, and more powerful, a pressure, which it is
the fate of this body to continue to endure. The figure
bears its burden as we bear the impossible in dreams
from which we can find no escape.”

Fallen Caryatid with a Stone had a rich history of public
display in Rodin’s lifetime, having been exhibited in plas-
ter, bronze, and marble in Paris, London, Amsterdam, the
Hague, Rotterdam, Brussels, Liege, and Rome.8 In 1917
Henri Lebossé enlarged both versions.? Given its accessi-
bility and provocative motif, it is possible that the Belgian
Georges Minne took the idea of a naked figure holding a
stone for his Rock Bearer, or The Little Relic Bearer (1897;
Musées royaux des beaux-arts de belgique, Brussels), and
his Fountain of the Kneeling Youths (1898 and 1906).10

NOTES

LITERATURE: Bartlett 1889 in Elsen 1965a, 79; Rilke [1903]
1945 in Elsen 1965a, 12930 Grappe 1944, 27, $5-36; Spear
1967, 98—g9; Jianou and Goldscheider 1969, 88; Spear 1974,
1048, 1315; Tancock 1976, 40~41, 51-53, 100; de Caso and
Sanders 1977, 155-57; Miller and Marotta 1986, 16; Fonsmark
1988, 84; Fath and Schmoll 1991, 141—42; Levkoff 1994,
738—74; Le Normand-Romain 1999, 74-75

1. Grappe 1944, cat. nos. 63-64, g1. Grappe also reported
that a cast of the enlarged Fallen Caryatid with a Stone was
acquired by an Argentinean for his home and noted that

0

L ~T Ut

10.

the version with an urn was also likely envisioned for a
tomb. In one composition she was also juxtaposed with a
shade (fig. 150). Le Normand-Romain dates cat. no. 56 to
c. 1881-82 (2001, 160).

. Beausire 1988, 82.
. Dujardin-Beaumetz in Elsen 1g65a, 158.
. Bartlett in Elsen 1965a, 79. Bartlett added, “This supple

little creature, not more than eighteen inches high, is
regarded by the sculptor and his friends as one of his very
best compositions and many copies of it have been made
... in both marble and bronze.”

. Beausire 1988, 94.

. Gsell [1911] 1984, 6g—70.

. Rilke in Elsen 1965a, 129-30.

. Beausire 1988, 400, for specific references. He does not list

any public exhibitions of Fallen Caryatid with an Urn. For dis-
cussion of the marble versions, see Fonsmark 1988, 84. The
vessel borne by the Caryatid resembles the vessel in the ver-
sio of Vase of the Titans formerly belonging to Carrier-
Belleuse (fig. 140).

. Work on an enlargement in 1911 of Caryatid with a Vase is

listed in Lebossé’s notes (in Elsen 1981, 259). Both Fallen
Caryatids were recorded as present in Lebossé’s studio at
the time of Rodin’s death; they were on his machines or
intended for enlargement (Elsen 1981, 256).

Minne’s original Fountain is now lost; one of three replicas
belongs to the Folkwang Museum, Essen. This and The Rock
Bearer are both are illustrated in Robert Goldwater, Symbol-
ism (New York: Harper and Row, 1979), figs. 156-57.

MONUMENTS TO AND PORTRAITS OF ARTISTS / 233

Fig. 180. Detail
of The Gates of
Hell: Fallen
Caryatid.
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Crying Girl (La pleureuse), c. 1885

¢ Title variations: Crying Woman, Head of Grief, Mask of Crying Girl
* Bronze

* 12V2X 634X 4Y2in.(31.8 X 17.2 X 11.4 cm)

¢ Signed on bust, left side: A. Rodin

* Provenance: Sotheby's, London, 4 April 1974, lot 228

* Gift of the Iris and B. Gerald Cantor Foundation, 1975.86

Figure 181

Crying Girl (La pleureuse), c. 1885

» Title variations: Crying Woman, Head of Grief, Mask of Crying Girl

® Glazed ceramic by Edmond Lachenal, cast 1895

* 12V4X63%4X 4200, (31.8 X17.2 X 11.4 cm)

e Signed near lower edge, left side: Rodin/sclt€Ur

¢ Inscribed interior of mask, right side: 5961 and
Lachenal/Ceramiste/1895

e Provenance: Chabaud La Tour collection; Hatet Drouot, Paris, 26
March 1974, lot 112

* Gift of the Iris and B. Gerald Cantor Foundation, 1975.87

Figure 182

This mask is one of a pair that Rodin modeled for his
early version of The Gates of Hell. The masks of grieving
women were affixed to reliefs, two bronze casts of which
are in the Philadelphia Museum of Arts Rodin Museum
(figs. 183-184).1 They were inserted in the lower section
of the door panels and were seen by several writers who
visited the sculptor’s studio in the rue de I'Université.
The first to comment on them seems to have been
Octave Mirbeau, who wrote early in 188y, “Below these
groups, still more basreliefs, on which project masks of
sadness.” Mirbeau went on to describe the figures sur-
rounding the masks.2 A year later Félicien Champsaur

wrote about the plaster portal and mentioned that “faces
contracted by anguish are moistened by tears.” The
masks in their relief setting are visible in the photo-
graphs taken by Jessie Lipscomb in 1887 (see fig. 124).
They reveal what Truman Bartlett would have seen on
his first visit to the studio in November of that year: “A
short distance below Ugolino a narrow panel begins,
which has two central pieces of masks of those who have
died in misery, and the spaces on each side are filled with
illustrations of the festival of Thetis and Peleus when
invaded by Centaurs.™

Rodin liked the version of the Stanford bronze mask
so much that he exhibited a plaster of the grieving
woman at the Galerie Georges Petit in 1889 had it recast
in ceramic by Edmond Lachenal (1889-1930).% In 1900
Rodin included in the catalogue of his retrospective the
following gloss on one of the two masks: “Face violently
contracted by sadness and crying ‘bitter tears,” hair
disheveled.” This curt description likely tells us what
Rodin had in mind when he made the masks, probably
independently of the reliefs and any particular story
from Ovid. The base that the sculptor roughed out to
support the mask, which otherwise terminated at the
neck, seems to continue the woman’s hair. He wanted
what might be called emblematic heads that summarized
the collective grief and despair of the portal’s multitude
while giving a decorative anchor to the lower doors. One
has the sense that he may also have wanted the two life-
size faces as compositional stabilizing points. It seems
that Rodin only replaced the two reliefs with their cen-
tered masks during in his last effort to complete the
doors, in 189g. From photographs it appears that he set
or stored the reliefs in the area behind the tombs that
replaced them at the bottom of the two big door panels.”

Unlike Head of Sorrow (cat. no. 55), the Stanford mask
of a grieving young woman imparts the impression,
unusual in Rodin, of an imposed expression, one sug-
gested to a model, and a foretaste of the Hanako series
he would begin in 1907 (see cat. nos. 120-122). The
ceramic mask shows us Rodin’s interest in trying color in
his sculpture and in making casts cheaper than bronze.®
Normally for Rodin “color” in sculpture meant the shad-
ows and highlights achieved by the modeling; bronze
allows a greater subtlety and richness in this regard than
ceramic, which may be augmented by patination. That
Rodin favored this mask was shown by its being carved in
stone as well.9
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Above: Fig. 181.
Crying Girl (cat.
no. 58).

Left: Fig. 182.
Crying Girl (cat.
no. 59).



Fig. 183. Bas-
relief with Mask
for Left Side of
“The Gates of
Hell,” by 1885,
bronze, 122 x
43Y2x5% in,
(31.7x110.5X
14.6 ¢m). Rodin
Museum,
Philadelphia
Museum of Art,
gift of Jules E.
Mastbaum.

Fig. 184. Bas-
relief with Mask
for Right Side of
“The Gates of
Hell,” by 188s,
bronze, 1212 x
43Y2X6Y4in.
(31.7x110.5X
15.9 cm). Rodin
Museum,
Philadelphia
Museum of Art,
gift of Jules E.
Mastbaum.

NOTES

LITERATURE: Barlett 1899 in Elsen 1965a, 75 Grappe 1944,
76; Jianou and Goldscheider 196g, g2; Tancock 1976, 176-80;
de Caso and Sanders 1977, 186; Barbier 1987, 84; Fath and
Schmoll 1991, 150; Fourest 1971, 52; Tancock 1976, 180; Bar-
bier 1987, 84; Grunfeld 1987, 400; Beausire 1989, 188; Lajoix
1997, 81-83; Le Normand-Romain 199q, 5%

1.

3.

4.

See discussion in Tancock 1976, 178—75. Other heads
similar to the bas reliefs intended for the portal, ibid., cat.
no. 14, and de Caso and Sanders 1977, cat. no. go.

. Octave Mirbeau, in La France, 18 February 1885. The

remainder of the description was given in Elsen 198sa,
123.

Félicien Champsaur, in Supplement du figaro (Paris), 16
January 1886.

Bartlett in Elsen 1965a, 75. Tancock noted that Bartlett
(or was it Rodin?) seems to have confused this story with
one from Ovid, the wedding festival of Piritholis and Hip-
podame (1976, 173).

O~

. Beausire 1989, 188. Subsequent exhibitions of the mask

of the Crying Girlin bronze and in plaster were in Geneva
(1896), Paris (1900), Vienna (19o1), and Rome (1913).

. See Le Normand-Romain 2001, g2.
. Tancock 1976, 174.
. For further discussion of this mask and the context of

Rodin’s other works executed in the ceramic medium, see
Lajoix 1997.

. Tancock 1976, 180, reproduced the carved variations.

For discussion of the marble versions, see also Barbier
1987, 84. For discussion of the effort to introduce color
into sculpture in the later nineteenth century, see
Andreas Blihm, The Colour of Sculpture, 1840-1910, exh,
cat., Van Gogh Museum, Amsterdam (Zwolle: Waanders,
1996), especially Blahm’s essay “In Living Colour: A
Short History of Colour in Sculpture in the Nineteenth
Century,” 11-60.
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Seated Female Nude (Nu féminin assis), before 1887

¢ Bronze, Coubertin Foundry, cast 1979, 8/12

* 20x7x11in. (51x18x28 cm)

» Signed on figure, right side, near base: A. Rodin

* Inscribed on back of figure, near base: © by Musée Rodin 1979;
below signature: No. 8

* Mark on back of base, bottom: Coubertin Foundry seal

® Provenance: Musée Rodin, Paris

* Gift of B, Gerald Cantor and Co., 1982.299

Figure 185

This is a real studio piece, or étude, in which Rodin was
working out how to find energetic movement in a station-
ary figure. Such a concern is seen also in many of Degas’s
sculptures as well as those of Matisse. This étude has what
might be called désinvolture,! a free and easy upward twist-
ing of the body. To accomplish the pose, such as a model
might assume while stretching to relax, the seated woman
with her feet off the ground had to hook one foot behind
the other so that she could lean back and, with raised
arms, turn her torso in a different direction than her
thighs. What must have appealed to Rodin was the
extended abdomen and rib cage and the rotation of the
breasts in a contrary direction to the thighs. Editing
marks, as if made by a file or clawlike tool, score areas of
the torso and face, suggesting that the artist wanted a dif-
ferent texture and surface response to light.

There is only half a face, whose features are summary
at best, and the back of the head and arm are cut off
along roughly the same plane. (When seen from the pro-
files, especially her right, the location of the amputation
of the arms makes the end of the sculptural line the
artist’s subject.) The back was left unresolved, and
Rodin, as was his custom, eschewed the studio prop of a
stool or chair and fashioned a simulated rock as support
for her seat and extended legs.

The sculpture evokes Rodin’s pure enjoyment in the
way the human body can balance itself naturally by the
movements that coordinate body weight and volume.
The pose gave Rodin simultaneously frontal and profile
views, something Pablo Picasso would carry even further

by violating anatomy in ways undreamed of by Rodin.
The editing of this partial figure also reminds us how we
can see new relationships between different parts of the
body: the rhyming of breasts and knees, for example.

At one time Rodin found a temporary home for this
étude in the tympanum of his Gates of Hell. It is visible in
the right corner of Jessie Lipscomb’s 1887 photograph
(see fig. 123). We may account for this location not just
on the grounds that the kneeling woman seen from
below seems in agitation, but the positioning of her torso
and thighs counters the strong group movement to the
right. Several similar études made up the crowd on
either side of The Thinker. This figure in a pose of désin-
volture, however, came to be replaced in the portal by the
figure known as Meditation (cat. nos. 61-62).

NOTES
1. For another partial figure in a comparable pose and
known under that name, see Laurent 1988, g1.
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Fig. 185. Seated
Female Nude
(cat. no. 60).
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Meditation without Arms (La méditation, étude
sans bras), c. 1804; enlarged 1895—96

* Title variations: The Inner Voice, Meditation, The Muse

¢ Bronze, Coubertin Foundry, cast 1981, 2/8

® 57Y%x30x22in. (146 X 76.2 X 55.9 cm)

e Signed on front of base: A. Rodin

¢ Inscribed below signature: No. 2; on back of base, lower edge: © By
Musée Rodin 1981

» Mark on back of base, lower edge: Coubertin Foundry seal

s Provenance: Musée Rodin, Paris

¢ Gift of the B. Gerald Cantor Collection, 1992.136

Figure 186

L

Meditation with Arms (La méditation, étude avec
bras), after 1900

¢ Title variations: Meditation, The Muse

¢ Bronze, Coubertin Foundry, cast 1979, 7/12

* 61%4x29Xx2610n. (156 X 74 X 66 M)

¢ Signed on base, left side, below left foot: A. Rodin

* Inscribed to right of signature: No. 7; on back of base, bottom: © by
Musée Rodin 1979

e Provenance: Musée Rodin, Paris

s Gift of the Iris and B. Gerald Cantor Foundation, 1984.429

Figure 187

F or artists, art historians, anatomists, and the public
Rodin’s Meditation figures are among his most challeng-
ing. For many reasons, largely anatomical, they just seem
wrong but artistically intriguing. That Rodin was especially
taken with the motif was shown by frequent exhibitions of
his many variations on its form.! Its diverse uses included
its appearance as one of the damned in hell, a muse for a
writer, a siren, Mary Magdalene, and a lone figure.

The Stanford casts of the full and fragmented figures
bearing the names Meditation with Arms and Meditation
without Arms (or The Inner Voice) represent two of several
states after the figure’s first appearance in the extreme
right of the tympanum of The Gates of Hell.2 The original
height is roughly 28 inches, and in The Gates she
appears as a partial figure: the right hand is addressed
to the head, and her left arm is not shown (fig. 188).
The two Stanford casts of Meditation differ from the first
version principally in this larger scale and in the posi-
tioning of the arms: in the full figure the arms are
joined and raised to the level of the head; in the partial
figure they are severely edited. The Stanford armless
version derives from another full figure, which was
detached from The Gates in 1885 and slightly enlarged
and modified. A cast of this is in the Philadelphia
Museum of Art’s Rodin Museum (fig. 189).3 In it the
woman’s right arm is doubled back, and she rests the
lower right side of her face on the forearm, the left
hand pressing her left breast.

Not unlike his legendary Greek predecessor Zeuxis,
who painted an image of Helen by taking the most desir-
able features from the most beautiful virgins of Croton,
Rodin synthesized his large figures of Meditation from
previously fashioned parts of other models. In a very un-
Greek way he was not always gender specific when he
appropriated parts from other projects. Artistically the
figure in both of Stanford’s sculptures is a marvel, but
anatomically the figure is an extreme anomaly.

To start with, in the full figure are adhesions between
the massive arms and breasts, which are unaesthetic
anatomically and yet absolutely aesthetic artistically, so
that the figure still conveys a sense of poetic beauty. For
Rodin the problem of supporting the big arms that were
added to an existing sculpture, or the artist’s desire not
to have a spatial interval, probably required these adhe-
sions, and he was not inhibited by a concern to show real-
ity or anatomic possibility but rather followed his expres-
sive aims. The fragmented form we see in the Stanford
cast is the most stripped down of all the versions of Medi-
tation. The head is in an anatomically impossible position
and the neck extends beyond the upper limit of the
spine. As with his positioning of the head of Adam (cat.
no. 40), Rodin wanted to pull the woman in on herself.

The expressive core of each sculpture is the torsos’
great lateral bending, which exemplifies Rodin’s love of
casy, graceful bodily torsion, or désinvolture. There is a
radical disalignment of the sternum and navel, which
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Fig. 186.
Meditation
without Arms
(cat. no. 61).



Fig. 187
Meditation with
Arms (cat. no.
62).



Rodin needed to achieve that exaggerated sway; in addi-
tion, the model may have been pregnant.? If the model
for the torso was Camille Claudel, as some writers such as
Lampert believe, then the appearance of Meditation
might be evidence that she became pregnant at least
once by Rodin and give credence to hearsay that she had
at least one abortion, as she was childless.6 Assuming that
the diagnosis is correct and the model was pregnant, this
makes the version of Meditation pressing her left breast in
a nursing gesture all the more appropriate and, in
Camille’s case, poignant.”

The torso is mounted on a pair of small firm buttocks
and huge upper thighs, neither of which belong to the
former.8 The legs resemble but are not those of Eve (cat.
no. 41), as has been often suggested; in fact, their posi-
tioning more closely resembles that of Adam legs. The
same liberties in the relative positioning of the weight-
bearing and free limbs were taken in Adam and Eve and
the Meditation figures. Meditation’s left leg and bent knee,
which are not weight-bearing, could only assume their
position if there was pressure on the left foot, which

there is not.® Rodin had done the same thing with Adam’s
right leg. He may have learned from Michelangelo to
take liberties with muscles that were supposed to be
relaxed. As with Rodin’s Adam, too, Meditation’s feet are
very large, yet she lacks an Achilles tendon and articu-
lated anklebones in her left foot.

The woman’s back shows no articulation of the scapu-
las and shoulder muscles, which may have encouraged
Rodin to position the arms variously. In the version with
arms the shoulders appear disjointed.1? The broad curva-
ture of the back is relatively shallow, with little spinal def-
inition. The spinal column does not extend to the neck,
suggesting that a different head than that of the torso’s
model was added, and roughly modeled hair was used to
mask this substitution. Nor does the spine line up with
the crease of the buttocks, implying that the torso was
added to the legs just above the pelvis. Furthermore, the
figure has a crooked spine because the vertebrae are
rotated in on one another and at angles.l!

Why would an artist with Rodin’s consummate knowl-
edge of anatomy create such a hybrid, a figure that was
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Left: Fig. 188.
Detail of The
Gates of Hell:
Meditation.

Right: Fig. 189.
Meditation,
188s, bronze,
2gx11x11in.
(73x27.9%279
cm). Rodin
Museum,
Philadelphia
Museum of Art,
gift of Jules E.
Mastbaum.



CLOCKWISE
Fig. 190. D.
Freuler,
“Meditation
without Arms”
1895-96 in
plaster, Dépot
des marbres
(A143).

Fig. 191. Eugéne
Druet,
“Meditation
without Arms”
in “Monument
to Victor Hugo,”
in plaster, as
exhibited at the
Salon of 1897
(A131).

Fig. 192.
Jacques-Ernst
Bulloz, “Shade”
and
“Meditation,”
after1901-02,
in plaster
(A110).

not true to nature? This is a subject not discussed by the
artist’s contemporaries who had the opportunity to ask
him. Rodin would probably have said to look at the
result in the sculpture itself for the way his “exaggera-
tions,” as he called creative license, contributed to the
overall effect. Does it work as art? That was his criterion
for truth. The sculptor once commented, “The way in
which the artist arrives at his goal is the secret of his own
existence. It is the measure of his own vision. . . . He
cxaggerates or deforms the literal in sculpture. . . . He
suppresses or diminishes one part; and yet the whole is
true because he seeks only truth.”2

Recall that for Rodin nothing in nature was ugly, and
demonstrably that included a crooked spine and
midterm pregnancy. By positioning his figure with the
weight on one foot (one leg straight, the other bent), a
pose referred to by art historians as contrapposto, it was
as if Rodin was challenging the salon clichés derived
from the ancient Greek pose assumed by near-perfect liv-
ing models that the classical artist might then improve
on, if not wholly idealize.1? Salon nudes of Rodin’s time
were positively svelte in their legs and ankles by compari-
son. Beauty in sculpture, he seems to tell us, does not
have to depend on the anatomically normal and consis-
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tent. Rather than impersonal and eternal, rules of pro-
portion are now, in fact, relative to the work the artist is
constructing and to what he believes are its needs.
Rodin’s modernity was, in large part, his recognition that
an evolving composition, not the rules of the School, dic-
tated its own aesthetic and expressive needs.

Zeuxis looked to many women for his parts. Rodin
may have done the same, but he also mined his inventory
of plaster parts, to which not just he but assistants like
Claudel were always adding. When Rodin did not find
what he needed, he improvised, as in the shoulders, if
not the arms, of Meditation. For Rodin’s time Meditation
in all its variations is a brilliant example of a gifted sculp-
tor’s vision of what sculpture could be. Meditation
reminds us that Rodin could make almost classically
beautiful parts of the body. Rarely looked at or com-
mented on in the literature but easily recognized in the
partial figure version is the head with its very beautiful,
near classical facial profile, which is similar to that used
in the two versions of Fallen Caryatid (cat. nos. 56-57). As
the original small versions of these sculptures were made
in about the same period for The Gates of Hell—1880-81
and 188g for the caryatids and 1884 or 188 for Medita-
tion—it is possible that the same model’s head served for
all. Judging by his portraits of her, Claudel may have
inspired the body but certainly not the face. Compared
to her narrowed feature the width of the flattened ridge
of the modeled nose is almost an inch.1¢

When possible, as in Adam and The Shade, Rodin liked
to square off the upper contour of his figure. (This prac-
tice achieves its culmination in the headless Torso of a
Seated Woman [cat. no. 182] and Cybele [cat. no. 186]). In
Meditation the anatomically impossible but dramatically
desirable joining of the lowered head with the shoulder
evokes introspection, hence the title The Inner Voice. The
figure may have been edited as early as 18g4 to evoke
this idea.!> Unlike the initial appearance of the figure in
The Gates of Hell where she is part of a loud and turbulent
mob, the figure seen in isolation appears to express an
internal stimulation. This almost dreamlike state was an
important means by which Rodin sometimes gave his
freestanding figures a sense of self-sufficiency, alleviating
the need by the viewer to look for something outside the
figure to complete its dramatic action. Rilke was obvi-
ously moved by this figure, as he wrote, “Never was a
human body assembled to such an extent about its inner
self, so bent by its own soul and yet upheld by the elastic
strength of its blood. . . . It is striking that the arms are

lacking. Rodin must have considered these arms as too
facile a solution of his task, as something that did not
belong to that body which desired to be enwrapped
within itself.”16

Rodin’s editing of the Inner Voice helps clarify how his
art bridges tradition and modern sculpture. Rodin was
the first sculptor to see the body abstractly and to act
accordingly on his sculptures. Thus artistic form won over
anatomical form. To understand his vision, we have to
examine his changes. The partial figure evolved from the
version of Meditation touching her left breast. Except for
the area on the woman’s left breast, that is, the remnant
of where her left hand touches it, the heads and
unedited bodies of the Stanford Meditation with Arms and
Meditation without Arms are identical.

To understand what Rodin was working toward by his
amputations, one has to look at Meditation without Armsin
the round, especially from the front but also the back in
terms of its overall contours (fig. 190). Not only do the
absent arms open the face and upper chest to light, but
the overall silhouette is now more compact, fluid, and
continuous.l” The severing of the arms and the woman’s
right knee are not capricious but calculated in terms of
how they can prolong and tighten certain silhouettes of
the torso, shoulders, and legs. The most troublesome
amputation to justify artistically is that of the back of the
woman’s right leg, and this may have been due to dissat-
isfaction with the results of its enlargement.18

Alain Beausire attributed Rodin’s amputations of Med-
itation without Arms to broken works from antiquity, but
this ignores more modern and sculptural motives.!9
When Rodin amputated the arms, left knee, and back of
the right leg, he had the choice of redoing the rejected
parts and having a new cast made. He chose instead to fill
the exposed hollows in the truncated cast by patching,
probably with wet plaster that could be manipulated, with
no attempt at restoring illusion.2? As when he occasion-
ally left graphite or chiseled editing marks on marbles
that were sold, he wanted to retain the raw signs of his
editorial intervention in his plasters and their bronze
casts. Rodin sought to demonstrate that perfection was a
false goal and that art was a continuum: a well-made work
might never be finished as it was susceptible to improve-
ment. He was also saying in effect that he might complete
a sculpture by subtraction or by its partial unmaking.

There were still other incentives for retaining the
marks of the sculptural process. The exposed casting
seams in the area of the abdomen may momentarily and
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superficially suggest scars, but after prolonged observa-
tion they serve to remind us of the subtle curvature of
the planes, the way undulating lines on a topographic
map help us visualize surface configurations.?! Most
important, the seams also preserve the sensuous, convex
surfaces from flattening under brilliant sunlight.

Henry Moore, for one, could well have been inspired
by the bronze cast of Meditation without Arms that Rodin
gave to the Victoria and Albert Museum in 1914 but
which for many years was shown in the Tate. Besides its
public exhibition, armless as part of the project for the
Monument to Victor Hugoe in Paris in 1897 (fig. 191) and
1goo, it was also shown in Marseilles (1897 and given by
Rodin in 18g6 to the museum in that city), Stockholm
(1897), and Dusseldorf (19go4). The large versions were
shown in Dresden (1897), Amsterdam (18gg), Berlin
(1901, 1914), Prague (1902), Rome (1913%), and Edin-
burgh (1915).22 There were marble versions of Medita-
tion with Arms: one carved in 1915 for an American client
named Colt, and one known as The Siven that shows the
figure with one arm touching her breast and with the
lower body of a fish, which is in the Musée Rodin.2? Medi-
tation with Arms appears in the bronze cast of the Victor
Hugo monument in Paris at the avenues Victor Hugo
and Henri Martin. The definitive model for the monu-
ment was completed shortly after 1goo, at which time
Meditation with Arms was also given a separate existence,
independent of the monument.24

Rodin’s custom of reusing a favored work in differing
contexts is nowhere better seen than with Meditation with-
out Arms. Not only was she shown with Victor Hugo as a
muse but juxtaposed, with revised arms, with a hovering
nude in Constellation (190o0), and then as a partial figure
joined in 1go1-2 with the enlarged Shade (see The Three
Shades cat. no. 44), a pairing at times referred to as Adam
and Eve (fig. 192).% For her role in Christ and Mary Mag-
dalene she was given a new left arm and hand, with which
she clutches the cross, while her new right arm reaches
around but does not touch Christ’s body in the original
Musée Rodin plaster of 1894. Elsewhere this erotic com-
position has been interpreted as a spiritual self-portrait
of Rodin and Claudel made during the time of their
breakup when the sculptor’s “heart is on the rack.”26

NOTES
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1. See Beausire 1988, 402.

2. Tancock 1976 contains a good discussion of this work and
its variations (193-99). The figure with arms and the
armless version were used in various later stages of the
Monwument to Victor Hugo (193-94, 417; figs. 71—7-8, 419).
The best analysis is Leo Steinberg’s (1972, 370-75). See
also Alley (1981, 645), Schmoll (1954, 56-58), and Geor-
get and Le Normand-Romain 1997.

3. Le Normand-Romain clarified that Meditation without
Arms was probably derived from the small model of Medi-
tation, the second version with arms, which she dates c.
1887-18go. She also explains that the arms of Meditation
with Arms were derived from the figure of “Meditation” in
the fourth maquette for the Monument to Victor Hugo
(c. 1895). See Georget and Le Normand-Romain 1997,
cat. no. 4 and 19-2o0, 23, 26, 28.

4. The author thanks Dr. Robert A. Chase of the Stanford
University School of Medicine for sharing his anatomical
observations with me.

5. The author thanks Dr. Amy Ladd of the Stanford Univer-
sity School of Medicine for sharing her observations
about the figure’s pose. A study of the lower abdomen by
Dr. Chase convinced him that the model was sixteen
weeks pregnant.

6. Lampert observed, “Only the middle, the torso, has the
thick, short-waisted ripe look of Camille” (1986, g3).

7. Although she was thinking in terms of this version of Med-
itation in her role as muse, Rosalyn Frankel Jamison’s
analysis may have been particularly prescient: “He also
introduced a new symbolic gesture—the fingers of the left
hand pressing the breast. The gesture recalls one tradi-
tionally associated with inspiration (the muse squeezing
milk onto books or musical instruments seen in Renais-
sance and baroque paintings); Rodin was probably
attracted to it as a natural and intuitive symbol for uncer-
tain ferdlity” (in Elsen 1981, 108).

8. Indicating the extent of Rodin’s exaggeration of form, to
Dr. Chase the upper thighs are of such thickness they sug-
gest limp epidemia or elephantiasis. Visible on the plaster
is a horizontal seam on the right hip, suggesting the join-
ing of torso and legs.

g. This according to Dr. Ladd.

10. Dr. Ladd.

11. The spinal rotation is pronounced enough that in real life
it would suggest scoliosis, according to Drs. Chase and
Ladd.

12. Lawton 1906, 161.

13. Falguiére’s Eve, shown in the Salon of 1877, is a good exam-
ple (reproduced in Fusco and Janson 1980, 94) as is Ernest
Guilbert’s Eve (1884; reproduced in Elsen 1981, 312).
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14. Rodin’s “classicism” is closer to Picasso’s of the early
1920s, and the painter could have used this large,
extraordinarily broad, straight-nosed, closed-eyed, round-
jawed woman for one of his pastel or painted classical
heads.

15. Tancock pointed out that this is the title of a collection of
Victor Hugo’s poems, Les voix intérieures (1976, 193).
According to Le Normand-Romain (1992, 72) the edit-
ing of Meditation may be dated around 1894, reflecting
Rodin’s decision to create an allegorical figure to evoke
the “interior voices.” The baptism came when the large
armless figure was introduced as a muse in the final proj-
ect for the monument to Victor Hugo exhibited at the
Salon of 18g7. See Georget and Le Normand-Romain
1997, 19-20, 24.

16. Rilke in Elsen 1965a, 123.

17. An exception is when one sees from the sides the rem-
nants of the woman’s left hand on her breast, which inter-
rupts the silhouette’s fluid continuity. Rodin may not
have been able to excise all the remnants of the fingers
without damaging that part of the torso.

18. Beausire (1988, 130, 132) wrote that the Meditation was iso-
lated from the Monument to Victor Hugo and presented in dif-
ferent exhibitions, and for that “Rodin had to section the
left knee in order to remove the drapery that the artist had
added.” The drapery is visible in Eugéne Druet’s photo-
graph of the project shown in the 18g7 Salon (see fig. 191).

1g. Beausire 1988, 132.

20. This was not a matter of being lazy, as Rodin had a small

corps of highly trained assistants who could have replaced
the missing parts.

21. Henry Moore built an entire mode of drawing on Rodin’s
use of casting seams. He would build up imagined figures
by drawing sections that were not anatomical but were
like those made when piece-molds were taken (conversa-
tion with author).

22, Beausire 1988, 131, 135-36, 138, 151, 188, 212-13, 233,
253, 344, 352, 354 359- It is not always clear in the infor-
mation available to Beausire from old catalogues whether
the version with or without arms was shown; at times it is
indicated that the edited cast is Meditation I and at other
times sans bras is noted. Regarding the armless version,
see Georget and Le Normand-Romain 1997, 1§

23. The Siren was reproduced by Tancock (1976, 198).

24. See Butler, Plottel, and Roos 1998 for reproductions of
the Monument and further discussion, fig. 45, 15-20,
105-09. The Monument was first cast in the early 196os
and inaugurated in 1g64. Regarding the final monument
see Georget and Le Normand-Romain 1997, 26—28.

25. He directed his photographer, Jacques-Ernst Bulloz, to
photograph this pairing, showing how two previously self-
sufficient figures could be married in a new composition
and asking the viewer to read the agitated dreaming cou-
ple not only as human forms but also abstractly, in terms
of the play of their contours and modeled volumes.

26. Elsen 1980, 180. See also de Caso and Sanders for their
interpretation of the plaster made from the somewhat dif-
ferent marble version (1947, 93-94).
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Study for A Damned Woman”
(Etude pour une damnée), c. 1884

¢ Title variation: Woman Lying on Her Back

* Bronze, Georges Rudier Foundry, cast 1966, 10/12

e 8x15%2x10%in. (20.3 X 39.4 X 26 cm)

¢ Signed on abdomen, left side: A. Rodin

® Inscribed on back of torso, around opening: Georges Rudier/fondeur,
Paris © by Musée Rodin 1966

* Provenance: Musée Rodin, Paris

¢ Gift of the Iris and B. Gerald Cantor Foundation, 1974.61

Figure 193

This figure entered The Gates of Hell at the lower right of
the tympanum probably between 1887 and 1889, but pos-
sibly not until 18g8-gg when Rodin completed the portal
(figs. 194, 226). It does not appear in the Jessie Lipscomb
photographs of 1887. Given its position high above the
viewer and lying on its back on the tympanum floor, where
only the upper third of the figure’s back and its raised
knees can be seen, it is not surprising that Rodin did not
address certain details. The hands are not resolved and,
like those of The Falling Man (cat. no. 64), are mittenlike.
There does not appear to be any record of this figure’s
having been exhibited in Rodin’s lifetime apart from the
portal or bronze cast, although it would have been visible
as a separate figure to the thousands who visited his stu-
dios.

Like The Martyr (cat. nos. 72-479) this recumbent fig-
ure does not rest easily: her body touches the ground in
only one small area of her back, below the left shoulder.
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Fig. 194. Detail

of The Gates of
Hell: A Damned
Woman.

Her anguished head and neck are raised, both legs are
drawn up, bent to her left, and her feet are off the
ground, while her two arms are flung to her left. This
creates two strong, divergent diagonal axes of the arms
and hips, played off against the straight axis of the torso
and slightly inclined head. This may have been one of
Michelangelo’s secrets for structuring the body that
Rodin learned in 1876 on his Italian journey. By drop-
ping the woman’s right hip, the sculptor created a long
and beautiful contour along the torso to the right shoul-
der. With its open mouth her head resembles but is not
identical to Head of Sorrow (cat. no. 55). Rodin did not
provide the figure with a modeled base, further suggest-
ing that her destiny was the tympanum floor and that she

did not have an independent exhibition life. The figure
seems to have been wholly made at one time, but with
Rodin one can never be sure.

In the context of the tympanum, Damned Woman
appears to have just fallen or been flung to the ground.
The circular group of figures in front of Meditation at the
tympanum’s right, which includes the kneeling woman to
Damned Woman’s left, the fallen woman to her right, and
then the standing figures Meditation and the figure with the
Martyr's outstretched hand, possibly show the sequential
movement of one figure’s tragic fall. This is part of a larger
theme across the tympanum in which this figure may be
related to the meaning of the caryatid-muse.! Damned
Woman reminds us that in portrayals of life beyond the
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Fig. 193. Study
for “A Damned
Woman” (cat.
no. 63).

tomb, none of Rodin’s figures appear to be dead. Even NOTES

when prone, they fight the pull of gravity and are filled with

energy. Thus we can understand why Rodin favored unpro- LITERATURE: Lampert 1986, 9o, 208; Fath and Schmoll
fessional models who had character to go with lithe bodies 1991 144

that could move spontaneously. In the years he worked on
the portal, Rodin continued to search for all possibilities of
movement no matter the figure’s orientation.

1. Jamison 1986, 145—46.
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Fig. 197. Detail
of The Gates of
Hell: The Falling
Man in the
group /Am
Beautiful.

The Falling Man (L'homme qui tombe), 1882

¢ Title variation: The Fall of Icarus

® Bronze, Susse Foundry, cast 1978, 7/12

® 21X16%4x113/4in. (53.2X 42.5 X 29.8 cm)

¢ Signed on base, right side: A. Rodin

e Inscribed on base, bottom, left side, toward back: Susse Fondeur
Paris; below signature; No. 7; on base, bottom, right side, toward
back: © by Musée Rodin 1978

* Provenance: Musée Rodin, Paris

* Gift of the B. Gerald Cantor Collection, 1992.139

Figure 195

One of Rodin’s favored male figures, judging by his
repeated use of it not only in The Gates but elsewhere in
his art, The Falling Man makes us wonder how the model
posed. The position of the feet and legs in the bronze
seems to deny that he stood upright. Rodin, however,
could have posed him in a kneeling position with his
weight on his right knee and ball of the left foot. A pho-
tograph of the plaster Falling Man holding The Crouching
Woman (c. 1880~82), a work called I Am Beautiful (1882),
shows a different modeled base for the male figure with
his right foot braced against the ground.! The genitals of
The Falling Man hang upward, suggesting that the model
may have also posed while doing a headstand. But Rodin
could have made this change without requiring the
model to take such a strenuous position. Rodin claimed
that he did not dictate poses to his models but let them
find their own movement. Did Rodin arrive at the idea
while seeing his athletic model doing stretching exer-
cises? (This may have been the source of the model’s
pose in Despair, cat. nos. 6g—71). If the model was Cail-
loux, the strong man who performed on the streets of
Paris and who had posed for The Shade and perhaps for
Adam, then this artistically unusual and demanding pose
might be explainable.2

It was Cailloux’s back that inspired Rodin’s modeling
of The Shade, for example, and The Falling Man was first to
be seen from below, in a dorsal view, clinging to the lintel
of The Gates, to the left of The Thinker (fig. 196). The

man’s closed eyes or implied blindness evokes Charles
Baudelaire’s tragic figure of Icarus in “The Voyage”
(1859), blinded by the sun. The fingers of his hands are
shown unseparated, formed like mittens. The left hand
remains out of view, as it was destined to rest on the top
of the lintel, while the right, though it hangs downward
at the figure’s side, also is not visible from below. The stri-
ations on the man’s abdomen, made in the plaster from
which the bronze was cast, suggest a rough surface to
provide a better purchase for the white wax or adhesive
used to attach the figure to the bottom of the lintel.
When Rodin learned that his portal would not be
functional because the museum of decorative arts would
not be built, he may have added The Falling Man at some
time before Jessie Lipscomb’s photographs of 1887 (see
fig. 122). Depending on whether or not the figure was
attached below the lintel to the upperleft door panel,
the presence of The Falling Man might have made it diffi-
cultif not impossible for that door to swing inward.
While the pose of the torso would be retained by
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Left: Fig. 195.
The Falling Man
(cat. no. 64).

Below: Fig. 196.
Detail of The
Gates of Hell:
The Falling
Mon,

Rodin, as was his customary approach, the figure’s limbs
were susceptible to various repositionings. The Falling
Man’s left thigh bears a lump, suggesting that at one time
his left hand may have touched it there. In 1882, when
joined with The Crouching Woman in the composition that
became known as I Am Beautiful, the man’s arms were
completely changed to encompass the compacted body
of the woman. The couple was added to the upper right
of the basrelief in The Gates, his orientation remaining
vertical (fig. 197). Between 1898 and 1900 he was joined
with one of the women seen also in the upper left of the
tympanum, cut off at the waist, and suspended upside
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down next to the tomb in the lower right door of the por-
tal (see fig. zo1); this group was later known as Awvarice
and Lust (cat. nos. 66—67).3 In none of these three drasti-
cally different orientations and couplings did Rodin
change the modeling of the back and position of the
muscles. That kind of exactitude did not interest him as
he knew that it might be noticed only by the most literal
minded who were knowledgeable in anatomy but not in
art, and he was right.

NOTES

LITERATURE: Grappe 1944, 32-53; Jianou and Goldscheider
1969, 8g; Tancock 1976, 163-67; Lampert 1986, 62-66, 205;
Pingeot 1990, 129-90; Fath and Schmoll 1991, 146; Levkoff
1994, 64; Le Normand-Romain 1999, 1

1. Elsen 1980, pl. 30.

2. Regarding Cailloux, see cat. no. 43.

3. For discussion of The Falling Man and variants, see Nicole
Barbier “Homme gui tombe” in Pingeot 19go, 129-32.

Monumental Male Torso
(Grand torse d’homme), c. 1882, enlarged 191517

» Title variations: Man through His Death Returns to Nature, Marsyas,
Torso Louis XIV, Torso of a Man in Extension, Torso of the Falling Man

¢ Bronze, Georges Rudier Foundry, cast 1979, 9/12

* 40Y2x27Y2X18%2in. (102.9X 69.8 X 47 ¢cm)

* Signed on front of left leg: A. Rodin

* Inscribed on back, at bottom: Georges Rudier/Fondeur.Paris; below
signature: No. 9; on outer side of left leg: © by Musée Radin 1979

* Provenance: Musée Rodin, Paris

e Gift of the B. Gerald Cantor Collection, 1983.21

figure 198

Rodin generally conceived his figures first in terms of
their torsos. It was a nuclear motif to which he might sub-
sequently attach different arms and legs and even heads.
The torso was the center of the figure’s action. As shown
in other partial figures without heads, such as Prayer (cat.
no. 80) and Cybele (cat. no. 186), the torso for Rodin was
the residence of the spirit and generator of energy. This
was true for Torso of Adele (c. 1879-82), Meditation (cat.
nos. 61-62), The Martyr (cat. nos. 72—73), Torso of a Man
(cat. no. 173), The Walking Man (cat. no. 174), and oth-
ers. Though the torsos were made usually from an
upright model (the torso of The Martyr being an excep-
tion), Rodin would subsequently deploy a well-made and
expressive torso in various orientations without making
changes to reflect different responses of the body to grav-

ity. His modeling, which rendered the figure in all its
contours from above as well as at eye level, assured the
sculptor that his forms would look right when seen from
any angle. Such was the case for this torso, which served
three figures, each seen in a different perspective in The
Gates of Hell: horizontally for The Falling Man, clinging to
the floor of the tympanum to the left of The Thinker (see
fig. 196), vertically in the upperright relief, where the
male clutches The Crouching Woman to his breast (see fig.
1g7); and halflength and inverted for the male figure of
the group that became known as Avarice and Lust to the
left of the tomb in the right door panel (see fig. 201).

The date in which this torso was made and its associa-
tion with the figure known as The Falling Man is not
known for certain. Georges Grappe reasonably estimated
it to be 1882, during the earliest period of The Gates.1 It is
likely, in view of Rodin’s procedure with Torso of a Man
(cat. no. 173), that the torso was made before the full fig-
ure of The Falling Man. An 1887 photograph by Jessie
Lipscomb of the plaster Gates shows The Falling Man in
place (see fig. 122). In 188q it appears that Rodin exhib-
ited the original small-size torso by itself in bronze as
Torse.2 The first version of the torso was shown in Rodin’s
great 1goo exhibition as Marsyas. It was armless but with
the head and legs of The Falling Man.? In that show The
Falling Man without arms was paired with an armless
female torso and the composition was entitled Two Strug-
gling Figuyes*

Rodin had the small torso of The Falling Man enlarged
by Henri Lebossé in 1go4 and/or 1915-17.5 If 1904 was
the time of the enlargement, it is inexplicable that Rodin
would not have exhibited it in Paris as he did Prayer,
Cybele, and Torso of a Young Woman (cat. no. 177) almost
immediately after the process was completed. As Torso of
a Young Woman and Torso of the Falling Man both show the
same pose with arched back, one would think that Rodin
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Fig. 198.
Monumental
Male Torso (cat.
no. 65).



might have enjoyed exhibiting them together if the sec-
ond figure was, in fact, available to him before the First
World War broke out. There does not seem to be any
exhibition history of or critical commentary on the
enlarged Torso of the Falling Man, an absence that would
be reasonable if the work had been made during the war.

This enlargement was not made from the original
torso of The Falling Man, as the original version is without
the wedge form that protrudes from the figure’s right
pectoral. This wedge was undoubtedly added to a plaster
of the small torso to assist in supporting either the snake
in The Man with a Serpent (1885) or The Crouching Woman
in I Am Beautiful or both. We know from The Walking Man
and Eve (cat. no. 41) that Rodin would preserve the
exposed armature in the final work; also the inside of the
right arm of the Nude Study for “Jean d’Aire” (cat. no. 18)
reveals the persistence of what was probably an armature.
Rodin may have retained the wedge because it suggested
the broken shaft of a spear, thus suggesting that the
falling figure is a wounded warrior defying death. (Such
pathos was treated by Rodin in his wounded warrior for
The Defense, see cat. no. 4.)

As originally conceived, if not edited, the splayed form
of The Torso of the Falling Man is easily imagined within a
cube, Rodin’s preferred guide to composition. It was also
essential for him that enough of an amputated limb be
retained to preserve the sense of the direction of its ges-
ture, something his younger imitators ignored. In this
case Rodin was able to give or preserve in the form an
explosively centrifugal movement not imparted by the
tull figure of The Falling Man. The amount of limb ampu-
tated was determined by Rodin’s judgment of the result-
ing proportions and counterbalance with the other trun-
cations. Crucial to the thematic and formal aspect of this
sculpture are the angles at which the thighs were cut,
which cause the figure to appear poised on two thin
edges, thereby countering the expected downward pres-
sure of great body weight and augmenting the radiating
explosiveness of the figure’s energy.

To those familiar with Hellenistic art, Torso of the
Falling Man looks like a fragmented Hercules. Rodin
admired ancient sculpture for its verisimilitude but not
as a source to be literally imitated. This admiration espe-
cially included ancient fragments in which he saw unique
expressiveness in the amputations resulting from time
and chance. That the classical sculptors made their life-
size sculptures for the outdoors drew Rodin’s admiration
for how his predecessors accommodated light. “Look at

antique sculptures and the effect which is produced by
even their most mediocre copies. . . . Light shows us the
antique in all its majesty; its clarity envelops it so entirely
that we are allowed to admire only the decorative power
of its ensembles.”s

To those who share the aversion of early modern
sculptors—especially Aristide Maillol—to expression
through tensed muscles, this torso might remind them of
Constantin Brancusi’s derision of Michelangelo for hav-
ing produced “beefsteak art.” Rodin was aware before
1914 that the move in early modern sculpture was away
from detail and toward simplification in figure sculpture.
He justified the inclusion of detail: “Even if a statue con-
tains too many details, if they are exact, it will always be—
although less beautiful—an affirmation of life. It is
important above all that a work be living.”” One of the
constant aspects, or details, of Rodin’s art, admired by
Henry Moore because it indicated the presence of life,
was the sense in the older sculptor’s art of an inner ani-
mating force such as bone pressing hard against flesh.
Rodin explained how he achieved this:

I applied it to the execution of figures. Instead of
imagining the various parts of the body as more or
less flat surfaces, I represented them as projections
of interior volumes. I endeavored to express in
each swelling of the torso or the limbs the presence
of a muscle or a bone that continued deep beneath
the skin.

And so the trueness of my figures, instead of
being superficial, appeared to grow from the inside
outward, as in life itself.8

In his male figures of the early 188os, such as The
Thinker, Adam, and The Three Shades (cat. nos. 38, 40, 43)
Rodin showed his taste for mature, heavily muscled mod-
els, such as strong men who performed on the streets.
Such a man could have posed for this sculpture. When
the torso was enlarged, there was inevitably an exaggera-
tion of the already developed musculature, especially in
the back on both sides of the spine, and perhaps a thick-
ening and roughening of the skin, as was Rodin’s prac-
tice when The Defense was going through the enlarging
process. What did Rodin have in mind by these liberties
that resulted in exact modeling, if not exact anatomy?
He explained in an interview around 1914, “In sculp-
ture, there are no flaws; there are only exact forms, the
distribution of light is given by nature herself. . . . Light
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separates, disjoins, decomposes, destroys false forms . . .
but when it shines on exact modeling, it gives the work
the aspect and character of life.”

This enlarged torso thus embodies lessons Rodin had
learned in his long life and experience with outdoor
sculpture. Consider his further thoughts on the subject
in the 1919 interview: “A beautiful work takes on all its
strength when, in gardens or public places, free to all the
caprices of light, it affirms itself; the unity of color is
added to the unity of form. . . . It dominates and imposes
itself, resplendent with that incomparable brilliance of
the nude figure in the open air.”10

Looking at this sculpture, which is Rodin’s celebration
of physical and spiritual male strength, one is also
reminded of his words: “The art of the sculptor is made
of strength, exactitude, and will. In order to express life,
to render nature, one must will and will with all the
strength of heart and brain.”1

NOTES

LITERATURE: Grappe 1944, 33; Jianou and Goldscheider
1969, 89; Tancock 1976, 164, 167; Schmoll 1983, 133-34;
Beausire 1989, 180, 182; Pingeot 1990, 130; Barbier 1992,
174~75; Levkoff 1994, 66-67

1. Grappe 1944, 32.
2. Beausire gave Marsyas or Torse d’homme en extension (Torso

of a man in extension) as alternate titles and illustrated,

incorrectly, 1 believe, the enlarged version in his cata-
logue of the Monet-Rodin exhibition of that year (1989,
104, 182-83). To my knowledge, Lebossé did not start to
make enlargements for Rodin until 1894, and the Stan-
ford cast reflects the work of this technician and Rodin’s
later views on how the surface of such an outdoor piece
should be made.

3. Beausire 1988, 181. He speculated that Rodin may have
exhibited the work as Torsein 18go in a bronze cast with a
patina made to look like an antique (10g).

4. Reproduced ibid., 191. For further discussion of these
variants, see Pingeot 1990, 130-31.

5. The Lebossé notes for 1go4 are not clear, except that he
was enlarging a male torso. It is possible that Rodin did
not like the first version of 1904, and Lebossé was redoing
it in 1915 (Elsen 1981, 258-59). It seems to have been
still in Lebossé’s studio in 1917 (Lebossé file, Musée
Rodin archives).

6. Dujardin-Beaumetz in Elsen 1g65a, 171. For example,
Rodin wrote an appreciation of the Venus de Milo (“A la
Vénus de Milo,” L’ art et les artistes 11 [March 1g10]:
243-55; translated by Dorothy Dudley as Venus: To the
Venus of Melos [New York: B. W. Huebsch, 1g12]). As can
be seen in A176, Rodin’s collection included ancient stat-
uary.

. Ibid., 173.

. Gsell [1911] 1984, 25.

. Dujardin-Beaumetz in Elsen 1965a, 170.

. Ibid., 171.

. Ibid., 161.
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Avarice and Lust (Lavarice et la luxure), c. 1881-84 Avarice and Lust (L'avarice et la luxure), c. 188184

¢ Title variations: Avarice, The Irreparable, The Last Judgment, Resur-
rection

* Plaster

* 812X20%X16V2in. (21.6 X52.1X 41.9 cM)

* Provenance: Heim Gallery, London

* Gift of the Iris and B. Gerald Cantor Collection, 1998.350

Figure 199

* Bronze

* 8l4X20%2x16V42i0n. (21.6 X52.1X 41.9 €M)

* Signed on rock behind female figure: A. Rodin

¢ Gift of the Iris and B. Gerald Cantor Foundation, 1975.184
Figure 200

Some time in the 1880s, after Rodin had made The Kiss
(cat. nos. 48-49) and other sculptures of couples for
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Fig. 199. Avarice
and Lust (cat.
no. 66).

Fig. 200.
Avarice and
Lust (cat. no.
67).



which models posed, he began to create pairings from
sculptures or parts of sculptures already made. It appears
that these invented pairings came about while working
on The Gates of Hell and were probably inspired by this
great project. Aside from a few critical figures such as The
Thinker, the Ugolino group, and The Kiss, Rodin did not
plan in advance all the figures he would introduce into
The Gates. (The infernal population was completed
around 189gg-1goo.) By 1881 he was committed to
improvising and trusting to his sense of mood and move-
ment rather than to a preconceived iconographic pro-
gram. When he closed his copy of Dante, about 18381,
and committed himself to working with live models,
Rodin’s own imagination was liberated. He rapidly built
an awesome inventory of small figures in plaster, which
overflowed the flat surfaces of his studios. The physical
nature of the portal, which encouraged reliefs, meant
that he could use parts of his figures. Deciding to aban-
don single-point perspective freed him from the need to
worry about size discrepancies between adjacent figures.
Having modeled his subjects in the round and from
above and below, he found that they could be applied in
different orientations. As his estimate of whether a figure
or couple was artistically right for the doors depended
on its contribution to the overall decorative effect, Rodin
was not always concerned about the visual accessibility of
the motif. All of this is by way of background for the
sculpture named Avarice and Lust.

We know from one of Jessie Lipscomb’s photographs
that the couple existed in plaster by 1887, although they
were probably not actually introduced into the lower
right door panel until sometime between 189g and
1goo.! The male figure is a composite. The torso is that
of The Falling Man (cat. no. 64), with arms repositioned
from that sculpture, a new head, and hair. The woman is
one of the flying figures found in the upper left of the
tympanum.? Her hands touch her outspread thighs, with
the lower left leg adjusted into a different position for
purposes of this composition. Judging from Lipscomb’s
photo, the group was horizontal when first joined, but
the pair is seen vertically on The Gates, with the man
upside down and facing the portal and the woman’s body
facing toward us (fig. 201). The man does not look at the
woman, in fact, in the plaster, and in the bronze version
in the final portal, he does not touch her body with his
hands. His right arm is across her averted face, and the
hand touches her hair, but the left is suspended above
her arm. In our freestanding bronze, however, the man’s

left hand has been reworked, and the thumb and finger-
tips touch the woman’s arm. (Someday, when the com-
plete inventory of the Meudon plasters is published, we
may see similar slight gestural changes not only in the
plaster for this couple but in other pairings as well.) The
impression gained by seeing the sprawling woman with
her eyes closed and mouth opened, sightless and grasp-
ing her lover, is like that of the dying Ugolino groping
for his recumbent child. Despair and unfulfilled gestures
are the mood and movement to which Rodin keyed The
Gates of Hell 3
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of The Gates of
Hell: Avarice
and Lust.



NOTES

LITERATURE: Grappe 1944, 63-64; Jianou and Goldscheider
1969, 91; Tancock 1976, 288, 292-93; Lampert 1986, 48—49,
206; Fath and Schmoll 1991, 143

1. Lipscomb’s photograph of Rodin’s studio showing Avarice
and Lust is reproduced by Lampert (1986, fig. 89).
2. This figure was used in Rodin’s drawings to illustrate Baude-

laire’s poem “Une charogne” in Les fleurs du mal (Musée
Rodin, no. 20g7) reproduced in Thorson 1975, figs.
88-88a). The figure also relates to the severely edited torso
Flying Figure (cat. no. 183), in which her head, part of her
left arm, left leg, and lower half of the right are severed.

3. For a discussion elaborating this view, see Lampert 1986,
43-99. The group is associated with Victor Hugo’s poem
“Aprés une lecture de Dante” in Le Normand-Romain,
2001, 214.

The Metamorphoses of Ovid
(Les métamorphoses d’Ovide), c. 1884

o Title variations: Child and Young Woman, Damned Women, Death of
Sappho, Les fleurs du mal, Voluptuousness, Young Girl and Death,
Satyresses

¢ Bronze, Georges Rudier Foundry, cast 1972, 6/12

® 13X15%4 X104 in. (33X 40X 26 cm)

* Signed on front of base, left corner: A. Rodin

¢ [nscribed on base beneath upper figure’s right foot: Georges
Rudier/Fondeur. Paris; on base below lower figure’s left foot: © by
Musée Rodin 1972

* Provenance: Musée Rodin, Paris

¢ Gift of the Iris and B. Gerald Cantor Foundation, 1974.42

Figure 202

Lesbianism was a theme of great interest in the nine-
teenth century. In Rodin’s work it is usually associated
with the poetry of Charles Baudelaire, as Rodin made
drawings (1887-88) for Baudelaire’s “Femmes damnées”
in Les fleurs du mal. When first modeled, the figures in this
sculpture lacked a base, and no rock supported the shoul-
ders of the woman who resists the embrace. Nor was there
ashort, tufted tail attached to the lower spine of the upper
figure. It was a later addition, which made the woman a
mythological creature. When Rodin named the work The
Metamorphoses of Ovid and added the appendage, he was
protecting himself against public reaction to showing les-
bians. Rodin’s depiction of lesbian lovers brought to mind
the Roman poet’s concept of love as a restless malady,
which acted as a springboard for Rodin’s own reflections.

Rodin is on record as telling a Dutch visitor in 1891
that he sought to show “all forms of love” in The Gates of
Hell, and this pair appears in the upper right of the por-
tal, but in an upright position so that one sees only the
handsome, big planes of the unadorned back and but-
tocks of the aggressive partner, not her gender (fig.
203).? Contemporary photographs show that Rodin con-
sidered rotating the couple and its base from a horizon-
tal to an upright position. He drew with pencil on one
print a fuller, curved bottom for the newly aligned base.3
As Jessie Lipscomb’s photographs show the right corner
empty, it was sometime after 1887 that Rodin placed the
source of a barren thorn vine just above and to the right
of the embracing women. That neither element is visible
from below is a reminder of how personal was Rodin’s
thinking and treatment of this public commission.

Whether the introduction of the lesbian motif
inspired the change to a thorn from a fruited vine is
probable but difficult to confirm. Rodin was always open
to creation by serendipity. As shown in a Lipscomb pho-
tograph, for a long time the upperleft corner of The
Gates held a relief composition of a naked mother and
child (see fig. 122; later replaced by the Fallen Caryatid,
see fig. 180), which was in accord with the fruitful vine
motif. The two couples would have made an interesting
thematic contrast, but it may have finally struck Rodin as
incongruous for The Gates of Hell.

Rodin was known to have hired lesbians as models,
and he took pains to show one as more masculine than
the other. The assertive woman has short hair and the
upper part of her face has a more masculine cast. Promi-
nent, erect nipples signal her sexual excitement. Rodin
invites us to imagine that a few moments earlier the long-
haired woman was sitting on the lap of her partner, who
suddenly forced her back and downward by planting a
kiss on her right temple. The reluctant figure keeps her
ankles and knees firmly together while burying her head
in her crossed arms. The eager lover is not actually
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clutching the other, and her arms with the elbows out are
in the midst of an encircling action. As a dramatist Rodin
favored the penultimate moment and opposed the
frozen final action in a story. For the beholder to have a
sense of what came before and after, Rodin expected
close reading of the gestures. The defensive position of
the reluctant woman’s arms seems to foreshadow her
submission, but Rodin shows the thumb of the ardent
wooer touching the extended right thumb of the other,
thereby closing a compositional circle but suggesting suc-
cessive events in their sexual drama.

The work was also known as Damned Women, and it
inspired the following from Camille Mauclair: “We must
further note some groups of Women Damned in which
Rodin’s art attains the highest point of voluptuous ten-

sion, audacious suggestiveness, and tragic eagerness of
the flesh aspiring to impossible delight. This whole world
of figures is ruled by the same lyrical and poetic imagina-
tion. . . . The aspiration of a troubled time toward an ide-
ality which would deliver it from . . . pessimism; the hope
of escape by the way of desire; and love sought for in the
over excitement of neurosis. Rodin, gloomy psychologist
of passion, understands the disease of the age, and at the
same time pities it.”

Unlike many other paired figures that Rodin made in
which each figure had a separate history, the two women
in The Metamorphoses of Ovid seem to have been modeled
at the same time just for this work. Rodin claimed not to
have imposed postures on his models but allowed them
to behave naturally. His many drawings after about 1895
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Fig. 202. The
Metamor-
phoses of Ovid
(cat. no. 68).



Fig. 203. Detail
of The Gates of
Hell: The
Metamor-
phoses of Ovid.

of lesbians making love in his studio prompt the conclu-
sion that he encouraged this practice much earlier for
his sculpture. This work was exhibited, mainly in marble,
and it was first shown at the 1889 Monet-Rodin show in
Paris as Satyresses, then in Vienna (18¢g8), Dresden and
Berlin (1go1), Helsinki and Prague (19o2), Helsinki
again (1go6), and in bronze in Paris (1917).5

NOTES

LITERATURE: Grappe 1944, 54—55; Jianou and Goldscheider
1969, 91; Tancock 1976, 257-58, 260; Elsen 1980, 176; Lam-
pert 1986, 86, 207; Fonsmark 1988, 118-19; Fath and Schmoll
1991, 142; Barbier 1992, 53-54, 56; Le Normand-Romain,

1999, 76-77.

1. See Thorson 1975, figs. 101-101a.

2. Byvanck 1892, 8.

3. See the photograph reproduced in Elsen 1980, pl. 777. On
another photograph he drew the arc of a circle touching
the group and inscribed on the arc “zodiaque” (see Bar-
bier 1992, fig. 40).

4. Mauclair 1918, 87.

5. Beausire 1988, 104, 139, 212-13, 2109, 228, 273, 367.

Despair (Le Désespoir), c. 1890(?)

* Title variations: Shade Holding Her Foot, Woman Holding Her Foot

* Plaster

* 11X5%6X10in. (27.9 X 14.1X 25.4 €M)

* Provenance: Anthony Roux; his sale Paris, 20 May 1914, lot 130;
Sotheby’s, London, 28 June 1967, lot 11

* Giftofthe Iris and B. Gerald Cantor Foundation, 1974.116

figure 204

Despair (Le Désespoir), c. 1890?

» Title variations: Shade Holding Her Foot, Woman Holding Her Foot

* Bronze, Perzinka Foundry, 1/10

* 11X5%X 10 in. (27.9 X 14.3 X 25.4 €M)

* Signed on base, left side, near back: A. Rodin

s inscribed on back of base: L. Perzinka/fondeur Versailles; above sig-
nature: traces of another inscription

* Provenance: Sotheby’s, London, 1 July 1970, lot 41

¢ Gift of the Iris and B. Gerald Cantor Foundation, 1974.62

Figure 205

The figure known as Despair, seated and grasping her
left foot in her hands, appears in The Gates of Hell in the
upper area of the left door panel below the falling
winged figure and just to the left of the serpent’s coils
(fig. 206). That area was not completed as we know it
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today when Jessie Lipscomb photographed the doors in
plaster in 1887. Georges Grappe dated the figure 1890,
but the date is probably earlier, and the addition of
Despair to the doors may have occurred in 1888-89 or
between 1898 and 1goo. (During both periods Rodin
was preparing the portal for public exhibition, and in
1897 this figure was first exhibited in Venice.)?

There is no previous history in sculpture nor an allu-
sion to a specific character in Dante that explains the
pose of this plaster. In a letter written in 19o8 indicating
what he intended to exhibit that year in Frankfurt, Rodin
referred to this and other figures as “shades belonging to
different circles of Dante’s Hell.” Yet Despair, a name
Rodin used after 1goo, suggests simply someone in dis-
tress.* When first exhibited, the work was named Shade
Holding Her Foot.> The origin of the woman’s pose cannot
be found in the Inferno or another literary source; more
probably it derives from a tired, seated model or maybe
an acrobat, as Grappe suggested, who lowered her head
as her shoulders were pulled forward by the stretching of
her arms in order to grasp the bottom of her extended
left foot, an action to perhaps relax her neck and back.
Grappe pointed out also that in Rodin’s atelier invento-
ries many figures carry the title Woman Holding Her IFoot.6
The French idiom that equates putting one’s foot in
one’s hand with sexual orgasm may have occurred to
Rodin, a meaning that would have made this unusual and
expressive pose all the more appropriate for The Gates of
Hell. As shown in old photographs and the inventory of
the Musée Rodin at Meudon, Rodin considered ways of
truncating this composition. In one photograph a fore-
shortened front view focuses on the genital area. In
another photograph, a three-quarter view, he had cov-
ered the woman’s head with a blanket.”? On one plaster at
Meudon he cut away the figure’s extended leg. As with his
Crouching Woman (c. 1880-82), it is as if Rodin were
searching for a form of the body that was most compact
and took up the least space. The editing of the extended
leg drew more attention to the woman’s exposed genitals.

NOTES

LITERATURE: Grappe 1944, 84; Jianou and Goldscheider
1969, 92; Elsen 1980, 178; Lampert 1986, 82-89, 208; Miller
and Marotta 1986, g3; Fath and Schmoll 1991, 147; Le Nor-
mand-Romain, 1999, 5960

1. Grappe 1944, 84. A figure in a related pose appears on
the right panel of the portal; the figure’s left leg, with the
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Fig. 205.
Despair {cat
no. 70).



left hand grasping the foot, is raised, and the right hand
rests by the other foot (ibid., cat. no. 244).

2. Beausire 1988, 131.

3. Rodin to the painter Ignacio Zuloaga, 12 September
1908, in Ghislaine Plessier, Etude Critique de la Correspon-
dence échangée entre Zuloaga et Rodin de 1903 4@ 1917 (Paris:
Editions Hispaniques, 1983), 87.

4. A similar name, La douleur, suggesting pain or anguish,

was also given to Rodin’s Crouching Woman (Beausire
1988, 303).

5. Ibid., 131. It was subsequently exhibited as Despair (185,
256, 266, 366), except in 19o8, when three sculptures
were shown as Figure Holding Her Foot (303).

6. Grappe 1944, 84.
7. See Elsen 1980, pls. g3—94.

Despair (Le Désespoir), 1014

¢ Title variations: Shade Holding Her Foot, Woman Holding Her Foot

¢ Limestone

¢ 37x13%x31in. (94x34.3x78.7 cm)

* Signed on base, right side, near top front corner: A. Rodin/1914

* Provenance: Madame Lara; Mrs. Madeleine Charles de la Malaide;
Galerie Charpentier, Paris; Galerie de ’Elysée, Paris; Mrs. S. Freeman,
Manhasset, New York; Parke Bernet, New York, 16 April 1969, lot 34

* Gift of the Iris and B. Gerald Cantor Foundation, 1974.86

Figure 207

This appears to have been among the last of Rodin’s
carvings. Rather than in marble, it is in limestone, a type
of stone used for both outdoor architectural and free-
standing sculpture. Further suggesting its intended loca-
tion is the weep hole drilled next to the raised left ankle,
which would have allowed water to drain from the upper
cavities between the extended arms and raised leg. The
stone is signed in the base, A. Rodin/1914. The actual
inscribing of the stone would have been done by the
technician and not Rodin, as this was the artist’s practice.
The inclusion of the date is unusual in Rodin’s stones.
The signature implies that the work was finished, yet
large areas of the back, upper left arm, and lower right

thigh are still rough or severely pitted from being worked
by a chisel known as a point. These rough areas, com-
pared with the front of the torso, upper right thigh, and
top of the head, show no evidence of abrasion with a file
to smooth the surface.

In comparison with the plaster (cat. no. 6g), the carv-
ing has a more developed lower face, and the fingers of
the two hands pulling against the woman’s ankle have
been fully delineated. (Whether Rodin made these
refinements by reworking the plaster model or allowed
his experienced carver to make them we do not know.)
With its simple geometric base, broad treatment of the
body’s planes, and such features as the hair, ample pro-
portions, and firm form of the woman, this is the closest
Rodin’s carvings come to those of Aristide Maillol in
works such as Night (1go2).! Maillol was an artist whose
work Rodin owned and admired for its simplicity and joy-
ful beauty. (Maillol criticized Rodin for his illusionistic
bases and excessive attention to details or parts.)
Whether deliberate or not, Rodin’s stone Despair seems
an answer to Maillol. Rodin could have been showing
that they were united in their goal of “the decorative,”
achieving an overall effect to which details would be sac-
rificed.

NOTES

LITERATURE:! Jianou and Goldscheider 1969, g2; Elsen 1980,
178; Rosenfeld 1993, 555-60

1. Reproduced in H. W. Janson, Nineteenth-Century Sculpture
(New York: Abrams, 1985), 269.
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Fig. 207.
Despair (cat.
no. 71).



The Martyr (La martyre), 1885

® Title variation: Christian Martyr

* Bronze, Georges Rudier Foundry, cast 1979, 9/12

® 4VAX24X17Y41n. (11.4 X 61X 43.2 cm)

* Signed on left side, beneath head: A. Rodin

* Inscribed on left buttock: Georges Rudier Fondeur Paris; beside sig-
nature: No 9; on back of left shoulder: © Musée Rodin 1979

® Gift of the Iris and B. Gerald Cantor Collection, 1998.362

Figure 208

The Martyr (La martyre), 1885,
enlarged 18991900

* Bronze, Godard Foundry, cast 1983, 8/8

® 60%2X 41Y2X 14 in. (152.4 X 105.4 X 35.6 cm)

* Signed on hair, right side: A. Rodin

¢ Inscribed on left buttock: E. Godard Fondeur; right of signature: 8/8;
on back of base: © by Musée Rodin 1983

* Provenance: Musée Rodin, Paris

* Gift of the Iris and B. Gerald Cantor Collection, 1998.351

figure 209

N amed by Rodin after the fact, The Martyris the most
unquiet gisant (reclining figure) in the history of sculp-
ture. Knowing Rodin’s studio practice and given the
absence of any historical postural precedent in art, the
work must have begun as a study of an exhausted model
sprawled on her back on what was probably a mattress,
her upraised feet supported perhaps by pillows.! Her
head is thrown back, and her hair falls downward beyond
the original support, to spread out and form a kind of
flattened base that helps stabilize the figure. (This
accounts for the stepped wooden base for the original
small version.) The splayed position of the breasts pre-

supposes the present supine position. Until her torso was
enlarged (fig. 210) and used for Half-Length Torso of a
Woman (cat. no. 74), Rodin did not model the left por-
tion of her back, which had been in contact with the orig-
inal support, and this is true also of the underside of the
raised legs, which were left in a very rough state, perhaps
because they were originally supported on pillows. Rodin
seems not to have modeled a base for her form, but in
the enlargement there is a curious, narrow ridge emanat-
ing from underneath the woman’s left thigh, which may
have been introduced to stabilize the figure.

The first version of The Martyr appears in The Gates in
the tympanum, just to the left of The Thinkerand immedi-
ately behind The Crouching Woman (fig. 211). We know
she was added after 1887 because the figure does not
appear in Jessie Lipscomb’s photographs of that year.
Though modeled in a horizontal pose, the figure was
turned upright and the unmodeled area of the woman’s
back was attached to the rear wall; her head and legs are
entirely different from the horizontal version of the fig-
ure, but there seems no way of knowing which version
came first or if they were contemporaneous; this means
that having made the torso and having two plaster casts
of it, Rodin then chose different extremities for each.
Her upright position in the tympanum makes it appear
that she is running. In fact, the figure seems to be mov-
ing in two directions: from the navel down her body is
directed to her left, while above the navel her body and
arms are twisted to her right and turned toward the front
of the tympanum. As such a pose is anatomically difficult,
if not impossible, to assume or sustain, Rodin could have
worked from the model, who may have taken two differ-
ent recumbent positions.

Rodin’s liberties with anatomy, based on sound knowl-
edge, abound in this work.2 For purposes of composi-
tional closure he made the woman’s right foot toe in, but
to do this he had to break the leg above the ankle so that
it looks like a badly set fracture. The area of the Achilles
tendon was greatly thickened and flattened. The power-
ful adductor muscles of the thighs bulge far more than
can be explained by the absence of a support beneath
them. To achieve the big curvature of her left arm and to
make it more expressive, Rodin rotated the forearm and
wrist so that they do not align with the hollow of the
elbow. The navel and sternum are not on the same axis,
supporting the view that Rodin may have worked from
the model in two positions. The cartilage below the left
breast is made prominent, the raised area serving to
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Fig. 208. The
Martyr (cat. no,
72).

fig. 209. The
Martyr (cat. no.
73).



interact with the light. There may have been a similar
motive for accentuating the muscles of the woman’s
right shoulder. Rodin fused the woman’s left shoulder,
parts of which are not defined by modeling, with the
neck and breast, thereby offering greater support to the
extended head. All these distortions were sculpturally
motivated. That Rodin did not change any of the
anatomy of the torso when it appeared in its upright ver-
sion, hence in a different relation to gravity, was a con-
scious decision by the artist in whose judgment the mod-
eling still worked visually or artistically.

When he chose to show the work by itself, probably in
1889 at his exhibition with Monet, the sculpture seems
to have been named Figure couchée (Recumbent figure),
which would have accorded with the subject’s studio ori-
gin.? The vulnerable position of the reclining woman
could have inspired the name. Alternatively, the art
dealer Georges Petit, in whose gallery the work was first
shown, could have given the name, possibly reminding
Rodin of the taste of contemporary collectors for titles
encouraged by salon practice. Rodin was reluctant to
give what seemed like titles to his works, thereby imply-

ing the sculptures were illustrations, preferring to call
them études or assigning purely descriptive names,
such as Reclining Woman, as he realized that titles could
distract the public from studying the sculpture itself.
Even today this is a startding sculpture. Unlike his
predecessors’ treatment of the reclining figure, such as
Woman Bitten by a Serpent by Jean-Baptiste Clésinger
(1847; Louvre, Paris), Rodin took no pains to arrange
the limbs gracefully, suggestively, or theatrically or even
to mute the protruding bone structure of his reclining
model.# There is no cushion of soft, abundant flesh to
mitigate the protrusion of the pelvic bones and ribs,
and neither the extended, stiff arms nor raised legs
behave in the accepted nineteenth-century manner for
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Fig. 210. Eugéne
Druet, Torso of
“The Martyr” in
1899-1900,
plaster, Dépot des
marbres (A125).

Fig. 211. Detail of
The Gates of Hell:
The Martyr.

Fig. 212. Detail of
The Gates of Hell:
The Martyr as the
fallen winged
figure Fortune.



gisant sculptures. In the recumbent tableau vivant sculp-
ture by Rodin’s friend Jean-Alexandre Falguiére, Tar
cisus, Christian Martyr (1868; Louvre, Paris) supports
himself on his elbows, and his extended legs comply with
the horizontal tomblike slab on which they rest.’
Armand Bloch’s Martyr (18g91; Musée d’Orsay, Paris)
clasps her hands in anguished resignation as she lies on
her back, well within the perimeters of the base and
pedestal.6 Along with the look of the unarranged, the
result of Rodin’s audacities creates the strong rhythm of
accents and shape of light patterns in his Martyr. The fig-
ure overflows its support as radically as Tony Caro’s
abstract, late 1g60s Table Pieces, parts of which drop or
fold over the pedestal edge.”

The Martyr was a figure Rodin mined for its various
parts—torso, arms, and head—which he used in other
contexts. No other single figure, nor head from that fig-
ure, appears as many times in The Gates of Hell.3 The Mar-
tyr plays the role of the fallen winged figure Fortune
above the left tomb, her outstretched right arm holding
a wheel (fig. 212). Behind and slightly below her is the
upper portion of a twin sister.

NOTES

LITERATURE:. Grappe 1944, 53; Spear 1967, 55-56, g8;
Jianou and Goldscheider 1969, g1; Spear 1974, 103—4S5, 1315;
Tancock 1976, 186-92; Vincent 1981, 25; Lampert 1986, g6,
212; Pingeot 1986, g5—96; Beausire 198¢g, 178-80; Fath and
Schmoll 1991, 148; Barbier 1992, 67-68, 72; Le Normand-
Romain 1999, 68—69.

1. I thank Alain Beausire for our discussions of this work.
See also his discussion of this work in Pingeot 1986,
95—106. For reasons that follow, I believe Clare Vincent
was incorrect in stating that The Martyr, extracted from
The Gates, was originally a standing figure” (1981, 25).

2. For the following anatomical observations I am indebted
to Dr. William Fielder of Stanford University School of
Medicine.

3. Beausire 1988, 104. Beausire reported, however, that a
contemporary news article indicated a figure Martyre chré-
tienne (Christian martyr) was sold out of the exhibition
for 20,000 francs (105). Thereafter, as in Rodin’s 1goo
exhibition, the Martyre chrétienne label was used (18g).
Beausire questioned whether the sculpture may have
been subsequently displayed in 1go1 and 1go2 as Résur-
rection (215, 233). In 1914 it was simply named La martyre
(848).

4. Pingeot, Le Normand-Romain, and de Margerie 1986,
100~101. Clésinger’s bronze is also discussed in Fusco
and Janson 1980, cat. no. 58.

5. Fusco and Janson 1980, cat. no. 127. Also see Anne Pin-
geot’s entry on this work in Victor Beyer, ed., The Second
Empire, 1852-1870: Art in France under Napoleon III, exh.
cat. (Philadelphia: Philadelphia Museum of Art, 1978),
227-28.

6. Reproduced in Pingeot, Le Normand-Romain, de Marg-
erie 1986, 52-53.

7. See William R. Rubin, Anthony Caro, exh. cat. (New York:
Museum of Modern Art, 1975), 143.

8. Spear suggested that the head appears at least ten times
in the tympanum and panels of the door (1967, 55). For
further discussion of the figure’s use both on and
detached from the portal, see Barbier 1992, 67—7q.

Half-Length Torso of a Woman
(Torse de femme a mi-corps), 1910

¢ Title variations: Female Torso, Meditation

* Bronze, Georges Rudier Foundry, cast 1969, 5/12

o 29x18x25in. (73.7 X 45.7 X63.5¢cm)

¢ Signed on left hip: A. Rodin

¢ [nscribed onright hip: Georges Rudier/Fondeur.Paris; on side of left

buttock, bottom: © by Musée Rodin 1969
* Provenance: Musée Rodin, Paris; Paul Kantor Gallery, Beverly Hills
» Gift of The Iris and B. Gerald Cantor Foundation, 1974.31
Figure 213

.[t is a mark of great artists that long after their deaths
their work continues not only to gratify but also to chal-
lenge. Rodin’s Half-Length Torso of a Woman, made early
in the twentieth century, still calls into question certain
assumptions that we bring to figure sculpture: for each
figure an entire body; anatomy that complies with grav-
ity; an unmistakable front to the sculpture; a consistent
mode of representation; a representation that comports
with traditional divisions, i.e., portrait head, bust, half
length, full length. In contrast, this infrequently dis-
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Fig. 213. Half
Length Torso of
a Woman (cat.
no. 74).



cussed but wonderfully disturbing sculpture disappoints
all these assumptions.

Rather than undertaking new, large sculptures after
1900, in certain respects Rodin was re-creative, meaning
that from his vast inventory of previously made plasters
he would select figures or, as in this case, part of a figure
and give them new life by various and distinctly personal
means. The Martyr, from the enlarged version of which
Half-Length Torso of a Woman derives, had been first mod-
eled with the subject reclining (cat. nos. 72-73). In
1899-1900 The Martyr was enlarged to life-size by Henri
Lebossé, and Rodin showed a demonstrable interest in a
cast made of just her torso. (Lebossé would enlarge a full
figure in sections and then mount them together as we
see Paul Cruet doing in fig. 13.)! Perhaps in 1goo Rodin
had the plaster torso photographed upright in the studio
by Eugéne Druet, against the light, letting the sun limn
the contour while highlighting the beauty of the soft-
toned shadow resulting from the modeling of the front
of the body (see fig. 210).

According to notes in the Lebossé file in the Musée
Rodin archives, in 19o8-10 he again enlarged The Martyr
to a life-size torso. Rodin or an assistant following instruc-
tions added a complete back, new neck and hair arrange-
ment, and repositioned the head so that it tilted down-
ward and faced right.2 The halflength figure leans
drastically forward and in this third orientation can only
be supported by the attachment of the bronze cast to a
base or pedestal. (To conservative sculptors, such as
those who opposed the Monument fo Honoré de Balzac [see
cat. no. 112] on the same grounds, the figure not being
plumb “does not carry.”) There is no modeled metal
base to counter the offcentered bodily thrust as with
Balzacand Spirit of Eternal Repose (cat. nos. g8-100).2 The
woman'’s eyes are closed as if she is dreaming. There are
crucial changes in the hair from that of The Martyr, some
now sweeps down in front of her right eye, partly mask-
ing her face, and then there is the pendant mass in front
of the forehead, which closes off the composition as if it
were visualized in a cube.* There is no apparent cause for
her precariously tilted posture, such as an observed
movement in a model. It is purely the artist’s invention,
the result of Rodin’s vision.

As was his custom with works such as The Falling Man
(cat. no. 64), when Rodin aligned the Half-Length Torso of
a Woman vertically, he made no adjustment in the
anatomy of The Martyr's torso, which had been modeled
in a reclining posture. As a result, we do not see in the

woman’s body a reaction to the earth’s pull nor what it
feels like to be in such a precarious pose. When he
engaged in such transforming manipulations, it was
Rodin’s habit to ignore finally such physical contradic-
tions if the work looked right as a sculpture. The adverb
Sfenallyis used because, even for Rodin, it seems that when
he first saw the enlarged torso of The Martyr upright in
1901, he had difficulty with it in that orientation.
Lebossé wrote to Rodin, “That which annoys you for The
Martyr will surely not be present in your statue. Here is
why. The Martyr exists lying horizontally and the pieces
have been made and presented vertically. That is not at
all the same thing for the actual statue . . . you therefore
do not have the same disagreement.” By disagreement
Lebossé was probably referring to such things as the posi-
tion of the breasts, which had been modeled while the
woman was supine. Rodin may have caused Druet to pho-
tograph the enlarged torso vertically so that he could
study its effect, and years later the photograph may have
helped the artist decide on its third orientation in Half
Length Torso of a Woman.

Lending credence to the possibility of an assistant hav-
ing modeled the buttocks, back, and reinforced portion
of the neck is the decidedly different, less fluid, and less
subtle modeling in these areas. There appears far less
feeling for muscle and the bones of the spine and shoul-
ders than is usually found in the backs Rodin modeled or
that is displayed in the front of this torso, particularly the
beautiful curve of the woman’s protruding right hip-
bone, which rhymes with the curves of her abdomen and
breasts. (Here again Rodin was responsive to a discov-
ered bodily geometry.) Especially upsetting to the literal
minded are the woman'’s laterally splayed breasts and
misalignment of the abdomen, which is now unaccount-
ably twisted to its left—all of which recalls the model’s
original supine position. If he had not done it himself,
Rodin had to have approved also the crude, poulticelike
brace that supports the back of the neck and the head
made heavier by changes in the hair and now can-
tilevered out in front of the hips. Such a raw and hardly
disguised reinforcement destroys the consistency of the
work’s modeling.

In his excellent inventory of Rodin’s exhibited
works Alain Beausire does not record a public exhibi-
tion of Torse de femme a mi-corps. One Sunday, however,
when Paul Gsell visited Rodin’s studio before the
appearance of his 1911 book of conversations with the
artist, he saw,
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one of his most striking works. This represents a
beautiful young woman whose body is painfully
twisting. She seems prey to some mysterious tor-
ment. Her head is sharply bent. Her lips and eye-
lids are closed, and she seems to sleep. But the
anguish of her features reveals the dramatic con-
flict of her spirit.

What completes our surprise, when we look at it,
is that she has neither arms nor legs. It seems that
the sculptor broke them off in a fit of dissatisfaction
with himself.

And you cannot help regretting that such a pow-
erful figure is incomplete. You deplore the cruel
amputations to which she has been submitted.

I expressed this feeling, despite myself, to my
host.

“Why are you reproaching me?” he said with
some surprise. “Believe me, I left my statue in this
condition on purpose. It represents meditation.
This is why she has no arms for taking action, nor
legs for walking. Haven’t you noticed that when
reflection is carried very far, it suggests such plausi-
ble arguments for the most opposite decisions that,
in effect, it recommends inertia?’ "6

Given what we know of the figure’s source in a previ-
ous sculpture, Rodin’s comments tell us more perhaps of
how he read the final work than of his intentions. He had
set out to do something neither he nor any sculptor
before him had ever done rather than to illustrate the
resulting contradictions of concentration. Near the end
of his productive life as an artist, and drawing on that
very history, Rodin demonstrated an audacious capacity
to see the human form abstractly and in the round while
remaining true to his commitment to follow nature.
There is no customary front to this sculpture, for exam-
ple, no single view that shows us an expected whole
aspect of the woman. To see her most identifying attrib-
utes, we must take a vantage point to her right which
gives us the side and portions of the front and back of
the subject. If we stand facing the front of the woman’s
body, we find her head lowered and face turned to her
right so that what we are looking at is the top of the hair.
Rodin challenged the viewer’s habit of taking a fixed
position; to see the face, we must move to her right side,
and even then we must bend down and look up under
the hair.

Made at about the same time as Prayer (cat. no. 80)

and for the same reasons, the amputated arms that so
disturbed Gsell allow full vision of the torso and the diag-
onal thrust of the body, which was sculpturally Rodin’s
subject. The stump of her right upper arm extends back-
ward, working into the back’s curving form and seeming
to propel the body’s forward thrust.” The stump of her
left upper arm, which cleaves to her breast, is carved in a
concave manner that echoes the concavity of the torso
viewed in profile. Seen from the woman’s left side, from
which the face is averted, the sculpture is most abstract
but not as interesting,.

Thus what began as the pose of a recumbent but
unquiet figure on her back was many years later trans-
formed into an historically new figural gesture in sculp-
ture that disconcertingly ignores gravity and hovers
between the upright and prone. It is surprising that
nowhere in his recorded conversations or statements
does Rodin seem to have used the words gravitation
(gravity) or espace (space), words that are common coin
in the literature on Rodin after the mid-twentieth cen-
tury. We do not need Rodin’s words, however, to tell us
that Half-Length Torso of @ Woman is a more drastic chal-
lenge to gravity than either the Monument to Honoré de
Balzac or Spirit of Eternal Repose. This partial figure was
more appreciated by artists after the appearance of
abstract sculpture only a few years later.2 We do not
encounter again in sculpture such a diagonal movement
until Vladimir Tatlin’s model for a Monument to the Third
International (191g—2o, Russian State Museums, St.
Petersburg), Antoine Pevsner’s Developable Column
(1942, Museum of Modern Art, New York), and certain
of the 198os figurelike pieces of Joel Shapiro.?

NOTES

LITERATURE: Grappe 1944, 134; Grappe 1947, 144; Jianou
and Goldscheider 1g6g, 113; Tancock 1976, 188, 192; de Caso
and Sanders 1977, 341; Elsen 1981, 255, 258; Pingeot 1986,
106; Barbier 1992, 76
1. Albert Elsen, “Rodin’s ‘Perfect Collaborator,” Henri
Lebossé,” in Elsen 1981, 258-59.

2. No small version of this sculpture seems to exist at
Meudon. Lebossé’s notes (Lebossé file, Musée Rodin
archives) show that he was having great difficulty enlarg-
ing the torso, despite having done so eight years earlier,
suggesting that now it had been supplied with a back and
buttocks. On 31 May 1gog he wrote that he regretted not
having given complete satisfaction with The Martyr's torso,
“but for several days I believe I have understood the motif
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Fig. 215. Detail
of The Gates of
Hell: Youth.

which will not slow completion and I will redo it almost
entirely.”

3. There is no clear indication of how Rodin wanted this
work mounted. Since his death, if not before, foundries
supplied a wooden base for support of the bronze cast of
this work and for The Martyr. Grappe showed The Martyr
on an improvised wooden pedestal (1944, 52) and Halif
Length Torso of a Woman on a thin wooden plinth (133).

4. The modeling of the hair makes it seem as if Rodin had
first draped a cloth or towel atop the head and worked
from that.

5. Lebossé to Rodin, 4 September 1go1, in Lebossé file,
Musée Rodin archives.

6. Gsell [1g11] 1984, 68.

7. Despite the fact that the woman’s left shoulder is in
advance of the right, from her right side we see the por-

tion of the back to the left of the spine, which Rodin must
have wanted for what it gave the silhouette.

8. Unfortunately this sculpture is not included in William
Tucker’s interesting if not always convincing discussion of
gravity in Rodin’s art and his comparison of Rodin’s use
of a diagonal in the Balzac with Brancusi’s Endless Column
(1974, 145-50).

9. Hermann Obrist made a little-known, small clay Sketch for
a Monument (c. 1go2), which shows an abstract diagonal
spiral structure that appears to have a winged form at the
top, perhaps his answer to published photographs of
Rodin’s Tower of Labor, a spiral structure similarly crowned
by the winged Benedictions (see figs. 112-15). See Werner
Hofman, Turning Points in Twentieth-Century Art: 1890—
1917 (New York: Braziller, 1969), 115.

Youth (Jeunesse), c. 1879

o Title variations: Niobid, Study for Adam, Study for a Bather

¢ Bronze, Godard Foundry, 1/12

® 10V4x3x4in. (26 x7.6 x10.2 cM)

e Signed right of support: A. Rodin

¢ Inscribed on base, right side: E. Godard/Fondr Paris; on back of base:
© by A Rodin; below signature: No: 1

« Provenance: Hal T. Skolnick, London

« Gift of the Iris and B. Gerald Cantor Foundation, 1962.60

Figure 214

I n The Gates of Hell this figure is found at the top, attached
to the outer right corner of the first corbel on the right
(fig. 215). Despite its relatively small size, the vigor and
clarity of its design make it visible from the ground. This
addition must have taken place between 18gg and 1goo.
Separated from the doors, the figure’s abstract, curving
base, which rises up to the figure’s left buttock, shows that
at least this version had been made as part of a decoration.!
Its origins, however, are more intriguing. Youth is a close
paraphrase of Pierre Puget’s Faun, which Rodin first saw in
the Musée des beaux-arts in Marseille in 187g. In a letter to
Rose Beuret he said, “I saw a satyr [sic] Puget almost in the
pose of my big bonhomme.”? At that time Rodin would have

been referring to his Adam (cat. no. 40). The small figure
of Youth is certainly not a grand bonhomme, but it could be
Rodin’s own later, leaner, and more youthful figural
reworking of the Puget Faun, including the suggestion of
drapery held in the figure’s right hand.

Rodin’s small figure might have been done from
memory in 1879, while he was working in Nice, as a kind
of étude made in admiring emulation of a great seven-
teenth-century sculptor. Rodin’s tact would have been to
change bodily proportions to elongate the figure, reverse
the positions of the arms and legs, and lower the head.
At this time Rodin was seeking all he could get from bod-
ily contortion. The figure’s style is certainly not like that
of Rodin in 1899, the date given by Georges Grappe.
The pose seems contrived and unlike those the artist was
to find in the natural movements of the models he could
afford after 1880. Suggestions that this figure might have
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Fig. 214. Youth
(cat. no. 75).



Fig. 217. Detait
of The Gates of
Hell: Suppliant
Old Man.

been a study for Adam are contradicted by the known
preliminary studies in sculpture and drawing for the
older and more muscular figure, whose feet are solidly
planted, gripping the ground.? Youth, nevertheless, does
have a certain elegance and sureness of touch, and itis a
handsome study.

NOTES

LITERATURE: Grappe 1944, 104; Tancock 1976, 125, 128; Fath
and Schmoll 1991, 142

1. Giving a date of 18gg, Grappe described this figure as a
study for a bather as part of a four-figure terra-cotta deco-
ration for a bathroom (1944, 104).

2. Rodin to Beuret, 10 August 1879, reprinted in Rodin
1860-99, 0; a photograph of Puget’s work is reproduced
ibid., 48. Puget’s statue represents a faun (see p. 187, no.
3.)

3. Regarding the figure in relation to Adam, see Tancock
1976, 125, 128 n. g. Also see Fath and Schmoll 1g9g1,
142. The figure was used as the model for the marble
sculpture Niobid (c. 1goo, Toledo Museum of Art), as
noted and reproduced in Tancock 1976, 127, fig. 4.3.

Suppliant Old Man
(Viedllard suppliant), before 1886

¢ Bronze, Godard Foundry, 5/12

® 13X2%4Xx6V4in. (33X7x15.9 cm)

¢ Signed on left thigh: A. Rodin

¢ Inscribed on back of right thigh: E.
Godard/Fondr © by Musée Rodin 1977;
below signature: No. 5

* Provenance: Musée Rodin, Paris

* Gift of the B. Gerald Cantor Collection,

1992.153
figure 216

I n the portal this figure appears
from the waist up in the upper-left
door panel to the left of Despair (see
fig. 206) and twice in the upperleft
corner of the right door panel (fig.
217), first, upside down behind the
inverted figure with outstretched
arms whose left wrist touches the door
frame and, second, just to the right of
that, upright and twisting toward the
right. These areas were extensively
reworked between 1898 and 1qoo, at
which time the top half of this figure
was probably enrolled in Tke Gates.

Rodin could have observed this posture while the
seated model clasped his hands together and stretched
his arms in front of him with the right wrist rolled over
the left. The movements of the figures in The Gates often
pulse between maximum extension, as with this figure,
and contraction, as with women such as Despair (cat. nos.
69—71), who turn in on themselves. Georges Grappe
noted that a similar gesture was used again on the female
figure Invocation of 1886.1

Unlike the figures of Edgar Degas, which are always
gravity specific and provided with bases that forever fix
their orientation, Rodin accepted no such limitation
with his études for The Gates. Separated from the doors,
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this étude was named the Suppliant Old Man
(probably not by Rodin but rather by one of
the Musée Rodin curators). It has had two
orientations, sitting and kneeling, as shown
by the flat plane by his left knee.2 Rodin must
have had plasters of this figure, and hun-
dreds of others, unmounted so that he could
pick them up and try them at any angle in
The Gates.

Rodin’s gift included his touch, by which
even in the smallest figure he could create a
fluidity of surface without loss of bodily firm-
ness generated by the internal anatomy. He
knew which details to suppress. Thus those
broad but nuanced body surfaces in figures
like the Suppliant Old Man, Glaucus (cat. no.
7'7), and the son in the Ugolino group reach-
ing for his father’s back (see fig. 156) carried
visually a long way in The Gates and kept the
light moving.

NOTES

LITERATURE: Grappe 1944, 57; Jianou and
Goldscheider 1969, 91; Fath and Schmoll 1991,

149-50

1. Grappe 1944, 58.
2. A plaster version in a seated pose was cata-

logued by Grappe (1944) as cat. no. 158
and dated before 1886.

#F 4

Glaucus (Glaucus), 1886—87

¢ Bronze, Godard Foundry, cast 1979, 4/12

* 8x634x5Y2in. (20.3X17.1X14 cm)

» Signed on front of base, left side: A. Rodin

* Inscribed on back of base: E. Godard/Fondr; on base, right side: © By
Musée Rodin 1979; below signature: No. 4

* Provenance: Musée Rodin, Paris

* Gift of the B. Gerald Cantor Collection, 1983.203
Figure 218

The seated, bearded man with his hands on his knees
appears twice in The Gates. He can be seen both times
from the back, once at the top on the edge of the second
corbel from the left, just below the left figure of The Three
Shades (fig. 219), and again in the lower section of the
right door panel, directly above the tomb and the kneel-
ing figure above a cave (fig. 220).! This is undoubtedly
another of those poses struck spontaneously by a non-
professional model in Rodin’s studio, which the artist
modeled and then tried in different areas of the doors.
By showing only the dorsal view, Rodin added to the
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Fig. 216.
Suppliant Old
Man (cat. no.
76).



CLOCKWISE
Fig. 218.
Glaucus (cat.
no. 77).

Fig. 219. Detait
of The Gates of
Hell: Seated Old
Man.

Fig. 220. Detail
of The Gates of
Hell: Seated Old
Man.

unselfconscious character of his infernal crowds and
their obliviousness to us. Hiding the face further discour-
aged viewers from trying to guess the figure’s identity in
Dante. It also allowed Rodin to show figural movement
in the round by adding these backs to the many three-
quarter frontal views.

Truman Bartlett saw the seated man in the doors and
wrote, “I'he grave old being that sits with his legs well
apart and rests his hands on his knees represents a man
turning into a tree. On the door his back is towards the
observer, and while going through his peacefully trans-
forming process, he contentedly views the agitated
panorama that stretches out in endless vista before
him.”?

The studio plasters of this man with knees outspread
must have provided Rodin with an inviting cavity to fill.
At some point into one of these plasters he added
between the man’s legs the figure of a cuddling woman
whose body ends in coils like that of a siren. Rodin
inserted them, in a close variant, on the right side of the

left door panel of The Gates by 1887 (see figs. 129 and
196 lower right). Her relationship to the bearded man,
who became a kind of protector, may have suggested the
title La confidence (The secret) given to the close variant
in which the woman leans against the man and lifts her
hands to his face, as if to impart a secret.3 This couple is a
wonderful example of Rodin at play, marrying disparate
forms capable of provoking mythological allusions, as in
this case to an Ovidian sea god who loved a nymph.*
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In what was for him an unusual concession to a collec-
tor, Rodin sold the plaster of Glaucus and its exclusive
casting rights to his friend Antony Roux.’ This small
sculpture had no extensive exhibition history in Rodin’s
lifetime.6

NOTES

LITERATURE: Bartlett 1889 in Elsen 1965a, 77; Grappe 1944,
105; Jianou and Goldscheider 1969, 100; Tancock 1976,
32-33; Ambrosini and Facos 1984, 82-84; Fath and Schmoll
1991, 148; Barbier 1992, 129-31

1. Grappe (1944) dated the plaster (cat. no. gg) to 1883.
Known as Glaucus in this composition, the figure is
referred to as Seated Old Man when he appears alone on
The Gates of Hell.

2. Bartlett in Elsen 1965a, 77. The facial expression is
hardly contented, and he is self-absorbed rather than gaz-
ing.

3. Grappe (1944) catalogued but did not illustrate the vari-
ant (cat. no. §og) and in the entry interchanged it with
Glaucus.

4. Ambrosini (in Ambrosini and Facos 1987, 82—-84) was
aware of such ex post facto titles, noting that Rodin did
not attempt to illustrate the myth precisely, but she still
made much of the Ovidian name. She was on much
firmer ground in observing that the woman who seems to
terminate in a coiled tail has a counterpart in the siren-
like figure in the lower right door panel of The Gates next
to the man on his knees.

5. For a discussion of the Roux contract’s exclusivity in the
context of other Glaucus plasters, see ibid., 82.

6. No exhibitions are recorded by Beausire (1988) for
either Glaucus or La confidence.

Torso of Polyphemus (Torse de Polyphéme), c. 1888

» Title variations: Milo of Crotona, Narcissus, Shade Looking at the
Abyss

¢ Bronze, Godard Foundry, 3/12

* 1716 X 63/ X 534 in. (43.3 X 17.1 X 14.6 CM)

¢ Signed on front of base, right of center: A. Rodin

¢ Inscribed on back of base: E. Godard/Fondeur.Paris; below signature:
No.3

* Provenance: Musée Rodin, Paris

¢ Gift of the Iris and B. Gerald Cantor Foundation, 1974.33

Figure 221

This is an enlargement of the head and torso, includ-
ing parts of the right and left thighs, of the small full fig-
ure known as Polyphemus, which is midway up the right
door of The Gates of Hell (fig. 222).! The origin of the
pose of an upright male, his right leg pulled up so that
the thigh is against the torso, may have been a model
stretching in the studio with one foot raised on a stool.
Rodin juxtaposed the original small full figure, with his
foot poised on a rock (fig. 223}, looking downward, with
a couple embracing, and titled the group Polyphemus,

Acis, and Galatea after the Ovidian story of the jealous
giant who destroyed Galatea and the shepherd Acis when
he found them making love.2 Rodin’s name for the work
may have been inspired by seeing the nineteenth-cen-
tury Medici fountain sculpture by Auguste Ottin in the
Luxembourg Gardens.?

Unless it is in the Meudon reserve of Rodin plasters,
there does not seem to have been an enlargement of the
full figure.* The truncated figure suggests that Rodin was
only interested in the portion in which the body is com-
pacted by the joining of the right thigh and torso. The
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Fig. 221. Detail
of The Gates of
Hell:
Polyphemus.



Above: Fig. 222.

Torso of
Polyphemus
(cat. no. 78).

Right: Fig. 223,
Polyphemus,
1888, plaster,
9% x 534 in.
(24.7%x14.6
cm). Rodin
Museum,
Philadelphia
Museum of Art,
gift of Jules E.
Mastbaum.

bent head and angle at which the arms have been cut off
accentuate the form’s closure and sense of the man’s
self-absorption. No attempt was made to bring the simpli-
fied treatment of the man’s head to further definition,
but Rodin found it useful in completing the form, and by
its contrasting tilt he animated the entire figure. There is
no diverting us from the total form as would have been
the case had Rodin shown a more detailed facial expres-
sion; for example, one focuses on the back view, which
has the greatest continuity along the big curvature of the
spine, and on the homogeneity of the form from the but-
tocks to the top of the head. The strenuous pose has
stretched the body vertically and caused the ribcage to
project outward under the left armpit. There is nothing
ingratiating about the work, which the artist seems never

to have exhibited. Rodin improvised a conical
base that leads to the stump of the left thigh so
that the fragment would be self-supporting and
he could get the form up into the air.

In this étude we see Rodin’s fascination with
the strangeness of the body caused by its pose,
so unusual for sculpture, in which he is able to
impart sculptural movement in a motionless
figure. By retaining just the torso—and despite
the evocative name—Rodin was subtracting
meaning as well as limbs, confirming his capac-
ity to look at the human form abstractly.

NOTES

LITERATURE: Grappe 1944, 71; Jianou and Goldscheider
1969, g2; Tancock 1976, 212—14; Gassier 1984, 86; Fath and
Schmoll 1991, 14g; Barbier 1992, 144

1. For variations on this figure, excluding this enlarged par-
tial version, see Grappe 1944, cat. nos. 200-203, 367.

2. Ovid, Metamorphoses bk. 13, lines 86ff. On Rodin’s group,
see Tancock 1976, 212; de Caso and Sanders 1977, 169;
Le Normand-Romain 19gg, 57; Le Normand-Romain
2001, 102.

3. Grappe 1944, 71. For Ottin’s group see Pierre Kjellberg,
Le guide des statues de Paris (Paris: La bibliotheéque des arts,
1973), 68-69.

4. Laurent noted that “the Musée Rodin has several plasters
of the full figure, annotated in pencil by Rodin, with the
titles Milo of Crotona and Narcissus” (Gassier 1984, 86).
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The Sphinx (La sphinge), before 1886

* Plaster

* 814x6Yax6in. (21x15.9x15.2 cm)

¢ Provenance: Marie Cartier, France

s Gift of the B. Gerald Cantor Collection, 1992.157
Figure 224

I t was Georges Grappe who first identified
this figure and its location in The Gates of Hell,
high up in the left door panel, just beneath
The Falling Man (see fig. 196). Grappe also
pointed out that it was mentioned by Tru-
man Bartlett in 1887 and was later enlarged,
carved in marble, and exhibited in Chicago
in 18g7.1 Another plaster of this figure was
shown in 188¢ in the Monet-Rodin exhibi-
tion at the Galerie Georges Petit.2 One prob-
lem in establishing the exhibition history of
this piece is that in 1889 Rodin also called
The Succubus (cat. nos. 161-163) by the
name “The Sphinx.” At times they were
shown together, as in 1889 and in 1goo dur-
ing the sculptor’s retrospective.?

The work was obviously named, rather
than given a literary title, as Rodin found the
kneeling pose in one of his models, one of
hundreds of such discoveries that encour-
aged his rapture over what nature revealed
to him. By placing the woman’s arms at her
sides and having the lower legs tucked
beneath her, Rodin was able to make one
continuous form out of many parts. By rais-
ing the woman’s head and turning it to one
side, the sculptor gained lyrical profile views
of the whole body when seen from her right.
The woman’s forward-leaning, compacted
form gave him the opportunity to emphasize
the hourglass shape of the back and but-
tocks. Symptomatic of Rodin’s sexuality as
well as his formal concerns in many areas of

The Gates, especially in the left door panel, all that one
sees of a woman, or group of them, is the dorsal view,
often from only the waist down.

The Stanford plaster is unusual among those outside
the Musée Rodin, not because it is a dipped cast but
because of the built-up base, which was rudely modeled
in plaster, not clay, over what may have been a wooden
block, the bottom of which still retains the actual French
newspaper on which it sat. One can still see the ends of a
brown fibrous material protruding midway up the back
of the base, which Rodin may have employed to cause
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Fig. 224. The
Sphinx (cat. no.
79)-



the layers of plaster to better adhere. That the figure was
immersed in wet plaster is evidenced by the muted sur-
faces pockmarked by air holes and fine cracks (see the
woman’s left hand). The fresh plaster layer added to the
overall fluidity of the form, as where the arms meet the
body.

NOTES

LITERATURE: Grappe 1944, 56—57; Jianou and Goldscheider
1969, g1; Beausire 1989, 201; Fath and Schmoll 1991, 147;
Barbier 1992, 119-20; Butler and Lindsay 2000, 338—42

1. Grappe 1944, 56-57; Beausire recorded that this work
was possibly shown in an exhibition of foreign works in
American collections at the World’s Columbian Exposi-
tion in Chicago in 1893, (1988, 117).

2. Beausire (1g98g, 101, 201) shows a plaster variant in which
the woman’s head seems to have been turned to her right
and more upward than in the Stanford plaster, and there is
no addition to the original base, so that the woman’s knees
are visible. In the bronze version the base is smaller and
rounded in comparison with that of the Stanford plaster.

3. Beausire 1988, 104, 194. Other exhibitions of The Sphinx,
including in bronze and marble, ibid., 117, 123, 135,
253, 266, 327, 367. She was displayed on a tall pillar in
Rodin’s 1goo retrospective (Le Normand-Romain 2001,
250-51).

Prayer (La priére), 1883—84(?), enlarged 1909

* Title variations: Damned Woman, Figure on Her Knees

» Bronze, Godard Foundry, cast 1979, 6/12

* 49Vax21% X 19% in. (125.7 X 54.9 X 49.8 cm)

* Signed on base, in front of right knee: A. Rodin

» Inscribed on base, right side, lower edge: E. Godard/Fondr; on back
of base, lower left: © by Musée Rodin 1979; on back of base, lower
left: No. 6

* Provenance: Musée Rodin, Paris

¢ Gift of the B. Gerald Cantor Collection, 1983.199

Figure 225

I t is certain that Prayer comes from the torso of the
reclining woman who, with her hands close at her sides,
touching her legs, is found in the upperright corner of
the tympanum (fig. 226).! She may have been a late
addition, made when Rodin was working to complete
The Gates before his 1goo retrospective. The Meudon
reserve contains an old small plaster cast of this torso,
with head which was probably the one shown in the ret-
rospective and in Prague (fig. 227).2 It also exists in a
partial version of the same size but headless and with
arms cropped, which became the basis, with slight modi-
fication, for the enlarged figure known as Prayer (fig.
228).3 Rodin’s original name for the small version, Figure

on Her Knees, indicates that it was inspired by the sight of
one of his models kneeling, perhaps at rest. The name of
the enlargement, Prayer, may have appealed to Rodin for
the kneeling aspect of the pose, but perhaps even more
for his association of the woman’s sensuous, naked form
with reverence.

Prayer, along with Torso of a Young Woman (cat. no.
177), was probably enlarged by Henri Lebossé in
19o8—q. Commenting on two small torsos given to him
by Rodin, Lebossé thought their enlargement would be
easy: “There is a superior modeling with the beautiful
planes and it will be a veritable tour de force if I can give
you satisfaction with this difference in size.” The life-size
Prayer was first exhibited in plaster in 1910 (fig. 56%) in
conjunction with Torse de jeune femme cambré (Torso of a
young woman with arched back).>

Its fragmented character earns Prayer the designation
sculpture rather than statue. The latter implies a finished
full figure intact by salon standards. It is unusual among
Rodin’s figures for being the most static and symmetri-
cal. Perhaps no other sculpture by Rodin comes as close
to ancient Greek classical torsos as Prayer. The extent to
which in the enlargement Rodin’s Prayer was actually
inspired by ancient sculptures is suggested by Camille
Mauclair’s account: “He made essays while very closely
examining the antiques [presumably in Rodin’s own col-
lection]. He took the fragments of his statues [presum-
ably his own and perhaps the small version of Prayer]
and began to reinforce them in certain areas by layers of
plaster, thickening the modeling and enlarging the
planes. He then noticed that the light played better on
these enlarged planes; on the amplified surfaces the
light refraction was softer, the dryness of the cutout sil-
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Fig. 225. Prayer
{cat. no. 80).



Left: Fig. 226.
Detail of The
Gates of Hell:
Frayer.
(Damned
Woman)

Middle: Fig.
227. Prayer
(Damned
Woman), 1883-
84(?), plaster,
height 1574 in.
(40.5 cmy).
Musée Rodin,
Paris, S27.

Right: Fig. 228.
Prayer (Damned
Woman), 1883-
84(2), plaster,
height 15%% in.
(38.8 cm).
Musée Rodin,
Paris, 568s.

houettes was abolished and there formed about his fig-
ures a radiant zone that united them gradually with the
atmosphere.”®

In or shortly before 1906 Rodin spoke to his secretary
(soon to be his biographer) Frederick Lawton about how
his ideas on movement had changed: “I used to think
that movement was the chief thing in sculpture, and in
all I did it was what I tried to attain. My ‘Hell Gate’ is the
record of these strivings. . . . I have come gradually to feel
that sculptural expression is the essence of the statuary
art—expression through the modeling. This is what
made the grandeur of the Greeks. There is repose, won-
derful repose . . . in their sculpture; not the repose of the
academic style, which is the absence of nature, the
absence of life, but the repose of strength, the repose of
conscious power, the impression resulting from the flesh
being under the control of the spirit.”

Rodin could have been speaking to Lawton about
Prayer in terms of “expression through the modeling.” If
one can attribute a theme to this work, it might be
described as an upright woman in repose, just being.
Seen under the sun in the B. Gerald Cantor Rodin Sculp-

ture Garden, it is apparent that the movement through-
out the form is caused by the action of the light on the
sculpture’s calculatedly inconstant surface. What ani-
mates this figure, giving it a pulse, is Rodin’s relentless
war not just on flatness but also on unrelieved smooth-
ness. Unlike the insistently unrelieved surfaces of figures
by Aristide Maillol, Gaston Lachaise, or Constantin Bran-
cusi, which impart the sense of the figure holding its
breath, Rodin’s exposed touch makes the form seem to
vibrate. The slight irregularities of the overall surface win
for Rodin his envelope of light and air around the figure.
His touch defies prediction by its variability from work to
work.®2 He was always on guard against developing habits
of the hand, tantamount to refusing to impose a style on
his figures. Rodin’s style was to seem to have no style, and
it is with these partial figures, stripped of thematic
drama, that one can focus on his surfaces.

The frontal view of Prayer explains the basis for
Rodin’s removal of the arms, for example. This editing
was an important way by which he worked against the
bodily symmetry occasioned by the pose in which the
weight is carried equally on both knees. Their amputa-
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tion was not arbitrary. He deliberately did not cut off the
arms at the same distance from the shoulder. Because of
his ability to view the human form in his sculpture
abstractly, he considered at what point segmentation
worked best with the contours of the torso and the over-
all lines of the form. The stumps, just sufficiently rough-
ened to avoid the sense of accidental breakage or the cut-
ting action of a saw as in ancient fragments, were made
to merge with the contours of the torso, which is now
more fully and better seen from the sides in the absence
of the lower arms. The contours that begin at the knees
now flow directly into the upper arms. The profiles of the
truncated neck, seen from the front, are inversions of
the shapes made by the juncture of upper arms and
torso. When seen from the side, the neck extends the
line of the shoulder blades upward and effects the transi-
tion to the profile of the figure’s front while serving also
to compact the form. Several plasters at Meudon testify
to Rodin’s interest in exploring the kind of contours
achieved through fragmenting a torso and through com-
posing with these fragmented figures. These include a
plaster of the small Prayer with its right leg entirely
removed to the pelvis and the stump of the arm on that
side further shortened (fig. 229) and an assemblage
combining the small partial figure Prayer with another
fragmented kneeling figure (fig. 230).9

Some contemporary critics did not take kindly to
Rodin’s partial figures and their amputations. One com-
mented in his review of the 1910 Salon and the showing
of Prayer and Torso of a Young Woman, “He would not be
content to examine with his pious hands the planes of an
ancient Torso. He wants to give many feminine pendants
to it. . . . [We] regret that such a vanquisher of material
confines himself to his études, that such a modeler of
flesh has put so much perseverance into a sketch. Vir-
ginal or powerful, each of these two feminine torsos is a
palpitating fragment of a goddess . . . they have the mor-
bidity of the young Delacroix depicting a captive in the
Massacre of Chios.”10

Rodin told Lawton, “Art is not imitation, and only
fools believe that we can create anything. What remains
for us is interpretation according to nature.”! One
begins to understand what the sculptor had in mind by
interpretation when Prayer is viewed in its right and left
profiles. The side views show not only the forward projec-
tion of the knees but how Rodin compensated for their
thrust by the splendidly full roundness of the buttocks,
which extend beyond the vertical line of the upper back.

Credit the model with a fine form but recognize also that
Rodin loved to exaggerate what he found in his source.
Prayer is a brilliant example of Rodin’s working from a
found and gentle geometry in his model in ways that
accentuated the firm fullness of her body but which also
made for a more exhilarating sculpture.

Prayer looks to our eyes, conditioned by almost a cen-
tury of modern sculpture, quite different than to the
sympathetic critic Henri Bidou. In 1910 he gave it a close
and poetic reading according to the ethos of a time
which saw a sculpture as a living being: “The light strikes
the shoulders and lightly draws the upper ribs. Below the
breasts, the body withdraws into shadow. The muscles,
which bend it downward, grouped in the half-shadow,
vary in delicate layers and in inflections. The stomach is
slender and the hips high. But, while all these parts yield
graciously to gravity, the young bosom, ripe and pure,
ignores the tired appeal of the earth.”?

In a modern sense, Prayeris one of Rodin’s most beau-
tiful sculptures. To the classical Greeks, for whom beauty
depended on the harmonious relation of parts to each
other and the whole, Rodin’s work might have seemed
ugly because the whole body was missing. Rodin taught
himself to think about proportions in harmonious rela-
tion to each other and a truncated bodily whole. Never
did he invite the viewer to try to imagine the absent head
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Left: Fig. 229.
“Prayer”
without Right
Leg, 1883-84(2),
plaster, height
13in. (33 cm).
Musée Rodin,
Paris, S684.

Right: Fig. 230.
“Prayer” and
Kneeling
Figure, 1909-
10(?), plaster,
height 1614 in.
(42.6 cm).
Musée Rodin,
Paris, S2574.



Fig. 232. Detail
of The Gates of
Hell: Skull.

and limbs. He had learned from the ruins of ancient art
something unthinkable to the Greeks: that beauty could
be found in a fragment. And this lesson has been passed
on to modern sculptors to the present day.

It was with sculptures such as Prayer that Maillol’s art
came closest to that of Rodin, but it was the latter who
gave the younger artist the example and courage to con-
sider the well-made torso alone as a complete work of art.
With the work of Gaston Lachaise, Henry Moore, and
Jean Arp in the 19go0s, there was seen again in modern
sculpture comparable joy in the sensuousness of forms
generated by a woman’s belly, bust, buttocks, and back.

NOTES

LITERATURE: Grappe 1944, 128; Jianou and Goldscheider
1969, 112; Elsen 1981, 142; Schmoll 1983, 75, 134; Miller and
Marotta 1986, 1309; Pingeot 1990, 142; Barbier 1992, 105, 109

1. Grappe dated Prayer from 19og, and he believed that the
original small version of Prayer derived from The Gates but
was not included in it (1944, 128).

2. Beausire 1988, 195, 236.

3. Barbier referred to these two small figures as Damned
Woman and Damned Woman, Arms Cropped (without Head),
reserving the title Prayer for the enlargement (1992
105-Q).

4. Elsen, “Rodin’s ‘Perfect Collaborator,” Henri Lebossé,” in
Elsen 1981, 253.

5. Beausire 1988, 316; photographs of both works are repro-
duced.

6. Mauclair 1918, 54.

. Lawton 1go6, 160~61.

. Lebossé, a professional reducteur engaged in reducing and
enlarging sculptures enlarged most of Rodin’s works and
also reduced some during the last twenty years of the
sculptor’s life. He prided himself that he could reproduce
Rodin’s touch. See Lebossé file, Musée Rodin archives.

9. These plasters are discussed by Antoinette Le Normand-
Romain and Nicole Barbier in Pingeot 19go (142, 251)
and in Barbier 1992, 105, 110-11.

10. Raymond Bouyer, “Les salons de 1910: La sculpture.” La

revue de {’art, no. 159 (June 1910): 428.
11. Lawton 19ob, 160.
12. The original excerpt is cited in Beausire 1988, 316—-17.

L~

Skull (Crane), c. 1899

e Plaster

* 3x2Vix3%in. (7.6 X5.7x8.3¢cm)

e Given in honor of Mr. and Mrs. B. Gerald Cantor by Albert E. and Patri-
cia Elsen, 1983.316

Figure 231

This skull comes from The Gates of Hell. The full skele-
ton is seen in the right half of the tympanum, to the left
of the horned figure (fig. 2g2). Skulls are also found
interspersed in the line of heads over The Thinker on the
cornice of the tympanum. The meaning of The Gates of
Hell has been interpreted as analogous to a modern
memento mori, and the juxtaposition in the tympanum
of the skeleton and a frenetic crowd of living figures
evokes the medieval theme of a dance of death, as first
observed by the English writer Arthur Symons in 18gz2.!

The skeleton’s gesture, like the horned figure’s gesture
beckons the viewer to participate in the dance.

The plaster cast of a skull was part of Rodin’s 1916
donation to France and is currently at Meudon. The
Meudon cast extends below the jaw. Other casts, includ-
ing the one at Stanford, were subsequently made.?
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Fig. 231. Skut!
(cat. no. 81).



Fig. 234. Detail
of The Gates of
Hell: Right
Pilaster Bas-
Relief.

NOTES
LITERATURE: Elsen 1960, 137; Fath and Schmoll 1991, 144

1. Regarding the tympanum’s modern dance of death
iconography, see Elsen 1960, 137, 1985a, 212; for the full
quotation by Symons, see Elsen 1985b, 62. For another
expression by Rodin of this theme in his print The Round

(A2), see the discussion in Elsen 1965b, 2g0—gg, and
Thorson 1975, 32-37.

2. Fath and Schmoll 1991, 144. The Skuilis included in the
catalogue Siero Mayekawa, Nicole Barluer, and Claudie
Judrin Rodin et la Porte de UEnfer. Exh. cat. (Tokyo:
National Museum Western Art, 1989), cat. no. §4.

Decorative Pilaster from “The Gates of Hell”
(Pilastre décoratif de la porte de l'enfer, fragment),
c. 1882—83 (original version), reduced 1902

* Bronze, Alexis Rudier Foundry, cast 1978, 3/12

* 1034 x2Vax 1Y% in. (27.5X5.8 X 3.2 cm)

¢ Signed on obverse, upper-left corner: A. Rodin

* Inscribed on upper right: Alexis Rudier/Fondeur Paris; cachet on
reverse: A. Rodin

e Provenance: Musée Rodin, Paris

® Gift of the B. Gerald Cantor Collection, 1992.41

Figure 233

D espite its appearance of incompleteness, this small
relief was not a study for the right external basrelief of
The Gates of Hell (fig. 294). It is a reduced version of the
completed relief as it was when Rodin had his assistants
remove those portions just before the plaster portal was
to be moved from the studio to his 1goo retrospective.
Other small decorative reliefs were also made that were
reductions of the full-scale pilasters on the stripped ver-
sion of The Gates; another is included in the Stanford col-
lection (cat. no. 83).! This reduction was made by the
highly skilled Henri Lebossé, who was also a sculptor.
Although figures have not yet been compiled, it appears
that Rodin gave away as many sculptures as he sold, if not
more. In all probability Rodin wanted this small relief as
a commemorative gift for friends or those who sup-
ported his art, particularly The Gates. That this small
relief was made shortly after the portal’s only exhibition
(1goo—01) substantiates this hypothesis. In the accounts
kept in his Musée Rodin file, Leboss¢ lists in 1go2 a fin-

ished reduction of one of the flanking bas-reliefs of The
Gates of Hell.> The very fine Stanford cast was made by the
Alexis Rudier Foundry, which began its extensive casting
of Rodin’s work in 1go2, at the time Rodin would have
wanted it in bronze as a souvenir for friends and other
admirers.

In Rodin’s time it was customary for artists to have
reductions made of popular works, and the sale of these
domestic versions were an important source of income.
In this instance, income was not an incentive since by
1902 Rodin was swamped with commissions and by the
demands for casts of existing sculptures. The exhibition
of The Gates had not been an unalloyed critical triumph,
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and the government had not called for its casting. By
making this reduction of the partially dismantled relief
Rodin wanted more than a souvenir. He wanted to teach
and show among other things why he objected to the
public’s expectations of “finish.” It was as if he were say-
ing that even without some of its parts, this relief, like the
truncated version of The Gales as a whole, is still com-
plete. It works decoratively. He causes us to focus on the
sequence of three figural registers out of the six that he
may have felt to be artistically successful. Divisibility of
the pilaster was possible for, as shown by Jessie Lip-
scomb’s 1887 photographs (see figs. 122-124), Rodin
modeled the portal’s side reliefs by the addition and sub-
traction of parts rather than by modeling the whole sur-
face simultaneously.

One of his great incentives in making the portal was to
show what he could do to modernize relief sculpture,
and the two external compositions on the portal came in
for extensive praise from critics, especially Truman
Bartlett: “As pieces of color they are almost beyond
praise.” In this fragment, for example, all the figures are
in varying degrees of relief as their backgrounds are in
different depths. Looked at from the sides, it is clear that
there is no imagined frontal plane or, as Bartlett called it,
“surface line” of the door to which the reliefs are bound,
and this contributed to the varied and rich effects of
light and shadow that made the big portal three dimen-
sional as well. It is also as if we are seeing the same
woman in the round but from three different view-
points—back, front, and sides—a dramatic demonstra-
tion of Rodin’s democratization of the body. In this trio
of markedly different postures Rodin has nevertheless
found a subtle rhythm, natural in repeated diagonals
that link the figures. Although the architectural frame
has been made more consistent and complete than in
the original, Lebossé meticulously preserved the way
Rodin’s sculpture takes priority over architectural restric-
tions: thus the knee of the lowest woman protrudes into
space beyond the border.

NOTES

LITERATURE: Miller and Marotta 1986, 34-35; Fath and
Schmoll 1991, 145

1. These reliefs were discussed by Tancock (1976, 228-30)
and de Caso and Sanders (1977, 179-83).

2. Albert Elsen, “Rodin’s ‘Perfect Collaborator,” Henri
Lebossé,” in Elsen 1981, 258. The reduction of a second

basrelief listed for 19og may have been Stanford’s small
cast, Protection (cat. no. 83).

. Bartlett in Elsen 1965a, 77—78. Bartlett went on to say,

“The one on the right of the door represents souls in
limbo, and is composed of figures of all ages and sexes
who have sinned in ignorance. The sculptor chose to treat
this preliminary region in order that he might introduce
infants and children, and thus give greater variety of form
and interest to the art effect.”
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Fig. 235.
Protection (cat.
no. 83).

Fig. 236.
Detail of The
Gates of Hell:
Keft oukaster.

Protection
(Protection), before 1880, reduced 1002—03

* Bronze, cast 1916

* 315x1%in. (8.9 X 4.1.cm)

» Signed on front of base: Rodin

e Inscribed on reverse: protection/Auguste Rodin; on back of base:
MCMXVI; on right edge: bronz[e]

¢ Provenance: Max Bodner Galleries, New York

* Gift of B. Gerald Cantor, 1977.17

Figure 235

Originally cast in bronze and silver, this plaquette is a
reduction of a couple from the top of the external left
bas-relief of The Gates of Hell (fig. 236).1 The reduction by
Henri Lebossé probably dates from late 1go2 or 1gog.2
The reduced relief existed by 1gos when Les amis de la
médaille unsuccessfully sought to use it on a plaquette to
be titled L’art enlagant la matiére (Art embracing matter).?
Entitled Protection, it was offered by the artist in response
to a solicitation for an auction in 1916 to benefit the soci-
ety L’aide aux artistes et employés de théatre de Paris
(Aid to artists and theater personnel of Paris).% At an ear-
lier date, before 1889 according to Georges Grappe,
Rodin had isolated this couple in their original size but
retained the background against which they are seen in
The Gates and called the bronze relief Vaine tendresse (Vain
tenderness). Protection is designated by Grappe as a
reduction of this work.> The external reliefs of the door
seem to have been made in the early 1880s and were in
place when Jessie Lipscomb photographed the portal in
1887 (see figs. 122-124).

The small Stanford relief was given a name and not a
title, perhaps with the thought of the wartime fund-rais-
ing purpose, to aid actors and theater personnel. In
theme and style the couple has affinities with those on
the ceramics Rodin made for Sévres, and it is conceivable
that this composition dates from as early as 1882. The
woman’s leg slung over that of her male companion sug-
gests a sexual assertiveness belied by the cuddling pos-
ture of her upper body. Rodin made The Kiss (cat. no.

48) around 1880-81, employing the same leg gesture for
the woman, the initiator of the seduction of the man. In
Protection the man puts his left hand on the woman’s
right hip, the reverse of the contact in The Kiss.

NOTES

LITERATURE: Grappe 1944, 138; Spear 1967, 63, gg-100;
Jianou and Goldscheider 1969, 114; Tancock 1976, 228; Miller
and Marotta 1986, g7; Ambrosini and Facos 1987, 85; Fath and
Schmoll 1991, 145

1. For discussion of small decorative reliefs that were made
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as reductions of the full-scale pilasters on the stripped ver-
sion of The Gates, see Tancock 1976, cat. nos. 27-28, and
de Caso and Sanders 1977, cat. no. 29.

. Elsen 1981, 258.

. Grappe 1944, 138.
. Ibid., 74, 138; Beausire 1988, 36g3.

. Grappe 1944, 74, 138.

(Buste dAlbert-Ernest Carrier-Belleuse), 1882

® Terra-cotta

* 18%4x17% X 111N (47 X 44.1 X 27.9 cM)

* Provenance: Anne-Marie Morin (née Carrier-Belleuse, granddaughter
of the subject)

s Gift of B. Gerald Cantor Foundation, 1974.88

Figure 237

B etween 1864 and 1882 Rodin worked several times
for Albert-Ernest Carrier-Belleuse (1824-1887), one of
the most successful decorative sculptors of the period.
Shared tastes and aspirations drew Rodin to Carrier-
Belleuse’s service in addition to the younger sculptor’s
need for employment. Classically trained at the Ecole des
beaux-arts, Carrier-Belleuse favored eighteenth-century
French decorative art, an admiration shared by Rodin.!
Carrier-Belleuse was able to be productive in a wide vari-
ety of decorative arts because of his facility and because
he ran an efficient studio based on the division of labor,
from which Rodin probably learned how to manage his
own studio when he was later able to employ several assis-
tants. Like Carrier-Belleuse, from whom the famous
sought portraits, Rodin also received a multitude of por-
trait commmissions. When he modeled this bust, Rodin
was working not only on 7he Gates of Hell, for which he
was paid expenses but no salary, but also at the Manufac-
ture de Sévres, which had been reorganized under the
leadership of Carrier-Belleuse; there he was paid an
hourly wage. As the new director was responsible for a
revival of sculpture in biscuit (porcelain that has been
fired but not glazed), a technique almost extinct at
Sévres, Rodin may have conceived the bust with repro-
duction in this medium in mind in order to enrich his
homage.2

Rodin had mixed feelings about his employer, who, as
Ruth Butler put it, “employed him, taught him, used
him, fired him, befriended him, and employed him
again.”® Rodin told Truman Bartlett:

MONUMENTS TO AND PORTRAITS OF ARTISTS / 287



Fig. 237. Bust of
Albert-Ernest
Carrier-Belleuse
(cat. no. 84).



Though I was making poor sculpture for Belleuse, I
was always thinking to myself about the composi-
tion of figures, and this helped me later on. T car-
ried to the work I did for him the result of my study
[from life] at home. He occasionally praised me,
though not much or often, and rarely, if ever, criti-
cized. I knew he liked what I did. He was too much
of a businessman to praise much, for he did not
wish to raise my wages. He was no common man,
was very intelligent, understood his own kind of
work, and was lucky to have me for the price he
paid. I think, in sentiment, Belleuse was an artist.
He had good ideas of arrangement, a pretty correct
eye, and composed well. . . . He could make a
sketch that no one could finish as well as myself,
and he did not always know this. He was a man of
his day in sculpture. Nothing that I ever did for him
interested me.?

Despite his reservations, when exhibiting in public,
Rodin listed himself as a pupil of Antoine-Louis Barye
and Carrier-Belleuse until 1885.5 Many years after the
latter’'s death Rodin told Henri-Charles Dujardin-
Beaumetz, “Artists always have a feminine side. Carrier-
Belleuse had something of the beautiful blood of the
eighteenth century in him; something of Clodion; his
sketches were admirable, in execution they became
chilled; but the artist had a great true value; he didn’t use
casts from nature!”6

The bust at Stanford is a terra-cotta cast, an inexpen-
sive and popular medium used by Carrier-Belleuse him-
self. When Rodin first exhibited the work, in the Paris
Salon of 1882, it was shown in this material. (It was sub-
sequently issued in a reduced size in an unlimited biscuit
edition.) The area of the flesh shows none of the distinc-
tive unaccountable or nondescriptive touches Rodin
would later employ to build up the character and sculp-
tural interest of his portraits.”? Carrier-Belleuse at 58 is
not shown with the marks of aging; Rodin gives his visage
a smooth but robust character. (The terra-cotta medium
as here used is most congenial to the evocation of flesh.)
The head taken as a whole has a wonderful, round full-

ness, closely reflecting the sitter’s appearance. The most
engaging portions of the work may be the treatments of
the hair and costume. The former is done with flair,
based on great manual skill and study of eighteenth-cen-
tury French portrait art. What is distinctively Rodin is
that he sees the man’s hair as crucial to his identity, if not
personality, just as the costume, which seems rather neg-
ligently worn, could only have been shaped by the use of
its owner. (Rodin had a sense of clothing having a phys-
iognomy.) Avoiding finicky detail, Rodin used the lines
and rhythms of the folds in the coat and vest to build to
the neck and face. The casual appearance of the attire
conforms with the unselfconscious pose in which the
subject seems relaxed and thoughtful. Perhaps because
the Carrier-Belleuse head is turned and invites viewing
from more than one angle, one is encouraged to see how
different prospects produce different expressions and
even moods. Rodin’s warm personal regard and profes-
sional respect may have motivated his decision to show
the most successful Second Empire sculptor not as a
proud or aloof and extraordinary being but as a sensitive
artist who was also an astute business man,

NOTES

LITERATURE: Grappe 1944, 34-35; Tancock 19476, 496-99;
Fusco and Janson 1980, 336-37; Hare 1984, 262-68; Gold-
scheider 1989, 168; Butler 1993, 16970

. For more on his background, see Tancock (1976, 496).

. Butler in Fusco and Janson 1980, 336.

. Ibid. See also Butler 1993, 570.

. Bartlett in Elsen 196za, 26. Carrier-Belleuse’s attitude
toward his workers, sparing in praise and tightfisted with
money, were known later to be Rodin’s traits as well.

. Tancock 1976, 498.

. Dujardin-Beaumetz in Elsen 1965a, 177-78.

7. See Goldscheider (1989, 168) and Tancock (1976, 499)

for contemporary photographs of Carrier-Belleuse, to

which the bust closely corresponds. This particular cast
was exhibited at the Salon des artistes frangais, 1882, no.

4813. Two bronze casts are known to exist. One was given

by Carrier-Belleuse to the city of Sévres to ornament the

square named for him; the second decorates the artist’s
tomb in the cemetery at Saint-Germain-en-Laye.
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Bust of Jules Dalou (Buste de Jules Dalou), 1883

* Bronze, Gegrges Rudier Foundry, cast 1969, 9/12

* 20%Xx15x8%in. (52.1x38.1x21.9 cm)

e Signed on left shoulder: A. Rodin

* Inscribed on back, lower left edge: Georges Rudier/Fondeur. Paris; an
back, lower right edge: © Musée Rodin 1969; interior cachet: A. Rodin

* Provenance: Musée Rodin, Paris

e Giftof the Iris and B. Gerald Cantor Foundation, 1974.83

Figure 238

At the end of the nineteenth century the most
acclaimed French sculptor of monuments was Aimé-Jules
Dalou (1838-1902). In 189q his greatest work, the T¥:-
umph of the Republic, was dedicated in the Place de la
Nation, where it remains today. His wonderful monu-
ment to Eugéne Delacroix, inaugurated in 18go in the
Jardin du Luxembourg, can still be seen at its original
site. Dalou, like Rodin, went to the Petit école but then,
unlike Rodin, Dalou attended the Ecole des Beaux-Arts.
The latter education he eventually came to denounce,
and he refused a professorial appointment to the school.
A republican and a Communard, Dalou went into exile
with his family to England when the Commune of 1871
failed. There his reputation was established. He returned
to France in 1879 under an amnesty granted in
1879-80.! He and Rodin became good friends, and
Rodin’s portrait of him was made four years following
the exile’s return. Their relationship foundered over
misunderstandings regarding the death mask of Victor
Hugo, which Dalou made at the family’s request because
of their dislike of the bust Rodin had made in 188s;
Dalou apparently executed the mask without informing
Rodin. Also a factor was Dalou’s failure to support
Rodin’s project for a monument to Hugo in the Pan-
théon. Both had submitted projects for the monument,
and in 1889 the commission went to Rodin. Rodin recog-
nized Dalou’s talent, but he came to think it was wasted
by his involvement in art world politics.

The most important Dalou scholar, John Hunisak,
said of the artist, “Although he was a humble man who

remained passionately attached to his working class ori-
gins, Dalou could also assume the role of a proud and
manipulative artist, so much so that Rodin accused him
of wanting to become the Lebrun of the Third Repub-
lic.”2 Hunisak was referring to Rodin’s statement to Paul
Gsell:

Dalou was a great artist, and several of his sculp-
tures have a superb decorative rhythm. . ..

He would never have produced anything but
masterpieces had he not had the weakness of desir-
ing an official position. He aspired to become the
Le Brun of our Republic and something like the
conductor of all contemporary artists. He died
before attaining this.?

Contemporaries who knew both artists read the por-
trait very differently than do we today. Gsell gave an
interesting interpretation of Rodin’s portrait:

It is a proud and provocative head: the thin and
sinewy neck of a child of the working-class neigh-
borhoods, the bushy beard of the artisan, a wincing
forehead, with the ferocious eyebrows of the for-
mer Communard, the feverish and arrogant air of
the intractable democrat. At the same time, he has
large and noble eyes, and in the design of the tem-
ples delicate incurvations reveal the passionate
lover of Beauty.

To a question I asked, Rodin responded that he
had modeled this bust at the moment when Dalou,
taking advantage of the amnesty, had returned
from England.

“He never took possession of it,” he told me,
“since our relations ceased soon after I introduced
him to Victor Hugo.™

Rodin’s portraits of his fellow artists cast them as the
intellectual and physical equals of the most important
members of French society. Portraits such as that of
Dalou are Rodin’s way of praising artists. No doubt he
saw his fellow sculptor as the proud artist and politician
rather than the son of a worker. The dignified bearing of
the old Communard is tempered by the thoughtfulness
of the downcast eyes. Rodin makes Dalou of but not in
the world of other men.

The gaunt, bony, and naked figure is so treated by
Rodin that the light fairly crackles across its hard sur-
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Fig. 238. Bust of
Jules Dalou (cat.
no. 8s).



faces. Stripping him of clothing, Rodin released Dalou
from time and place and put him in the company of the
ancients. (For such an ascetic figure, however, one has to
go back to Roman republican portraits.) The long thin
nose might have had regal associations for the French
who remembered sixteenth-century physical attributes
of royalty, and for Rodin it made a marvelous rudder, or
thrusting shape, whose force he had to counter with the
man’s eccentric hair, which on his left sweeps out and
back. Subtle artistic liberties cushion the near symmetry
of the whole as in the uneven eminences of the forehead.
On the whole, however, there are relatively few unac-
countable touches, and the bust has a salon finish akin to
the portraits Dalou himself made.

The starkness and clarity of this bust bring to mind
Rodin’s own thoughts on the making of a portrait, which
he shared with Frederick Lawton some 2o years after this
likeness was made:

I always carefully model by profiles, not from a
merely front view. It gives depth and solidity, the
volume, in fine, and its location in space. I do this,
however, with a line that starts from one’s own
brain. I mean I note the deviation of the head from
the oval type. In one, the forehead bulges out over
the rest of the face, in another, the lower jaw bulges
out in contrast with the receding forehead. With
this line of deviation established, I unite all the pro-
files, and thus get the lifelike form. Those who wish
to penetrate into some of the invariable rules
nature follows in composing, should observe her
opposition of a flat to a round. . . . They should
notice also her gradations and contrasts of light
producing color in the real object, and should be
careful not to produce effects that are out of accor-
dance with the natural ones. In general, they
should avoid blacks. . . . On beginning their work,
they should exaggerate characteristic features; the
exaggerations will get toned down fast enough later
on. In the first instance, the exaggerations are nec-

essary to establish the structural expression. It is
only by the graduation of these more characteristic
traits that the relative value of all the parts can be
determined. In the flesh there is the spirit that
magnifies one or another detail of expression. In
the clay or marble, it must be by the positive magni-
fying of the material part, not especially by size, but
by the line, by the direction, the depth, the length
of its curve, that
equivalent.?

the expression is made

When the Dalou bust was exhibited in 1884, the
young critic Roger Marx, who would become one of
Rodin’s most articulate and ardent champions, read the
portrait in the spirit of the maker’s account of how he
worked: “Especially admirable is the bust of M. Jules
Dalou with its extraordinary boldness in the modeling
and composition. Above the plain, naked torso rises the
fine head of the great sculptor, gaunt, lean, nervous,
energetic; what character in the curve of the lips, the
narrowing of the nostrils, the power of his gaze! And the
carriage of the head is superb. If you step back ten paces
from sculptures close to you they cease to say anything,
but this little bust goes on talking.”s

NOTES

LITERATURE: Grappe 1944, 36; Tancock 1976, 500-503;
Fusco and Janson 1980, 337-38; Grunfeld 1987, 165-67; Hare
1984, 26g-77; Fonsmark 1988, gg; Goldscheider 1989, 172;
Butler 1993, 171-72, 146, 400 ; Le Normand-Romain 2001, 68

1. A photograph of Dalou from this period is reproduced in
Tancock (1976, 503).

. Hunisak in Fusco and Janson 1980, 185.

. Gsell [1911] 1984, 63.

Ibid.

. Lawton 1906, 169-64; also cited in connection with the
Dalou portrait in Grunfeld 1987, 163-64.

. Grunfeld 1987, 166, citing Roger Marx, untitled article
on Rodin in Nancy-artiste, 22 May 1884. For other reviews,
see Butler in Fusco and Janson 1980, 338.
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Bust of Victor Hugo (Buste de Victor Hugo), 1883

* Bronze, ). Petermann Foundry, cast 1883

* 2214x10%x11in. (57.2 X 26.6 X 27.9 cm)

e Signed underright shoulder: Rodin

¢ Inscribed on base, right side, below signature: ). Petermann,
Fondeur/Bruxeiles

* Gift of Cyril Magnin, 1971.5

Figure 239

Two important accounts give us an excellent back-
ground to Rodin’s making of this portrait of Victor
Hugo. The first was given to Truman Bartlett by the
artist himself just four years after having completed the
sculpture:

The history of the Hugo bust is an interesting one.
Sometime in 1883, M. Edmond Basiére [Bazire],
one of the editors of the Paris journal, Lintran-
sigeant, and an ardent friend of Rodin, and who
wished to have him make a bust of the poet, went
with him to see Hugo to consult about it and
arrange for some sittings. Unfortunately, the latter
had just completed giving a wearisome number of
hours for the same purpose to another sculptor,
and he did not feel disposed to begin again. But a
member of Hugo’s family, who was not pleased with
the bust, was very desirous that Rodin should at
least make an attempt in some way, and as a prelim-
inary step he was cordially invited to come to
Hugo’s house every Sunday evening, dine, and
study his subject as best he could.

After a number of these agreeable visits the
sculptor brought his modeling stand and clay,
established himself out of the way, in one corner
of the veranda, and began his work, without in any
way disturbing or expecting the poet to pose
expressly for him. The bust was practically made
from memory, the sculptor first looking at Hugo,
wherever he might be, and then returning to his
clay and working out the result of his observation,

losing, of course, much that he had seen and been
impressed with, in going from the subject to his
work. It was a difficult and almost endless task,
and the bust was completed only about six months
before Hugo’s death. By many of the poet’s
friends it was, at first, regarded as a complete fail-
ure, but time gradually developed its merits, and
those who at first disliked it became its enthusias-
tic admirers. . . .

To assist him in modeling the bust the sculptor
had made many sketches, on paper, of his unwilling
sitter from every possible point of view.!

Bartlett then quoted Rodin: “Hugo had the air of a
Hercules; belonged to a great race. Something of a tiger,
or an old lion. He had an immense animal nature. His
eyes were especially beautiful, and the most striking
things about him. As a man he was large and agreeable,
no personal pride.”?

The second, entirely first-person account was given by
Rodin to Henri-Charles Dujardin-Beaumetz before 1913;:

The first time I saw Victor Hugo, he made a pro-
found impression on me; his eye was magnificent;
he seemed terrible to me; he was probably under
the influence of anger or a quarrel, for his natural
expression was much more that of a good man.

I thought I had seen a French Jupiter; when I
knew him better he seemed more like Hercules
than Jupiter. He had been so solicited for his por-
trait or his bust that he didn’t want to pose; further-
more, he had just given long hours to a sculptor
named [Victor} Vilain. Victor Hugo believed that
after [Pierre-Jean] David d’Angers . . . no one
would be capable of doing his bust. Mme Drouet
arranged that he pose for me for half an hour, but
that was all. He was so convinced that I was going to
make a bad bust that he wouldn’t even look at it;
my bust was so criticized by his entourage that I was
somewhat cast down.

I worked entire hours in the veranda of the hdtel
filled with flowers and green plants. I saw Victor
Hugo sometimes, across the salon, hard and cold of
aspect; he would also go and sit at the end of the
room, absorbed, reflective.

The director of the Petit Ecole, Lecoq de Bois-
baudran, made me follow a method which has, at
least, the advantage of being possible—I learned to
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Fig. 239. Bust of
Victor Hugo
(cat. no. 86).



draw a great deal from memory and thus I learned
to observe; this always proved useful to me, but
especially . . . in this case.

You know that I hold as a principle the compari-
son of all the contours of a work with those of
nature. Being unable to follow my habitual proce-
dure, I placed myself beside or behind him, follow-
ing him with my eye, making quick sketches of him,
drawing as many profiles as I could on little squares
of paper; he didn’t look at me, but had the good-
ness not to dismiss me; he tolerated me. I made
many drawings of the skull; I then compared those
contours with those of the bust; thus I managed to
execute it, but with such difficulties. . . .

I believe I rendered the first impression I felt; I
worked three months, then I was given to under-
stand that the bust was finished. I took it away.?

It was while at work on the Hugo bust and experienc-
ing so many difficulties that Rodin may have first had
recourse to using photographs and drawing on them to
visualize possible changes he might make in the clay.
Rodin was probably the first sculptor to use these photo-
graphic records like states of a print or plaster casts. A
sequence of photographs taken by Charles Bodmer on
Hugo’s veranda shows the bust in clay still on the model-
ing stand.* One print discloses Rodin in the background
holding a corner of the stand and smiling as he looks at
Hugo’s left profile. Two prints bear Rodin’s inked nota-
tions: one for adding drapery to the base and one for
changing the hair. The ultimate popularity of this por-
trait of one of the greatest heroes of the Third Republic,
in fact, encouraged Rodin to try different versions of the
base. In the Bodmer photographs the head is tilted
slightly to its right, something not found in the bronze
casts, where the head is more upright. Rodin may have
caught a characteristic pose of the writer, whose partial
deafness caused him to miss some of the conversation at
his table. The photographs also capture a crispness to
the clay, which was somewhat diminished in the bronze
casts. Athena Tacha Spear attributed the latter to the
“dull, generalized surface of a portrait made from mem-
ory.”s

Rodin’s 1885 drypoint portraits of Hugo, done possi-
bly after the writer’s death that year, indicate that work-
ing from memory could deepen what an artist had to say.
As admirably catalogued by Victoria Thorson, the prints
show that he worked from his own modeled bust, viewing

it from slightly below eye level to create the print (fig.
240). Though reversed in the print, Rodin preserved the
head’s tilt. By introducing observed or invented shadows
to soften the powerful countenance, especially in the
area of the eyes, Rodin emphasized what had so attracted
him on his first encounter.b It is in the prints, especially a
frontal view, that one has the sense that the writer is
aware of our presence. Far from diminishing the power
of his portraits, the model’s absence encouraged Rodin
to put the head into a more atmospheric ambiance and
also to insinuate more of his own interpretation of the
poet.

Mindful of the intense criticism to which his work
would be submitted when finished, given the national
adulation of Hugo and the familiarity of his facial image,
Rodin not surprisingly did what was for him a straightfor-
ward portrait, including showing the poet’s upright
jacket collar closing at the side. The bust was exhibited at
the Salon of 1884.7
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Fig. 240. “Victor
Hugo,” Front
View (A8).



As Rodin was forced to terminate work on the bust,
the result, though handsome, is not much of a progres-
sion beyond his Mask of the Man with the Broken Nose (cat.
no. 125) of 20 years earlier, at least in terms of interpre-
tation. Rodin recognized this himself, and when it came
to creating a monumental version of the Hugo head
years later (cat. no. 87), he was less inhibited and more
inventive in making the clay respond to his intuition.
The first portrait did not please the writer’s family, and
Jules Dalou was invited to make another. Though this
undertaking was aborted by Hugo’s death, Dalou subse-
quently made the poet’s death mask.8
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rette paper were lost for a number of years, but many are
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Figure 241

This monumental bust was a reworking of the 1883
portrait (cat. no. 86). It was used for both the large
seated and standing figures of the writer as part of
Rodin’s commission to create a monument to the writer
for the Panthéon (see figs. 242 and 191, 246).! Unusual
historically is the fact that the bust does not present the
viewer with a full, upright face.2 Unlike the inclined head
in the Bust of Henri Rochefort (cat. no. 134), that of Hugo

came from a full-figure version. The shoulder areas, if
not the chest, derive not from the naked standing ver-
sion but from the naked seated figure (see fig. 1g1),
which was used in several multifigure projects for the
monument and finally as a solo figure. The bust’s trun-
cated upper arms show they were in the position dictated
by the raised and bent right arm and the extended left
arm, which characterize the seated writer who gestures
imperiously to silence the sea while he meditates. The
absence of clothing reflects Rodin’s view, long after his
first portrait of the clothed writer, that Hugo “was a man
of nudity and not a man of draperies.” The large size
and nakedness of this imposing sculpture still encour-
ages, as it did for Rodin, associations with the ancient
gods.*

Hugo’s head is dramatically changed from the 1883
bust. Rather than being neutral or purely descriptive, the
brow more than the eyes is now the carrier of facial
expression. The head’s inclined position emphasizes the
center of the poet’s existence, his brain, within the form
of the forehead, which has now been drastically
reworked and roughened. It is no longer a quiet frame
for the eyes and lower face. The entire right side of the
forehead has been indented a