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INITKUOUDUCITION

A REPUBLIC OF
TASTE

1. Introductory: the scope of the book

Tuis Book tells a story, and it can be summarised as follows. In the
early decades of the eighteenth century in England, the most
influential attempts to provide the practice of painting with a theory
were those which adopted the terms of value of the discourse we now
describe as civic humanism. The republic of the fine arts was under-
stood to be structured as a political republic; the most dignified func-
tion to which painting could aspire was the promotion of the public
virtues; and the genres of painting were ranked according to their
tendency to promote them. As only the free citizen members of the
political republic could exhibit those virtues, the highest genre,
history-painting, was primarily addressed to them, and it addressed
them rhetorically, as an orator addresses an audience of citizens who
are his equals, and persuades them to act in the interests of the public.

This theory, enunciated by Shaftesbury and, less wholeheartedly
but no less influentially, by Jonathan Richardson, was not so much
challenged as attenuated in the middle decades of the century, by
writers less persuaded than Shaftesbury of the importance of the
distinction between public and private virtue. This development
could be understood by the discourse of civic humanism, in its purest,
severest form, only as evidence of the corruption of the state and the
dissolution of public spirit, for it was related to the belief that in a
complex, modern, commercial society, a society divided by the
division of labour and united only in the pursuit of wealth, the oppor-
tunities for the exercise of public virtue were much diminished,
compared to what they had been in, for example, the republics of
Greece, and the importance of the private virtues, and even of what
civic humanism regarded as private vices, was much increased. In
fact, the mid-century writers on painting and on taste preserve the
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language of civic humanism almost intact: we find the same denunci-
ations of luxury, of selfishness, of those who fail to approach paint-
ing as a liberal art. But the function of painting has become crucially
different: itis now to promote not public, but ‘social’ virtues, whether
public or private.

With the foundation of the Royal Academy, however, in 1768, it
became necessary to insist more firmly on the claim that painting had
a definite public function; for the Academy was a public institution, at
least insofar as its patron was the king; and though George III could
occasionally extend his patronage to individual painters, ‘not as a
King, but as a private Gentleman’, it was well understood that his
task, as a patron of the Royal Academy, was to promote the arts in his
capacity as ‘the head of a great ... nation’. The Academy was ‘an
ornament’ to the ‘greatness’ of Britain; its institution was ‘in the
highest degree interesting, not only to . .. Artists, but to the whole
Nation’. The President of the Academy was chosen for his ‘known
public spirit’, the ‘BopY of ARTISTS” was a public body, its members
were ‘public men’. As such, they had a duty to their country: to
‘prove’ their ‘patriotism’, and to justify the Academy as ‘highly
worthy of the protection of a patriot-king, of a dignified nobility, and
of a wise people’.!

If the Academy was to be represented, and its existence justified,
as a public body, this could be done only by reiterating the claim that
painting was an art whose function was to promote the public inter-
est, and that claim could be made only by reasserting, in the language
of civic humanism, that painting could create or confirm the ‘public
spirit’ in a nation. But the very factors that had led to the attenuation
of that claim in the mid-century made it impossible simply to reaffirm
it now, without qualification or without an attempt to take account of
how modern Britain differed from Periclean Athens, renaissance
Florence, or from the ideal polity imagined by Shaftesbury. It was
therefore necessary to consider how ‘public spirit’ might manifest
itself otherwise than by acts of public virtue; or to ask how, in a nation
where the division of labour had so occluded the perspectives of its
members that none of them, or almost none, could grasp the ‘idea’ of
the public, the art of painting could be used to restore that ided to
them. It was necessary to ask if painting could represent the private
virtues as, after all, public—in such a way as would make it possible
to argue that history-painting was still the most dignified branch of
the art, and dignified because, even when it promoted the private
virtues, it was still promoting the public interest; or to ask whether, if
the civic humanist vision of the public had now entirely faded, paint-
ing might still be understood as capable of representing a ground of
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social affiliation which could substitute for that lost public space. The
chapters that follow, on Reynolds, James Barry, Blake and Fuseli,
and the pages on Haydon in my final chapter, examine how the civic
humanist theory of painting was variously adapted, in answer to such
questions, so as to permit the argument that the art could still perform
a public function in a society in which, according to Fuseli, ‘the
ambition, activity, and spirit of publiclife is shrunk to the minute detail
of domestic arrangements’, and in which ‘every thing that surrounds
us tends to show us in private’.? This introduction examines the civic
humanist theory itself, as it was propounded in the first half of the
century by Shaftesbury, Richardson, and George Turnbull, and the
attenuation of that theory by such writérs as Burke, Alexander
Gerard, and Daniel Webb; and it offers some account of how that
process of attenuation occurred.

2. The discourse of civic humanism

Before we proceed, we shall need some account of the discourse of
civic humanism, and I shall borrow one from J. G. A. Pocock:

Since the revival of the ideal of active citizenship by Florentine
civic humanists, there had been a gathering reemphasis on the
ancient belief that fulfillment of man’s life was to be found in
political association, coupled with an increasing awareness of the
historical fragility of the political forms in which this fulfillment
must be sought. Viriue could only be found in a republic of equal,
active, and independent citizens, and it was a term applied both to
the relations between these citizens and to the healthful condition
of the personality of each one of them; but the republic was pecu-
liarly exposed to corruption—a state of affairs often identified with
the dependence of citizens upon the powerful, instead of upon the
public authority—and the corruption of the republic must entail
the corruption of the individual personality, which could only
flourish when the republic was healthy

This section of my introduction is offered as a comment on that
account, and will attempt to situate it in relation to civic humanist
writings of the early eighteenth century in Britain.

When Pocock writes of the corruption of the ‘individual per-
sonality’, he does not intend to suggest that the discourse of civic
humanism identifies the uncorrupted individual personality as a site
or source of value, or not in such a way as a century and a half of the
use of that phrase in liberal thinking about politics and ethics might
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encourage us to interpret it. For, as he has pointed out, though it is an
essential tenet of civic humanism that ‘the integrity of the polity must
be founded on the integrity of the personality’, that integrity ‘could
be maintained only through devotion to universal, not particular
goods’. An attention to ‘individual personality’, recognised as such
by virtue of its difference from the individual personalities of others,
invites the charge, in civic humanist writings, of ‘singularity’, or
‘caprice’, a wilful refusal, continually or occasionally indulged, to
pursue one’s true nature and identity: which is to be a politikon zoon,
a being formed to live in a city, to live in partnership with others, and
so to regard the fulfillment of personal development as being
achievedonly whenonc hasentirely identified one’s own interests with
those of the public of which one is a member.* The measure by which,
in a civic humanist polity, the personality of an individual is distinc-
tive, is the measure by which he has failed to subordinate his own
interests to, or to identify them with those of his fellow-citizens,
considered in their ideal fulfillment. It is the measure, indeed, of how
much he has still to do, to become truly a citizen.

It follows that the virtue pursued by the citizen of a republic is public
virtue: the private virtues, of which Hume offers as examples
‘prudence, temperance, frugality, industry, assiduity, enterprise,
dexterity’, are those which make men ‘serviceable to themselves, and
enable them to promote their own interest’, but they are not ‘such as
make them perform their part in society’; and, evidently, if a man
pursues those virtues with more zeal than he pursues the public
virtues, he will attract the charge of pursuing his own interest more
zealously than the interests of the public. What, then, are the ‘public
virtues'? James Thomson identifies them as ‘independent life’, ‘integ-
rity in office’, and—supreme over these—‘a passion for the
commonweal’: only on the basis of these, he insists, can a free state
survive. Of these, the first defines the essential qualification for active
citizenship, for participation in the councils of the state, and indepen-
dence was represented and guaranteed either (according to
Machiavelli) by the right of a citizen to *bear arms of his own in the
public cause and at the command of public authority’, or (according
to writers such as Thomson) primarily by the ownership of heritable
property in land, the income from which also guaranteed-to the citi-
zen the leisure necessary for engagement in political life; or by both.
On the first of these qualifications, Pocock comments: ‘equality
among citizens was an equality in arms, and to give up one’s arms to
another was to give up a vital part of one’s capacity for equality,
citizenship, and virtue and to become the dependent of those who
controlled arms and power’; the second, he situates in the context of
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the ideal civic humanist polis as envisaged by James Harrington, one
composed of a free hierarchy of independent property owners,
responsible and therefore fit to have dependents, and ‘those whom
lack of property rendered incapable of independence, and so of
citizenship’.?

The second of Thomson’s public virtues is one which can be exhi-
bited, obviously enough, only by a man who has achieved an elective
office in the polis; who is a ‘public man’ in the narrow sense of being a
‘publicus’, a magistrate, and chosen to be so by virtue of his indepen-
dence and his public spirit. ‘Public spirit’, on the other hand, a
‘passion for the commonweal’, or what Shaftesbury calls ‘Common
Sense’, the ‘Sense of Publick Weal, and of the Common Interest’ ,was a
virtue open to be exhibited by the citizen whether in office or not. It is
the source of the principle of honour among men, which John Brown
defines as ‘the Desire of Fame, or the Applause of Men, directed to
the end of public Happiness’. It is ‘supreme’, because it is the end for
which ‘independent life’ exists, and the source of ‘integrity in office’;
as Shaftesbury explains, it is the term by which we distinguish ‘the
natural Affections, which lead to the Good of THE pUBLICK’, from the
‘Self-affections, which lead only to the Good of THE PRIVATE’. ‘To love
the Publick’, he writes, ‘to study universal Good, and to promote the
Interest of the whole World, as far as lies within our power, is surely
the Height of Goodness, and makes that Temper which we call
Divine.®

The question reasonably occurs, can we really call that temper
‘divine’, when the scriptures take so little account of the public virtues
as defined in the Characteristicks? To this, Shaftesbury offers an
answer intended to secure the position that the pursuit of public
virtue is not only compatible with the doctrine of the scriptures, but is
positively the most virtuous pursuit open to us. The scriptures, he
argues, concentrate on those virtues the exercise of which carries the
promise of a heavenly reward, and they leave ‘Private Friendship,
and Zeal for the Publick, and our Country’ as ‘Virtues purely volun-
tary in a Christian’: for ‘had they been intitled to a share of that
infinite Reward, which Providence has by Revelation assign’d to
other Dutys’, then ‘there wou’d have been no room left for Disin-
terestedness’—for virtue pursued for its own sake, exactly, indeed, as
the public good is pursued by the ideal citizen.’

These remarks by Shaftesbury raise two issues which may seem to
fit awkwardly within the account of public virtue I have so far been
offering. First, surely ‘Private Friendship’, even if it does not seem to
be well-described by placing it among the ‘Self-affections’, still leads

" only to ‘the Good of THE PRIVATE’, and is therefore a private virtue? So



6 The Political Theory of Painting from Reynolds to Hazlit

it may be; but it differs from the private virtues listed by Hume in two
important ways: it is represented by Shaftesbury as being, unlike
them, disinterested; and it is so far from being the same thing, he
explains, as ‘that common Benevolence and Charity which every
Christian is oblig’d to shew towards all Men’, that it is one of the
‘heroick Virtues’. It is found among heroes only, and, in civic
humanist writing, Shaftesbury’s included, a hero is one who does
‘more than merely his duty’ to the public. Private friendship may thus
be a private virtue, but it is the private virtue peculiarly exhibited by
‘the public Soul’ of *Patriots, and of Heroes’.¥

Secondly, Shaftesbury’s account of the divine temper surely ex-
tends far beyond simple patriotism, or simple love of the political
public of which one happens to be a member? So it does: but so far are
true patriotism and the attempt ‘to promote the Interest of the whole
World’ from being incompatible, that they are, within the discourse of
civic humanism, virtually identical. For the true patriot does not seek
to promote the immediate and short term interests of the public in
which he is a citizen: he promotes the interests of that public as it is
composed of men who share a universal human nature, with each
other and with the members of other publics. That universal human
nature finds its fulfillment, as we have seen, in political life, in
membership of ‘a civil STATE or PUBLICK’, where ‘Virtue’ is ‘the Inter-
est of every-one™; and to promote that fulfillment in one’s own
country is to perform an exemplary function for the citizens of all
countries. For that reason, states may even regard themselves as in
competition with other states in the degree to which they enable their
citizens to fulfill their civic destiny, for, when they do so, they are
striving only to be examples of a universal civic virtue to each other.

From all that has been said so far of public virtue, it will be clear
that it is not a mode of virtue open to be exercised by all the inhabit-
ants of a country. If *independent life’ is a qualification for citizen-
ship, and so for the opportunity of exercising ‘integrity in office’, then
whether that independence is based on arms or on land it cannot be
made a qualification that many possess. If the prime object of civic
humanist political theory.is to ensure, as far as possible, the security
and the survival of the state, arms cannot regularly be entrusted to the
majority of its inhabitants, for, as we shall see, the majority have no
‘common sense’, no ‘passion for the commonweal’, and to arm them
would give ‘the power to decide whether the constitution shall stand
or fall’ to those incapable of exercising it responsibly. If indepen-
dence, on the other hand, is seen as primarily guaranteed by the
ownership of land, still an individual would require to own land in
considerable quantity to be truly independent, not only of others but
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of the need to work for a living, and so to have the leisure to occupy
himself in public affairs. For as Aristotle, most fully, had explained,
leisure was needed for the development of civic virtue and for active
participation in politics: a citizen must be released from the menial
occupations of a mechanical or mercantile life; occupations that were
‘illiberal’—unworthy of a free man."

The distinction between the liberal, the free man, and the mech-
anic, was essential to the account of citizenship offered by civic
humanism, as it had been to Aristotle. According to Aristotle, the
condition of the mechanic or artisan made him as unfit for citizenship
as was the slave. Though slaves differed from mechanics, insofar as
slavery was a ‘natural’ state, whereas the mechanic life, a sort of
‘limited slavery’, was ‘unnatural’, both classes of men shared two
related characteristics. To begin with, both were more or less un-
reasonable: slaves could ‘apprehend’ reason but could not ‘possess’
it, while mechanics ‘neither understand reason nor obey it but obey
their instincts only’. Both exist, finally, only for the satisfaction of the
wants of those whom their labour supports, the independent citizens
of a state.!" Second, neither was fit for the practice of virtue: slaves
have no ‘purposive life’, and are capable only of such passive virtues
as fit them to be the ancillaries of those who do; and ‘there is no
element of virtue in any of the occupations in which the multitude of
artisans and market-people and the wage-earning class take part’. In
no polity, therefore, of whatever form, are slaves regarded as citi-
zens; and though in ‘extreme democracies’ mechanics have been
accorded the privileges of citizenship, in the best polities they are
never to be found citizens, for the true citizen is capable of governing,
which mechanics are not."? _

In early eighteenth-century Britain, such arguments as these of
Aristotle (and many of them have their equivalents in Plato and other
classical writers) took on a form which was to be crucial, as we shall
see, for the development of a civic humanist theory of art. Those who
follow a mechanical trade will have three things in common, it was
believed, which will disable them from the pursuit of public virtue. A
man who follows such a trade, it was pointed out, will be following
one, determinate occupation, and will discover an interest in pro-
moting the interests of that occupation, and of his own success in it;
and his concern with what is good for himself, or for one interest-
group, will prevent him from arriving at an understanding of what is
good for man in general, for the public interest, for human nature.
Second, the experience that falls in the way of such a man will be too
narrow to serve as the basis of ideas general enough to be represented
as true for all mankind, or for the interests, even, of his own country.
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Third, because mechanical arts are concerned with things, with
material objects, they do not offer the opportunity for exercising a
generalising rationality: the successful practice of the mechanical arts
requires that material objects be regarded as concrete particulars,
and not in terms of the abstract and formal relations among them. We
can sum up these beliefs by saying that, to the mechanic, the ‘public’
. is invisible; and that is why, for Shaftesbury, the ‘mere Vulgar of
{ Mankind’ cannot act virtuously out of public spirit, but only out of
‘servile Obedience’; and, to ensure that obedience, they ‘often stand
in need of such a rectifying Object as the Gallows before their Eyes’.
The man of independent means, on the other hand, who does not fret
or labour to increase them, will be released from private interest and
from the occlusions of a narrowed and partial experience of the
world, and from an experience of the world as material. He will be
able to see the public, and grasE the public interest, and so will be fit
to participate in government.!

For these reasons, the discourse of civic humanism—at least in its
aristocratic, which is arguably its only form—is concerned with
virtue only insofar as it is public virtue, which is to say, only insofar as
it is the virtue capable of being exercised by a political animal who is
capable not only of being ruled but also of ruling. Civic humanist
considerations of virtue are always directed to the questions of what
factors affect ‘the Duration of the public State’, and, as John Brown
explains, the ‘three leading Circumstances on which the internal
Strength of every Nation most essentially depends’ are ‘the Capacity,
Valour, and Union, of those who lead the People’. For ‘the Manners
and Principles of those who lead, not of those who are led; of those
who govern, not those who are governed; of those who make Laws or
execute them, will ever determine the Strength or Weakness, and
therefore the Continuance or Dissolution, of a State’. The distinction
between those who do, and those who do not, have a claim to be
regarded as citizens of a state, was taken, as Stephen Copley has
written, ‘as a providential fact of nature’—and it continued to be
regarded as natural, long after it was easy to describe slavery, as
Aristotle had described. it, as a ‘natural’ condition.' ‘I’ (simply)
‘happens with Mankind’, wrote Shaftesbury, ‘that whilst some are by
necessity confin’d to Labour, others are provided with abundance of
all things, by the Pains and Labour of Inferiors’; and ‘some men’,
wrote Bolingbroke, ‘are in a particular manner designed to take care

“of that government on which the common happiness depends’ (my
emphasis). "

I have described civic humanism as a discourse, and by that I mean
what is usually now meant by the term: that it ‘defines the subjects it
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will treat in distinctive ways, formulating and giving prominence to
particular problems and effectively excluding others from considera-
tion’; and that, in doing so, it ‘develops a characteristic vocabulary,’

and ‘establishes a particular order of priorities in its discussion and -

implies particular ideological valuations of the subjects it has
defined’.'® And most of all,  mean by that description to call attention
to the fact that, as we shall frequently see in the chapters that follow,
it is a mode of thinking or writing which may co-exist, whether com-
fortably or in conflict, with other discourses within the same text; and
that it is not a static object, but may be modified by the contexts in
which it is discovered, and may modify its vocabulary and its objects
of consideration to some degree, before we may choose to decide that
a new discourse can be identified as having emerged from the matrix
of the old. If my account so far of the discourse of civic humanism has
represented it as a body of doctrine which exists uncontaminated and
self-contained in the texts I have cited, that impression will dis-
appear, I hope, as this introduction proceeds. But it is an impression
deliberately created, for if we seek to consider the progeny, the
mutations, the transformations of a discourse, and its relations with
other discourses, we seem to need to begin by picturing it as exactly
the ‘static object’ which, in the texts we examine, we will find it never
to be.

I make this point particularly to enable me to comment on my
earlier suggestion, that the aristocratic form of the discourse we have
been examining was ‘arguably its only form’. Stephen Copley, among
other intellectual historians, has recently claimed that:

From early on in the century, an alternative version of the
humanist tradition is developed by advocates of the newly
emergent bourgeois society. In the works of Defoe, Addison,
Steele and their contemporaries the value of an aristocratic govern-
ing €lite in society remains unquestioned, but traditional
humanism is redefined to accommodate commerce in its vocabu-
lary of civic virtues, and the definition of the establishment is
widened to celebrate the place and values of the middle class
citizen. "

It would be a lengthy exercise to discuss whether this ‘bourgeois’ form
of civic humanism can be regarded as a form of it at all, if commerce
and the private virtues of ‘the middle class citizen’ are included
among its objects of approbation. It will be exactly by their inclusion,
of course, that the ‘traditional’ humanism of Shaftesbury and others
will be attenuated, in the middle and late eighteenth century, until it
is made to seem too obviously obsolete to account for the social and

-
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economic practices of « modern commercial nation. There is never-
theless a good deal of point in Copley’s remark, for in the writings of
the authors he mentions, these new objects of approbation appear to
co-exist comfortably enough with the vocabulary which had been
developed in order to represent them as concerns not worth much
attention from the citizen. It is the achievement, perhaps of Steele in
particular, that he implants within the matrix of civic humanism the
embryo of a discourse which will eventually develop into a matricide,
but which, until it does, will derive many advantages from its associ-
ation with the virtues of its surrogate mother. As we come now to
consider the theory of painting which is a part of the discourse we
have been considering, we will find occasion to notice both the ‘tradi-
tional’ form of civic humanism, and something which, until it grows
larger and more threatening, may plausibly be described as its ‘alter-
native’ form, in the writings of Shaftesbury on the one hand, and of
Richardson on the other.

3- The civic humanist theory of painting

We have seen that civic humanist considerations of virtue are
directed towards describing and recommending those virtues which
will preserve a civil state, a public, from corruption. The nature of the
corruption that may infect the body of the public we shall soon con-
sider; for the moment, we should notice that civic humanist accounts
of the theory of painting are directed towards the same end. Prince
Hoare, one of the last writers on painting in Britain to use the vocabu-
lary of civic humanism almost undiluted, was still asserting at the end
of the first decade of the nineteenth century that ‘the higher the state
of public taste and public virtue can be raised in any nation, and the
longer that state can be maintained, the higher and longer will be the
glory and pre-eminence, nay, perhaps the safety and existence of the

. nation.” So obvious does this truth seem to him, as do the connection
- between ‘public taste’ and “public virtue’, and the consequent truth
 thatitis the function of painting to instruct us in public virtue, that he

claims his assertion is ‘superfluous’: ‘these are truths which' all
acknowledge abstractedly’, he writes, and it is only ‘the attempts at
realising them practically’ which form the ‘points of difference in
opinion’.'

- There may have been a good deal more hope than conviction in
Hoare’s claim that the connection between public taste and public
virtue was, by 1810, a connection universally acknowledged; or if it
was, that may have been because, as we shall see at the end of this
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introduction, the meaning of the word ‘public’ was more capacious
when Hoare was writing than it had been to Shaftesbury a century
carlier, and a universal agreement on the truth of Hoare’s claim may
not have involved a universal agreement as to its import. George
Turnbull, writing in 1740, could have anticipated a rather less ambig-
uous assent to the summary he offered of Shaftesbury’s account of the
moral purpose of painting. *The liberal Arts and Sciences’, he writes,

have but one common enemy, Luxury, or a false Taste of Pleasure;
and to guard, defend, and fortify against the Disorder and Ruin
which that introduces into the Mind, and brings upon Society,
ought to be the main Design of Education: Which can only be
done, by establishing early, in the tender, docile Mind, a just
Notion of Pleasure, Beauty, and Truth, the generous Love of pub-
lick Good, and a right Taste of Life, and of all the Arts which add to
the Happiness or Ornament of human Society. Thus alone can the
Youth be qualify’d for publick Service, and for delighting in it; and
thus only can they learn at the same time how to recreate them-
selves at hours of leisure, in a manly virtuous way, or without
making one step towards Vice.

The liberal arts, by this account, guard the mind, and therefore
society, against corruption, by teaching us a ‘generous love of the
publick Good’; and, as Turnbull elsewhere explains, whatever else
they teach—"‘a just Notion of Pleasure, Beauty, and Truth’, and ‘a
right Taste of Life'—is also conducive to *the Good of Mankind’, so
that the study of the liberal arts is the study of public virtue." And
because this is the case, an education in the liberal arts is of use to
those who may hope or expect to make a career in ‘publick Service’: it
is the virtue of the free—in the sense of ‘independent’—man, of the
liberal man, the citizen, that is learned from the ‘liberal’ arts. This
scems to be not just their primary but their exclusive function: like
Shaftesbury and Brown, Turnbull has no doubt that itison the virtues
of such men that the safety of the state ultimately depends, and he
shows no interest in the virtues of anyone else, and no sign that he be-
licves anyone clse to be capable of active virtue.

The passages I have just been considering will make it clear, 1
hope, that when [ speak of a civic humanist theory of art, 1 am not
speaking of a theory which simply borrows its terms of value from
civic humanist writings on politics and morality. In early eighteenth-
century Britain, as Pocock has pointed out, ‘the dominant paradigm
for the individual inhabiting the world of value was that of civic man’,
and the dominant language of value was a civic language.” It was cer-
tainly possible to employ this language in contexts which demanded
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no particular reflection on the naturce of the values it embodied—to
use it, I mean, with no evident attention to the model of political life
to which, in writers such as Shaftesbury, James Thomson, Bol-
ingbroke and John Brown, it explicitly referred. But the values of
civic humanism are not thus simply deposited as ideology in writings
on the theory of art, except insofar as the objects and limits of any
discourse are ideologically determined; its language is not adopted as
a general language of approbation and disapprobation whose specific
political reference is apparently unnoticed or left implicit, as it some-
times is in the literary criticism of eighteenth-century Britain; and this
is so perhaps mainly because all writers on painting in Britain were
obliged to address an issuc which literary criticism was not obliged to
address, and which made the particularly civic nature of the value-
language of criticism, which might elsewhere have remained implicit,
unambiguously apparent. This issue was whether painting, which, in
common with the mechanical arts, was employed in converting the

; materials of nature into material artefacts, was truly a liberal art, and

worth the attention of the gentleman-citizen whose attention it must
solicit if its higher branches, at least, were to survive. When Joseph
Weston remarked of the poetry of Pope, that it was ‘more elaborately
correct and more mechanically regular’, ‘more delicately polished
and more systematically dignified’ than Dryden’s,?" it is not clear that
he intends by the use of that adverb *mechanically’, to accuse Pope of
more than a certain laboured over-attention to technique. The same
word used of a painter would have been unambiguous: it would have
condemned the painter for adegree of over-attention that marked him
as @ mechanic, not as a citizen in the republic of the fine arts, and as
one whose productions were not worth the attention of the citizens of
the republic of taste, whose claim to citizenship was defined in more
or less the same terms as defined their claim to citizenship in ‘a civil
STATE OT PUBLICK’.

My point is that the civic origins of the value-language of literary
criticism were not always displayed, and not that they never were, for
those origins could always be indicated by reference, for example, to
the ‘republic of letters’, the state-within-a-state on the model of
which the republic of the fine arts, and a republic of taste; were

“imagined. As the civil state was divided, according to Brown,

between ‘those who flead’, and ‘those who are led’, or, according to
Burke, between those ‘formed to be instruments’ and those formed
to be ‘controls’, so in the ‘Commonwealth of Letters’, some are
‘Controulers’ and some controlled, and the words that distinguish the
two orders are invariably ‘liberal’ and ‘mechanic’. According to
Lanzi, writing under the patronage of the Grand Duke of Florence,
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the social structure of the republic of the fine arts, in
which painters aspired to be citizens, was more complex than this: it
contained ‘the senate’, ‘the equestrian order’, ‘the class of medio-
crity’, and the ‘vulgar herd’; but, unsurprisingly, British writers are
content with a simplér division, between liberal citizens and un-
enfranchised mechanics, both in the republic of the fine arts, and in
the republic of taste, where the consumers of the arts were imagined
to be gathercd.* The structure of this republic is made clear by
Burke, among numerous others, in his adaptation of Pliny’s anecdote
of the shoemaker who correctly criticised the representation of a
sandal by Apclles, and the next day presumed to criticise also the
anatomy of a lcg.23 In Burke’s version, it is an anatomist who offers
this second criticism: and though both men are right in their judg-
ments, which are made with the authority of their occupational
knowledge and directed towards the mere ‘representation of sensible
objects’, Burke makes it clear that they are disqualified, by virtue of
that very knowledge, to comment on the higher objects of art, ‘the
manners, the characters, the actions, and designs of men, their rela-
tions, their virtues and vices’. These ‘come within the province of the

' judgment’, and judgment is a faculty possessed only by those who

have studied in ‘the schools of philosophy and the world’,; and who
therefore have a ‘skill in manners, and in the observances of time and
place, and of decency in general’. *Taste by way of distinction’ con-
sists in ‘a more refined judgment’ than can be acquired by those who
practice a particular trade, and whose narrow interests afford them
no general view of ‘the world’. The ‘controulers’, the citizens of the
republic of taste, are gentlemen.™

4. The qualification for citizenship in the republic of taste

The suggestion that painting was not an art worthy of a free citizen
had been made most authoritatively by Plato, who had argued that
painting imitated the mere appearance of particular material objects;
that in doing so it was ‘far removed from truth . . . and associates with
the partin us that is remote from intelligence’, and that therefore the
painter as well as the poet was rightly to be excluded from the
properly run state, ‘because he stimulates and fosters’ the lower
elements in the mind, and by strengthening them ‘tends to destroy the
rational part, just as when in a state one puts bad men in power and
turns the city over to them and ruins the better sort’.?’ The refutation
of Plato’s arguments was already a routine exercise by the early
eighteenth century, and one designed to reveal that painting

-
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respected the order of values by which the intellect, like the ‘better
elements’ in a state, was maintained in a position of dignity above the
lower elements in the mind and society alike, and that, therefore, the
republic of taste did not threaten to invert the social distinctions
essential to the proper running of a state, but confirmed those
distinctions by replicating them in itself.

The first step was to assert that Plato’s objections apply only to the
abuse of painting, and not to its proper and moral use: though paint-
ing was indeed an imitative art, committed still more evidently than
poetry to material representations of an apparently material reality,
its true function was to represent, not the accidental and irrational
appearances of objects, but the ideal, the substantial forms of things.
Painting was thus a liberal art insofar as it was an intellectual activity,
disinterested, concerned with objects which, because ideat, could not
be possessed; it was an abuse of painting to practise it in pursuit of
objects which, because actual, particular, material, could be made
the objects of possession and consumption, and thus appealed to our
baser, sensual nature. If it could be established that the materials of
nature could be used to represent its ideal forms, and that it could
‘address the imagination’ in spite of the fact that it ‘is applied to . . . a
lower faculty of the mind, which approaches nearer tosensuality’, then
it could be freely acknowledged that, when painting departed from its
idealising function, to represent mere appearance and the merely
particular, it did indeed become the merely imitative art, ‘the poor
child of poor parents’ that Plato had described it as. It became, in
short, a manual, not an intellectual activity; not a liberal but a
‘'servile” art, the art produced by a class of men who, because they
perform ‘bodily labour’, are ‘totally void of taste’, ‘incapable of
thinking’, unable to arrive at ideal conceptions of things, and so who
hardly deserve ‘to be called men’.*

Versions of this argument against Plato were common, of course,
among French and German writers of the late seventeenth and
eighteenth centuries, writers who were by no means wholly committed
to the civic humanist theory of art I am describing.?” I shall attempt,
laterin thisintroduction, to disentangle the civic humanist tradition in
Britain from the schools of French criticism from which it
borrowed, as well as from the writings of Winckelmann and Anton
Raffael Mengs; but for the moment it will be helpful to borrow from
Mengs his unusually comprehensive remarks on the distinction
between painting conducted as a liberal, or as a servile (or mechanic)
art, which are presented in terms almost entirely congenial to the
civic humanist tradition. According to Mengs, painting is ‘a liberal
Art composed equally of mechanism and ofscl'irlc‘e’, so that, if those
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who pay most attention to the ‘mechanism’ of the art become ‘low
imitators of Nature’, and address a ‘propensity’ for ‘material things
which fall under the senses’, those who, in pursuit of the ideal, neglect
that mechanism, ‘will never produce more than sketches’. Neverthe-
less, argues Mengs, ‘theé ideal ... is as much more noble than the
mechanical part, as the soul is superior to the body’: the argument
seems to be based on the notion that mechanics, qua mechanics, have
no souls, and that notion is spelled out, perhaps, when Mengs states
that painting was degraded in imperial Rome by being consigned to
the hands of ‘miserable ... slaves, incapable of thinking’.?8

A rational soul is essential to the right use of art, and so to the
liberal artist, and for three reasons in particular. First, no art can be
called liberal if it is not ‘directed by a good theory’, and though
painting has such a theory, it cannot be understood by artists whose
cxclusive concern with mechanism is evidence of their inability to
think. Second, ‘afree man with inclination does all that he can, more or
less according to his capacity’, but ‘a slave does only that which he is
commanded to do, and his natural will is destroyed, by the violence
it causes to obey’; so that the slave who is subject, either to an
external power or to the promptings of his own sensual appetite for
material things, cannot be a free man and cannot, therefore, practise
painting as a liberal art. Third, a free man, independent both of
external power and the promptings of appetite, will be able to follow
the dictates of his ‘generous soul’, and produce works which promote

the public interest; the ‘pusillanimous’ and servile artist, on the other

hand, will ‘aspire to nothing but interest’—to nothing, that is, but the
pursuit of his own interest, a pursuit which aims only at the acquisi-
tion of the material objects of sensual gratification.?

It is for these and other reasons that the words ‘mechanical’ and
‘servile’ carry so heavy a charge in eighteenth-century writings on art.
‘Mechanical’ continually occurs in contexts which are concerned with
the process by which the theory of painting is reduced to a rule of
thumb, a practical method, a receipt, and always with the sense that it
is the nature of a mechanic to be able to obey the rules of art, but not
to grasp the principles by which they are constituted. Thus Reynolds,

- for example, distinguishes between painting pursued as a ‘liberal

profession’ and as a ‘mechanical trade’: as the former, ‘it works under
the direction of principle’; as the latter, it is carried on by men of
‘narrow comprehension and mechanical performance’, in obedience
to ‘vulgar and trite rules’. ‘Servile’ occurs continually in contexts

' concerned with ‘mere’ imitation: whether with the ‘servile’ copying of

the great masters out of a humble deference to their authority, or with
the servile imitation of ‘common nature’, through an inability to grasp
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ideal or abstract form. In the first case, explains Daniel Webb, an
artist becomes ‘a slave to some favourite manner’; in the second,
those whose ‘chief merit is in the mechanic’ become ‘servile copiers of
the works of nature’ ¥

Plato’s objections could be met also by appeals to classical
authority: that of Plato himself, where he appears to adopt a more
generous attitude to the fine arts, or of Aristotle, especially where he
includes the art of design among the proper elements of a civic edu-
cation. But the most popular appeal, by which painting could be
established as a liberal profession, was to Pliny’s remark that painting
*has always consistently had the honour of being practised by people
of free birth, and later on by persons of station, it having been always
forbidden that slaves should be instructed in it’. This passage had
been borrowed by Alberti, with the comment that ‘the art of painting
has always been most worthy of liberal and noble minds’; it was
repeated by Vasari; and it probably entered the English tradition of
writing about art with Junius’s translation of his own De Pictura
Veterum in_1638.%' The remark was repeated by Aglionby in 1685,
and thereafter it became a commonplace in English art theory.*? It is
used most evidently in relation to Plato’s worries about the political
effects of painting by Webb, who writes that: “The Athenians passed a

law, that none who were not of a liberal birth, should practise in this-

art: They could not better show the sense they had of its power than in
the care they took of its direction. They knew the dominion it had
over our passions, and hence were careful to lodge it in the safest
hands.” The edict against slaves practising painting can still be found
as a justification of the liberal status of the art in the early years of the
nineteenth century—until Haydon, lecturing in 1835, and appro-
priately enough at a Mechanics’ Institution, announced that ‘one of
the most absurd laws in Athens, was the prohibiting the exercise of
the fine arts to any but free-born men’.®

By these various arguments, most if not all of them borrowed, and
by a.continual insistence, which we will have occasion to consider
elsewhere,™ of the vast learning necessary to the painter of history,
the first task in the attempt to establish a civic humanist theory of art
in Britain was performed: properly pursued, painting did ‘not

threaten the good order of the mind or of the state, but rather con-

firmed the grounds of the distinction, between reason and the senses,
the franchised and the unenfranchised, on which good order was
based. Itwasthuspossibletorefute that‘ Notion ofPainters’aslittle bet-
ter than“Joyners and Carpenters, or any other Mechanick’, and to *do
Justice’ to painting ‘as a Liberal Art’; to claim that painting was a part
of *Liberall-Learning’, and so did not ‘misbeseem the quality of a
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Gentleman’, and that it was possible for ‘gentlemen’ to ‘rise to an
unprejudiced and liberal contemplation of true beauty’ in the works
of painters. It could be asserted by Shaftesbury, for example, that
‘the TastE of Beauty’, in the contemplation of painting and in the
other experiences of life, ‘perfects the Character of the GENTLEMAN’;
or by Richardson, writing as ‘a Painter, and a Gentleman’, and
addressing himself ‘chiefly’ to other gentlemen, that painting, too, is
addressed to gentlemen, and not to ‘the Vulgar’. %

If those concerned to assert so strenuously and so repeatedly that
painting was a liberal art could often speak with one voice, however,
they were not always quite of one mind. The apparent agreement
between Shaftesbury and Richardson, in particular, conceals a
difference between them which—and especially when taken along
with other differences—can be understood in terms of Copley’s
distinction between ‘traditional’ humanism and its alternative, ‘bour-
geois’ form.* What is at stake is the definition of a liberal, a free man,
a gentleman. For Shaftesbury, ‘real fine Gentlemen’, the ‘Lovers of
Art and Ingenuity’, are

such as have seen the World, and inform’d themselves of the Man-
ners and Customs of the several Nations of EUROPE, search’d into
their Antiquitys and Records; consider’d their Police, Laws and
Constitutions; observ’'d the Situation, Strength, and Ornaments of
their Citys, their principal Arts, Studys and Amusements; their
Architecture, Sculpture, Painting, Musick, and their Taste in
Poetry, Learning, Language, and Conversation .y’

To this identity, the leisure derived from a substantial unearned
income is indispensable; and by virtue of this same independence the
gentleman is always imagined to be a free citizen in a free polity,
participating in the political life of the state, or at least in a position to
do so if the circumstances should require it of him.

For Richardson, as for Steele or Defoe, a man may be a gentleman
without being a man of leisure: thus, though only those gentlemen
‘who have Leisure’ may Bécome connoisseurs, he acknowledges the
existence of other gentlemen whose circumstances do not permit
them to take a profound interest in painting.® And thus, as far as
Richardson is concerned, a painter such as himself—and one,
indeed, who follows the most commercial branch of the art, por-
traiture—may be a gentleman, whereas for Shaftesbury most por-
trait painters were ‘mere mechanics’—Sir Godfrey Kneller, he
considered, had not deserved the ‘gentility’ conferred on him by his
knighthood. The genius even of ‘capable’ artists was ‘checked and
spoilt’” by the genre; and only sometimes does Shaftesbury seem
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willing to admit that those who practise in the highest genre were
liberal artists. Painting, he claims (though not altogether seriously)
was ‘a vulgar science’; and though, as we shall see, he believed that in
a free polity an artist himself is a ‘freeman’, he still regarded contem-
porary artists, perhaps without exception, as ‘mere mechanics’,
whatever genre they worked in. When Shaftesbury required a paint-
ing to be produced which would exemplify his theory of painting, he
felt himself obliged to invent and compose the picture himself,
engaging a ‘workman’ for its mere execution, for the merely manual
part of the task, by whose *hand’ Shaftesbury brought his invention
‘into practice’.® Richardson, on the other hand, is adamant that if it
was not ‘unworthy of a Gentleman’ to be ‘Master of the Theory of
Painting’, then he could hardly forfeit his gentlemanly character if he
was capable ‘of Making, as well as of Judging, of a Picture’; for

Those Employments are Servile, and Mechanical, in which Bodily
Strength, or Ability, is Only, or Chiefly required, and that because
in such cases the Man approaches more to the Brute, or has fewer
of those Qualities that exalt Mankind above other Animals; but
this Consideration turns to the Painter’s Advantage: Here is
indeed a sort of Labour, but what is purely Humane, and for the
Conduct of which the greatest Force of Mind is necessary.”

5. Painting and public virtue

As we have seen, the civic humanist theory of painting distinguishes
the liberal man from the mechanic in terms which emphasise that its
value-language is a political language: the ‘liberal’ man is an enfran-
chised citizen, a participating member of a civil state or public. The
highest genre of painting, according to this theory, is heroic history-
painting, for this of all genres is best able to represent man according
to his true nature and end, which is to be so entirely a citizen that he
pursues no interest which is not the interest of the public. Itis because
the ‘heroic kind’ addresses itself primarily, if not exclusively, to a
public of free citizens that its primary function is—as Turnbull and
Hoare have already suggested to us—to teach public virtue, the
virtue necessary to the full realisation of this civic identity. Precisely
to whom, however, among the class of those capable of practising the
public virtues, heroic painting addressed itself, was a question that
admitted of different answers. The aristocratic Shaftesbury con-
ceived of his invention, The Judgment of Hercules, as ‘a piece of
furniture’ which:
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might well fit the gallery, or hall of exercises, where our young
Princes should learn their usual lessons. And so to see virtue in this
garb and action, might perhaps be no slight memorandum here-
after to a royal youth, who should onc day come to undergo this
trial himself; on which his own happiness, as well as the fate of
Europe and of the world, would in so great a measure depend.

On this occasion, at least, Shaftesbury seems to have thought of
heroic painting, as Rapin and Dryden thought of epic poetry, as ‘a
kind of conduct-book for rulers’. George Turnbull was probably
more typical, not only of the civic humanist theory of art in general,
but also of Shaftesbury’s more usual beliefs, in thinking of the genre
as an appropriate ingredient in the education of ‘Youth’ likely to
enter the ‘publick Service’, of ‘Gentlemen, whose high Birth and
Fortune call them to the most Important of all Studies; that, of Men,
Manners and Things, or Virtue and publick Good’.*!

The rules for the painting of history were closely modelled on the
rules for the writing of epic:* heroic history-painting, indeed, was
often described as ‘epic’ painting, though later in the century the term
came to be applied to a particular branch of the genre; and those
writers on painting who adhered to the civic humanist theory of
painting in its ‘traditional’ form would certainly have been willing to
define the function of heroic painting in the terms in which John
Dennis, transposing Le Bossu’s theory of epic into the language of
civic humanism, had defined the function of epic—though they
might not have endorsed the tone of that transposition.* For Dennis,
this function was ‘to encourage publick Virtue and publick Spirit’; to
this end the hero of epic was to be a man of public virtue; and because
the dignity of epic did not allow it to be concerned with anything but
the public character of its hero, the epic poet should not suggest that
this character was either compromised by the private vices he might
happen to indulge, or further dignified by the private virtues he ex-
hibited. As far as the former were concerned, ‘publick Virtue makes
Compensation for all Faults but Crimes, and he who has this publick
Virtue is not capable of Crimes’; and, as for the latter, ‘the Virtues of
Patience and long Suffering’, writes Dennis, with a sneer at the advo-
cates of passive obedience, may be left to be ‘taught by Priests’, who
‘will not fail to inculcate such Doctrines frequently, as being at once
consistent with their Duty and their Craft’, and so with their ‘Design
to enslave’ the people of Britain. Just as infallibly, priests will leave it
to the poet to ‘recommend publick Virtue and publick Spirit’.** Paint-
ing could promote public virtue, it was believed, by the representa-
tion of the ‘great Actions’ performed by public heroes, and also
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(according to some writers) by portraits of the heroes themselves.
Such images would preserve the memory of heroes and their actions,
and would ‘inflame’ the spectator, as, according to Dennis, they
inflamed the reader of epic, ‘with the love of his Country, and with a
burning Zeal to imitate what he admires’. This belief in the exem-
plary value of heroic images is so universal that it is hardly necessary
to instantiate it with quotations: it is summed up most effectively,
perhaps, by James Harris, though in this apostrophe he is addressing
‘Art’ in general:

thou art enabled to exhibit to mankind the admired tribe of poets
and of orators; the sacred train of patriots and of heroes; the god-
like list of philosophers and legislators; the forms of virtuous and
equal polities, where private welfare is made the same with public;
where crowds themselves prove disinterested and brave, and virtue
is made a national and popular characteristic.

‘Equal polities’, ‘disinterested crowds’, ‘popular virtue’: we should
not be misled by such phrases into believing that Harris imagines that
art should depict the ideal republic as one governed by the repre-
sentatives of a popular majority, chosen by universal suffrage. The
‘crowds’ here—if Harris is being consistent with his usual beliefs—
are crowds of enfranchised citizens, not the mob of ignorant mechan-
ics, the ‘mere Vulgar of Mankind’.

On the question, however, of the representation of exemplary
virtue, as on many of the questions we have to consider, Jonathan
Richardson is not wholly of one mind with the proponents of the
‘traditional’ form of the civic humanist theory of painting. What is at
issue between Richardson and, say, Shaftesbury and Turnbull, is not
whether art should offer instruction in public virtue, so much as how
public virtue should be defined. In his account of the ideal exemplar
of public virtue whom it was the duty of the painter to represent,
Richardson departs considerably from Dennis’s account of the epic
hero, and from Shaftesbury’s account of Hercules in the heroic paint-
ing he had invented. According to Richardson, the painter who seeks
to depict exemplary virtue should show us ‘A Brave Man, and one
Honestly, and Wisely pursuing his Own Interest, in Conjunction with
that of his Countrey’. This formulation is in line with Richardson’s
attempt to extend the definition of a gentleman to those men of
liberal education who pursued private careers and did not aspire to
Ppublic service, and the formation is made precisely to deny that such
private men, if honest and wise, were not also servants of the public,
It thus allows Richardson himself to continue in his lucrative trade as
a ‘face-painter’ while claiming to be also a man of public spirit, and it
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has the more general convenience of enabling a compromise between
the civic virtues of ‘traditional’ humanism and the mercantile virtues
of its alternative, ‘bourgeois’ form. For Richardson, there was no
necessary contradiction between the pursuit of the interest of the
public and the pursuit of one’s own; and the same willipgness to
represent public and private virtue as compatible, or even, in certain
circumstances, identical, is evident in the reassurance he offers to
connoisseurs, that their love of painting is evidence at once of their
patriotism, and their prudence: the pictures they buy will help with
the ‘Reformation of our Manners’, and the ‘Money laid out’ on them
‘may turn to Better Account’ than almost any other kind of
investment.*

There is similarly no contradiction for Richardson between the
claims that painting will promote the spiritual health of the nation and
also its economic wealth, for each of those will promote the other: the
reformation of manners, and particularly the cultivation of the pri-
vate virtues—though by this argument those virtues are also ‘public’,
of course—will enrich the individuals in a nation, which is the same
thing as enriching the nation as a whole. To this end, he points out
that painting, considered as a manufacture, has an advantage over all
other manufactures, compared in terms of the difference in value
between the original raw materials and the finished,product. Con-
siderations such as these do find a place in the writings of more
traditional humanists—it is often claimed, as Richardson also
claims, that good design in painting will have a spin-off effect in the
improvement of manufacturing design.*’ But the fear of appearing
too concerned with the pursuit of luxury, the chief enemy of civic
virtue and so of the stability of the civil state, usually confines such
suggestions to subordinate clauses and to parentheses, and they are
made almost apologetically. Richardson, with the robustness of
Defoe, makes them central to his version of how painting can pro-
mote the public interest.

Richardson departs from the traditional form of civic humanist
theories of painting in his attitude, also, to religious paintings. The
questions of whether artists should depict scenes from the scriptures,
and whether images of such scencs should be displayed in churches,
was a complex and even an embarrassing one for the most ardent
proponents of a painting devoted to the promotion of public virtue,
and for several reasons. The display of religious paintings in churches
was regarded with suspicion on the grounds that it was one of the
ways by which the Romish church encouraged superstition, and so
exercised a kind of intellectual and social control abhorrent to the
citizens of a free state and the members of a reformed church;* and
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this suspicion often secms to mask another to which it is closely
related: that such images tended to celebrate the private and passive
virtues encouraged by Christianity, as opposed to the active public
virtues—though no writer on painting acknowledges this anxiety
with the candour of John Dennis, writing on the difference between
the values of epic and of “priestcraft’. On the other hand, no theory of
painting could take itself seriously which did not acknowledge the
great Italian painters of religious subjects, and principally Raphael,
as the models of the rules and the practice of painting, however much
it could be claimed that these artists were themselves pale shadows of
the great painters of the Greek republics, who were free citizens and
free to celebrate their freedom in their work, while the Italians were
forced to paint *as the priests commanded’ and as ‘popes enjoined’.
By and large, the Italians were admired insofar as it was imagined
that they eluded the dictates of their church, to paint images which
exalted the ‘vile shrivelling passion’ of ‘beggarly modern devotion’,
and idealised their figures as the Greeks had done. Insofar as they
succeeded in this, their paintings gave an intimation of the eternal
forms which, otherwise hidden in a platonic heaven which was
adopted as a Christian heaven also, were made available as a new
source of rational, natural revelation of the ‘Beauties of the Works of
the great Author of Nature’.

The discourse of civic humanism was not opposed, of course, to
intellectual and social control when it was directed against the
potential enemies of the freedom of the citizen and the institutions of
a free state—the mob of mechanics; and the usual solution to the
problem of whether images of scriptural scenes should be encour-
aged, and whether they should be (in spite of the hostility of the
Church of England) displayed in churches, was that they should be,
because they would be of value in reforming the manners of the
people at large, to whom they would teach lessons of faith and prac-
tical piety. The liberal man, however, at lcast in the carly decades of
the century, is treated as if in no need of such lessons in piety, and, as
far as lessons in faith were concerned, they could best be drawn from
images of ideal form, which could as well be represented in heroic as
in religious subjects. Richardson often scems to endorse these views:
he sees the value of displaying images of scriptural scenes in churches
chiefly in terms of their power to ‘improve’ the ‘people’, who, ‘being
now so well Instructed’ by the Church of England ‘as to be out of
Danger of Superstitious Abuses,’ will be ‘more Sensibly affected than
they can possibly be without This Efficacious means of Improvement,
and Edification.” The power of religious paintings to improve the
gentleman-connoisseur, on the other hand, is described as largely a
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function of the degree to which the ‘Ideas’ of nature they offer are
‘Rais’d’, and so enable the connoisseur ‘to get Noble Ideas of the

Supreme Being’.*

But Richardson’s extension of the definition of the gentleman to
include some, at least, of those who, in their daily lives, foqnd more
use for the private than for the public virtues, and for'practncal piety
in particular, leads him to claim, as Steele also claimed, that the
connoisseur, as well as the people, could draw direct moral lessons
from religious paintings, by which means ‘we are not only ... In-
structed in what we are to Believe, and Practise; but our Devotion is
inflamed, and whatever may have happened to the contrary‘it.may e
also be Rectify’d’. Paintings of ‘the good Things of Re'll‘glor_l’, are
‘useful to Improve and Instruct us’ as ‘a Book of . .. vanmtyv is’; so
that a connoisseur, who has access to the lessons offered by paintings
as well as by books, will have, not only ‘nobler Ideas, more Love to
his Country’, and ‘more moral Virtue’, bug also ‘more Falth, more
Piety and Devotion’, than another not so instructed. He will be ‘a
more ingenious, and a Better Man’. According to Steele', indeed, a
less ambivalent proponent of ‘bourgeois humamsm" t_han
Richardson, paintings of religious subjects are the only paintings
which will form a ‘better man’.”’

6. The rhetorical aesthetic

If painting, or if the worthiest branch of it, the heroic kind, addressed
the spectator as the active citizen of a ‘civil State or Public’, and
attempted not only to instruct him in the virtues necessary to thqt
identity, but to ‘inflame’, to persuade him to exercise them, then it
followed for traditional humanists among writers on painting that it
must address him rhetorically. Rhetoric, according to Longinus—as
here paraphrased by Hugh Blair—was an art pecp]iar!y fm_md among
free men: ‘Liberty ... is the nurse of true genius: it animates the
spirit, and invigorates the hopes of men; excites honourable emul-
ation, and a desire of excelling in every art. All other qualifications
... you may find among those who are deprived of liberty; but never
did a slave become an orator.” Rhetoric—I mean political, as
opposed to ecclesiastical, or judicial rhetoric—_was the most appro-
priate model for explaining how it was that herong painting addres_sed
us, because, according to Blair, it proposes as its end ‘s.ome. point,
most commonly of public utility or good, in favour of which’ it seeks
‘to determine the hearers’. It was, in short, ‘concerned with per-
suading men to act, to decide, to approve; it was intellect in action
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and in society, presupposing always the presence of other men to
whom the intellect was addressing itself"; and presupposing also that
those others were such men as were able to act, decide, and
approve—were free citizens.

The comparison between rhetoric and painting had been made by
Quintilian and by Cicero; for Alberti, the most important task of
painting was to ‘move the soul’, and he advised painters to get to
know orators as well as poets if they wished to advance in their art,
The analogy is well established in England by the early eighteenth
century: The Judgment of Hercules, for example, was, as we shall
shortly see, conceived at once as an exhibition of the powers of
rhetoric, and as a work which exercised those powers on the
spectator. Turnbull defines painting as ‘one of the instructing or
moving Arts’; it was, like ‘oratory’, an art concerned with ‘illus-
trating, embellishing, and impressing Truths’. There was, of course,
an important distinction to be made between rhetoric and painting, in
that the former was ‘invariably and necessarily immersed in par-
ticular situations, particular decisions, and particular relationships’;
it was always a call to the performance of some particular action in
pursuit of some particular ‘point ... of public utility or good’;
whereas painting was concerned rather to ‘inflame’ us with a general
zeal to emulate the particular actions of heroes, should the occasion
arise—it is in these terms that Shaftesbury and Turnbull conceive of
heroic painting as of particular value in the education of youth.** This
distinction was acknowledged implicitly, rather than openly recog-
nised, by writers who believed that painting functioned by means of
what I shall call a rhetorical aesthetic; it was acknowledged, in short,
by the space accorded to painting in the imagined life of the citizen.
For painting was there treated as the private recreation of a public
man, indulged when public duties permitted, but properly a prepara-
tion for the resumption of those duties, or the exemplary study of a
man who had earned the right to retire from them.>

As Kames points out in relation to epic poetry, it was essential to an
art which attempted to communicate rhetorically, that it should make
us believe in the reality of the objects it represented—that it should
be an art of illusion. *If dnce we began to doubt’ the ‘reality’ of an
object or an incident, then ‘farewell relish and concern’. He argues
against the introduction of machinery, of ‘imaginary beings’ into
epic, on the grounds that “fictions of that nature may amuse by their
novelty and singularity; but they never move the sympathetic
passions, because they cannot impose on the mind any perception of
reality’ (my emphasis). From Aglionby onwards, those who argue for
the rhetorical function of painting insist on the necessity of illusion.
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Painting, explains Aglionby, ‘by a strange sort of Inchantment, makes
the little Cloth and Colours show Living Figures, that upon a flat
Superficies seem Round, and deceives the Eye into a Belief of Solids,
while there is nothing but Lights and Shadows there’. Dryden quotes
Philostratus to the effect that painting must deceive the eye and the
mind; and Shaftesbury argues that the ‘pleasing illusion or deceit’ ofa
painting makes the ‘sole use and beauty of the spectacle’. Daniel
Webb argues that the best paintings stand ‘in the place of the t_hmgs
which they represent’, by ‘imposing’ on our senses; and even in the
ecarly nineteenth century—by which time, as we shall see, the
influence of Reynolds in particular had almost banished the vocabu-
lary of deceit and illusion from the theory of painting—Opie still
declared that one end of painting was ‘the giving effect, illusion, or
the true appearance of objects to the eye’.® As Kames'’s remarks on
epic suggest, the failure of painting to deceive the eye—it is not
my purpose here to consider how it could possibly have succeed-
ed in doing so—would entail a failure in its power to persuade;
for it is essential to a rhetorical art that we should not be distanced
from it, so as to find ourselves in a position to compare a represen-
tation with its original in nature. A painting should strike, should
move, and should not awaken our interest in the question of its ‘like-
ness’.

This dependence of painting, considered as a rhetorical art, on
illusion, gave rise to a problem which—though it was a problem also
for late seventeenth- and early eighteenth-century writers on painting
in France—was potentially more embarrassing for writers in the
British tradition of civic humanist criticism, and was therefore largely
ignored. The problem, in the form in which it manifested itself to
French critics, was discussed at some length by de Piles, and it is as
follows. If the success of painting depends upon its power to deceive,
to make it ‘seem possible for the figures to come out of the picture, as
it were, in order to talk with those who look at them’, then surely the
painter should depict simple appearances, an unidealised nature , and
one we can recognise as continuous with the world outside the pic-
ture. On the other hand, argues de Piles, the pleasure of painting
derives also from the ideal images it offers, for ‘ideal’, as opposed tc
‘simple’ truth, ‘comprehends an abundance of thoughts, a richness of
invention, a propriety of attitudes, an elegance of outlines, a choice
of fine expressions’, and so on. The disadvantage, however, of ideal
truth is that it cannot deceive us: though it may offer us more
pleasure, it will also risk putting us in a contemplative frame of mind
by which we are detached from the work, and are concerned to judge
it. In order to preserve the mimicry of painting, and its power tc
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delight us with the ideal, de Piles proposes that the artist should
endeavour to represent a ‘compound truth’, composed of simple and
ideal, able at once to deceive and to please.’’

De Piles’s solution to this problem is borrowed by a few writers on
painting in England, notably by Opie, to whom perhaps it seemed to
promise a way of coping with the particular form in which the prob-
lem was perceived in England. It was a rule constitutive of a rheto-

rical aesthetic that a good painting could move all who looked at it: as
Turnbull explains,

the Unlearned are seldom wrong in their Judgment about what is
good or bad in any of the Arts . . . the chief difference between the
Learned and the Vulgar consists in this, that the latter are not able
to apply Rules and Maxims, but judge merely from what they feel;
whereas the former can reason about their feeling from Principles
of Science and Art.%®

For civic humanist writers, the difficulty in this position, which had
the authority of Quintilian and Cicero, was that the ability of a
painting to move us, to persuade us to emulate the action of the great,
depended on its success in deceiving the eye. But the fact that the
vulgar were ignorant of the ‘Principles of Science and Art’ meant (as
Du Bos, most influentially, had argued) that they were more suscep-
tible to the power of illusion than the liberal, because it was harder for
them to be distanced, by an awareness of those principles, to the
point where their first reaction to a work of art was to criticise it,
rather than to respond to it immediately. Heroic painting, therefore,
was likely to be more successful in persuading the vulgar to emulate
heroic actions than the liberal, at the same time as it was also true that
the vulgar were incapable of performing such actions.”

The problem could be dispatched, it might seem, and the value of
ideal art reasserted, by acknowledging that the vulgar were more
likely to be moved by images of simple or ‘common’ nature than the
liberal: the latter were unlikely to be moved to virtuous actions by
such images, because their ability to be so would be intercepted by
their disgust at the vulgarity of common nature. If images of an
entirely ideal nature, on the other hand, risked departing so far from
common nature as to fail to persuade us of their reality, then the
solution might appear to lie where de Piles had found it, in the imit-
ation of ‘compound truth’, sufficiently simple to persuade, but suf-
ficiently ideal to persuade us to act, specifically, in the interests of that
universal human nature which was represented in ideal images of the
body.

But in whatever way this ‘compound truth’ could be described, it
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could not be concealed that it must involve a lessening of the rhetori-
cal power of art by reducing its power to deceive; and perhaps. for
that reason traditional humanism did not adopt de Piles’s solution,
which, by reducing the rhetorical power of art, weakened also the
association which the analogy with rhetoric offered, between the
republic of taste and a political republic of free and active citizens. If
traditional humanism was therefore left with the problem, that a
rhetorical and deceptive painting was likely to be more effec.tive in
moving the ignorant than the learned, the problem could be diffused
by conceiving of the ignorant as ignorant not (as the vulgar were) of
‘Men, Manners . . . Virtue, and publick Good’, but simply of the art
of painting, and by leaving the power of painting to move the vulgar
unconsidered, except as an occasion to exalt by contrast the judgment
of the polite. The contradictions generated by the rhetorical aes-
thetic were thus left unacknowledged, until they were resolved by
Reynolds, at the cost—though it did not seem to him to be so—of
that aesthetic itself, and of the claim that the true function of ‘public’
art is to move us to emulate acts of public virtue. In achieving this
resolution, Reynolds appears to have been anticipated, to some
extent, by Richardson, who, like Reynolds, had little interest in the
notion that art addresses us rhetorically, and none at all in an aes-
thetic of illusion. For him, as for Reynolds, painting addresses us by
communicating ideas to our understanding, and it is thus that it puts
‘the Soul in Motion’.* Richardson, I am suggesting (and I shall
discuss the point at greater length in my first chapter) seems to
develop what I shall describe as a ‘philosophical’ aesthetic, an aes-
thetic of contemplation, not of action, and one more appropriate to
an audience which wished to claim that it was animated with public
spirit, but which could not so easily claim the opportunity to perform
acts of public—let alone of heroic—uvirtue.

7. ‘The Judgment of Hercules’

I want now to collect up the various features we have so far con-
sidered of the civic humanist theory of painting in its traditional form,
and I can do this best by a discussion of the essay, which Shaftesbury
published in French in 1712, which was added to the Characteristicks
in 1713, and which is a plan, following the account of the story in
Xenophon, of a painting of the Choice of Hercules, a painting which
he later ‘brought . . . into practice’ by ‘the hand of a master-painter’,
Paolo de Matthaeis. The subject of the picture he describes as
follows:



1. Simon Gribelin, after Paolo de Matthaeis, The Judgment of Hercules (1713).

HERCULES . . . being young, and retir’d to a solitary place in order to
deliberate on the Choice he was to make of the different ways of
Life, was accosted (as our Historian relates) by the two Goddesses,
VIRTUE and PLEASURE. "Tis on the issue of the Controversy between
these Two, that the Character of HERCULES depends. So that we
may naturally give to this Piece and History, as well the Title of The
Education, as the Choice or Judgment of HERCULES.®!

Hercules occupies the centre of the picture, dressed in the skin of the
lion he was later to kill, and leaning upon his club. To his left Pleasure
is half-reclining on the ground, in an inviting state of undress, with
utensils at her side *to express the Debauches of the Table-kind’. To
his right stands Virtue, carrying the ‘Magisterial Sword’ which is ‘her
true characteristick Mark’, and with a bridle and helmet, emblems of
‘Forbearance and Indurance’, on the ground beside her. Virtue is
. pointing into the distance: either, Shaftesbury suggests, to the
‘mountainous rocky Way’ which leads ‘to Honour, and the just Glory
of heroick Actions’; or ‘to the Sky, or Stars, in the same sublime
sense’; but in either case away from ‘the flowry Way of the Vale and
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Meadows’, recommended to Hercules by Pleasure, though (perhaps
so as not to make pleasure too attractive) barely represented in the
picture.®

The choice Hercules must make is not between virtue and pleasure
in a loose and general sense, but between civic, public virtue and
private vice: between the ‘Inaction’, the ‘Supineness’, the ‘Ef-
feminacy’ of luxury, and ‘a life full of Toil and Hardship, under the
conduct of VIRTUE, for the deliverance of Mankind from Tyranny and
Oppression’—a life devoted, that is, to the defence of republican
liberty. And for that reason the picture must communicate with us
rhetorically: it must recommend the life of public virtue in the same
manner as a patriotic orator would recommend it to an audience of
free citizens. The alternative to a rhetorical painting is represented by
Shaftesbury as emblematic painting; and although Shaftesbury dis-
tinguishes his characters by emblems, thiese are not, he explains,
‘absolutely of the Emblem-kind’, but are—in the case, for example,
of Virtue—*portable Instruments’, such as she ‘may be well suppos’d
to have brought along with her’; and the Vale and Mountain, though
they have emblematic significance, are still an appropriate and as it
were a natural setting for the fable.®

To Shaftesbury, emblematic and allegorical art is tainted with the
illiberal and idolatrous superstitions of priestcraft; it is deliberately
‘enigmatical’ and ‘mysterious’, as if concerned to hide rather than tc
reveal its meaning. Allegorical figures, distinguished by em-
blematical attributes, have no ‘manner of similitude or colourable
resemblance to any thing extant in real Nature’; whereas a rhetorica’
work, as we have seen, must deceive the eye. ‘The compleatly imitat-
ive and illusive Art of PAINTING’. Shaftesbury explains,

surpassing by so many Degrees, and in so many Privileges, all othe:
human Fiction, or imitative Art, aspires in a directer manner to-
wards Deceit, and a Command over our very Sense; she must of
necessity abandon whatever is over-learned, humorous, or witty; tc
maintain her-self in what is natural, credible, and winning of ou
Assent: that she may thus acquit her-self of what is her chie
Province, the specious Appearance of the Object she represents.

The introduction of allegorical figures, ‘fantastick, miraculous, o
hyperbolical’, into this ‘compleatly imitative Art’—and I must con
fess it is unclear to me why, on the mere grounds that their attribute:
are not ‘absolutely’ emblematic, Shaftesbury excludes Virtue anc
Pleasure from this charge—is dangerous, insofar as we may b
‘induc’d’ to contemplate ‘as Realitys’ those ‘divine Personages anc
miraculous Forms, which the leading Painters, antient and modern
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have speciously design’d, according to the particular Doctrine or
Theology of their several religious and national Beliefs’. What is
more, the emblematic may ‘distract or dissipate the Sight, and con-
found the Judgment’ of even ‘the most intelligent Spectators’; they
may, in short, have the effect of making the painting ambiguous, an
issue I shall discuss at greater length in a moment.®

The painting may be described as ‘rhetorical’ in a double sense: for
if its function is to be an instructive ‘memorandum’, the choice which
Hercules is being persuaded to make is a choice we too must make,
and he is a figure for the spectator. Thus the painting must display the
response made by Hercules to Virtue’s oratory, a response which is
an image of how we, too, must respond to the painting as a whole.
The moment to be represented by the painter must be chosen so as to
display the rhetorical nature of the encounter: Shaftesbury considers
various possible moments, and rejects three of them, as inadequate
torepresent the force of Virtue's powers of persuasion. At the start of
the debate, when the goddesses first *accost’ Hercules, ‘he admires, he
contemplates; but is not yet ingag’d or interested’; in the middle of
the debate, Hercules will be ‘interested’, but ‘divided, and in doubt’;
at its end, when Hercules is ‘intirely won by Virtue’, there would be
no room ‘either for the persuasive Rhetorick of VIRTUE (who must
have already ended her Discourse) or for the insinuating Address of
PLEASURE, who having lost her Cause, must necessarily appear
displeas’d, or out of humour: a Circumstance which wou’d no way
sute her Character’. The correct moment to be represented, Shaftes-
bury decides, is *when their Dispute is already far advanc’d, and
VIRTUE seems to gain her Cause’.%

This choice enables Virtue to be represented in an attitude and
manner most fully rhetorical: she will be ‘speaking with all the Force
of Action, such as wou’d appear in an excellent Orator, when at the
height, and in the most affecting part of his Discourse’. She will be
‘standing; since ’tis contrary to all probable Appearance . .. that in
the very Heat and highest Transport of Speech, the Speaker shou’d
be seen sitting, or in any Posture which might express Repose’. In
order to express ‘the arduous and rocky Way of viRTUE’, she will be
shown in an ‘ascending Posture . . . with one Foot advanc’d, in“a sort
of climbing Action, over the rough and thorny Ground’; and, ‘as for
the Hands or Arms, which in real Oratory, and during the strength of
Elocution, must of necessity be active’, she will point, as we have
seen, to the mountain, sky or stars.® Pleasure must be shown as
silent, for she has had her say. She may be drawn, Shaftesbury
suggests, with a surprising generosity to ‘the Painter’s Fancy’, ‘either
standing, leaning, sitting, or lying’; but however she disposes herself,
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she must appear languid, so that her body expresses her ‘Ease and
Indolence’, and her ‘persuasive or indicative Effort, in a proportion
of four to one. Her head and body, however, should entirely suggest
‘indulgent ease’: ‘one Hand might be absolutely resign’d to it; serving
only to support, with much ado, the lolling lazy Body’. He.rcul‘es,
finally, may also be represented in a variety of poses; but, judging
from the picture, Shaftesbury evéentually decided on one Whlf?h en-
abled the expression of a transient stage in his response to Virtue’s
speech, a growing determination, in which ‘the Tracts or Footsteps’
of an earlier doubt, even of an earlier inclination to pleasure, are still
visible. In this attitude, ‘he looks on Virtue . .. earnestly, and with
extreme attention, having some part of the Action of his body in-
clining still towards Pleasure, and discovering by certain Featureg of
Concern and Pity, intermix’d with the commanding or conquering
Passion, that the Decision he is about to make in favour of Virtue,
cost him not a little’—but that Virtue’s persuasiveness has reconciled
him to that cost.®’

To enforce its rhetorical point—to ensure that we understand its
subject, the choice it asks us to make, the appropriate response it
demands—the painting must declare unambiguously to what. genre it
belongs, or ‘what Nature it is design’d to imitate’, and that it is ‘_hzs-
torical and moral’, not ‘merely natural’. In landscape-painting,
Shaftesbury argues: ‘Inanimates are principal: "Tis the Earth, the
Water, the Stones and Rocks which live. All other Life becomes
subordinate. Humanity, Sense, Manners, must in this place yield,
and become inferior’. But in history-painting, the first and highest
Order’ of the art, the painter must ensure that the representation of
‘intelligent Life’, of figures divine and human, is what principally
engages us. To these, the ‘other Species ... must . .. surrender and
become subservient’; for ‘nothing can be more deform’d than a Con-
fusion of many Beautys: And the Confusion becomes inevitable,
where the Subjection is nat compleat’.8 . -

The painting must, in short, be as unambiguous as possible, if itis
to carry its rhetorical point: a painting, as Shaftesbury explains
elsewhere in the Characteristicks, must be ‘a Whole, by it-self,
compleat, independent’; so that ‘Particulars ... must yield‘to the
general Design’, and ‘all things be subservient to that which is prin-
cipal: in order to form a certain Easiness of Sight; a simple, clear, and
united View which wou’d be broken and disturb’d by the Expression
of any thing peculiar or distinct’.*” This general injunction against
ambiguity applies in every ‘part’ of painting, and in every aspect of
the particular painting we are considering. As far as the invention is
concerned, if all three figures were represented as speaking at once,
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the effect would be the same ‘as such a Conversation wou’d have
upon the Ear were we in reality to hear it’; and if it is not clear from a
painting which of the various possible moments in an action the
painter had chosen to depict, the mind of the spectator will be left in
‘uncertainty’. In the composition of the picture, Hercules, ‘the first or
principal Figure of our Piece’, should be ‘plac’d in the middle’, so that
we cannot doubt that *his Agony, or inward Conflict . . . makes the
principal Action’. In the matter of character and expression, if the
‘persuasive Effore, for example, of Pleasure, were ‘over-strongly
express’d’, ‘the Figure wou’d seem to speak ... so, as to create a
double Meaning, or equivocal Sense in Painting’. The colouring,
finally, should have a harmonious unity: a ‘Riot of Colours’—this is
the first use in English, as far as I have been able to discover, of this
intriguing phrase—would ‘raise such a Confusion’ and ‘Oppugnancy
-~ - as wou’d to any judicious Eye appear absolutely intolerable’.”

This concern that painting should be as unambiguous as possible is
not unique to Shaftesbury: it is expressed, among critics that Shaftes-
bury may be presumed to have read, by Du Fresnoy, Félibien,
Bourdon, Lebrun, and de Piles; even the figure by which an ambig-
uous work is compared with a roomful of people, all speaking at once,
is borrowed from de Piles, as it would be again by Richardson,
Hogarth, Winckelmann and Algarotti.” It seems to me, however,
that this concern receives an unusual degree of emphasis in civic
humanist criticism—not only in Shaftesbury, but in Richardson and
(as we shall see) in Reynolds—and that it derives from the specifi-
cally civic concern which takes such different forms in those writers. |
can best explain what I mean by pointing out that the most important
argument used by Plato to justify the exclusion of painters from his
republic, was that they introduce ‘faction and strife’ into ‘the domain
of sight’ by distorting the measurements of objects in the process of
representing them in two dimensions. The result of this is that a man
cannot remain of one mind with himself when he looks at a painting,
for the best, the rational part of his mind, which contradicts the
measurements of painted objects, is in conflict with the inferior part,
which agrees with them. The painter thus introduces dissension into
the mind of the citizen, a dissension which is specifically related by
Plato to the inversion of the proper relations of the social orders
within a state.” )

I 'have already had occasion to quole a remark by Pocock to the
cffect that it was a leading doctrine of civic humanism that ‘the integ-
rity of the polity must be founded on the integrity of the personality,
and that the latter could be maintained only through devotion to
universal, not particular goods’; and in the context of this doctrine,
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and Plato’s, it will not escape our notice that all the examples that
Shaftesbury offers of how ambiguity may threa’ten the unity of a
painting involve a disturbance of the proper re!atlons of genergl and
particular, or of principals and inferiors. ‘Partlculays’ must ‘yield to
the general Design’—just as, we may reflect, particular good must
give way to universal in the state, and within the hnerarchy of desires
in the mind of the citizen. ‘All things’ must be ‘subservient’ to the
‘principal’—in the same way as a ‘Riot of Colours’ must not threaten,
or distract our attention from, the clear outline of the hero of Shaftes-
bury’s design, and as inferior nature must yielc} to ‘intel{igent Life’ in
the highest, the heroic kind. The concern in civic humanist theories of
painting, that ‘all ambiguity must be removed’,” may be, in short, a
concern with the integrity of the personality of the citizen, achieved
by a subordination of private to general interestg, and with the order
of society, maintained by a submission of inferiors to their natural
rulers. If painting does not ensure this integrity and_ order, it can have
no place in the political republic which civic humanism seeks to create
or to preserve.

8. Liberty and luxury: the history of painting

I'want in this section to consider the history of art, or what might
better be called the philosophy of the history of art, which belongs to
the discourse I am describing—the account it offers of the ‘moral
causes’ responsible for the rise and decline of painting in particular
societies. And though I have so far been concerned to characterise 2
civic humanist theory of painting in the forms it took before the
intervention of Sir Joshua Reynolds, there is on this topic a large
measure of agreement among writers on painting at the beginqing
and end of the eighteenth century, and even at the start of the nine-
teenth. As far as the rise of painting was concerned, this was
invariably understood as, pre-eminently, the effect of liberty: not just
the political liberty of a state which is not subject to the do_mml.on of
another, and not just that kind of personal freedom which is enjoyed
by all who are not slaves; but the freedom, political and personal,
which is enjoyed by free citizens who are able to participate in the
government of themselves. On the importance of other, subsidiary
moral causes—the prevalence of peace, the availability of
patronage—there was room for some diversity of opinion; but this
belief in political liberty as the efficient cause of excellence in the_arts
in general, and in painting in particular, is a defining characteristic of
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civichumanist theories of civilization. To questionitisto place oneself
outside the orbit of the discourse, and to occupy a position where,
thoughit mightstill be possible to deploy thecritical vocabulary of civic
humanism, it would be impossible to represent the values it embodies
as authorised by a coherent political philosophy, or to maintain that
the republic of the fine arts, or of taste, was structured as a political
republic.

The argumentthatliberty, inthe sense I have specified, isessential if
the arts are to flourish, was spelled out in detail by Shaftesbury and by
Turnbull. “There can be no public’, insists Shaftesbury, ‘but where’ the
‘people’ are ‘included’: the ‘people’ understood, of course, as the
aggregate of free citizens in a state, sufficiently numerous to establish
the state as ‘free’, sufficiently few to exclude the mob, who cannot
aspire to public spirit, and who cannot see the public of which they are
therefore denied membership. ‘And without a public voice’, Shaftes-
burycontinues,one‘knowinglyguided and directed’ by wise rulers and
arbitersoftaste, ‘there is nothing which can raise a true ambition in the
artist; nothing which can exalt the geniusof the workman, or make him
emulousof after fame, and of the approbationofhiscountry’. Inastate
animated by ‘the genius of liberty’, in which property is secured by
equal laws, issuing from and administered by free institutions, ‘every-
thingco-operates. . .towardstheimprovementofartandscience’;and:

when the free spirit of a nation turns itself this way, judgments are
formed: critics arise; the public eye and ear improve: a right taste
prevails, and in a manner forces its way. Nothing is so improving,
nothing so natural, so congenial to the liberal arts, as that reigning
liberty and high spirit of a people, which from the habit of judgingin
the highest matters forthemselves, makesthem freely judge of other
subjects, and enter thoroughlyinto the characters as wellof men and
manners, as of the products or works of men, in art and science.

The arts flourish where they are made the objects of free and equal
debate, and that can happen only where the government of a state is
similarly a matter on which its citizens may judge ‘for themselves’. For
Turnbull, the most important moral cause ‘to which the mutual
Growth, or Declension of all the Arts and Sciences is ascrib’d by
ancient Authors’ (he has Longinus chiefly in mind) is:

the Prevalence or Fall of Liberty and publick Spirit. Liberty and
publick Virtue are the common Parent under whose Favour and
Patronage alone they can prosper and flourish; and without it they
sink, decline and perish.

Liberty or a free Constitution is absolutely necessary to produce
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and uphold that Freedom, Greatness and Boldness of Mind, with-
out which it cannot rise to noble and sublime conceptions. Slavery
soon unmans and dispirits a People; bereaves them of their Virtue
and Genius, and sinks them into a mean, spiritless, enfeebled
Race that hardly deserves to be called Men.™

The model of a free constitution was to be found in the free
republics of Greece, and especially in the Athenian dqmocracy.
‘Freedom’, Hume explained, ‘naturally begets public Spirit, especi-
ally in small states’; and, according to thn Robert chtt, in the
city-states of Greece, ‘each citizen felt himself equally interested
with any other to extend the reputation, to exalt the.glory, apd to
enlarge the consequence of the state’. The result of this equal inter-
est was productive, according to James Thomson and'nu‘m.erous
others, of a spirit of emulation: a competition among the mdnvndqa}s
in a state, each attempting to establish himself as a paragon of civic
virtue; and between one state and another, each striving to create a
form of government best fitted to serve the interests of its citizens.
Because the aim of the competition was thus to furnish exemplary
models for all mankind, the reward for victory was enjoyed by
everyone: it was ‘the prize of all’. It still is, according to James
Harris:

The Grecian commonwealths, while they maintained their
liberty, were the most heroic confederacy that ever existed. They
were the politest, the bravest, and the wisest of men. In the short
space of little more than a century, they became sggh statqsmen,
warriors, orators, historians, physicians, poets, critics, painters,
sculptors, architects, and (last of all) philosophers,'that.one can
hardly help considering that golden period as a providential event
in honour of human nature, to shew to what perfection the species
might ascend.”

The exemplary public spirit of the Greeks was a continual stimu-
lus to arts: ‘whatever flourish’d’ in the ancient world, writes Shaftes-
bury, ‘or was rais’d to any degree of Correctness, or real Pc?rfection’
in the arts, was ‘by means of GREECE alone’; ‘nor can this appear
strange, when we consider the fortunate Constitption of tbqt
People’, ‘animated’ by a ‘social publick and free Spirit’. That spirit
ensured that the arts ‘served public virtue’: ‘such was the spirit of
patriotism in Greece’, writes Flaxman, ‘from the age of Periqles to
the death of Alexander the Great’, that ‘the richest citizens did not
endeavour to exceed others in the magnificence of their houses or
tables, but employed their wealth for the security and defence of
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their country, and in raising noble public buildings and works for the
service of religion, and in honour of public and private virtue,’7
‘Vast sums’, writes Scott, were ‘expended by the Grecian states on
their public monuments and their public works’, and the art of paint-
ing no less than of architecture and sculpt
public purposes: ‘] wish’, writes Mrs Montagu, of Reynolds, ‘he was
employed by the public in some great work that would do honour to
our country in future ages ... The Athenians did not employ such
men in painting portraits to place over g chimney or the door of a
private cabinet.’ The artist was regarded in Greece, according to
Pliny, as ‘res communis terrarum’, ‘the common property of the
world’, a phrase usually rendered by writers in England to mean that
he was ‘the property of the public’. The ‘professors’ of the fine arts,
according to West, were regarded as ‘public characters’, or, accord.-
ing to Scott, as ‘champions’ of the ‘people’, not ‘the combatants in a

fully with his inclinations: he was a ‘freem
those who were not slaves were allowed to
because his duty was at one with his inclination. He was free, too, in
the sense that the dignity of his calling and the value of his
productions were recognised by the public, so that ‘he was not
obliged to solicit for cmployment with humiliating applications, and,
when employed, 1o labour under the multiplied disa

Judged by the public, as by a tribunal of hjs equals.”
It was virtually an article of faith among civic humanist writers on
painting, as on other topics, that in Britain the Glorious Revolution

had established 3 form of government comparable ‘with that of
Athens in the freedom it vouchsafed to itg citizens.

mixed constitution, a limited fran
could offer a form of liberty at once

than, that of republican Athens, or how therefore 2 republican
political vocabulary could be used to describe the constitution of

Britain; but a couple of quotations may serve to exemplify that very
general belief. According to Dennis,

As the Athenians had Liberty with a Common-wealth, the English
enjoy the very same Liberty under the Government of the best of
Queens, and in so doing are the happiest People in the World . |
desire the Reader to believe, that | am not such a fool to contend
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for Names but for Things; that Liberty is Liberty under a limited
Monarchy, as much as under a Common-wealth.

i i between a republican
ding to Shaftesbury, the d}ffe‘rences ’
;ﬁifrf;%rml agnd the ‘national constitution, and lelgal. monz:jrclr]ga (())g
itai i he far greater population an al
Britain were fully explained by t _ 1€ area of
itai i k city-states. The constitu
Britain as compared with the Gree . e on of
itai ‘ to her’ ‘so mighty a people; a
Britain was ‘fitted’ to ‘hold toget _ harers
i from each other) in the governm
(eough a1 so far & dl'Stance head in one vast metropolis’. The
themselves; and meeting under one he oS
i i Britain appeared to ensure, re,
newly-established liberty of' . e herefore,
i d here he is entirely a .
that, as Richardson prophesne(_i (an ' ohe with
, iti ’ i ‘ Ancient Great, and Beau
‘traditional” humanists), 1feyerthe_ r ‘ |
R]IIOI;I?aSIe in Painting revives it will be thngémdt, fc;rS (}P’?‘;f;tles Z
i f Thought, a Greatne ,
Haughty Courage, an Elev.aylon o piste: &
i i d Honesty among us, w
Love of Liberty, a Simplicity, and o ‘
' i hich belongs to us as Englishmen’.
inherit from our Ancestors, an.d w ong as e .
imi d that a ‘united Britain would so
Shaftesbury was similarly convince . 1 soon
inci ; and by her politeness and adv
become the principal seat of arts; an b oo and advan-
in this kind, will shew evidently, how much s
tzgllerfs;?s v:/Shich taught her to exert herself so resolutely on behalf of
fhe comr’non cause, and that of her own liberty, and happy constitu-
MOl ide, Turnbull, Al-
i as taken up by Thomson, ‘Aken_m e, ,
garrl;)};ltsi t;]ne(;r:aev:xll by Benjanrl)in West, who still beheveq that }r;o pi()l][;lg
‘solli i he English’, at a time when i
were ‘so likely to revive good art as t ‘ poad
they had failed to do so. Ther
become more usual to wonder why ‘  here
i i cing these prophecies:
was.however one slight dxfﬁcu}ty In pronouncing rophecies
IV succeeded in resuscitating the
for had not the France of Louis X tating !
i i i health, much more effectively than
arts, if not in restoring them to full , e han
itai ing? ‘Where absolute Power is’, Shaftes
Britain appeared to be doing’ ’ s
insi ‘ i ; but where absolute power ha
bury insisted, ‘there is no puBLICK’; . horaly g ower had
Poussin and Lebrun had been also, hardly eq ,
?ﬁ:g;it:ferri'produced by the republics of Floren}c]e and Venice, }:)l:;]g
: i hill and the managers o
class or two above Sir James Thorn anay
i i tof this difficulty was
itish portrait-factories. The most usual way ou _
ggn\:ayptaken by Shaftesbury and Thomsqn: the tyranny of LOL(ljls haS
indeed produced painters of genuine merit, because he had en owe
the arts so generously— which only wenﬁ_to show how muc;hS E(I;Lt]illrl]};
‘i ial bounty’— royal or public patronage—w 8
z:l)l:fl?c;gil:legrlwo‘lld ex)éel France in the arts, for in Brlftz;!tx)m th:ygvould
, as their stimulus and subject, a system of liberty. '
als’l?hl;af\;:edom of its constitution once established, it might seem that
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a state would also need a prolonged period of peace to ensure the
successful cultivation of the fine arts; but the necessity of peace is
conceded reluctantly, at best, by a discourse on which the example of
Sparta is almost as influential as that of Athens. Peace may be
inimical to public spirit, which, as Hume pointed out, ‘must increase,
when the public is almost in continual alarm, and men are obliged
every moment to expose themselves to the greatest dangers for its
defence’. And so, according to Turnbull, peace will promote the arts
in a free society, only if ‘Opulence and profound Quiet’ do not lull the
mind into an equally ‘profound Lethargy, apt to effeminate and ener-
vate it’. Better than that would be ‘War and Contests’, which ‘keep
the Mind awake, lively and vigilant, rouse the Spirits’, and ‘inflame
the Love of Liberty, by keeping up a warm sense of publick Good,
and of our Obligations to contend for it vigorously’. The chief danger,
then, to public spirit and therefore to the arts that served it, is the
‘vain, luxurious, selfish EFFEMINACY’, represented by Pleasure in her
debate with Virtue for the soul of Hercules; and luxury is the inevit-
able result of commerce conducted on any large scale. As Blake, as
committed as anyone of his generation to the civic humanist ideal,
explains: ‘Empires flourish till they become Commercial’, and
commerce is ‘destructive’ to the arts.™ ‘The long reign of luxury and
pleasure under King Charles the Second’, Shaftesbury believed, had
stunted the development of the arts in England. Voluptuousness and
acquisitiveness, according to Kames, ‘contract the heart, and make
every principle give way to self-love; benevolence and public spirit
... are little felt, and less regarded; and . . . there can be no place for
... the fine arts’ in a mind or in a society so corrupted. And luxury,
argued Berkeley, had effects still more fatal than this: ‘a corrupt
luxurious People must . . . fall into Slavery’, for their weakness will
expose them to foreign invasion; and even if ‘no Attempt be made
upon them’, they will fall into slavery ‘of themselves’—they will
become the slaves of their own insatiable appetite for luxury and the
pleasures of sense."!

The consequences for painting of this decline into luxury will be
considered on various occasions by the writers to whom the following
chapters are devoted, and there is no need to examine them in detail
here. It was extremely difficult for traditional humanists to believe
anything other than that, as John Brown claimed, painting was ‘de-
based into Effeminacy’ by the decline of public spirit that is brought
about by luxury. For luxury, as Kames has already made clear to us, is
generated by, and itself generates a selfishness which seduces,
because it can afford to seduce, the fine arts from their proper public
function. It creates a demand for paintings as articles of private
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property; artists become no longer the ‘property of the pul?lic’ but the
servants of individual patrons; they are employed to gratify the self-
interest of those individuals; of men, that is, not in their uniform civic
identity, but as private persons, who differ widely in their tastes, and
who will only hesitate to dissolve the public consensus as to what
constitutes good taste, if that consensus is represented to them as
based, not on the universal principles of human nature, but on
fashion. By luxury, the demand for paintings is increased;_men set
themselves up as painters when their abilities give them no title to do
so; and what follows from here had already been described at length
by the critics of seventeenth-century Frange.'Thus, as Fréart de
Chambray, for example, had explained, painting becomes a trade
(‘'un mestier’)—just as, in luxurious societies, war had become a
trade, carried on by armies of mercenaries; it declines into man-
nerism, because men who cannot grasp the principles of art must
practise it mechanically, by rule and rote; it becomes ornamegtal, SO
as to gratify the sensual appetites of its patrons; and so on. .

There were writers, of course, who dissented from this analysis:
who could halt the explanatory machine of traditional humanism for
long enough to suggest, as Richardson did, that paintings might
reasonably be considered as, among other things, articles of trade; or
that the increase of commerce, which need not, perhaps, be
synonymous with luxury, could lead to an improvement in the art of
painting, in the same way as it could stimulate the improvement of
other manufactures. But suggestions such as these could not easily be
advanced with conviction, because their application could not easily
be controlled. They could not be confined to the discussion of a
particular issue in the history of art, but threatened the pohere.nce of
the whole vocabulary of the criticism of painting, and, in particular,
the distinction between liberal and mechanic on which the republic of
the fine arts, and the political republic, were both founded.

9. Theories of painting in France

I want now to glance at an issue which will probably have been
exercising those of my readers who are familiar with German and,
especially, with French writings on painting of the late seventeenth
and eighteenth centuries: that I have been describing, as a specifically
British, and civic humanist theory, what is no more than the common
currency of the criticism of painting in other countries of Europe
where such criticism was being written. There is, of course, a good
deal of truth in this: writers on art in eighteenth-century Britain were
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much dependent on French writers of the later seventeenth century in
particular, and on Du Bos, whose Réflexions critiques sur la poésie et
sur la peinture were first published in 1719; and German writers of the
middle and late cighteenth century were much dependent on their
predecessors in France and Britain, as well as in Italy. Much of what [
have claimed as characteristic of the discourse of civic humanism—
the distinctions, for instance, between liberal and mechanic, and
between rhetorical and emblematic, could be exemplified from con-
tinental writings on art. I have already found it convenient to draw on
Mengs’s account of the first of those distinctions, and I could have
used Du Bos, in particular, to describe the second. ¥

But my claim that the British writings on painting that I have been

considering employ a civic discourse, and that this distinguishes them
from the writings of their predecessors and contemporaries abroad,
does not depend on the argument that particular ideas within the
British critical tradition were unique to it, but that those ideas
develop a distinctive coherence by virtue of their connection with a
coherent, and—by the early eighteenth century—distinctively
British political philosophy. And I want now to suggest that the
writings especially of the French critics from whom the British
borrowed, owe their coherence not to a republican account of social
and political organisation, but to one best understood in terms of a
feudal distinction between estates; that, consequently, the account
they offer of how painting addresses us, and what its function might
be, is significantly different from what we have encountered in
Britain; and that because they do not employ a specifically republican
account of history, they did not develop a specifically social and
political account of the decline of painting, such as we have found
among British writers. Where appropriate, I shall suggest that some
of this may be true, also, of Winckelmann and Mengs, who may have
been influential, respectively, on Fuseli and James Barry.

Fhave suggested that the distinction between liberal and mechanic,
in terms of the qualifications for citizenship in a political republic, is
constitutive of the ‘traditional” discourse of civic humanism, and so of
civic humanist theories of painting in whatever form they take. The
same distinction is made by writers on painting in France: according
to Félibicn, for example, the art of painting is worthy of occupying a
distinguished rank among the liberal arts, but those who have
attempted to furnish it with rules have, by concentrating on the less
‘noble parts of the art, left it still among the mechanical arts. Signifi-
cantly, however, the distinction is more usually made in the form of
one between ‘nobles’ and ‘ouvriers’. 1 make this point with some
caution, for both words are ambiguous: ‘noble’, as well as meaning
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‘of noble blood’, has a range of meanings sug.gestive .of elevation
about the common run of things, as ig has in Epghsh, and as,
arguably, it has in the paraphrase of Félibien I have just offergd, and
in these senses it may be used with varymg‘degrees qf e,mphasn§ on its
connection with notions of the aristocratic. ‘Ouvrier’, as adjective
and noun, can refer to those who perform manual labour, but in
seventeenth-century France it can refer also to those employed in
professions as well as in trades, and who perform.them, b‘y way of
distinction, particularly well. When God is descrxl_at?d as ‘le grand
ouvrier’, no aspersions are being cast on his condition or employ-
ment; nor does van Opstal intend any, when he comments %? the
profound learning of the ‘ouvrier’ who created the Laocoon.
When, however, the two terms are directly opposed, they seem to
take on the function of the distinction between libera!l and mechanic
in English criticism, but with the difference.:, that vyhat is opposed to
‘ouvrier’ is less a civic than a specifically aristocratic e!eyatlon above
the merely workaday. We may glimpse thls_m Poussm s remark on
the subject-matter of painting, that' ‘elle doit estre prise noble, qui
n’aye receu aucune qualité de I'ouvrier’; we may see it more clearly in
Félibien, when he remarks that different ‘ouvriers ag\ply th‘emsel\’/‘es
to different subjects, and adds that ‘il est constant qu’a mesure qu’ils
s’occupent aux choses les plus difficiles & les plus n’obles, ilssortent de
ce qu'il y a de plus bas & de plus commun, & s’anoblissent par un
travail plusillustre’ (my emphases). The point becomes_un'ambrguous
in Du Bos’s account of genius: geniuses are born, he Insists, and so
they are ‘nobles Artisans’; those without natural genius remain all
their lives ‘de vils ouvriers & des manoeuvres, dont il faut payer les
journées’.’s The word ‘noble’ occurs, of c_ourse,‘often. enough in
British writings on painting: the ideas of a painter, his subject-matter,
may be noble; but the word does not appear as one of a pair of terms',
in such a way as to call attention so dlrec.tly to the suggestion .thflt a
distinction in terms of intellectual dignity is being figured as a distinc-
tion in terms of birth, blood, or copdi’tion_. o
Accordingly, when writers on painting in Fran.ce refer to Pliny’s
account of the edicts in Greece against slaves setting up as painters,
they interpret it differently from the British, and both interpretations
are selective. Pliny’s words are ‘semper .quxdem hon_os ei Jtuxt, u
ingenui eam exercerent, mox ut honesti, perpetuo interdicto ne
servitia docerentur’: ‘painting has alwgys consistently had the honou
of being practised by people of free bxrth, and later on by persons o
station, it having always been forbidden that slaves should .be in
structed init’. If in Britain writers on painting chose to emphas;se the
civic function of art, by ignoring the word ‘honesti’, with it
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suggestion of ‘aristocratic’, writers in France ignore ‘ingenui’, men of
free birth, and translate *honesti’ only. Thus, according to Fréart, the
Greeks permitted only the most ‘noble’ men to paint; and according
to de Piles, ‘it was not permitted to any but those of noble blood’,
‘because it is to be presumed’, that the ‘Ingredients of a good Painter
are not ordinarily found in Men of vulgar Birth’— though he goes on
to suggest that we should now employ this distinction only figura-
tively, and that painters need a noble soul, rather than noble pro-
genitors. Mengs, too, sometimes distinguishes between liberal and
mechanic as between a ‘noble’ profession and a mechanical trade,
and explains that in Greece painting was not to be taught to any but
free people, ‘which in this time signified Nobles’.#

The fact that distinctions, within what I had better now describe as
the ‘realm’ rather than the ‘republic’ of the fine arts, were figured in
terms of a distinction between ‘noble’ and vulgar, rather than ‘citizen’
and vulgar, may influence too the belief in France that painting func-
tions rhetorically, and by means of illusion, though this belief is less
universal in late seventeenth-century France than in early eighteenth-
century Britain. As Marian Hobson has pointed out, critics such as
Fréart, Poussin and Félibien have little or no interest in the notion
that painting deceives the eye or the mind. Du Fresnoy, however,
characterises painting as a ‘fallacious’ art: we must feel able to ‘walk
round’ the figures it depicts. Du Bos argues that though painting may
not deceive the mind, it should counterteit nature, and deceive the
eye; and for de Piles, the ‘end’ a painter should aim at, is ‘to impose
on the sight’: his task is to ‘deceive the eye’. In each case, these
remarks on the deceptive nature of painting are closely related to its
rhetorical function. The connection is made most elaborately by Du
Bos, who quotes approvingly the comparison made by Quintilian
between the powers of painting and of oratory; and on the nature of

the respect paid by the great masters of painting to the rules of their
art, he writes:

lls ont observé les regles, afin de gagner notre esprit par une
vraisemblance toujours soutenué, & capable de lui faire oublier
que c’est pour une fiction que notre coeur s’attendrit . . . [l ont
voulu arréter nos sens sur les objets destinez a toucher notre ame.
C'est le but de I'Orateur, quand il s’assujettit aux préceptes de la
Grammaire & de la Réthorique: Sa derniere fin n’est pas d’étre
loiié sur la correction & sur le brillant de sa composition, deux
choses qui ne persuadent point; mais de nous amener a son senti-

ment par la force de ses raisonnemens, ou par le pathétique des
images."’
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In some remarks on oratory in France, Hugh Blz}ir acknowledged
that France under Louis X1V had been productive of eloquence
‘within a certain sphere’: in the pulpit, especially, but sometimes also
in ‘orations pronounced upon public occasions’. But the :elf)quence of
the French, he argues, is‘flowery’ rather }han ‘vigorous’; C?Iculated
more to please and soothe, than to convince and persu.adc? ; and he
accounts for this by the fact that arbitrary governments give ‘a general
turn of softness and effeminacy’ to ‘the spiritof anation’. Thgre issome
jingoistic stereotyping here, in the very Bri‘tish, and very elghte'entl‘l—
century, notion of the French as a light, frivolous nation, dancing in
their chains. But that said, Blair’s remarks may point to an important

. distinction between the function of the rhetorical aesthetic in France

and in Britain; for to anyone who comes toread the French critics I am

considering after a reading of Shaftesbury, or Turnbull, f(?r example,

what is most remarkable is the detachment of that aestheticin Frange

fromtheciviccontextithasinBritain. The nearest thing I have fOL_lnq in

Frenchcriticism of painting of around r700to the demand that painting
should teach specifically public virtue, is a remark by Du Bos to lpe
effect that painting reinforces the grounds of social affiliation, ‘le
premier fondement de lasociété’, by detachl'ng us from our own inter-
ests, and persuading us to feel for the sufferings of those unknown to
us. Thisidea, which wasto be influential on Kames, speaks to usrather
ofavirtue at once private and disinterested, than of the public virtue of
‘traditional’ humanism in Britain; and, more usually, the t_ask of paint-
ing, to teach, rather than simply to ple.ase and tpuch us, is made very
little of by Du Bos. The greatest merit, he claims, of poems and of
pictures, is to please: this is the final end they propose to themselves.
Du Fresnoy seems to agree:

Quod fuit auditu gratum cecinere Poetae;
Quod pulchrum aspectu Pictores pingere curant,

which Drydentransiates, freely, but withasense of}vhatis atissue, ‘the
Poets have never said anything, but what they believed woulq please
the Ears: And it has been the constant Endeavour of the Pa{nte{s to
give Pleasure to the Eyes’. ‘The design of poetry and painting is to
touch and to please’, Du Bos writes elsewhere; and, perhaps most
strikingly significant, ‘the sublime qf poetry and p,amtmg is to touch
and to please, as that of eloquence is to persuade’. The comparison
between painting and eloquence is here made in terms which, in
Britain, would have been understood rather as enforcing a contrast: to
traditional British humanism, it is the task of both to please, to move,
and so to persuade us to emulate the virtues of heroes.®
Whatever the didactic function of painting as it is conceived by the
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critics I am now discussing, it remains true that in France, it is a
legitimate and final end of painting that it should please as well as
move us, whereas in Britain it may please us only in order to move
and persuade; that whatever instruction painting has to offer, it does
not teach virtue as conceived by the discourse of civic humanism;
and that however we might wish to interpret it, to writers on paint-
ing in eighteenth-century Britain this emphasis on pleasure would
certainly have been understood (as Blair’s remarks on French elo-
quence suggest) as the result of the absence of opportunities for the
exercise of public virtue in an absolutist state.

The relative resistance of writers in France to republican ideals of
virtue is evident also in their accounts of the rise and decline of art.
The most comprchensive explanation, in terms of ‘moral’, of social
causes for the rise of painting, is offered by Du Bos. It depends on
the ‘happy state’ of the country, the inclination towards art of its
sovereign and citizens, their consequent  generosity  towards
painters, the availability of good instruction, and a period of pro-
longed peace. He does not suggest that, as Shaftesbury,
Richardson, Thomson, Turnbull, Scott, Barry and Fuseli suggest,
the first and pre-eminent cause of good painting is a constitution
which is republican, or thoroughly informed with republican values.
When he considers the moral Causes, more specifically, for the rise
of Greek art, he acknowledges the importance of Greek liberty, but
it is liberty from the domination of other states, and from the need
to work for the necessities of life, that concerns him, not the civic
liberty to participate in government—and as it were to underline
the point, he promptly offers an encomium to Louis XIV and to
Colbert, for securing, to French painters, liberties comparable with
those of the painters in Greece *

As for the decline of painting, this may be represented as, accord-
ing to de Piles, the result of war, of unspecified ‘vice’, or of regal
neglect; more often it is explained in terms of the natural cycle of
things human, or of nature, that ensures their inevitable decay; in
terms, that is, of the various ideas of cyclical and unavoidable de-
cline that have been catalogued by Peter Burke, and which French
writers on painting probably borrowed mainly from Vasari, without
borrowing, however, his explanation in terms of the decline of
virtue. It is suggested by Fréart that decline may be the result of ‘the
tyranny of evil government’ (‘mauvais regnes’), but not, of course,

with the suggestion that the government of an absolute monarch is
by nature tyrannical, and evil. The notion of natural decay,
disjoined from that of the natural decay of political institutions, is at
the heart, also, of Winckelmann’s account of the decline of art,
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which became so perfect, he argues, that it was unable to progress
further, and was bound to decay. Such explanations do sometimes
crop up in British authors: in Aglionby, for example, and even in
Turnbull—who, however, gives far greater prominence to the social
and political causes we ‘examined in the previous section.?

10. The ‘privatisation’ of society and the division of labour

Earlier in this introduction, I suggested that we can plausibly describe
the attempt made by writers like Defoe, Steele and Richardson, to
adapt the discourse of civic humanism so as to make it more hospit-
able to the concerns and interests of a mercantile class, as constituting
an ‘alternative’ form of civic humanism. I suggested also, however,
that it was a form which would eventually divide from its host
discourse and threaten to destroy it, and I want now to make good
that suggestion, but also to qualify it somewhat. We can hardly be
wrong, if with hindsight we describe that attemptin termsof a conﬂlc;t
between the literary representatives of different social and economic
interest-groups: a struggle for hegemony be_t\fveen a mercantile class,
relatively powerful economically but', politically, relatively weak,
and a ruling class which represented itself—from whatever various
sources its wealth was in fact derived—as a landed élite, which had
claimed for itself a virtual monopoly of the public spirit and public
virtues which alone gave a title to rule. In ‘terms, however, of
cighteenth-century perceptions, to describe this process of adapta-
tion as the manifestation of a conflict between the interests of land
and commerce wouid have been to over-dramatise one part of that
process, which took two related but distinct forms, each dictated by
the discursive possibilities open to those who found the tradluonz}l
form of civic humanism inadequate to the expression of their
interests. N
On the one hand, the developing discourse of political economy,
especially before it was represented as a science by Sir James
Steuart, Adam Smith, and their successors, does often appear to be
issuing a direct challenge to traditional humanism: a challenge made
by writers who, often explicitly identifying themselves as spokesmen
of the mercantile interest, assert the necessity of acquisitiveness, of
self-interest, to a modern mercantile economy. Such writers, too,
offer an account of the social organisation of a mercantile nat.iqn
which implicitly or explicitly denies the possibility of a ‘pu})lic spirit’
that claims to be based on a comprehensive understanding of the
structure and interests of society, available to the disinterested and
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preferably landed citizen. Because traditional humanism had no
means of understanding trade and commerce except as destructive of
the commonwealth, and of public spirit, it could not avoid recog-
nising this economic discourse as a threat to its hegemony; and for the
same reason, those who wrote as spokesmen for the mercantile inter-
est had no means of developing their distinctively economic account
of human nature and of social organisation, except in the form of a
direct challenge to traditional humanism !

But if the discourse of civic humanism had no language in which to
describe commerce except as a malignant tumour on the body of the
public, it did have—indeed, it was—an authoritative language for
the discussion of ethical values. For those writers, therefore, who felt
that traditional humanism failed to address their interests and con-
cerns, but who did not understand that failure, in some contexts at
least, simply as a failure to represent their economic interests, it was
neither necessary, nor would it have been prudent, to develop an

oppositional mode of thinking and writing about value, even if it was

possible for them to do so. It was unnecessary, for it was open to them
simply to appropriate the traditional discourse—to inject it with a
concern for the private virtue of those who could not aspire to public
office, while still asserting—though with considerable qualifica-
tion—the value and necessity of public virtue. It would have been
imprudent, because the authority of the discourse in matters ethical
was such as would have made it difficult for an account of value which
was not a civic humanist account to be recognised as an account of
value at all; and because, properly adapted, the discourse could be
used to distinguish a liberal middle-class from its inferiors, in just
such a way as, unadapted, it had distinguished a liberal ruling-class
from a middle-class now claiming to be its equal in virtue. ‘
Thus, when it is ethics rather than economics which is primarily at
issue, writers who find traditional humanism inadequate to their con-
cerns do not come forward as the aggressive spokesmen for the mer-
cantile class but, if they identify themselves at all, as pacific members
of ‘the middle station of life’;”? they seem to restate, rather than to
redefine, the ethical ideas of traditional humanism, as if their inten-
tion is benign, and their aim only to strengthen those ideals, when in
fact they are changing the ethical priorities on which the discourse is
based. What seems to be happening is less a direct challenge than a
quiet debate, the outcome of which, however, will determine which
interest-group will inherit the discourse and the authority it em-
bodies, and so whose interests it will express and serve. This seems to
be what is at issue in Richardson’s departures from the ethical and
critical priorities of Shaftesbury; and if, except in his discussions of
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painting in relation to trade and commerce, Richardsoq gives few
signs of conscious disaffection from the critical assumptions of the
traditional discourse, that is because it appears to him as the one
legitimate form for critical endeavour, the form he must adopt if he is
to legitimate his own theory of painting, and‘one which can accom-
modate without strain his concern for the virtues and interests of
‘private gentlemen’. .

The claim that, to a modern commercial economy whose health
depended on its continual growth, self—inter_est was of more use than
public virtue, or than such disinterested private virtues as kindness
and compassion, is most memorably associated w:th' Mandevnlle, but
was asserted, less scandalously but with no less conviction, by Hume,
Josiah Tucker, Sir James Steuart and Adam Smith, among many
others. Thus, according to Tucker and Smith_, there was a ‘natural
Disposition ... to Commerce’ among mankind, a ‘propensity to
truck, barter, and exchange one thing for another’. It was clear .t}}at
men did not enter into these transactions out of any spirit of disin-
terestedness: as Smith explains,

man has almost constant occasion for the help of his brethren, aqd
itis in vain for him to expect it from their benevolgnce only. He w1.ll
be more likely to prevail if he can interest their self-love in his
favour, and shew them that it is for their own advantage to do for
him what he requires of them . . . It is not from the benevolepce of
the butcher, the brewer, or the baker, that we expect our dinner,
but from their regard to their own interest. We address ourselves,
not to their humanity but to their self-love.

It then seemed to follow, as Tucker puts it, that ‘Self-Loye is . .'.,t}_]e
great Mover in human Nature’; the ‘principle of self-interest’ is,
according to Steuart, ‘the universal spring of human actions’, so that:

the best way to govern a society, and to engage everyone to con-
duct himself according to a plan, is for the statesman to _form a
system of administration, the most consistent possible with the
interest of every individual, and never to ﬂatte( himself that hls
people will be brought to act in general, and in matters which
purely regard the public, from any other principle than private
interest.

This belief leads Steuart to issue a direct challenge to the principles of
traditional humanism:
It might perhaps be expected, that, in treating of politics, I shoulc
have brought in public spirit also, as a principle of action; whereat
all I require with respect to this principle is merely a restraint from
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it; and even this, perhaps, is too much to be taken for granted.
Were public spirit, instead of private utility, to become the spring
of action in the individuals of a well-governed state, | apprehend, it
would spoil all.

Steuart acknowledges the necessity of a form of public spirit, redefi-
ned as mere honesty in economic transactions, and to be enforced, of
course, by law, since it would be ‘absurd’ to ‘suppose men, in general,
honest’; but, he insists, ‘were the principles of public spirit carried
further; were a people to become quite disinterested; there would be
no possibility of governing them. Every one might consider the inter-
est of his country in a different light, and many might join in the ruin
of it, by endeavouring to promote its advantages.” As we shall see, it
isin the nature of modern societies that it is difficult, if not impossible,
to arrive at a vision of the public and its true interests.%

An exclusive belief in public spirit as the ground of social affiliation
would not only render a nation ungovernable; it would stunt the will
to industry, and therefore to the growth of the economy. Thus,
according to Hume, the principles of public spirit are simply ‘too
disinterested, and too difficult to support’: ‘it is requisite to govern
men by other passions, and animate them with a spirit of avarice and
industry, art and luxury’. For Hume, ‘it is a violent method ... to
oblige the labourer to toil, in order to raise from the land more than
what subsists himself and his family’: he is, like Smith, an advocate of
a high-wage economy, which secems to him best to guarantee the
safety of the state; for if the labourer is furnished with ‘manufactures
and commodities’, ‘you will find it easy to seize some part of his
superfluous labour’, in times of war, and ‘employ it in the public
interest’. Mandeville, on the other hand, believes in artificially de-
pressing the wages of labour: it is, he argues, ‘Prudence’ to relieve the
wants of the poor, *but Folly to cure them’, for ‘the Poor should be
keptstrictly to Work ", and will be industrious only if their self-interest
compels them to be so. But what is at issue here is not the relative
benevolence of Hume and Mandeville, or any disagreement as to the
degree of disinterestedness in mankind, for both positions depend on
the belief that men are actuated only by sclf-interest, in their pursuit
whether of the necessities or the accommodations of life %

The growth of the cconomy, as Ferguson explains, depends
entirely on the recognition and management of the principle of self-
interest: ‘men are tempted to labour, and to practise lucrative arts, by
motives of iriterest. Secure to the workman the fruit of his labour,
give him the prospects of independence or freedom, the public has
found a faithful ministerin the acquisition of wealth.” And, therefore,
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according to Steuart, ‘every man is to act for his own interest in what
regards the public; and, politically speaking, every one ought to do
s0’ (my emphasis). If men are so blind as not to perceive that, or not
to act as if, they are motivated only by interest, then self-interest is to
be proposed to them as an article of political morality; if they are
insufficiently acquisitive, then their natures must be managed, and
they must be ‘animated’ with ‘a spirit of avarice’. By arguments such
as these, the ‘public good’, as it had appeared to traditional
humanism, is entirely redefined. Thus, for Tucker, the two questions
to be resolved by the study of economics are ‘In what Particulars doth
the Public Good consist? And how shall the Passion of Self-love be
directed so as to produce the happy Effects intended?’—the second
question precedes the answer to the first, and it effectively
determines that answer. For Steuart, ‘it is the combination of every
private interest which forms the public good’; and ‘publick happi-
ness’, therefore, as Smith explains, is often the unintended result of
all the members of a society acting ‘merely from a view to their own
interest’, and in pursuit of the principle ‘of turning a penny wherever
a penny was to be got’.% :

This account has stressed the similarities among the writers I have
cited at the expense of the considerable differences among them—in
particular, I have concealed a disagreement as to whether mankind
has always been acquisitive, or whether it is only, oris particularly so,
in modern commercial societies. There would be little point, how-
ever, in distinguishing more carefully among those who argue that
self-interest is, or should be, the primary ground of social affiliation:
the belief in disinterested virtue, of one kind or another, was so far
constitutive of the discourse of civic humanism, and therefore of any
account of moral or artistic value in the eighteenth century, that all
such arguments were homogenised and rejected by those who
adhered to that discourse, whether in its traditional form or in the
forms to which, in the mid-century, it was adapted; and, at least until
the writings of Fuseli and Martin Archer Shee, they were so treated
by all writers on painting of any influence.

The response of traditional humanism to these writers on
economics was articulated most forcefully, often in advance of the
fact, by John Brown. Brown does not deny the efficacy of the ‘Spirit
of Commerce’ to the promotion of one kind of economic growth: it
‘tends’, he acknowledges, ‘at once to the Increase and Preservation of
Property’. But the health, and even the wealth of a nation, are not to
be measured by the accumulation of individual fortunes; and while
the spirit of commerce ‘begets a kind of regulated Selfishness’, its
opposite, ‘the Spirit of Liberty and Humanity’ begets ‘a Spirit of
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Equity’. Without such equity, the ‘national Spirit of Union’, which
requires that ‘the separate and partial Views of private Interest be in
some Degree sacrificed to the general Welfare’, must ‘ever be
thwarted or destroyed by selfish Views and separate Interests’,”
Brown does not sece himself as involved in a merely theoretical
debate with the views he rejects: his complaint, indeed, is that
accounts of mankind as actuated entirely by self-interest appear to
describe only too accurately the present condition of Britain; and so
his problem is not simply to redescribe the state of the nation, and to
show that the rulers of Britain are in fact motivated by public spirit,
but to consider how it might be possible, once again, for them to
become so. And this, as we shall sce, was almost the same problem
as was confronted by writers on art, who derived their critical prin-
ciples from the same discourse as Brown derived his political prin-
ciples, and who were wedded, in particular, to an account of the
hierarchy of genres by which the various kinds of painting were
valued in proportion to their tendency to promote public virtue.
Such writers were faced with the task of considering how history-
painting could be described or redescribed so as to counter the spirit
of self-interest they saw prevailing in contemporary Britain.

Perhaps not until Martin Archer Shee, writing in the early years
of the nineteenth century, did the doctrine that self-interest was
natural, necessary, and even laudable, have any serious appeal to
writers on painting. In fact, Shee launches a violent attack on the
‘mercenary sentiments’ encouraged by writers on economics, and,
in particular, on ‘those . . . who consult Adam Smith for their theory
of taste as well as of trade; and would regulate the operations of
virti on the principles of the pin manufactory; ... to whom the
world is but as one vast market—a saleshop of sordid interests and
selfish gratification’. ‘It has of late become so much the fashion’, he
complains, ‘to view every thing through the commercial medium,
and calculate the claims of utility by the scale of “The Wealth of
Nations™, that it is to be feared, the Muses and Graces will shortly
be put down as unproductive labourers, and the price current of the
day considered as the only criterion of merit.’ It quickly emerges,
however, that Shee’s main objection to Smith is not that he has
allowed self-interest to come out of the closet, and to announce
itself as a legitimate component of human nature, but that he
encourages the belief that the value of art is to be determined by
‘the wants and caprices of the million’, and not by those occupying
‘the summits of civilization’, and that this represents ‘a political
Jacobinism, as unworthy of the liberal merchant as of the loyal
citizen’. There is, he warns,
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a levelling of the principles and feelings, as well as of the ranks and
distinctions of society, and perhaps, in this country at this moment,
the more dangerous of the two; for it works unseen and uncen-
sured; strikes at the ancient nobility of the mind—the privileged
powers of genius and virtue, and would pull down all human per-
fection to be estimated according to the lowest rate of exchange. If
our heads and hearts are to be overrun by a mob of mercenary
sentiments, we shall have escaped to little purpose the disorganiz-
ation of one revolution, to be reserved to suffer the degradation of
the other. Of a system like this, the arts must ever be the first
victims; for they flourish only in the prevalence of feelings which
the sordid and selfish passions effectually destroy.”

This defence, however, of the ‘ancient nobility of the mind’ against
the revolutionary mob of levelling Scotch philosophers, elsewhere
finds expression in an argument that Shee has borrowed from Burke,
and that Burke had adapted from the tradition of economic thought
to which Smith himself had been the most notable contributor. The
argument presents itself as an attack on ‘the ingenious speculations of
men whose minds are wound up to an Utopian enthusiasm’, which
‘inculcates contempt for the gathered wisdom of ages’, and which
pretends that it would be both possible and beneficial ‘to simplify
society’, and so check—and here Shee seems to abandon the civic
principles on which his own theory of painting elsewhere seems to
depend—‘the progress of wealth, luxury, and inequality’. To such a
simplification, Shee is furiously opposed: ‘the finer arts and orna-
ments of life’, he claims, ‘all the delicate flowers of taste and genius’,
are threatened by ‘the axe of modern amelioration’; and the echo,
there, of the language of Thomas Paine would have been missed by
none of his readers. Suddenly, the ‘Chain of Self-Interest’, which to
Smith had been the cement of society, and to Brown had been ‘no
better than a Rope of Sand’, with no *Cohesion between the Parts’,
but only ‘a mutual Antipathy and Repulsion’, becomes for Shee the
basis of all social happiness and cultivation:

From the innumerable complications of civil interest and social
dependence; from the influence of wealth and luxury in their most
unrestrained and extended operations; from the inequalities of
fortune, rank, and degree, holding out object to ambition, and
impulse to labour; spurring the poor by necessity, the rich by
distinction; offering ease to diligence, and leisure to curiosity; and
furnishing every individual with his appropriate motive of exertion
in the general struggle, may be traced to arise, whatever softens,
refines, elevates, adorns, and dignifies the character of human
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nature .. . those brilliant sparks of civilization, those electric lights
of arts and sciences, which irradiate the otherwise sombre scene of
our existence, and shine the beneficent planets of the social firma-
ment . .. Society is a grand machine . . . Interest, self-interest, is the
firm supporting pivot on which the whole enginery rests and turns;
want, passion, ambition, are the main springs of its operation;
wealth, power, pleasure, glory, luxury, the principal wheels, which
communicating motion to all the dependent arrangements of
minuter mechanism, at length set forward the golden hands of
genius and taste to move on the dial of existence, and point to the
brightest periods of time, and the most memorable epochasof man.

But these, as Mr Burke says, ‘are high matters’, not to be ...
touched by a rhymer on art .. "8

I'have quoted at such length, partly because Shee’s argument en-
ables me to exemplify an attitude to the relations of art and interest

which will be notable by its absence from the writings we shall con-

sider later in this book; but partly, also, because his entire abandon-
ment here of the civic principles of Shaftesbury can give us a
foretaste, nevertheless, of how fragile those principles had become
by the early decades of the nineteenth century, and how muchin need
of whatever defence could be mounted on their behaif. What unifies

the contradictions in Shee’s argument, of course, is a cynical concern

for his own market: where the discourse of political economy threat-
ens the consensus of taste essential to the marketing of art, it is
characterised by the most efficacious term of abuse currently avail-
able, as jacobinism, the enemy of the ‘ancient nobility of mind’ of the
ancien régime. Where it justifies the accumulation of wealth which
makes possible the patronage of the arts, then it is an authority so far
superior to the civic discourse which was the enemy of luxury, that
civic humanism also comes to be represented as jacobinism—and not
at all implausibly, for by now there were radical writers, also,
vigorously competing in the struggle to appropriate the one
legitimate account of political virtue. Both the arguments that Shee
advances so intransigently co-operate to assert that a society exists for
the benefit of its most cconomically successful mecmbers, whHo exist
for the benefit of the arts, which exist not so much—though Shee will
claim they do—for the improvement of virtue, as for the benefit of the
practitioners of those arts. All this however, as my quotations from
Shee have suggested, is advanced under the cover of a moral tone
so elevated, that his Rhymes on Art can at times manage to appear
as a defence of art promoting public virtue in its most Spartan form.

* * * * *
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The discourse of political economy was further to complicate the
civic humanist account of the public function of painting by the atten-
tion it paid to the division of labour as the primary structural principle
of commercial society, by virtue of the chain of mutual dependence
that was established when men came to specialise in the provision of
particular goods and services, rather than attempting to satisfy all
their needs by their own various industry. As long as the division of
labour did not appear to challenge the distinction between liberal and
mechanic, it could be regarded, of course, as actually constitutive of
that distinction. The practitioners of particular trades and professions
were disabled, by virtue of their specialisation, from perceiving the
public interest; and it seemed to follow, as Burke’s anecdote of the
shoemaker has already suggested, that those who did not pursue such
specialisations were thereby enabled to develop a vision of the public,
and a public spirit, denied to everyone else, and so also to grasp the
true, the public function of the liberal arts; and the same point had
been made by Shaftesbury. The developing sense, however, of the
enormous complexity of the structures of production and exchange in
commercial societies, had the effect of making the claim that anyone
could now understand those structures increasingly implausible.
Thus, as Ferguson explained,

under the distinction of callings, by which the members of polished
society are separated from each other, every individual is supposed
to possess his species of talent, or his peculiar skill, in which the
others are confessedly ignorant; and society is made to consist
of parts, of which none is animated with the spirit of society
itself. ‘

In ‘simple or barbarous ages’, Ferguson argues, ‘the public is a knot
of friends’, but in prosperous, commercial nations, ‘the public
becomes an object perhaps too extensive’ for the conception of its
members. No one, as Smith as well as Ferguson had speculated, was
exempt from this occlusion of the view of the public: the liberal arts,
and even ‘the business of state’, become, in complex societies, ‘the
objects of separate professions’; ‘thinking itself’, in an ‘age of separa-
tions’, ‘may become a peculiar craft’, and even the philosopher is
discovered to be implicated in an economy of exchange, and so is not
exempt from the self-interest which conceals a view of the interest of
the public. All men, in short, liberal and mechanic alike, ‘cease to be
citizens’.” '

Not all of this account of the effects of specialised occupations and
interests was contested by adherents to the discourse of civic
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humanism, which indeed informs Ferguson’s and Smith’s considera-
tions of the topic. John Brown too had claimed that even among the
supposedly liberal there were those dedicated to the ‘Pursuit of Gain’,
in whose minds ‘the Idea of a Public has no Place’; and the difference
between his position and Ferguson’swasthathe feltbound to protestat
aprocess he refused to believe was irreversible, and that he declared it
tobe the result more of a failure of the will and intellect than of inexor-
able forces of social and economic change. As we shall see, writers on
painting, anxious to defend the political and ethical functions of their
art, and to justify the foundation of a public body to promote them,
were inevitably committed to the same belief. The belief however that
the public was disappearing, that it lay somewhere in the centre of an
entirely impenetrable labyrinth of intertwined occupations and in-
terests—a belief which had been voiced by Johnson as well as by the
political economists of Scotland—made it difficult to assert the old
civichumanist belief that the liberal mindsofthe citizens of a state were
stillinaposition to perceive its interests. Incasualmoments, andonun-
important occasions, that could still be done: the discourse of political
economy could be characterised as the productionofilliberal minds, of
minds as blind and mechanical as those engaged in the manufactures
they promoted: of Tucker’s observation that ‘a pin-maker was a more
useful and valuable member of society than Raffaele’, Reynolds re-
marked in conversation—though he thought the remark worth
committing to paper—that it was the ‘observation of a VETY narrow
mind;a mind thatis confinedto the mere objectof commerce, that sees
with a microscopic eye but a part of the great machine of the economy
oflife, and thinks that small part which he sees to be the whole’. Butin
public pronouncements, and, in particular, in public lectures at the
Academy, the commitment to an idea of painting as still capable of
promotingpublicspirit could nolongerexpressitselﬁnasimple rehear-
sal of the confident assertions of writers such as Shaftesbury and
Turnbull.'®

11. The ‘privatisation’ of virtue and of painting

Within the field of cthics, insofar as it could be disjoined' from
economics, it was unnecessary, I have argued, for those who sought
to construct a space in which the private virtues could be more appre-
ciated, to issue a direct challenge to the discourse of civic humanism,
- and to frame a new discourse of their own. The traditional discourse
could be adapted, so that the private virtues, in particular the soft
virtues of amiability, kindness, compassion, could appropriate to
themselves some of the dignity of the public virtues. This is a part of

MRy

N
TRETTES ALY T AR B et vt S e L

A N e e SRR IO T

A Republic of Taste 55

the process which has been named ‘the privatisation of virtue’ in the
eighteenth century, but we should be wary of the phrase. If we look
upon works of ethical philosophy in the period as constituting a con-

tinuous tradition of thought disjoined from its historical context, we
may persuade ourselves that what we observe, from Shaftesbury
through, say, to Paley, is a steady devaluing of the dignity of the
public virtues, and a steady elevation of the dignity of private virtue,
until, by the end of the century, it became possible to represent it as a
cause of complaint, that ‘by far the greater share of glory attends
upon what are called great actions’—which are in fact ‘glorious to the
individual alone’—than to ‘a sober train of benevolence’, such as is
‘useful to the community’.! On its own terms, this account is true
enough; but it may be more helpful to understand this phenomenon
in the terms of conflict and appropriation I proposed at the start of my
previous section. For what seems to be happening is that a discourse,
whose function, at the start of the century, was to define the ethical
ideals of a ruling class, is being appropriated by the literary rep-
resentatives of their polite but unenfrachised social inferiors. There
seem to be two motives for this appropriation: to adapt it, so as to
enable it to describe the virtues of the unenfranchised—I use the
term here to apply to those who may be eligible for, but cannot aspire
to, public office; and to confuse the distinctions between public and
private virtue in such a way as to suggest that, in point of virtue, there
is no clear distinction between the moral capacities of the franchised
and the unenfranchised.

This is another subject that requires a book to itself, and perhaps
only a conspicuous brevity can escape the objections of those better
qualified to write this section than I am. So let me ignore, for
example, the distinction between Shaftesbury’s account of public
virtues and affections and Hutcheson’s softer and more com-
passionate ‘public sense’, and pass over the borrowings from
Hutcheson made by the writers whom 1 shall, briefly, discuss.'”
These are the Scottish writers Hume, Adam Smith and Kames, far
more thbroughgoing in their attempt to ‘privatise’ virtue than any
writers in mid-century England.

Each of these writers proposes a taxonomy of virtues and passions
which cuts across, or in some other way complicates, the earlier
secure division between public and private. Hume, for example,
remarks that in ‘panegyrics that are commonly made of great men’ a
distinction is observed between their public virtues—‘such as make
them perform their part in society’—and their private virtues—
‘such as render them serviceable to themselves’. But this description
of public virtues is evidently different from Dennis’s, for example, for
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whom all but the heroic virtues were private: for Hume, the public
virtues are represented as ‘generosity and humaniry’; they are not the
exclusive virtues of *public men’, but such as may be exercised by
anyone who acts disinterestedly in the service of others. Hume also
divides the passions and the virtues they prompt into the ‘tender’ and
the ‘sublime’, where the virtues that derive from the tender passions
are ‘generosity, humanity, compassion, gratitude, friendship, fidelity,
zeal, disinterestedness, liberality, and all those other qualities which

form the character of the good and benevolent’. This list includes

within its scope virtues which had often previously been divided
among the public and private, according to the extent of their opera-
tion and their tendency to promote general rather than particular
good: as Hume acknowledges, some small ‘delicacies’ of love or
friendship ‘have little infuence on society’, but must be recognised as
‘social’ virtues as compared with the self-directed virtues of enter-
prise and frugality. '3

The ‘sublime’ passions, however, are those which Shaftesbury and
Dennis would have recognised as truly heroic, but they may, accord-
ing to Hume, be far from disinterested:

in general, we may observe, that whatever we call heroic virtue,
and admire under the character of greatness and elevation of mind,
is either nothing but a steady and well-establish’d pride and self-
esteem, or partakes largely of that passion. Courage, intrepidity,
ambition, love of glory, magnanimity, and all the other shining
virtues of that kind, have plainly a strong mixture of self-esteem in
them, and derive a great part of their merit from that origin.
Accordingly we find that many religious declaimers decry those
virtues as purely pagan and natural, and represent to us the
excellency of the Christian religion, which places humility in the
rank of virtues, and corrects the judgment of the world, and even of

philosophers, who so generally admire all the efforts of pride and
ambition.

Heroic actions, Hume claims, benefit chiefly those who perform
them, not the inhabitants of the countries whom heroes claimto have
saved from destruction. Thus, though *heroism, or military glory, is
much admir'd by the generality of mankind’, who consider it

‘sublime’, *men of cool reflexion are notso sanguine in their praises of
it':

the infinite confusions and disorder, which it has caus’d in the
world, diminish much of its merit in their eyes. When thy wou’d
oppose the popular notion on this head, they always point out the
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evils, which this suppos’d virtue has produc’d in human society; the
subversion of empires, the devastation of provinces, the sack of
cities. As long as these are present to us, we are more inclin’d to
hate than admire the ambition of heroes.

In his account of heroic virtue, Hume comes as close as ever he does
in his writings on morals to a direct challenge to the values of tradi-
tional humanism; the challenge, however, remains indirect, partly by
virtue of his continual use of local irony—we have heard it, for
example, in the phrase ‘many religious declaimers’, whose opinion
we cannot quite believe he endorses—and partly by means of a more
general relativism. '

For, Hume continues, when ‘we fix our view on the person himself,
who is the author of all this mischief ... we cannot refuse it our
admiration. The pain, which we receive from its tendency to the
prejudice of society, is overpower’d by a stronger and more
immediate sympathy.’ This sense that our judgments of passions and
virtues may be a function of the point of view from which we regard
them, is repeated also in Hume’s observation that we admire virtues
and passions rather according to their conformity with our own
dispositions, and our sense of our own capacities, than according to a
moral arithmetic of the kind by which Hutcheson had demanded that
virtues should be estimated. ‘The man of a mild disposition and
tender affections’, Hume explains, will particularly admire
benevolence and humanity; a man of ‘courage and enterprize’ will
place more value on ‘a certain elevation of mind’; and this phenom-
enon ‘must evidently proceed from an immediate sympathy, which
men have with characters similar to their own’. In short, Hume is
offering, not a system of morals so much as a phenomenology of our
reactions to different kinds of actions and passions; and the effect of
this, too, is to complicate the notion that virtues may be estimated by
the place they occupy on a scale of public utility. According to who we
are—and according, we might add, to our position within society—
we sympathise with different virtues; and no moral arithmetic can
persuade us that we ought not to esteem acts of friendship more
highly than acts of heroism, or even selfish passions and self-directed
virtues more than tender acts of charity. '

Hume also distinguishes between virtues in terms of those which
are ‘amiable’ and excite our love, and those which are ‘aweful’, and
elicit our respect. This distinction was borrowed and adapted by
Smith, to describe, on the one hand, ‘the virtues of candid condescen-
sion and indulgent humanity’, and, on the other, ‘the virtues of self-
denial, of self-government, of that command of the passions which
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subjects all the movements of our nature to what our own dignity and
honour, and the propriety of our own conduct require’. Both kinds of
virtue, Christian and Stoic, are equally necessary for ‘the perfection
of human nature’; but though Smith gives no preference to the ‘ami-
able virtue of humanity’ over the more herojc virtue of ‘mag-
nanimity’, it is clear that, likec Hume, he regards the latter as owing its
origin more to self-esteem than to the social affections. Kames,
finally, proposes a distinction between ‘social’ and ‘selfish’ passions
and actions, where the ‘social’ however, include acts of particular
friendship no less than those of comprehensive benevolence, and
where the selfish are perfectly estimable, so long as they do not
encroach upon the social, "

The point of these remarks has been simply to indicate how the
writers 1 have mentioned all contributed to a complication of the
distinction between public and private virtue that had been proposed
by traditional humanism. They do not entirely undermine it, but they
separate the hard virtues of heroism from the softer virtues of uni-
versal benevolence: the former, once prized as public and disinteres-
ted, are represented as self-directed, and those once recognised as
disinterested but private are grouped alongside those which manifest
a comprehensive public spirit, so that all ‘social’ virtues may now
claim to be ‘public’. And the effect of this complication was to suggest
that social, or public, virtues were capable of being exercised, not
perhaps by the vulgar, but by a wider class of men than could aspire to
the opportunity of displaying the public virtues described by Shaftes-
bury, Dennis, or Thomson.

This is the first aspect of the ‘privatisation of virtue’ whose effect,

on the theory of painting, I want briefly to consider, and I want to *

suggest that it led, in the mid-century, to an account of the function of
painting and of the higher genres of literature, whereby their task was
to teach social rather than specifically public virtue. This, for
example, is Daniel Webb, reflecting on the danger of conceiving of
the ‘usefulness of Painting’ in terms of a hard republican notion of
virtue:

[t should seem that legislators, for the most part, divide men into
two extremes; to those of finer temper, they propose the good of
society, and beauty of virtue, as sufficient motives to action: But
the vulgar and sordid natures are, by their leading passions, as
pride, fear and hope, to be compelled into virtue. Such systems as
these may ‘produce a Spartan severity, or Roman patriotism, but
never an Athenian politeness. To effect this, the softer passions,
and even elegant habitudes, are to be employed: These only can
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humanize the mind, and temper it into a sensibility of the slightest
impressions, and most exquisite feelings.

Accordingly, when Webb comes to the criticism of particular history-
paintings, he describes them in terms of their ability to refine the
amiable passions, rather than to inspire us to emulate the awful
virtues of the heroes they depict. In Poussin’s painting of the death of
Germanicus, we are not, he imagines, prompted to an admiration for
stoic magnanimity, but ‘to a generous indignation at the cruelty of his
oppressor, and an equal compassion for happy virtue’; the Plague of
Athens, then believed to be by the same painter, ‘melts the soul into a
tender participation of human miseries: These impressions end not
here; they give a turn to the mind advantageous to society; every
argument of sorrow, every object of distress, renews the same soft

- vibrations, and quickens us to acts of humanity and benevolence.’

Painting, for Webbs may inflame us to the emulation of virtue, but it
does so by softening our resistance, not by steeling our resolve. '’

In Burke’s Enquiry, the passions excited by the sublime and the
beautiful are divided according to a system similar to Hume’s division
between the sublime and the tender. Just as, for Hume, sublime
actions owe their origin largely to self-esteem, so the sublime is re-
lated by Burke to our concern for our self-preservation. For Hume,
the tender virtues derive from our social affections, and for Burke the
origin of our love of beauty is a love of society; and Burke may derive
from Hume a contrast between the sublime Cato and the beautiful
Caesar, as examplars of the awful and the amiable passions, the first
inspiring fear and admiration, the second love., Alexander Gerard
proposes a similar distinction between the sublime and the beautiful;
and though the sublime of heroism includes for him a complex of
power and humanity—the hero has the ‘power’ to subject to ‘his
dominion’ ‘multitudes of nations’, and ‘wide extended countries’, and

‘a ‘benevolence’ hardly less imperious, which ‘comprehends mul-

titudes’, and ‘grasps whole large societies’—Gerard does not imagine
that the function of representations of such heroism is to inflame us to
emulate it. The moral function of painting, on the contrary, is to
‘soften’ the mind by its ‘charms’, and to ‘dispose’ us to ‘friendship,
generosity, love, and the whole train of kind affections’. '8
Reading these passages from Webb and Gerard, we may
reasonably suspect that one of the advantages of the increasing em-
phasis on the ‘tender’ virtues was that it could put an acceptable face
on a commercial society in which economic activity was being
extracted, by writers on economics, from the sphere of public
morality. As Blake was to point out, in ‘The Human Abstract’, the
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upgrading of such virtues as *humanity’ and ‘pity’ was especially of
benefit to the victors of the commercial system, who were offered
thereby the consolation of engaging in private moral transactions
with its victims—transactions necessary to alleviate the suffering
caused by a system whose own tough ‘necessity’ the rhetoric of
tenderness was rarely deployed to challenge, and whose effects it was
more often employed to conceal. Insofar as painting came to be seen,
in the mid-century, as concerned with the promotion of what; from
the viewpoint of traditional humanism, were private virtues, it was
itself being ‘privatised’, was being invested with the task of teaching
its spectators to take a private pleasure in alleviating the results of
activities of which they were the economic beneficiaries, and, either
more or less directly, the agents. A privatised painting is thus made
complicit with a commercial system assumed to be outside the sphere
of the moral, so that its function comes to be to clear up after the
accidents—the ‘collisions’, as they came to be known—which are
the inevitable effects of commercial capitalism. This relation of
complicity will be rejected by most of the writers we shall be con-
sidering in this book, on the grounds, of course, not only that it
represented commercial activities as amoral, but that it devalued
painting; though this is not to say that they could do other than
propose—as perhaps only Fuseli recognised—a range of relations
between painting and commerecial society in which their complicity is
visibly more strained but was invisibly confirmed.

* * * * *

The suspicion for, and devaluation of, the heroic virtues that we have
been observing, engendered also a belief that, while the sublime of
heroism may have been useful to the republics of antiquity, in con-
stant danger of invasion, and small enough to enable an active con-
cern for the whole body of a people, in the more secure, polite, and
extensive societies of modern Europe, representations of heroic

virtue may be of small relevance to men whose experience of life was

at once more pacific and more private. The sense which continually
hovers above mid-century discussions of heroic painting and poetry,
that the age of heroism had long passed, was perhaps as much a hope
as an anxiety; for if it were true, it would challenge the distinction, in
terms of a capacity for public virtue, between those capable of
governing and those capable only of being governed. The belief,
however, was usually represented as, at least partially, a matter for
regret. Smith notices among the ‘inconveniences . . . arising from
a commercial spirit’, that ‘the minds of men are contracted, and
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~r~gnderedAincapable of elevation’, so that ‘the heroic spirit is almost
‘ufterly extinguished’. In commercial societies, as it seems to Fer-

guson, the poetry of heroic action is also, regrettably, an anachron-
ism. The superiority of the Greeks, he writes, ‘is‘in no circumstances
more evident than in the strain of their fictions, and in the story of
those fabulous heroes, poets, and sages, whose tales ... served to
inflame that ardent enthusiasm with which this people afterwards
proceeded in the pursuit of every national object’. The members of
those ‘illustrious states’,

from the habit of considering themselves as part of a community

- were regardless of personal considerations: they had a per-
petual view to objects which excite a great ardour in the soul: which
led them to act perpetually in the view of their fellow-citizens; and
to practise those arts of deliberation, elocution, policy, and war, on
which the fortunes of nations, or of men, in their collective body,
depend.'"”

But if ‘to the ancient Greek, or the Roman, the individual was
nothing, and the public every thing’, then ‘to the modern. in too many
nations of Europe, the individual is every thing, and the public
nothing. The state is merely a combination of departments.’ We can
now have no occasion for a poetry which attempts to animate the
heroic virtues to act in the furtherance of the public interest. “The
remains of an active spirit’, the ‘examples and the experience of
former and better times’, are preserved by writings which have
become ‘literary monuments’; and their function is not to provoke
emulation, but to mark the distance between the societies that pro-
duced them, and the modern age.!" In passages such as these. the
civic discourse is invited to pronounce its own funeral oration: if civic
virtue is buried with the city-state, its passing is mourned; if word
comes that it has been seen alive, a posse of Scotch philosophers is
sent out to detain it for re-education.

James Northcote believed that the ‘grand’, the heroic style of
painting was ‘held very disagreeable’ in Britain because it was ‘an
article totally useless and unfit in respect to the habits of private life’;
in some remarks about ‘Brutus’, Pope’s projected epic, Joseph
Warton comes near to offering the same opinion. Had Pope com-
pleted it, Warton imagines, he would:

have given us many elegant descriptions, and many GENERAL
characters, well drawn; but would have failed to set before our eyes
the REALITY of these objects, and the acTioNs of these characters:
for Homer professedly draws no characters, but gives us to collect
them from the looks and behaviour of each person he introduces
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-+ Itwould have appeared (if this scheme had been executed) how
much, and for what reasons, the man that is skilful in painting
modern life, and the most secret foibles and follies of his cotem-
poraries, is, THEREFORE, disqualified from representing the ages of
heroism ... which alone epic poetry can gracefully describe.

Warton’s particular point, I take it, is that Pope’s preoccupation with
character was, by definition, a preoccupation with the private—with
secret foibles and follies—and that he could not therefore lift himself
to the representation of action, and (the symmetry of the argument
requires) of public concerns. But this does not seem to be, from one
point of view, a failing in Pope but in the age: Pope was, after all,
‘skilful’ in the painting of modern life, which was, quite simply, the
painting of general character in terms of private characteristics; the
heroic age is past, and the public world of epic is not the world before
our eyes. But Warton will not take the next step and question the
value of writing epic at all, in an age to which the epic is foreign, an
age not of action but of character; and though the epic may still be
defensible, in Warton’s terms, as a lesson in action to an age of
character, he does not see the need to make that defence, for the
notion of epic as the highest kind of poetry seems to him so far from
needing a new justification that it remains to Warton one of Pope’s
greatest failings that he did not succeed in a genre, the function of
which Warton imagines he does not need to consider. And yet, quite
evidently, his argument requires him to consider the question—as
writers, also, on history-painting were obliged to consider it: if epic
is the representation of ‘the ages of heroism’, and those ages are
understood as opposite in their character to ‘modern life’, then what
has modern life to do with the heroic, and how can the heroic survive
as a mode of art, if it is not also a mode of life?!!!

I'shall say more about this issue in my chapter on Fuseli, and more,
in my chapter on Barry, about that aspect of the ‘privatisation of
virtue’ by which the private virtues (which, according to Hume,
eniable men 1o ‘proaiole their owi iilerest’) were capable of being
represented, also, as public virtues, contributing directly to the inter-
est of the public. Bui-as i hope this section has shown, we—or the
writeis I am about to consider—have aiready enough problems to
worry about. If, by the mid-century, the distinction between public
and private had become far less secure than it had been (o Shaftes-
bury, Deanis, Thomson and Turnbuii; and if, so far as it was secure,
public, or specificully hersic virtue, could seem 10 have no such func.
tion as would justify the preeminence of heroic art among the genies
of writing and painting; then however the notion of nublic art cantd
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be redefined, it is clear that those charged by the Academy with the
responsibility of restoring ‘the dignity of the dying Art’ were faced with
adifficult task.""? On the one hand, their membership of the Academy,
and all the institutions of criticism, committed them to a defence of
those genres of painting which seemed to fulfil a public moral func-
tion; on the other hand, they were themselves members of ‘the middle
station of life’, and it may have been a matter of concern to them to
question an idea of painting which, by requiring them to exalt the pre-
tended public virtues of a civic €lite, obliged them to deny, at the the
very same time, their own moral qualifications for citizenship.

12. Summary of argument, and remarks on the ‘public’
and gender

The chapters that follow discuss the ways in which, in response to these
difficulties, the civichumanisttheoryofpainting wasvariously adapted
by those writers on art who, I believe, had most to contribute to the
discussion of the issues raised in this book. Reynolds, it is argued,
attempted to ground public spirit not on virtue but on a particular kind
of social knowledge. To this end he replaced the rhetorical with a
philosophical aesthetic, which attempted to promote, in the doctrine
of the ‘central forms’, a uniformity of perception: by central forms we
are enabled to discover, not how to act in the publicinterest, but what §
our individual characters have in common; and thus the ‘public’ is §
made a visible object, as is the basis of our affiliation to jt. Barry is
represented as attempting to argue that painting should depict the
diversity of asociety divided by the division of labour, but in such a way
as enables its members to grasp the common ends, political and relig- §
ious, which their divided labours co-operate to achieve. The chapter ;
on Blake, which s in the form of a ‘Blake Dictionary’ reveals his great
dependence on Barry’s writings, and argues against those critics who 1
have claimed that his own writings on art promote a ‘romantic indi- §
vidualismy’, or g specificaily ‘vonianiic’ hutansim, Barry and Blake, | §
claim, were the first writcrs on art in Britain to attempt to extend the §
idea of the ‘public’ of art so that it couid mclude all the membersofa §
state—or rather ail its male members—and 1o develop a theory by §
which histox'y—puintingcouldrcprcsontlhcm;cH,nnd revealtothemithe g
terms of their citizenship. ',
Fuscli, I'shall suggesi, attempts at times to reaffirm the values of the §
civic discourse i ils PUICst, its wosi taditionai form . and at others to §
adapt that discourse so that paintingcan be argued as capablc of cical- B
ing a substitute for a now-lost nublic sphere. bv enabling the madery g
spectator individualtsed und isoiated by the conflicts generatedin the §
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pursuit of artificial wants, to recognise, by a mode of private sym-
pathy, the same plight in others. The final chapter argues that
Haydon, the last writer who attempted to defend the pre-eminence of
the ‘grand style” in civic terms, was unable to assert that it could still
perform any public function, and was reduced to defending it simply
as a style; and that Hazlitt launched the first fundamental attack on
the civic humanist theory of art and the ‘public’ painting it promoted,
by claiming that the ends and satisfactions of painting were primarily
private, and by denying the traditional interdependence of the re-
public of taste and the political republic.

Finally, some remarks on the language of this book, where it may,
for one reason or another, be open to misinterpretation.

When Reynolds was writing his early discourses, it was still easy to
believe that the recently founded Academy could achieve its main
end, of promoting an art which would promote the public interest. By
the turn of the century, however, there was, to most commentators,
no sign that the Academy had succeeded in encouraging the develop-
ment of a school of history-painting worthy of a great and free nation.
Various explanations were canvassed, but all of them came back to
the same point: that there was no longer a ‘public’ in Britain, in the
sense of a body of citizens animated with the public spirit which alone
could encourage a public art; the body of the public was now a corpse,
corrupted by the luxury and commerce that the civic humanist
discourse had so strenuously attempted to arrest; the account of
society offered by the economists, that it was structured as a market,
was only too accurate.

Under the pressure of this perception, whether of decline or (to the
political economists) of development, the meaning of the word
‘public’ itself was perceived to be changing. The word came to be
used less and less to signify ‘the commonwealth’, ‘the community or
people as an organised body’, or the government of a ‘civil state’. It
came increasingly to signify, instead, ‘the country as an aggregate,
but not in its organised capacity’, and hence, simply, ‘the members of
the community’ (OED). But it developed another meaning as well. |
mentioned earlier that the Latin publicus signified a ‘public man’, a
magistrate; I did not add that publica signified a ‘public woman’, a
prostitute, a woman who would do anything for anyone, if the price
was right. And around the turn of the century, ‘public’ comes to refer
more often, not simply to the mass, the totality of a people, but also to
an undefined group of rich consumers of the arts, who had appro-
priated the term to themselves, without also assuming the civic
identity and the civic responsibilities of a true public. This public was
frequently perceived as mercenary, ignorant, vain, capricious, with

¥

A TN TR

eSO ETPEan

A Republic of Tuste 65

no steady attachment to principle, ‘ever governed’, as Wordsworth
described it, ‘by factitious influence’ and blown every which way by
the breath of fashion. It was, in short, a luxurious, an ‘effeminate’
public, of easy virtue. The phrase ‘the public voice’, signifying some-
thing like the general will of the citizens of a state, comes to be
supplanted by ‘public opinion’, the mere will of all; or else, as Blake
explained, what we now call the ‘Public Voice’ is the public’s error.!13

This usage, however, is more complicated than my account so far
has suggested, because the memory of the unambiguous authority the
word had recently embodied is still powerful. Anthony Pasquin, in
denouncing those who regarded themselves as the ‘public’ for art in
the late eighteenth century, declared that:

the mightiest evil to be regretted is, that the vuLGar, who have no
knowledge of propriety, should, from their numbers, their riches,
and consequently their power, have the national patronage within
their dominion; and yet these bipedal reptiles must be uniformly
soothed and solicited, under such a forcible designation, as

THE PUBLIC. '

Pasquin’s point is complex, and it goes to the heart of the complexity
of the word. There is, he is suggesting, a conspiracy in its use,
between the rich but vulgar purchasers of paintings, and the artists
who satisfy their demand for ornamental, sensual images to gratify
their caprice, vanity, and self-interest. The first demand to be called
‘the public’, so that their taste will be dignified as civic and disinter-
ested; the painters agree to call them that, to encourage the pretencc‘
that when this public buys paintings, they are doing so out of a civicL
duty to promote the arts; and to encourage them, thercfore, to buy§
more. Pasquin’s anger exploits the tension between the two senses of
public, as publicus and as publica, a tension we may often observe in
the period before the ‘public’ for the arts came to signify simply the
aggregate of its consumers. But, until that time, it is often difficult to
gauge the relative strength of the two senses in any particular instunc_c
of its use; and when, in the chapters that follow, I cite passages in
which the word appears, my interpretations of it will nced to be
scrutinised, and tested against the reader’s own understanding of the
relation between its positive and its pejorative meanings.

I had better also explain—if it is not alrcady (oo late—thaf
throughout this book | have been careful nor to use o vocabular g
purged of sexist reference. When I speak of what ‘men’ thought, ot
‘Man’ in general, of the spectator as ‘he’, [ am doing so with fore- ;
thought, and in order to emphasise the point that, in the civic
humanist theory of art and the various mutations of it we are ahout (of
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consider, women are denied citizenship, and denied it absolutely, in
the republic of taste as well as in the political republic. They could not
claim full civic membership of the republic of taste because, in the
first place, they had no public identity in the political republic, and
were thus incapable of public virtue; in the second place, the theories
of art discussed in this book all presume that the ability to grasp the
relations of general and particular is fundamental to correct taste.,
But as Mary Wollstonecraft pointed out, ‘the power of generalizing
ideas, of drawing comprehensive conclusions from individual obser-
vations ... has not only been denied to women; but writers have
insisted that it is inconsistent, with a few exceptions, with their sexual
character’; and this ‘imbecility’, as Robert Lowth and Samuel
Johnson described it, of the ‘female mind’, meant that women were
capable of thinking only in terms of—the phrase is Hazlitt’s—‘per-
sonal ideas’. These were no doubt among the reasons why writers on
painting continually assumed that their readers were only men:
Archibald Alison distinguishes between male and female beauty in
terms of the different forms of ‘our sex’ and of ‘the other sex’; we
prefer to see paintings of the naked female, explains Mengs, because,
among other reasons, ‘we’ are at liberty to look at naked men when-
ever we please.'” ”

It was no doubt also with the disabling characteristics of women in
mind that Wollstonecraft began the thirteenth chapter of Mary
(1788) like this:

When the weather began to clear up, Mary sometimes e mut
e, PUEPUSLLY TU VICW LIS TULIS thAL STl Femauied ol the earth-
quake: or she would ride to the banks of the Tagus, to feast her eyes
with the sight of that magnificent river. At other times she would
visit the churches, as she was particularly fond of seeing historical
pictures.

One of these visits gave rise to the subject, and the whole party
descanted on it; but as the ladies could not handle it well, they soon
adverted to portraits; and talked of the attitudes and characters in
which they should wish to be drawn. Mary did not fix on one—
when Henry, with more apparent warmth than usual, said, ‘1 would
give the world for your picture, with the expression | have seen in
your face, when you have been supporting your friend.’

This delicate compliment did not gratify her vanity, but it
reached her heart.!'®

Mary’s fondness for history-painting, and her refusal t take a vain
picasuie i considering how she would wish to be portiayed, arc
directed by Wollstonecraft against the assumptions about women
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2. Thomas Hudson(?), Miss Irons (mid-18th century, date uncertain), private collection. *A
nincteenth century labelis on the back of the picture: A picture with aseroll over face by Hudson,
Sir Joshua Reynolds Master. The original portrait was one of Miss [rons. a well-known beauty.
When the picture came home she did not think it did her justice & returned it to Hudson to h;_n'c
itimproved. He painted over her face the scroll having the portrait of (?) Thomas Mudgc saying
he would put some sense into her head somehow & that Thomas Mudge was the wisest man he
knew.’ (Thomas Hudson, 1701-1779, catalogue of an exhibition at Kenwood, London, 1979,
no. 66).
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embodied in the civic humanist theory of painting. That theory
assumes that, as Shaftesbury had put it, ‘Ladies hate the great
manner’; that women cannot understand history-paintings, which are
public and idealiscd works, the comprehension of which demands
an understanding of public virtue, an ability to generalise, and
‘an acquaintance with the grand outline of human nature’, which
(whether by nature or nurture) isdenied to women, who are obliged to
remain ‘satisfied with common nature’"”. If the ‘ladies’ cannot discuss
history-paintings, that is because it has been presumed impossible for
them to learn how to do so. Portraits, however, work in terms of
‘personal’ ideas; they aim to present particular likenesses; where they
represent virtue, they favour the private virtues; and they gratify the
vanity of those who sit for them, and so of women especially, who are
kngwn to be especially vain. That women are happy to discuss por-
traits, only confirms their inability to comprehend the higher, the
public genre of art.

SIR JOSHUA
REYNOLDS

1. Introductory: the coherence of the ‘Discourses’

IN His seventh discourse, delivered at the Royal Academy in 1776, Sir
Joshua Reynolds considers the opinion that only ‘the good and vir-
tuous man’ can acquire a ‘true or just relish’ of works of art. This
opinion, he suggests:

will not appear entirely without foundation, when we consider that

‘the same habit of mind which is acquired by our search after truth
in the more serious duties of life, is only transferred to the pursuit
of lighter amusements. The same disposition, the same desire to
find something steady, substantial, and durable, on which the mind
can lean as it were, and rest with safety, actuates us in both cases.
The subject only is changed. We pursue the same method in our
search after the idea of beauty and perfection in each; of virtue, by
looking forwards beyond ourselves to society, and to the whole; of
arts, by extending our views in the same manner to all ages and all
times. (134)* S

If all men of taste are also men of virtue, they are so, it seems, because
they have cultivated a particular habit of mind: the habit of taking
‘comprehensive views’, and of subordinating their personal interests
and concerns to the interests and concerns of some wider ‘whole’.
Reynolds will not, it seems, explictly endorse the opinion he has
considered: to do so would be to engage in an argument too complex
to be determined before his audience at the Academy. But it is every-
where clear that he regards the opinion as well-founded, and indeed
the connection between taste and ‘the more serious duties of life’ is
crucial to an understanding of the Discourses;! which, as | shall be

* All page-numbers in this chapter refer to Reynolds'’s Discourses on Art, ed. Robert R. Wark, 2nd edition,
New Haven and London 1975,
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Alexander Pope, Harmondsworth Y7L, 184,

Brown, Estimufe, 35: Burke; Reflections on.the
Revolution in France 1790, in The Works of the
Right Hpnourable Edmund Burke, s( t815):96;
Shu!lcxbury. C(mmrl(n'.uirk:. L o192; Abate
Luigi Lanai, The Hisiory of Puinting in ltaly
(ﬁml‘rcvisc_d_cd. t80y), ir. Thomas Ruscoe,
1847, 1216 i : :

- Py, Namrdl History, Loch edition, tr. H.

Ruckham, 9, Cambridge, Ma., and London
qq&).]z)-s(allxﬁhvzqucm referencesto Pliny
are to'this volume and this edition); Burke, A
Philosvphical Enquiry inlo the Origin of qur
ldeas of the Sublime and Beautiful (157-9), ed.
Yames T. Boulton, Notre Dame, tnd., and

London 5968, 19~30; se also Franciscus

Junius, The Painting of the Ancients, 1638, n1y;

- Roger de Piles, The Art of Painting (1707), 1nd

4.
1.

=

2
9.
3o.

30

English ¢dition, 1744, 80-1. and The Principles
of Paimting (1708), trdnslated into English by
Painter, 1743, 183; lohnson, The Rambler, no,
4. March 31 1Yys0; Reynolds, Discourses, 133,
Burke, Enquiry, 12-3.

Plato, Republic, Locb edition, tr. Pau} Shorey,

LundonnndCambﬂdgc.Ma.. 1979, 3: 451, 459. -
. Reynolds, Discourses, 170 Plato, 2: 451 (I have

prefetred the transtation here of H. D.P. Lee,
Harmondsworth 1yss, 380); Heary Home,
Lord Kames, Elements of Criticum (1762),
1839, 454; The Works of Anthony Raphuel
Mengs, tr. Don Joseph Nicholus' D'Azara,
1796, 2:126; Turnbull, gg. ’

- Sec Marian Hobson, The Object of Art: The

Theory of llusion in Eighteenth-Cenury
France, Cambridge 1983, 1315, 18-61; also
Andié Fontaine, Les Doctrines d'arten France,
Peinires, umatewrs, . critiques, de Powsun
Duderot, Paris 1909,

Mengs, 1: 136; 3; 114, 126,

Mecngs. 3: 69; 3: 'y gs.

Reynolds, Discourses, 93. 117, 97: Danic!
Wehb. An Inquiry into the Beauties of Painung:
and into the Merits of the Most Celebrated
Fainters; Ancient and Modern (1760). 3rd cdi-
tion, 1769, §, 18, C

Atistotle, 539, 643; Pliny, 319; Leon Buttisia

-~

32.

34
3s.

36.

37
38,
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Alberti on Patnting (1335-6), tr. Juhn K. Spen-.
ver, revised edition, London and New Haven,
Ct., 1966, 66; Vasan, Lives of the Most Eminent
Painters, Sculptors, und Architects (1550-08),
e Mes Jonathan Foster, TR0, 2= 185 Junine,
Y e also helow, 41-1.

Wilham Aglionby, Painting llustratedin Three
Diallogues, 1685, -5 Conte Fancesco Al-
Barot. An Essay on Pusnting Wruten in lalian,
1764, 183; Thomas Hope in The Artist, May 2
1307; see alvo John Robicnt Scott, A Disserta-
tion on the Progress of the Fine Arts’ (1%04),
Augustan Reprint Sacicty, Los Angeles, Ca.,

D954, 148, .
- Webb, 35: Benjumin Robert Haydon, Lectures

on Painting and Design, 1 (1834): 6.

Sce below, W09-iy, :

Aglionby. 94; Jonathan Richardson, An Essuy
on the Theory of Puinting, 1725, 16, William
Sanderson, Graphics. The Use of the Pen and
Pensil. OR, The Most Excellent Art of Painting,
1658, preface  (unpaginated); Webb, 18;
Shullcshury. Chwm'mun’ckx. ¥ 162;

- Richardson, Theory, iii, and Two Discourses,

1719. 12 118 (mispaginated for 198), 2: 222,
For Richardson, sce Carol Gibson-Woud,
“Jonathan Richsrdson and the Rationalization
of Connoisscurship®, Art History, Macch 198y,
8-56; Lawrence Lipking, The Ordering of the
Artt in Eighteenth-Century Englund, Prince-
ton,N. 1., 1970, 1ug-26; Dubai, Kunstiteratur,
1. 613-by.

Shaftesbury, Characteristicks, 3: 156,

For Stecle and Defoe, sce Barrell, Survey,
37-9: Richardson, Two Discourses, 1:129.
Shafteshury, Second Characters, or, The Lun-
Kuage of Forms, cd. Benjamin Rand, Cam-
bridge 1914, £35.134. 18,22, 16 (but sce §); see
Edgar Wind, ‘Shaftesbury as a Patron of Art®,
Journal of the Warburg and Courtauld Insti.
futes, 2(1938): (8s-8; W. Wells, ‘Shaftesbury
and Paolo de Matteis. The Chaice of Hercules®,
Leeds Art Catendar, 3 (1950): 37-59; Francis

. Haskell, Patrony und Putnters, New Haven Ct.

and London, 1963, TyHif.

Richardson, Theory, 16-8.

Shaftesbury, Second Characters, 19, 16; The
Critical Works of John Dennis, od. Edward
Niles Houker, Baltimore, Md.. 1 (1939). 455:

= Turnbull, 15, xvi,
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44
45.

- Fortherulesofepic,sec H.T. Swedenberg. The

Theory of Epic in England, Beekeley, Ca..
1944 Houker's introduction to vol. 2 {1930) of
Dennis, sect. g, andvol. 14835, Peter laegin,
The Epic Heroand the Decline of Heroic Poetry,
Bern 1964,

René Le Bossu's Truiré dupoéme épique, Paris
1675, was translated by 'W.J. and published in
1898 as Treatise of the Epick Poem.

Dennis, 2: 13-4y,

Turnbull, 114, Shaftesbury, Second Charac.
ters, 117; John Gilbent Cooper, The Power of
Huarmony (1345).in The Brinsh Poets including
Trunslations, Chiswick 1822, 72, 70; Dennis., 1 :

6.
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114; James Harris, Three Treatises (1744} in
The Works of Jumes Harris, Qxfoed i1, 22,
Richardson, Theory, 174, a0d Two Discourses,
2: 62, 48, and see also 21617,

Richatdson, Theory, 1416, and Fwo Discour.
S5, 20 4b~705ee also Reynolds, Docourses, 1%
West, 1 79.andbetow, 157, n, to(for Haydon).

- Amung the numerous discussions of thes topic,

see Shaftesbury, Second Chgracters, 103-4:
Richardson, F'wo Descourses, 2:44; The Guard-
iun, no. 21 (4 April 1713): Hogarth, *Autobio-
graphical Nuotes' in The Analysis of Beauty
(1753). ed. Joseph Burke, Oxford 1955, 203-9;
Horace Walpole, Anecdutes of Puinting in
Englund  (1762-80), revised Rev.  Jumes
Dallaway. ed. Ralph H. Wornum, no date, 1:
xxii. Reynolds, *A Journey to Flanders and
Holland'.in The Works of Sir Joshua Reynolds,
ed. Malone, nd cditivn, 1798, 21 33y-42:
lhmn:.AnlnquiryinlmhrquumleCulu'vuIirm
und Present State of the Arts of Design in
England, 1806, 1618, 103; William Hazlite,
Conversutions of Jumes Northcore, Esq.,R. A,
(t830).in The Complete Works of William Haz-
litr, ed. P. P, Howe (1930-4). 11: 250, 268; The
Wurks of Jumes Barry, Esq.. Historical Puinter,
cd. Dr Edward Fryer, 1809, 2:210; John Opie,
Lectures on Pairting (hereafter ‘Opic’), 1809,
93 Martin Archer Shee, Rhymes on Arr, 2nd
cdition, 805, 102; West, 1:52-3; Haydon,
Some Enquiry into the Causes which have
obstructed the Advance of Historical Painting
- in England, 1829, 130,
Shaftesbury,  Second  Characters, Li8-1g;
Richardson, Two Discourses, 1: 03,
Richardson, M'wo Discourses. 1: 61, 44,15, 196
Spectator, no. 126 (November 19 1711):
Richardson, Two Discourses, 1. 1617, and
Theory, 1o-11, 13,
Blair, Lectures on Rhetoric und Belles Lettres
(1783). Edinburgh 1813, 2: 168, 114isee Longi-
nus, On the Sublime, od. W. Rhys Roberts,
Cambridge 1907, 155-7: Pocock, Machiavellian
Moment, s8.
See, ¢.g., Quintitian, Instinio Oratoria, tr. H.
E. Butler, Lacb edition, London and New York
City t21, 1: 295 Cicera, De Orature, tr. H. M.
Hubell, Loeb edition. London and Cambridge,
Ma., 1952, 359-61; Albeni, 77. go.

. Turnbull, ix, «x; Pocuck,  Machiavelliun

Moment, sy.

- See for example Shaftesbury, Second Ch}xrac-

fers, 1y,

. Kumes, jo; Aglionby. preface (unpaginuted);

Dryden. £rose Works, cd. Malone, 1500, 3:308;
Shaftesbury, Second Charucters, 149; Webb,
182; Opic, 18.

De Piles. Principles, 19~10; the problem is also
discussed by Junius, 257-65.

. Opice, t8; Turnbull, 45; Quintilian, bouky, seet.

4: Cicero, De Oratore, book 3. sect, s0.

Though Du Umisﬁnncrlhunamyuncinurguing
that it is 4 rule constitutive of o rhetorical acs-
thetic that the “public’ are competent judges of

61.

MU (Reflevions entiques sur la poésie et sur la
petnture (1719), Pans 1748, 2: 233-30). he Lmits
his' definition of the “public’ to a considerable
degree. The public are ‘ignoraat’, but only of
the principles of painting—they are not gene
erally ignorant (2:334). Everyone, including ‘e
bus peuple’, can judge whether an individual
workis goodurbad, whethetitpleases or moves
them (2: 325, 331-2, 333-9), but the ‘public’ are
unlythuse who by theirreadingorknowledge of
the world arc in a pusition to cumpare works of
art(2:314-b). Sce also Féhbien, Conférences de
I'Académie royale de peinture et de sculpture,
Paris 166y, preface {unpaginated): painting
teaches the ignorant, but it *sansties’ the “plus
hubtles’; de Piles, Art, 61: the ignorant are
senstble of the eflects of a work. but not of the
principles of its production; Sanderson, so:
paintings are ‘to be perceived by cach observer;
to be liked of the most part; but to be judged,
only, of the learned'; Altan Ramsay, ‘A Du-
logue on Taste’, ind edition, in The
Investigator, 1762, has no doubt that the ‘lowest
and most illiterate of the people’ can judge
paintings, and do so, for cxample, when they
remark that they are *vastly natural —the only
judgment Ramsay allows (56~7); for James
Barry's view, sce below, pp. 182-9.
Turnbull, xvi; Richardson, Two Discourses. 2:
16,

Shaftesbury, Second Characters, 18, and

Churacteristicks, 3 349-50; for Prodicus's
version of the  story,  sce Xenophon,
Memorabilia, 11.i. 21; forother uses of the story
in the cighteenth century, see Mark Akenside,
The Pleasures of lmagination (1744 version),
boak 2 and the opening of book 3: Robert
Lowth's poem, “The Choice of Hercules', in
Sermons and other Remaing, 1784—the poem
originally appeared in Joseph Spence, Poly-
metis, 1747, 1§5-62. and see also 139-43;
Turabull, xix. For ather examples see Ronald
Paulson, Emblem und Expression: Meuning in
English Art of the Eighieenth Century, 1y75,
237. n.22, und sce alw his account of Shaftes-
bury's “invention', 38-40. For uscful general
discussions of Shaftesbury's views on art, see
Dobai, 1: 37-91, and R. W, Uphaus, *Shafics-
bury on Art. The Rhapsodic Acsthetic’, in
Journal of Aesthetics und Art Criticism, vol. 27,
no. 3, Spring 1969, 341-H.

. Shaftesbury, Characteristicks, 3: 386, 363, 360,

A66~7.

- Characterisiicks, 3: 371. 351, 385-6, 382
. Characieristicks, 3: 381-2, 385,
- Shaftesbury, Second Characters, 16; Charac-

teristicks, 3: 350-2.

- Characterisiicks, 3: 362~3, 365-6.

. Characteristicks, 3t 370-1, 355, 360,

. Characteristicks, 3: 378,

. Characteristicks, t; 143.

- Characteristicks, 3: 361, 357-8, 352, 370, 374.
. Charles Alphonse Du Fresnoy, The Ant of

Painuing, with Remarks and Observations (by
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. Shaftesbury,

Notes to 32-43

de Piles), tr. Dryden, edition of 1769, lines
132-6 and 159-61, and, in de Piles's com-
mentary (hencelorth “de Piles, “"Observa-
tions™*), see for cxampic 89, 101-2, 129-30;
Félibien, preface (unpaginated), 83 (Lebrun),
124, 143 (Bourdon). *All speaking at once': de
Piles, Principles, 65. Winckelmann, Reflec-
tions on the Painting and Sculpture of the
Greeks, (1. Fuscli, 1765, 33; Algarowi, 114
(and citing tlogarth, t1in.).

Plato, 2: 349-43.

De Piles, Principles, 41.

Shaftesbury,  Second  Characters, 11-3:
Turabull, 99 (and for Longinus, gon.).
Hume, Eisays Moral, Political and Literary
(1741-3), Oxford wohy. 265; Scott, 147;
Thomson, Liberty, part 2, lines 159-70; Harris,
Hermes (1751). in Works, 139.
Charucteristicks, 31 134;
Thomson, Liberty, pant 2, lines 36¢-6; Flax.
man, 183-4 (for art as coming to be scen as
promaoting ‘peivate’ as well as *public’ virtue,
see helow, si-6o).

. Scolt, ths, 149-50, 1623 Northcote, t: 3o01;

Pliny, 347-9 (and sce Fuseli, 3: §3): West, 2;
89; Shaftesbury, Second Characters, 13; and
sce also Junius, 186; de Pilcs. Art, 81, and
‘Observationy’, 66; Du Bos, 1: 139-40.
Dennis, 1: 320, 311; Shafteshury, Second
Charucters, 11, 10, Richardson, Theory,
123-3, and Two Discourses, 3: §1-6: scc
Bareell, Survey, tigfl.

Thomson, Liherty, part §, lines 440-548;
Akenside, book 3; Turabull, 109-10; Al-
garotti, iv; for West, sce Haydon, Lectures, 3
(18406): 102 /1., Shaftesbury, Characteristicks,
i107. .

Sec Elizabeth Rawson, The Spartan Trudition
in European Thought, Oxford 1969: Hume,
Essays, 165; Turabull, 108; Brown, 19; The
Complete Writings of William Blake, ¢d. Geof.
frey Keynes, 1966, $93-4. For discussions of
cightcenth-century notions of the cnervating
eflects of luxury, see Sckora, exp. chs. 2and 3
{Sckora’s notes contain an excellent hehlio-
graphy of the topic); Pocock, 'Virtue and
Commerce in the Eightcenth Century), Jour-
nal of Interdisciplinary History, vol. y, no.
(1972). ti9-14, and Mackiavellian Moment,
csp. chs. 13 and 14.

Shafteshury, Second Characters, 10; Kamcs,
454; George Berkcley, An Essay towards pre.
venting the Ruin of Great Britain (1731), in The
Works of George Berkeley, ed. A, C. Fraser,
Onxford 1871, 3: 203, and also in Copley, ¢3; for
a general account of the topics raised in this
and the following paragraph, scc John D.
Schiffer, "The [dea of Decline and the Fine
Artsin Eighteenth-Century England’, Modern
Philology, vol. 18 (1936). 155-78.

Brown, Estimate, 47, and scc his Essays,
389-u; Roland Fréart de Chambray, An Idea
of the Perfection of Painting (1662), tr. John
Evelyn, 16684, 77, and sce 1; for ‘war’, «cc

83,
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87.

Pocock, 'Between Machiavelli and Hume’,
p. 157 Adam Ferguson, An Essay on the
History of Civil Society (1767, ¢d. Duncan
Forbes, Edinburgh 1966, 153 1. R. Westem,
The English Militia in the Eighteenth Century:
The Story of a Political Issue, 1965 discussions
of the decline of painting into mannerism, and
into a trade. arc so common in the period
covered by this book as to make exemplifica-
fion unnecessary,

Du Bos, 1: 1R3-92. This section of my intro-
ductionis not to be read as arguing that there is
no cvidence, in ¢ighteenth-century France, of
a republican discourse in the discussion of
painting. There is, of course, as Thomas Crow
has shown (Puinters and Public Life in
Fighteenth-Century Puaris, New Haven and
London 1985}, ample such evidence. But it
emerges, as Crow reveals, in the unofficial and
oppusitional writings on Salon-exhibitions,
and is almost entircly absent from writings on
art before the re-institution of the Salon in
1737. Before that date, the attempt to invent a
‘public’ for art—an attempt indced obliged to
borrow the terms of republican discourse—
wasonc which always envisaged that the public
thus invented would become a constituent
clement of an absolutist state, its function to
confirm the abtwolutism of the crown; and as
such, the republicanism inherent in the notion
of the public could find no coherent discursive
presence in theorctical writings on art in the
late  scventcenth  and carly cightcenth
centuries.

- Félibien, preface (unpaginated), and (11 (van

Opstal). -

Poussin, quoted in Anthony Blunt, Nicolas
Poussin, text volume, London and New York
City 1967, 371, and sce Blunt’s remarks on the
passage, 355, n. 74, and, in Nicolas Powssin:
Lettres et Propos sur {'art, ed. Blunt, Paris
1964, 164, n. 20. Félibien, preface
(unpaginated); Du Bos, 2: 71, 67 (he may
have in mind the painters of the malirite. the
‘journcyman’-membhers of the Guild in oppo-
sition to which the Academy was founded—
sce Crow, Painters and Public Life, 31-R).

- Pliny. p.319; Fréan, preface (unpaginated);

de Piles, ‘Obscrvations’, 66, 159-8; Mengs, 1:
138, 204,

Hobson, y45—the opening chapters of this
hook are of great importance to the topic of
illusion in French art-criticism; Du Fresnoy,
line 261: Du Bos, 1: )88, 37-8: 1: §-5. de Pilcs,
Art, 36; Principles, 1.

- Blair, 2: 168, and sce the distinction between

fepublican and imperial oratory made by
Tavctan Todorov, Théories du symbole, Paris
1977.<h. 2, and esp. 63-4: 'Dans une démocra-
tie, la parole pouvait dtee cfficace. Dans une
monarchic (pour parler vite), cle ne le peut
plus (lc pouvoir apparticnt aux institutions,
non aux assemblées): son idéal changera
nécessairement: la meilleure parole sera celle
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Notes to pages 44-69 ‘ AT 34‘7.

qu ‘on jugera befle’ (Todorov's emphasis); Du
Bos, 11 38-9: 22 331, 338, 1: for Kames, see
Elements, 34-7; Du Fresnoy, lines s-hand, for
Dryden‘s translation, 3.

. Du Bos, 10 130ff, 1350, 133-4.
- De Piles, ‘Observations’, g1, Peter Burke,

‘Traditionand Experience: The ldea of Decline
from Bruni to Gibbon’, Duedulus, Summer
1976, 137-52; Vasari, 1: 19-12, 32-3: Feéar, 3;
Winckelmann, History of Ancient Art ( 1764},
IV, vi, soand 54: and see also Lanzi, 1; 1882
133: Aglionby. 83: Turnbul, ch. s,

Pocock, Muchiavellian Moment, 461, Politics,
Languuge and Time. go.

Sce Hume, Essavs, s79ff.

Tucker, The Elements of Commerce and
Thearyof Taxes( 1758} inCopley, 113: Stevart,
Principles of Political Oeconomy (1767). in
Copley, t10-2; Smith, An Inquiry into the
Nuture und Causes of the Wealth of Nutions,
eds. R H. Campbell, A. S. Skinner and W. B,
Todd, Oxford 1976, 1 1$-7. . .

. Hume, Esrayr, 1684; Bernard Mandeville,

The Fable of the Bees (1713-24), cd. Philtip
Harth, Harmondsworth 1970, 156.

. Ferguson, 143;forSteuart and Tucker, sce Cop-

ley. 121, 115: Smith, Wealth of Nations, |: 422.
Brown, Estimate, 23, 101-4,

. Shee, lvi-iviii.
- Shee, st-4; Thomas Paine, Rights of Man

(1791-1), cd. Henry Cottins, Harmondsworth
1969, Bo, and «we Matthew 3: to; Brown,
Estimate, 111,

. Shaftesbury, Second Characters, 115: Fer-

guson. 218~19, 183; Smith, Weulth of Nations,
11 20-2, 30 and n.

Brown, Estimate, 220; Northcote, 1:78 scealso
Barrell, Survey, esp. yo-q.

The Microcosm, no. 4 (17 November, 1786).
For a good account of the cthics and acsthetics
of Hutcheson, sce W. J. Hipple, The Beautiful,
the Sublime, und the Picturesque, Carbondale,
1L, rys7.

Hume, A Treatise, $87, 603, 6og.

A Treatise, Syp—turt,

A Treatise, bot, bog, 588,

Smith, The Theory of Maral Sentiments (1749),
cds. D. D. Raphacland A. 1.. Macfie, Oxford
1976, 13-3. and, for Hume, 23n.; Kames, 14,

4. .
. Webb, 28-9, 34 Poussin's Death of Ger-

manicus (162R8) is in the Institute of Arts, Min.
ncapolis; The Plague of Athens (private
collection) is no longer attributed to Poussin.

. Burke, Enquiry, §t. 111, and sce Hume, A

Treatise, 60y-8,; Gerard, An Estay on Tuste,
1759, 18, 104,

Smith, Lectures on Juritprudence, eds. R. L.
Meck. D. D. Raphacl, P.G. Stein, Oxford

1978, $39~41 (Report of 1776); Ferguson, 77,

35

Ferguson. €6, 178-9: U have borrowed this and
the surrounding paragraphs from myessay ‘The
Functions of Artin a Commercial Society: The

s,
[R50

14,
is.

né,

1y

Writings of James Barry', in The Eighteenth
Century: Theory and Interpretation, vol. 15.n0.

2, Spring 19844: 117-40. And on the subject of .

that essay. | would hike to take this oppurtunity
of dissocisting mysell from almoar” all the

Eighitecnth-Century Scholarship’, by G.- .
Rousseau, the editor of this special number of
the journal. n particular, [ take strong excep-

tionto Rousseau’scharacterisativnof Resymond . *
Witliams's lack of ‘erudition” (113),-and sull |
sronger  eweption—for  here ' Rousscau -

expresses himself more sirongly—to what |
take to be an offensive caricature of Donald
Davie’s catical and wholarly  procedures
(1m0, '

. Northcote, 2: 313 Joseph Warton, An Fssay on
the Genius and Wrinngy of Pope (176), sth edis’ .

tion, 1806, 1: 175-6. Thomas Warton, in his.
History of English Poetry (1774-81; 20 gh2-3);
argues that modera manncrs are not condutive
toepic, and the belicl became a‘common one in
the middie and late cighteenth century: see. for
cxample, Berkeley, *Verses on the Prospect of
Planting Artsand Learningin America’ (1752).

.in Works, 3: 231, Thomas Blackwell, An

Enquiry into the Life and Writings of Homer,

1738: Kames, jotn.; Wiltiam Hayley, An Esray -

on Epic Poetry, 1782, Blaic, A Critical Disverta-
tion on the Poems of Ossiun, 1763; John Brown,

_Dissertation on the Rite, Union, and Power, the

Prugression, Separations, and Corruptions of
Poetry and Music, Dublin'1763: Robert Wood,
An Essay onthe Genius and Wrinngs of Homer,
177%; Scott, ‘A Dissertation’. )

Pliny, 281, quntedhy Reynolds, Discourses, 21.
Wordsworth, ‘Essay, Supplementary to the
Preface’ (1B1g), The Prose Warks of Willium
Wordsworth, eds. W. J. B. Gwen and . W,
Smyser, Oxford 1974, 3:-8y: Blake, $97.
Pawquin, Memoiry, 148, -
Wollstonceraft, A Vindication of the Rights of
Women (1791). cd, Carol Poston, New York
1975, 84. Lowth, Lectures un the Sucred Poetry
of the Hebrews (1753), tr. G. Gregory, 2 vols,
London 1787, 2 117 Johnwn, anonymous
dedication in Charlotte Lennox, The Female
Quixote (1752), ed. Margaret Dalzicl, London
1970, tor 1(pagination (sulty), Haslite, 20: g1;
Alison, Essays on the Natuze and Principles of
Tatte {1790), 6th cdition, Edinburgh 1828, 1:
309; Mengs, 3 147. ' ’

Mary Wollstonecraflt, Mury, and The Wrongsof -

Woman, cds. James Kinsley and Gary Kelly,
Oxford 1980, 28. -

Second Characters, 131, Wollstonecraft, A Vine
dication, 14. . B

Chapter One: Sir Joshua Reynolds

Compare the observation of West (2: 1o7):
‘thereisnasurer way. cither to fame or fortune,,
than hy acting in a1, as well as life, on those

‘apinionsin the article “Martiom, Idevlogy. and
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