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ABSTRACT 

This dissertation examines a corpus of 486 satirical images of artistic life in Paris. The 

Parisian art-world was regularly the subject of a form of satirical criticism conducted in 

visual media. More significantly, this satirical criticism was produced in the medium of 

print, and in its reproducibility, could broadcast its satire to large audiences. By doing so in 

the amusing and subversive tone of satire, it constituted a visual counterpart to art 

criticism. I examine what these images reveal to us collectively over time as they overlap 

with representations of the art world disseminated in other equally understudied popular 

media, namely popular theater (vaudeville and opéra comique) and panoramic fiction 

(physiologies, short fiction, and so on). 

 This project sits at the intersection of the study of graphic satire and visual culture, 

and several strains of the social history of art, namely institutional histories of Paris’ art 

world, and the study of the representation of the artist and of artistic sociability. I also 

employed Digital Humanities Methodologies, namely Qualitative Data Analysis using NVivo, 

to produce distant and close readings of this corpus of images.  

Late eighteenth- and early nineteenth-century art-world caricature was 

preoccupied with the art world and its actors, such as artists, connoisseurs, art critics, Salon 

juries, art audiences, dealers and sellers, and patrons and buyers. Further still, art-world 

caricature was overwhelmingly attentive to the relationship among different types of actors 

as mediated by an invisible system of structural relations, made visible via graphic satire’s 

representational language. These objects thus collectively mounted a coherent critique of 

the shifting structural relations within Paris’ art world. This dissertation argues that 

satirical images of artistic life in Paris presented a social type designed to contradict images 
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of the artist as exceptional and as genius. Instead, art-world caricature proposed the 

“inglorious artist,” or the mediocre, common, and ordinary artist who toils, struggles, and 

ultimately fails to succeed in an increasingly liberalized art world.  
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INTRODUCTION 

The painted foliage on the ceilings of the Bibliothèque Nationale. As 

one leafs through the pages down below, it rustles up above.  

–Walter Benjamin.  

“Convolutes—S: Painting, Jugendstil, Novelty,” S3,3.  

The Arcades Project. 

 

In the summer of 2011, I began a search for an unnamed, anonymous satirical print from 

the late eighteenth century at the Bibliothèque nationale de France’s (BnF) Département 

des Estampes et de la photographie. After two weeks of fruitless searching, I was 

recommended to a set of folios with the call number Kc 164, entitled Pièces sur les Arts. 

Desperate to find the object of my search, I examined all twelve folios which gather together 

an eclectic collection of three hundred years’ worth of satirical and ephemeral printed 

imagery that pictures the art world and its participants.1  

 121 printed images from Kc 164 and its adjoining “matières” folders (which contain 

images not yet sorted into the BnF’s folios) became the basis for a corpus I assembled of 486 

printed satirical images of contemporary artistic life in Paris published between roughly 

1750 and 1850. Kc 164’s dominance within this corpus is outstripped only by the BnF’s 

artists’ folios (126 images), and is trailed by its Tf collection of satirical and amusing images 

(79 images), the Musée Carnavalet’s mœurs folders (49 images), and the graphic satire 

folios at the Bibliothèque de l’Arsenal (29 images).2 Once I began to search for them, I found 

                                                             
1 I discovered the object of my search and later published my findings. See Kathryn Desplanque, “A 
Satirical Image against Jean-Baptiste Greuze: Celebrity, Printmaking, and the Public Woman,” 
Eighteenth-Century Studies 50, no. 1 (2016): 27–51. 
2 Other collections consulted include the History of France collections at the BnF, including the 
Hennin and DeVinck collections (12 images) and the image collection at the Musée de la Révolution 
Française (3 images). 
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this image type, which I call art-world caricature, everywhere I looked. However, they have 

almost all gone uncommented and unpublished. How could so many images go forgotten for 

so long, especially when a set of anonymous hands had so carefully assembled them into a 

coherent set of folios, leaving a veritable trail of breadcrumbs for the art historian? 

The curators and cataloguers of Kc 164, Pièces sur les Arts likely constituted these 

twelve subject-based folios in the 1860s, at the same moment as the BnF acquired 45,000 

ephemeral images from Michel Hennin and Jacques Laterrade and exponentially expanded 

their now monumental Histoire de France series (Qb). In the same decade, the Musée 

Carnavalet and the Bibliothèque de l’Arsenal were innovating their approaches to 

ephemeral and satirical images, which they deemed to be works of historical interest and 

thus of “documentary” value.3 

 Just before the BnF constituted its Pièces sur les Arts collection, Philippe de 

Chennevières and Thomas Arnauldet created their own virtual collections of art-world 

caricature. In 1852, Chennevières’ Portraits inédits d’artistes français was attentive to the 

prevalence of caricatural imagery among the unseen portraits of French artists and 

reproduced several which appear in this dissertation.4 In 1859, Arnauldet produced a 

                                                             
3 For a considered discussion of the status of those images valued for their “documentary” 
applications, see Richard Taws, The Politics of the Provisional: Art and Ephemera in Revolutionary 
France (University Park, Pa.: Pennsylvania State University Press, 2013). 
On the history of the BnF’s printed image and Qb collections, see: Charles Poisson, Mémoire sur 
l’oeuvre historique de la ville de Paris (Impr. Impériale, 1867); Madeleine Dubois, Les origines du 
Musée Carnavalet. La formulation des collections et leur accroissement. 1870-1897., vol. 1, 4 vols. 
(Paris, 1947).; Michel Hennin, Les Monuments de l’histoire de France; catalogue des productions de la 
sculpture, de la peinture et de la gravure relatives à l’histoire de la France et des Français (Paris: J.F. 
Delion, 1856); François-Louis Bruel, “Introduction,” in Inventaire de la collection d’estampes relatives 
à l’histoire de France léguée en 1863 à la Bibliothéque Nationale, by Georges Duplessis, vol. 1 (Paris: H. 
Menu, 1877), xvii–xxxvii; Georges Duplessis, Inventaire de la collection d’estampes relatives à l’histoire 
de France léguée en 1863 à la Bibliothéque Nationale, vol. 1 (Paris: H. Menu, 1877); Paul-André 
Lemoisne, Les Collections historiques du Cabinet des Estampes (Paris: Félix Alcan, 1933). 
4 Charles-Philippe de Chennevières-Pointel, Portraits inédits d’artistes français (Paris: Vigneres, 
Rapilly, 1852). 
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chronological descriptive catalogue of the art-world caricature he had located, largely at the 

BnF, discovering thirteen seventeenth-century images and seventeen eighteenth-century 

satires.5 Shortly thereafter Kc 164 was constituted, culled from the spoils of Paris’ legal 

deposit, and in 1895, the librarian and curator Henri Bouchot updated the readers’ guide to 

the Département des Estampes.6 The Kc 164 folios are that call number’s latest addition and 

number at only a modest two.7 Art-world caricatures reappeared in André-Salomon Blum’s 

scattered articles on the history of French graphic satire, and received their first analytical 

treatment in Prosper Dorbec’s pair of 1914 and 1918 articles which embed them alongside 

their satirical brethren: libel and popular song.8 

 In the BnF’s Département des Estampes, the ceiling is not painted with decorative 

foliage. But in the same way, space and time often collapsed during my search for these 

images as their historical materiality and my contemporary experience of them interwove 

and produced eerily resonant harmonies.9 The first commentators of my images were, like 

me, possessed of the goût de l’archive or library.10 Most were employed by Parisian libraries, 

                                                             
5 Thomas Arnauldet, Notes sur les estampes satiriques bouffonnes ou singulières relatives a l’art et aux 
artistes francais pendant les xviie et xviiie siècles (J. Claye, 1859). 
6 For an epistolary history of the origin of the Département des Estampes’ call number series, see W. 
McAllister Johnson, ed., Hugues-Adrien Joly, Lettres À Karl-Heinrich von Heinecken. 1772-1789 (Paris: 
Bibliothèque nationale, 1988). 
7 I am indebted to Rémi Mathis for his insights in attempting to determine the date of Kc 164’s 
constitution. Henri Bouchot, Le Cabinet des Estampes de la Bibliothèque nationale. Guide du lecteur et 
du visiteur catalogue général et raisonné des collections qui y sont conservées (Paris: E. Dentu, 1895), 
189–90. 
Bouchot later became the director of the Département des Estampes (1898-1906). 
8 André Blum, L’Estampe satirique et la caricature en France au 18e siècle (Paris: Gazette des Beaux-
Arts, 1910); Prosper Dorbec, “La peinture Française, de 1750 à 1820, jugée par le factum, la chanson 
et la caricature,” Gazette des beaux arts 56 (1914): 69–160; Prosper Dorbec, “La peinture au temps du 
Romantisme, jugée par le factum, la chanson et la caricature,” Gazette des beaux arts 60 (1918): 273–
95. 
9 Judith Wechsler’s recent film The Passages of Walter Benjamin (2014) unravels these dense layers 
as experienced by Benjamin and evidenced in the “Convolutes” of his Arcades Project and in his 
correspondence from the 1930s. 
10 Arlette Farge, Le Goût de l’archive (Paris: Editions du Seuil, 1989). 
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like Arnauldet, a librarian at the BnF, Blum who worked at the Musée du Louvre’s Cabinet 

des Arts Graphiques, and Prosper Dorbec, a curator at the Musée Carnavalet.  These 

librarians’ intimate material engagements produced odd instances of overlap, where the 

resonances that Walter Benjamin observed during his research were rehearsed by the 

library’s guardians. For instance, Henri Bouchot produced an 1881 gouache caricature of 

himself, another librarian, and Auguste Lepage, author of Les cafés artistiques et littéraires 

de Paris (see fig. 0.1). It is carefully catalogued, as a librarians’ caricature should be, very 

near to the portrait charges by and of renowned French artists, explored in Chapter 2.11  

Indeed, art-world caricature is only an observable phenomenon today because of 

scholars and librarians such as Thomas Arnauldet, who may have had a hand in the 

constitution of folios like Kc 164. He is joined by his contemporary, Charles Read, who was 

in charge of collecting and organizing the Musée Carnavalet’s paintings, drawings, and 

prints, and whose mœurs folders, not at all unlike the Département des estampes’ thematic 

series, are organized by subject and have many call numbers that pertain to the art world. 

Read corresponded with his neighbor, Louis-Etienne Faucheux of the Bibliothèque de 

l’Arsenal, in search of advice on how to catalog a collection of images whose value is 

primarily documentary and historical.12 The Bibliothèque de l’Arsenal’s ten folios of satirical 

images are organized first by subject, then by date, with a discernible concentration of 

images that satirize artists and the arts grouped together at the folio series’ midpoint.13 

                                                             
11 The latter collections can be found in the BnF RESERVE Na- 40 (a), (b), and (c). Caricatures of 
librarians and curators are very nearby at RESERVE Na- 76. 
12 For Read’s “Note manuscrite”and “Lettre de M. Faucheux à M. Ch. Read” see Madeleine Dubois, Les 
origines du Musée Carnavalet. La formulation des collections et leur accroissement. 1870-1897., vol. 4 
(Paris, 1947), 512–15. I am indebted to Sophie Nawrocki, curator at the Bibliothèque de l’Arsenal, for 
her insights regarding the history of the library. 
13 See Appendix 1, “Bibliographic Metadata and Call Numbers for Corpus of Art-World Caricatures” 
for a list of all 486 art-world caricatures that constitute this dissertation’s corpus. 
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Since the quiet monumentalization of art-world caricature as a discernible satirical subject 

around 1860, it has largely remained the secret treasure of Parisian librarians and curators, 

a notable exception being Laurent Baridon and Martial Guédron’s 2011 article which 

recommended its deeper study.14 

 

This dissertation rediscovers a phenomenon carefully preserved by late nineteenth-century 

librarians: the Parisian art-world was regularly the subject of a form of satirical criticism 

conducted in visual media. More significantly, this satirical criticism was produced in the 

medium of print, and in its reproducibility, could broadcast its satire to large audiences. By 

doing so in the amusing and subversive tone of satire, it constituted a visual counterpart to 

the carnavalesque art criticism that Bernadette Fort has so named and that Richard Wrigley 

examined in careful detail.15 

 However, in constituting and cataloguing this large corpus—a process I will 

describe in more detail below—I excluded the relatively few satirical images that mocked 

individual works of art. Rather, late eighteenth- and early nineteenth-century art-world 

caricature was preoccupied with a very different subject: the art world and its actors, such 

as artists, connoisseurs, art critics, Salon juries, art audiences, dealers and sellers, and 

patrons and buyers.16 Further still, art-world caricature was overwhelmingly attentive to 

                                                             
14 Laurent Baridon and Martial Guédron, “Caricaturer l’art: usages et fonctions de la parodie,” in L’Art 
de la caricature, ed. Ségolène Le Men, Les Arts en correspondance (Paris: Presses Universitaires de 
Paris Ouest, 2011), 87–108. 
15 Bernadette Fort, “Voice of the Public: The Carnivalization of Salon Art in Prerevolutionary 
Pamphlets,” Eighteenth-Century Studies 22, no. 3 (1989): 368–94; Richard Wrigley, The Origins of 
French Art Criticism: From the Ancien Régime to the Restoration (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1993). 
16 I use “actor” not in the sense of the theatrical profession, but in the sociological sense espoused by 
actor-network theory, where an actor is a human or non-human agent who “acts” in social relations. 
See Bruno Latour, Reassembling the Social : An Introduction to Actor-Network-Theory (Oxford, New 
York: Oxford University Press, 2005). 
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the relationship among different types of actors as mediated by an invisible system of 

structural relations, made visible via graphic satire’s representational language. 

 As Chennevières, Arnauldet, Blum, and Dorbec acknowledged, satirical 

representations of artistic life in Paris have much to say about a variety of artists and causes 

célèbres, and can be employed to augment existing accounts of key episodes in the history of 

art. They have, in fact, often already served that function, appearing, when they do, 

primarily as a footnote or illustration of another point.17 They have not, however, benefited 

from the same sustained critical analysis as more privileged genres of artistic production or 

text-based ephemera, such as art criticism, popular theater, or fiction, which have often 

represented the very same social types and tropes, from connoisseurs to bohemians.18 

 The goal of this project is not, however, to expand upon these footnotes nor to flesh 

out the illustrative or marginal function that satirical images of artistic life have often 

already played in art historical scholarship. Rather I examine what these images reveal to us 

collectively over time as they overlap with representations of the art world disseminated in 

other equally understudied popular media, namely popular theater (vaudeville and opéra 

                                                             
17 A few examples include: Thomas E. Crow, Painters and Public Life in 18th-Century Paris (New 
Haven: Yale University Press, 1985), 7–11; Pierre Georgel and Anne-Marie Lecoq, La Peinture dans la 
peinture (Paris: Adam Biro, 1987), exh. cat.; Ewa Lajer-Burcharth, Necklines : The Art of Jacques-Louis 
David after the Terror (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1999), 221, 249; Eva Bouillo, Le Salon de 
1827. Classique ou Romantique? (Rennes: Presses universitaires de Rennes, 2009), 10, 23. 
18 The following studies explore the primarily text-based representation of the connoisseur or 
amateur: Florence Ferran, “Mettre les rieurs de son côté: un enjeu des salons de peinture dans la 
seconde moitié du siècle,” Dix-Huitième Siècle, Le Rire, 32 (2000): 181–90; Charlotte Guichard, Les 
Amateurs d’art à Paris au XVIIIe siècle (Seyssel: Champ Vallon, 2008), 300–338. 
Similarly, literature on the representation of artistic bohemia generally excludes sustained analysis 
of its representation in popular print. See, for instance, Nathalie Heinich, “Artistes dans la fiction. 
Quatre générations,” in Images de l’artiste/Künstlerbilder, ed. Pascal Griener and Peter Johannes 
Schneemann, Neue Berner Schriften zur Kunst (Bern; New York: P. Lang, 1998), 205–20; Elizabeth 
Wilson, Bohemians : The Glamorous Outcasts (New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University Press, 2000); 
Mary Gluck, Popular Bohemia. Modernism and Urban Culture in Nineteenth-Century Paris (Cambridge, 
Mass.: Harvard University Press, 2005). 
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comique) and panoramic fiction (physiologies, short fiction, and so on).19 This inter-medial 

approach privileges works produced in a “low” or popular register. Together, these objects 

collectively mounted a coherent critique of the shifting structural relations within Paris’ art 

world.  

 These critiques necessarily transformed over time. My study examines a turbulent 

century in French history with repercussions in Paris’ visual arts milieu.  In 1774, Louis XVI 

became King of France and shortly thereafter instituted the Turgot reforms that banished 

France’s dense network of guilds and corporations before they were restored (and 

reformed) just a few months later. As a byproduct of these reforms, a centuries’ long 

jurisdictional battle between the Corporation of Master Painters and the Académie Royale 

de Peinture et de Sculpture was decided in the latter’s favor. In 1789, the French Revolution 

destabilized the position of supremacy enjoyed by the Académie Royale, which was 

abolished in 1793 and then replaced in 1795 by two institutions with very different 

mandates and jurisdictions: the Institut de France’s Académie des Beaux-Arts and the École 

des Beaux-Arts. The Salon exhibition, held in the Musée du Louvre, was one of the only 

elements of stability within this art system, though its structure, administration, and 

importance transformed dramatically. 

 Graphic satire was a privileged medium for mounting and disseminating humorous 

and subversive critiques of these juridical and administrative changes. It drew attention to 

                                                             
19 For a complete list of the theatrical and literary popular media here examined, see Appendix 2, 
“Bibliographic Metadata for Theatrical and Literary Art-World Satire.” 
My use of the term “panoramic fiction” is shared by Martina Lauster. Walter Benjamin first gave the 
genre this name in 1935. See Martina Lauster, Sketches of the Nineteenth Century: European 
Journalism and Its Physiologies, 1830-50 (Basingstoke; New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2007); Walter 
Benjamin, “Paris, the Capital of the Nineteenth Century. Exposé of 1935,” in The Arcades Project, ed. 
Rolf Tiedemann, trans. Howard Eiland and Kevin Mcaughlin, 1st English edition (Cambridge, Mass.: 
Belknap Press of Harvard University Press, 2002), 5. 
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how these changes affected the means by which one could become an artist, whether one 

achieved glory and renown, whether an artist’s actual material conditions and social status 

matched their aspirations, and who, precisely, determined and enforced the conditions for 

all of the above. It is not until the July Monarchy (1830-1848) that ephemeral and periodical 

art criticism began to criticize the structural relations of Paris’ artistic milieu with the same 

directness as satirical imagery. 

 Art-world caricature is not only startlingly direct in its critiques of the structural 

relations of Paris’ art world; it also often advocates on the behalf of a type of infamous 

artistic actor who has been sorely neglected in art-historical scholarship: the struggling 

artist. Erika Schneider’s recent The Representation of the Struggling Artist in America, 1800-

1865 (2015) acknowledges that the spread of this trope in nineteenth-century America was 

indebted to earlier French models, but within those models identifies only romanticized and 

glorified bohemianism, epitomized by Henri Murger’s Scènes de la vie de bohème (1845-9).20 

Indeed, when scholarship on France has addressed the struggling artist, it has been via the 

July Monarchy bohemian—a social type that implicitly glorifies struggle and poverty.21 The 

hero of art-world caricature is not, however, the glorious struggling artist whose toil is later 

justified by his renown. Rather, art-world caricature’s struggling artist remains inglorious: 

he is mediocre and untalented, or if talented, unrecognized, and will live and die in poverty, 

passing nothing on to posterity nor ever enjoying even posthumous renown.  

                                                             
20 Schneider argues that the inglorious, struggling artist trope is a particularly American formulation 
of bohemia. French bohemianism thus serves as repoussoir in her argument. See: Erika Schneider, 
The Representation of the Struggling Artist in America, 1800-1865, 2015, 3. 
21 George Levitine, The Dawn of Bohemianism: The Barbu Rebellion and Primitivism in Neoclassical 
France (University Park: Pennsylvania State University Press, 1978); Jerrold E. Seigel, Bohemian 
Paris : Culture, Politics, and the Boundaries of Bourgeois Life, 1830-1930 (New York, N.Y.: Viking, 
1986); Alan Spitzer, The French Generation of 1820 (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 
1987); Wilson, Bohemians; Gluck, Popular Bohemia. Modernism and Urban Culture in Nineteenth-
Century Paris; Sébastien Allard and Nina M. Athanassoglou-Kallmyer, eds., Paris 1820 : l’affirmation 
de la génération romantique (Bern ; New York: Peter Lang, 2005). 
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 This distinctly satirical inglorious artist type contrasts remarkably with the much 

better studied representation of the artist as genius in the eighteenth and nineteenth 

centuries. Recent scholarship has built upon the foundational work of Rudolf and Margaret 

Wittkower, and Ernst Kris and Otto Kurz who have elaborated a biographical and fictional 

set of literary and visual tropes employed to represent the social status of the artist and 

shifting understandings of the nature of genius.22 For the representation of the artist in the 

eighteenth century, Christian Michel and most recently, Hannah Williams, have explored the 

role of artists’ biographies and portraiture, which together argued for visual art and the 

artist’s inclusion among the Liberal Arts.23 Following Francis Haskell’s lead, scholars of 

nineteenth-century French art history, most notably Alain Bonnet and Thierry Laugée, have 

explored the role of biographies, the anecdotal genre in painting, and individual and group 

portraiture in representations of the visual artist and artistic sociability.24 Art-historical 

scholarship has tended to focus on painted representation, though it is joined by 

scholarship from historians of literature who have examined the representation of bohemia 

                                                             
22 Rudolf Wittkower and Margot Wittkower, Born under Saturn; the Character and Conduct of Artists: 
A Documented History from Antiquity to the French Revolution (New York: Random House, 1963); 
Ernst Kris and Otto Kurz, Legend, Myth, and Magic in the Image of the Artist: A Historical Experiment 
(New Haven: Yale University Press, 1979). 
23 Christian Michel, Le célèbre Watteau (Genève: Droz, 2008); Hannah Williams, Académie Royale: A 
History in Portraits (Surrey: Ashgate, 2015). My MA thesis conducts a case study of Jean-Baptiste 
Greuze’s representation in art criticism and graphic satire to the French Revolution: Desplanque, “A 
Satirical Image against Jean-Baptiste Greuze.” 
24 Francis Haskell, “The Old Masters in Nineteenth-Century French Painting,” in Past and Present in 
Art and Taste: Selected Essays (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1987), 90–116; Alain Bonnet, 
Artistes en groupe: la représentation de la communauté des artistes dans la peinture du XIXe siècle 
(Rennes: Presses universitaires de Rennes, 2007); Alain Bonnet and Laurent Tamanini, eds., L’artiste 
en représentation : images des artistes dans l’art du XIXe siècle (Lyon: Fage, 2012); Sylvain Amic and 
Fundación Mapfre, eds., Bohèmes : de Léonard de Vinci à Picasso (Paris: Réunion des musées 
nationaux-Grand Palais, 2012), exh. cat.; Thierry Laugée, Figures du génie dans l’art français (1802-
1855), 2016. 
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and the young generation of 1820 in popular fiction and theater.25 I argue, however, that 

art-world caricature proposed a satirical counterpart to the often glorifying representation 

of the artist in literary and painted media. It is thus both distinct from these forms of 

representation, and in dialogue with them.  

 As such, this dissertation’s chief object is a medium often marginalized in art-

historical scholarship—the popular printed image—and its chief subject is equally 

neglected—the typical, unexceptional, inglorious artist as a recognizable social type. Both 

have been largely overlooked in the social history of late eighteenth- and early nineteenth-

century French art due in large part, I believe, to certain persistent characteristics of the art-

historical discipline. From Nicos Hadjinicolaou to Griselda Pollock, art historians have been 

critical of our disciplinary tendency to reinforce processes of distinction, where taste and 

cultural capital become characteristics of social positions and as such legitimate social 

differences.26 Maria Ivens, in particular, has suggested that the peuple-artiste, which 

translates roughly to the common artist or artist of the masses, is a paradoxical concept 

because the discipline privileges the exceptional over the quotidian.27  

 These scholars point to a rapidly unravelling disciplinary tendency to reinforce its 

ideological investment in the canonical status of certain artists and artworks.28 To this, art-

world caricature proposed its audiences—and equally, today’s historians and art 

                                                             
25 Seigel, Bohemian Paris; Spitzer, The French Generation of 1820; Wilson, Bohemians; Spitzer, The 
French Generation of 1820; Gluck, Popular Bohemia. Modernism and Urban Culture in Nineteenth-
Century Paris. 
26 Pierre Bourdieu, Distinction: A Social Critique of the Judgement of Taste (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard 
University Press, 1984); Nicos Hadjinicolaou, Art History and Class Struggle, 1st English ed. (London: 
Pluto Press, 1978); Griselda Pollock, “Thinking Sociologically: Thinking Aesthetically. Between 
Convergence and Difference with Some Historical Reflections on Sociology and Art History,” History 
of the Human Sciences 20, no. 2 (2007): 141–75. 
27 Maria Ivens, Le Peuple-artiste, cet être monstrueux : la communauté des pairs face à la communauté 
des génies (Paris: Harmattan, 2002). 
28 Anna Brzyski, ed., Partisan Canons (Durham: Duke University Press, 2007). 
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historians—the ordinary, unremarkable, unexceptional, perhaps mediocre, but certainly 

inglorious artist, whose emergence as a social type this dissertation explores. I argue that 

the inglorious artist’s status is presented as deeply contingent upon institutional change, 

economic fluctuations, and the logics of an art system that reinforces processes of 

distinction that exclude the majority of practitioners. Art-world caricature and the 

inglorious artist are also constructed against the then emergent but now persistent 

assumption that art-making operates outside of the logics of commerce; that art has 

managed to achieve distinction from even that. Art-world caricature makes these 

assumptions visible through the medium of satirical criticism by revealing the hypocrisy of 

an art world that increasingly expected its practitioners to transcend commercial 

considerations while nonetheless leaving them vulnerable, for both material wellbeing and 

renown, to the private market.29 

 This project thus sits at the intersection of the study of graphic satire and visual 

culture, and several strains of the social history of art, namely institutional histories of 

Paris’ art world, and the study of the representation of the artist and of artistic sociability.30 

Broadly, I aim to demonstrate the rewards of looking closely and carefully at satirical 

imagery to examine how this imagery constructs sophisticated and compelling critiques of 

                                                             
29 Neil McWilliam’s exploration of this ambiguous status of the artist is the only one I have found to 
carefully articulate this paradox in the terms of capitalism and the logics of competitive 
individualism. See  “Art, Labour and Mass Democracy: Debates on the Status of the Artist in France 
Around 1848,” Art History 11, no. 1 (1988): 64–87. 
30 Neil McWilliam, Vanessa Schwarz, Ségolène Le Men and others have astutely pointed out that 
historical visual studies has its roots in the social history of art as practiced in the 1970s and 1980s, 
and actualizes some of the unfulfilled promises of that field by taking up feminist and postcolonial 
critiques of art-historical study to work outside of, and indeed to critique, its canon. For recent 
reflections on the social history of art, see: Neil McWilliam, “Vers une histoire de l’histoire sociale de 
l’art,” in Histoires sociales de l’art : une anthologie critique, ed. Johanne Lamoureux, Neil McWilliam, 
and Constance Moréteau, trans. Jean Pietri, vol. 1, 2 vols. (Dijon: Presses du réel, 2016), 13–39; 
Quentin Deluermoz et al., “Le XIX sècle au prisme des visual studies. Entretien de Quentin Deluermoz 
et Emmanuel Fureix avec Manuel Charpy, Christian Joschke, Ségolène Le Men, Neil McWilliam, 
Vanessa Schwarz,” Revue d’histoire du XIXe siècle 49, no. 2 (2014): 139–75. 
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structural relations. I draw from contributions in material culture studies which 

demonstrate that engaging with the materiality of objects is necessary in order to 

acknowledge their role as actors.31 I thus ascribe graphic satire its role as an actor which 

participated in the events that it commented upon, rather than treating it as a passive 

window onto the past or a record of historical realities. Art-world caricature thus acts as a 

prism through which I argue scholars can look, to see with rather than through.  

Looking with caricature, I re-examine dominant narratives in the history of the 

artist’s social status and the structural relations of the Parisian art world. A particularly 

dominant, and indeed compelling, narrative, most thoroughly explored by Nathalie Heinich, 

is that the social status of the artist transformed from the seventeenth through nineteenth 

centuries: the artist’s trade was earlier understood primarily as artisanal, and then, in the 

late seventeenth and eighteenth centuries as a profession, and was finally elevated, in the 

late eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, to the status of a vocation.32 Art-world caricature 

does not undermine the power of this narrative of the artist’s progressing social status. 

Rather, it argues that this transformation was primarily aspirational and discursive. It 

further suggests that these aspirational changes to the artist’s social status were impossible 

within the Parisian art system as it stood. My research thus builds upon recent work that 

has investigated the way in which Paris’ art world conditioned possibilities for the creation, 

exhibition, traffic, appreciation, and canonization of artists and artworks. I contend with 

                                                             
31 Igor Kopytoff, “The Cultural Biography of Things: Commoditization as Process,” in The Social Life of 
Things, ed. Arjun Appadurai (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1986), 64–91; Bill Brown, 
“Thing Theory,” Critical Inquiry 28, no. 1 (October 1, 2001): 1–22; Tim Ingold, “Materials against 
Materiality,” Archaeological Dialogues 14, no. 1 (June 2007): 1–16. These studies are in dialogue with 
actor-network theory. See Latour, Reassembling the Social. 
32 Nathalie Heinich, Du Peintre à l’artiste artisans et académiciens à l’âge classique (Paris: Les Ed. de 
Minuit, 1993); Nathalie Heinich, L’Élite artiste: excellence et singularité en régime démocratique 
(Paris: Gallimard, 2005). 
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foundational texts, such as Harrison and Cynthia White’s 1965 Canvases and Careers, and 

with more recent re-evaluations of how the Parisian art world operated, in particular 

Séverine Sofio’s Artistes femmes : la paranthèse enchantée (2016).33 

Art-world caricature also permits me to bridge a persistent gap between histories of 

the representation of artists and histories of institutional change in the Parisian art world, 

both of which tend to instrumentalize the other’s research without interrogating the 

possibility that their findings speak to one another in sometimes contradictory ways. More 

precisely, alongside historians of literature such as Christophe Charle, I, and art-world 

caricature, ask: is it possible to aspire to an understanding of one’s trade as a Liberal Art in 

an environment of economic and cultural liberalization?34  

The theoretical foundations for this investigation are drawn primarily from Pierre 

Bourdieu’s notion of the “artistic field,” though I have rarely used this term, since in English, 

“field” sounds much less natural than champ does in French. My vocabulary vacillates 

between Howard S. Becker’s “art world,” John Ruskin’s “political economy of art,” 

Bourdieu’s “structural relations,” and the term “art system;” however, my application of 

these notions corresponds most closely to Bourdieu’s understanding of a cultural field.35 

Becker defines an “art world” as consisting of “all the people whose activities are necessary 

to the production of the characteristic works which that world, and perhaps others as well, 

                                                             
33 Harrison C. White and Cynthia A. White, Canvases and Careers: Institutional Change in the French 
Painting World (New York: Wiley, 1965); Séverine Sofio, Artistes femmes: la parenthèse enchantée, 
XVIIIe-XIXe siècles (Paris: CNRS Éditions, 2016). 
34 Christophe Charle has recently argued that these parallel yet contradictory aspirations were 
dominant debates in English and French cultural spheres through to 1848. See Christophe Charle, La 
Dérégulation culturelle. Essai d’histoire des cultures en Europe au XIXe siècle (Paris: Presse 
Universitaire de France, 2015). 
35 Pierre Bourdieu, The Field of Cultural Production: Essays on Art and Literature, ed. Randal Johnson 
(New York: Columbia University Press, 1993); Howard Saul Becker, Art Worlds, 25th anniversary ed. 
(Berkeley, Calif.: London: University of California Press, 2008); John Ruskin, “The Political Economy 
of Art: Being the Substance (with Additions) of Two Lectures Delivered at Manchester, July 10th and 
13th, 1857,” in Pre-Raphaelitism (New York: J. Wiley & Son, 1870), 11–125. 
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define as art.”36 Both Bourdieu and Ruskin are less interested in exploring the constitution 

of communities around the mutual production, exchange, and appreciation of definitions of 

“art,” but rather in examining what Ruskin, drawing upon his reading of Adam Smith, terms 

the “political economy of art.”37 The political economy of art describes the means by which 

one establishes the very conditions within which an art world exists, or as Ruskin puts it 

“how to get your man of genius; how to employ your man of genius; then, how to 

accumulate and preserve his work in the greatest quantity; and lastly, how to distribute his 

work to the best national advantage.”38 

Bourdieu’s approach to fields of cultural production contradicts Becker’s. In 

Becker’s formulation, the art world is not a closed unit and membership is unlimited. 

Distinctions between the relative power, renown, and “belonging” of different art-world 

actors is unobserved, or at least secondary to the social interactions among all members of 

an art world. Bourdieu, however, is particularly attentive to these distinctions, and he 

favors the notion of a “field” over a “world” precisely because the former implies limited 

space whereas the latter seems infinitely large. The “field” is thus comprised of visible and 

invisible structural relations that condition who enters the field, how they relate to those 

within and outside of the field, and how they modify their social position within the field. 

The notion of position-taking is thus fundamental in Bourdieu’s methods, since social agents 

engage in a constant struggle to advance within a field. The cultural currency of position-

                                                             
36 Becker, Art Worlds, 34. 
37 For methodologies states of the field in art world studies, see: Hans van Maanen, How to Study Art 
Worlds: On the Societal Functioning of Aesthetic Values (Amsterdam: Amsterdam University Press, 
2009); Nathalie Heinich, La Sociologie de l’art face à l’histoire de l’art, Repères 328 (Paris: Editions la 
découverte, 2004). 
For Becker’s 2008 reflections upon Bourdieu’s critiques of his inclusive concept of “art worlds” see 
Becker, "Epilogue to the 25th Anniversary Edition: A Dialogue on the Ideas of 'World' and 'Field' with 
Alain Pessin" in Art Worlds, 372–86.  
38 Ruskin, “The Political Economy of Art,” 24. 
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taking in fields, Bourdieu acknowledges, often relates to recognition and renown. As such, 

Bourdieu’s notion of a cultural field necessitates both cultural and social approaches to 

historical study: one must explore the “subjective basis of the perception and appreciation 

of objective [probabilities]” while also making visible these intangible structural relations.39 

In examining the French art system in its transition from early modernity to 

modernity, I have found three “actor’s categories” to be particularly helpful in decoding art-

world caricature: the droit d’entrée, progrès de l’art, and cursus honorum. The cursus 

honorum, employed by Agnès Graceffa, describes the steps an artist was required to or felt 

they should take in order to realize their career aspirations, and includes stages such as 

apprenticeship and formation, exhibition and patronage, prize winning, or membership to 

corporate bodies.40 The droit d’entrée, or right of entry, implies an exchange between a 

supplicant and a gatekeeper as that applicant attempts to gain entry either to a cultural field 

or to the next stage in the cursus honorum. It thus becomes the means by which one’s status 

is defined as “artist” or one’s productions as “art,” or the means by which one is evaluated as 

a “good artist” and one’s productions “excellent art.”41 Lastly, evaluative criteria in the 

French art world employed the slippery conceptual notion of progrès de l’art or progress of 

the arts as a means of sifting between what was excellent (what contributed to the progress 

of the arts), what was mediocre, and what was in fact dangerous and decadent (initiating a 

regression of the arts).42  

                                                             
39 Bourdieu, The Field of Cultural Production, 29–73. 
40 Agnès Graceffa, “Le Statut de l’artiste en France depuis la fin du Moyen Âge: pluralité et fragilité,” in 
Vivre de son art: histoire du statut de l’artiste, XVe-XXIe siècle, ed. Agnès Graceffa (Paris: Hermann 
Editeurs, 2012), 11–26. 
41 Gérard Mauger, ed., Droits d’entrée: modalités et conditions d’accès aux univers artistiques (Paris: 
Ed. de la Maison des sciences de l’homme, 2007). 
42 Colloque international d’histoire de l’art, Daniel Rabreau, and Bruno Tollon, eds., Le Progrès des 
arts réunis, 1763-1815: mythe culturel des origines de la Révolution à la fin de l’Empire? (Bordeaux; 
Toulouse: CERCAM, Université Michel de Montaigne ; Université de Toulouse Le Mirail, 1992); 
Wrigley, The Origins of French Art Criticism. 
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RESEARCH IN THE AGGREGATE 

In order to supplement what Kc 164 yielded, I developed a corpus of art-world caricature 

that numbers 486 printed objects. My search involved all departments of the BnF, including 

the Bibliothèque de l’Arsenal, as well as other Parisian and French collections: the Musée 

Carnavalet’s Cabinet des arts graphiques, the Musée de la Révolution française in Vizille, the 

British Museum’s Department of Prints and Drawings, the online Daumier Register, and the 

Saint-Aubin Livre de Caricatures held at Waddesdon Manor in England. Other works drawn 

from the Musée du Louvre’s Département des Arts graphiques have primarily been treated 

in Chapter 2. My search for images was extensive, but I will not claim that it was exhaustive. 

I have no doubt, and would not in fact be surprised if future generations of scholars could 

double or even triple the number of printed art-world caricatures that I have been able to 

find. I was, however, able to date 90% of these images to a precise year of publication with 

the assistance of each institution’s library catalog, circumstantial dating via the events 

satirized in each image, and the Image of France online database. The 49 images that were 

not assigned a precise date could, in every case, confidently be assigned a period (ancien 

régime, Revolution to Consulate, Empire, Restoration, or July Monarchy) by examining the 

medium, publisher, and costumes in each image.  

 During this hunt for printed satires, I recorded any image that depicted an art-world 

actor. My area of interest, being depictions of Paris’ contemporary art world, excluded 

representations of the historical art world, of art worlds recognizably not Parisian, or 

images of forms of connoisseurship adjacent to contemporary art appreciation such as 

antiquarianism. I also excluded a much smaller number of works that caricatured individual 

works of contemporary art; a genre which begins to develop primarily in the 1840s before 
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the mid- to late-nineteenth century Salons caricaturaux became a recognizable and prolific 

genre in their own right.43 

 Many humanists already use simple relational database software, such as Microsoft 

Access and Filemaker, to store their library and archival notes. This software certainly 

would have sufficed for my goals, but would also have introduced further complications. 

Relational database software requires the database “architecture” to be determined in 

advance, and does not easily allow for the emergent nature of research with qualitative 

data. Qualitative data analysis (QDA) software was recommended to me.44 This software is 

used in the social sciences, particularly by sociologists whose data is not purely 

quantitative, and allows its users to upload and interpret interview transcripts and audio, 

video, images, and any kind of text-based media. The software that I use, called NVivo, has 

very rarely been exploited by humanists, though with almost no adaptation, it permits the 

kind of text-based and visual analysis that we require.  

NVivo functioned for me as an augmented gallery management tool. Copies of 

images were associated to bibliographic metadata. I could then “tag” or “code” regions of 

the images using a set of iconographic attributes that I determined.45 These include, for 

instance, identifying types of human figures in the image (visual artists, models, 

connoisseurs), the setting of the image (studio, Salon exhibition), and the activities that 

                                                             
43 Thierry Chabanne and Musée d’Orsay, Les Salons caricaturaux : catalogue [de l’exposition présentée 
au musée d’Orsay du 23 octobre au 20 janvier 1990] (Paris: Editions de la Réunion des musées 
nationaux, 1990); Yin-Hsuan Yang, “Les Premiers Salon caricaturaux au XIXe siècle,” in L’art de la 
caricature, ed. Ségolène Le Men, Les arts en correspondance (Paris: Presses Universitaires de Paris 
Ouest, 2011), 53–72; Yin-Hsuan Yang, “Les salons caricaturaux au XIXe siècle: des origines à 
l’apogée” (PhD, Paris 10, 2012); Julia Langbein, “Salon Caricature in Second Empire Paris” (Ph.D., The 
University of Chicago, 2014). 
44 I am indebted to Angela Zoss, data visualization librarian at Duke University, for recommending I 
use QDA software and for introducing me to Charlotte Clark from Duke’s Nicholas School of the 
Environment who coached me in my use of the software. 
45 For a complete list of the nodes coded for in NVivo see Appendix 3, “Hierarchical Coding or 
Controlled Vocabulary in NVivo.” 
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figures engage in (art making, romancing, quarreling). I also broke down the objects, 

attributes, and symbols that constitute the visual logic of these images, permitting me to 

interpret their satire and their targets, and identified these within the image (for instance, 

the animal menagerie, allegorical and mythological figures, and clothing and fashion). This 

coding process was instrumental in helping me to engage intimately with every individual 

image and facilitated, rather than detracted from, careful visual analysis. It also permitted 

me to later query my corpus so that I could determine, for instance, whether the artist was 

more likely to be depicted with the visual markers of poverty in certain periods over others. 

As such, qualitative data analysis and image databases became a means by which I could 

look both very closely at each individual image and also practice “distant looking.”46 

There are two significant obstacles to the comprehensiveness of my image 

collection that greatly limit the kinds of claims that I can make with the quantitative and 

qualitative data I have generated. The first is that I have no way of knowing whether or not I 

have found all of the imagery published between 1750 and 1850 that satirizes Paris’ 

contemporary artistic milieu. In fact, it is much more likely that many more images exist 

than my five-year search could turn up, or more unnerving still, that there are certain 

images that I did find but did not recognize as a satirical representation of the Parisian 

artistic milieu within the date range of this study.  

Even if I could ensure that my search was truly complete and exhaustive, I would 

have nothing to measure it against. In other words, I would not know the relative 

proportion of art-world caricature to graphic satire in general. As I discuss in Chapter 1, the 

often clandestine nature of graphic satire across this politically turbulent century makes it 

impossible to estimate just how many satirical images were produced in the late eighteenth 

                                                             
46 Franco Moretti, Distant Reading (London: Verso, 2013). 
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and early nineteenth centuries. Even if we limited ourselves to those works submitted for 

legal deposit, we would be unable to determine the relative quantity of graphic satires 

among them without pulling out every image at the BnF deposited up to 1850. George 

McKee’s Image of France, 1795-1880 web resource, which provides a searchable inventory 

of La Bibliographie de la France, Le Journal général de l’imprimerie, and the manuscript 

registers of the “dépôt legal” provide us that information declared upon deposit: the title of 

images deposited, sometimes their illustrator, and sometimes the publisher. Titles are not a 

reliable means by which to determine the content of an image nor are consistent keywords 

employed that can be reliably correlated to graphic satire. Similarly, neither publishers nor 

illustrators worked exclusively in one genre over another.  

 I have inventoried all of these limitations because it is tremendously important that 

I establish that my research methods are not intended to permit me to make positive claims, 

nor could I make such claims if I so desired, neither about all graphic satire nor even the 

circumscribed subject of art-world caricature. Instead, my qualitative research methods are 

designed so that I can represent my findings as authentically and transparently as possible, 

and so that I can account for a plenitude of imagery in a field that often fetishizes the unique 

and rare above the numerous and accessible.   

§ 

Chapter 1, “Art-World Caricature in the World of Print,” provides a survey of graphic satire 

from the mid-eighteenth to the mid-nineteenth century. It is particularly attentive to the 

shifting materiality of graphic satire across this century, as its print formats and 

technologies, publishing contexts, and censorship environment change from regime to 

regime. This chapter also engages debates, predominantly carried out in scholarship on the 

English satirical image, relating to the visual logic of graphic satire. Through a consideration 



 
 

20 
 

of graphic satire’s changing semantics, I consider the ways it might have been read, and to 

what extent we can know how prints were received. By exploring scholarship on the price 

and distribution of satirical images, I also consider who could access and view them.  

Chapter 2, “Artistic Sociability and Private Caricature,” explores drawn private 

caricatures produced in environments of artistic sociability by communities of artists. 

Oppositional graphic satire is here distinguished from private, sociable satire which was 

produced within intimate social circles as a polite form of masculine teasing or hazing. This 

chapter retraces the means by which private drawn caricatures reinforced polite sociability 

and academic doxa, and helped to reinforce professional identity both within and outside of 

Academic institutions. Private caricatural practice and artistic sociability are considered 

alongside influential arguments regarding the transforming status of the artist across the 

seventeenth through nineteenth centuries. In particular, I argue that private caricatures 

reveal the tenacity of the corporate idiom in late eighteenth- and early nineteenth-century 

artistic communities. 

Chapter 3, “The Exceptional and Ordinary Artist,” builds upon scholarship on the 

social status of the artist, tracking transformations in the cultural representation of the 

artist’s genius and professional identity from the early eighteenth to mid-nineteenth 

centuries. This chapter reveals the way in which the artist’s professional and vocational, and 

insider and outsider social status were visualized in individual and group portraiture. The 

cultural representation of bohemianism is reconsidered as a discursive form that straddled 

the artist’s representation as exceptional genius, and his representation as unexceptional 

and ordinary. I argue that art-world caricature favors the latter form for the representation 

of the artist. Here, I present an initial “distant reading” of how art-world caricature operates 
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in the aggregate to satirize visual artists, and chiefly, painters, across the late eighteenth and 

early nineteenth centuries by drawing upon my findings from the NVivo database.   

Chapter 4, “Satirizing Paris’ Art World in the Late Eighteenth Century” explores 

popular media and satirical imagery during the late ancien régime, Revolution, Directory, 

and Consulate. It considers the overlaps between satirical imagery and popular theater and 

writing, and how they collectively elaborated a set of social types and tropes for the 

representation of the artist and artistic life such as the bumbling and nefarious connoisseur, 

the art critic, the struggling artist, and the trickster painter. This chapter reconstructs the 

Parisian art system and considers its intersections with satirical imagery, from the Turgot 

reforms and the birth of the artiste libre category in 1776, to debates around the patente 

and its application to visual artists from 1791-97. 

Chapter 5, “Satirizing Paris’ Art World in the Early Nineteenth Century” discusses 

popular media and satirical imagery during the Empire, Restoration, and July Monarchy. I 

reveal that graphic satire, popular theater, and panoramic fiction were produced in 

overlapping contexts and constructed against the world of high art. They collectively 

developed a growing procession of social types and tropes, where the artist became 

increasingly poor and vacillated between delusion and disillusionment, and the trickster 

painter of the Revolution gave rise to characters such as the art student or rapin, Monsieur 

Crouton the shop-sign painter, and the carefree caricaturist or sans souci. I explore how 

these types and tropes criticized the early nineteenth-century Parisian art system, which 

orbited around the Salon exhibition as the primary gatekeeper to the artistic field. 

 

The conclusion to this dissertation, which serves equally as an epilogue, explores the way in 

which artists responded to the criticisms mounted by art-world caricature in the Second 
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Republic. This brief but important episode in the history of French art exposes some of the 

enduring tensions of the representation of the artist and the nature of an art system that 

evaluated membership by processes of distinction.  
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CHAPTER 1 

Art-World Caricature in the World of Print 

The field of caricature studies and the study of the printed image have yet to produce an 

equivalent to L’Histoire de l’édition française that charts the constellation of technological, 

regulatory, and cultural changes that affect the formats and contents of prints over time.1 

While I cannot pretend to compensate for this lacuna, this dissertation traverses a series of 

parallel changes in format and content that will be explored here in order to provide a 

foundation for the analytic and thematic chapters that follow. In order to appreciate the 

specific way in which graphic satire could act within Paris’ artistic milieu, we must consider 

the printed satirical image as an object that was made, distributed, circulated, and examined 

by audiences, and how all of these elements changed across the eighteenth and early 

nineteenth centuries.  

PUBLISHING, PRINTING, CIRCULATING, CENSORING  

The corpus of art-world caricature that has been assembled for this dissertation testifies to 

the diversity not only of printing techniques but also of printed formats. In terms of printing 

                                                             

1 In relation to this project, the following two books from this multi-volume series explore the 
printed pamphlet, book, and periodical: Henri-Jean Martin and Roger Chartier, eds., Histoire de 
l’édition française. Le livre triomphant: 1660-1830. (Paris: Fayard, 1990); Henri-Jean Martin, Roger 
Chartier, and Jean-Pierre Vivet, eds., Histoire de l’édition française. Le temps des éditeurs. Du 
romantisme à la Belle Époque, vol. 3 (Paris: Fayard, 1990). 
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techniques, this imagery ranges from intaglio processes to lithography and woodblock 

engraving. However, the formats that these satirical images espouse are far more diverse. 

They not only transform, but also snowball across this period: we begin in the eighteenth 

century with primarily clandestine and loose-leaf prints, to which are added series of prints 

with publishers’ names attributed, and then albums of prints to which publishers’ and 

illustrators’ names are associated. Subsequently, in the 1820s we begin to encounter images 

arranged along a grid on a broadside, which are called macédoines (cocktails) or petits sujets 

(small subjects), and are similar to the successful scrap sheets printed in London, many of 

which were published by Charles Tilt.2 The success of these commercial endeavors and the 

relatively newfound industrialization of paper production circa 1800 led to the first 

attempts to publish satirical periodicals, such as La Pandore, Le Miroir, and La Silhouette in 

the 1820s. These enterprises were short lived, but at the very end of the Restoration (1815-

30) and throughout the July Monarchy (1830-48), the Maison Aubert publishing house 

became an increasingly dominant printer and publisher of lithographic prints and satirical 

periodicals, namely La Caricature and Le Charivari.3  

                                                             

2 Brian Maidment has been collecting and writing on scrap sheets throughout his career, and has 
recently turned his attention to this fascinating image format and its production in Great Britain. See 
“Scraps and Sketches: Miscellaneity, Commodity Culture and Comic Prints, 1820-40,” 19: 
Interdisciplinary Studies in the Long Nineteenth Century 5 (2007): 1–24; Brian Maidment, Comedy, 
Caricature and the Social Order, 1820-50 (Manchester, New York: Manchester University Press, 
2013). 
3 While the Maison Aubert and Charles Philipon figure in almost any study on July Monarchy 
caricature and illustration, there are only a few studies that concentrate on the publishers and their 
enterprise. See James B. Cuno, “Charles Philipon and La Maison Aubert: The Business, Politics, and 
Public of Caricature in Paris, 1820-1840” (PhD, Harvard University, 1985); David S. Kerr, Caricature 
and French Political Culture 1830-1848: Charles Philipon and the Illustrated Press (Oxford University 
Press, 2009). 
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 Despite the diversity of print formats across the late eighteenth and early 

nineteenth century, a survey of the literature might leave one with the impression that 

French caricature barely existed before 1830, with the French Revolution as an exception. 

This misunderstanding can be largely attributed to the distorting effect of the French 

Revolution’s bicentennial, combined with the disproportionate scholarship that focuses 

exclusively on the prolific Honoré Daumier. Similarly, we can attribute these lacunae to an 

accident in library cataloguing, which has rendered certain formats much easier to find than 

others, with the result that anonymous and clandestine images, which dominate this corpus 

until the Restoration, can often only be found in thematic folios rather than artist’s or 

publisher’s folios. In the same vein, it is much easier to find imagery from July Monarchy 

satirical periodicals over and above any of these formats, including even Restoration 

satirical periodicals: since the Maison Aubert printed their caricatures on the back of a page 

with printed text, they tend to remain with their periodicals, whereas Restoration satirical 

periodicals often printed their accompanying graphic satire on individual sheets which 

were separated from the periodical itself and are now rarely found together. In sum, 

eighteenth- and very early nineteenth-century satirical images, which are predominantly 

anonymous and clandestine, have been marginalized in part because they are considerably 

harder to find within French collections though they exist in great numbers. Accordingly, 

this section will grant disproportionate attention to those earlier formats, in an attempt to 

compensate for their absence from the scholarly literature.  

CLANDESTINE AND/OR LOOSE LEAF  

Pre-Revolutionary eighteenth-century printed French caricature has received almost no 

recent scholarly treatment. Similarly, within studies on the production of and market for 
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printed images, pre-Revolutionary caricature tends to fall outside of the boundaries of these 

works for the same bibliographic reasons inventoried above: artists, engravers, or printers 

are rarely indicated on the print, though a publisher or point of sale is often listed. 

Nonetheless, it is rare that one will stumble upon these prints even in a search by publisher, 

given that they tend to be catalogued within thematic collections, or recueils factices.4  

 This is reflected in the lack of scholarship on pre-Revolutionary French caricature, 

with the exception of those volumes which provide a very general survey of caricature and 

the expressive distortion of facial features.5 These studies tend to exclude the more 

prevalent emblematic or allegorical mode, recognizable by their iconographic density, 

which require a longer and more laborious process of decoding, as in Triomphe des Arts 

Modernes, first printed circa 1700 and restruck (reprinted from the same plate) around 

1760 and again around 1791 (fig. 1.1).6 Studies that do engage with more densely 

iconographic images rarely contextualize them within the broader field of pre-

Revolutionary printed graphic satire. For instance, Annie Duprat’s Les Rois de papier. La 

Caricature de Henri III à Louis XVI and Le Roi décapité. Essai sur les imaginaires politiques 

                                                             

4 At the BnF, these include Tf for caricatures and Qb for images pertaining to French history. Satirical 
images on more precise subjects can be found within the call numbers pertaining to that subject, for 
instance, for this dissertation, Kc (arts) have yielded many interesting images. 
5 For example, Laurent Baridon and Martial Guédron, L’Art et l’histoire de la caricature (Paris: 
Citadelle & Mazenod, 2006).; Michel Melot, L’Œil qui rit : le pouvoir comique des images (Fribourg: 
Office du livre, 1975). 
Recently, French and Canadian scholars have convened international colloquia around caricature. 
The publications that have emanated from these endeavors have shone a light on several neglected 
areas within the history of caricature, including pre-revolutionary French satirical images. See: 
Ségolène Le Men, ed., L’Art de la caricature (Nanterre: Presses universitaires de Paris-Ouest, 2011); 
Todd Porterfield, ed., The Efflorescence of Caricature (Farnham, Surrey ; Burlington, VT: Ashgate, 
2011). 
6 Claudette Hould, “Les Beaux-arts en révolution: au bruit des armes les arts se taisent!,” Etudes 
françaises 25, no. 2–3 (1989): 193–208; Kathryn Desplanque, “Repeat Offenders: Reprinting Visual 
Satire Across France’s Long Eighteenth Century,” RACAR 40, no. 1 (2015): 17–26. 
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feature many loose-leaf and anonymous visual satires. Combined with Antoine de Baecque’s 

Le Corps de l’histoire, these three works provide a synthetic overview of France’s 

longstanding tradition of debasing the bodies of its kings through the medium of graphic 

satire, exploring the relationship between libellous pamphlets and satirical imagery via 

their shared motifs.7 The recent The Saint-Aubin Livre de caricatures edited by Colin Jones 

and Emily Richardson makes a similarly important contribution to the field by exploring 

Charles-Germain de Saint-Aubin’s understudied book of drawn and watercolored charges, 

several of which figure in this corpus (fig. 1.2); however, it too does not contextualize these 

images among pre-Revolutionary satirical production more broadly.8  

 A series of recent French dissertations and postdoctoral projects delves into the 

aforementioned esoteric image collections of pre-Revolutionary material by exploring the 

language and motifs of visual satire around a particular subject or theme, as does this 

dissertation.9 Of these efforts, Pierre Wachenheim’s dissertation most thoroughly 

contextualizes his subject—anti-Jesuit imagery as produced and circulated primarily by 

Jansenists. Wachenheim uses the correspondence of Edmond Jean François Barbier and 

                                                             

7 Annie Duprat, Les Rois de papier. La caricature de Henri III à Louis XVI (Paris: Belin, 2002); Antoine 
de Baecque, Le Corps de l’histoire : métaphores et politique, 1770-1800 (Paris: Calmann-Lévy, 1993); 
Annie Duprat, Le Roi décapité : essai sur les imaginaires politiques (Paris: CERF, 1992). 
8 Richard Taws, “The Precariousness of Things,” in The Saint-Aubin Livre de Caricatures. Drawing 
Satire in Eighteenth-Century Paris., ed. Colin Jones, Juliet Carey, and Emily Richardson, SVEC 6 
(Oxford: University of Oxford, 2012), 327–47. 
Another important contribution touches on a popular satirical image type, but also fails to 
contextualize it among satirical imagery more broadly: Vincent Milliot, Les “Cris de Paris”, ou, Le 
peuple travesti: les représentations des petits métiers parisiens (XVIe-XVIIIe siècles), Histoire moderne 
30 (Paris: Publications de la Sorbonne, 1995). 
9 Pierre Wachenheim, “Art et politique, langage pictural et sédition dans l’estampe sous la règne de 
Louis XV.” (PhD, Université Paris 1, 2004); Barbara Stentz, “Les représentations de la douleur dans 
les arts graphiques en France au XVIIIe siècle” (PhD, Université de Strasbourg, 2012); Victorine 
Toutain-Quittelier, “Le Monde des finance sous la régence d’Orléans: gestuelle nouvelle pour une 
économie nouvelle,” Histoire de l’art 74, no. 1 (2014): 65–76. 
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Mathieu Maras to discover the challenging circumstances under which they procured visual 

satire for their correspondents: the prints were characterized as rare and only available in 

the back alleys of the rue Saint-Jacques where there were high concentrations of print 

activity.10 Both my findings and Wachenheim’s agree that this imagery is often loose leaf, 

anonymous, distributed clandestinely and was thus difficult to obtain, and, overwhelmingly, 

employed the cheaper and easier medium, etching, over the more skilled and laborious one, 

engraving.11  

This is largely because, from the late seventeenth century through to the end of the 

ancien régime, while the printing of images was declared to be a Liberal Art and thus 

engravers were not permitted to form a corporation or a guild, they nonetheless fell under 

the same censorship regulations as the book trade. As such, if publishers, artists, or 

engravers wished to own exclusive rights to the production of an image, they had to submit 

their engraving in multiple copies to the Chambre syndicale de la librairie et imprimerie de 

Paris, through which the royal collections were enriched. If their petition was accepted, they 

could publish their prints with “A.P.R.” or “C.P.R.” in the lettering (avec privilège du roy or 

cum privilegio regis).12 This expensive process was not frequently sought after by engravers 

or image publishers,13 and so to enforce censorship, wherein any image that distracts from 

                                                             

10 Wachenheim, “Art et politique, langage pictural et sédition dans l’estampe sous la règne de Louis 
XV.,” 57–59.  
11 Ibid., see esp. 57-59.   
12 Pierre Casselle, “Le Commerce des estampes à Paris dans la seconde moitié du 18ème siècle” 1976, 
14–16. 
13 Katie Scott, “Authorship, the Académie, and the Market in Early Modern France,” Oxford Art Journal 
21, no. 1 (1998): 29–41. 
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proper morality was banned, seized, and action taken against its creator, the lieutenant-

general of the police was charged with surveying literature and satirical images.14  

In sum, pre-Revolutionary satirical images existed in much higher quantities than 

has been assumed, as this dissertation, as well as Wachenheim’s and Barbara Stentz’s 

demonstrate. However, due to broad-reaching censorship law and the Chambre syndicale de 

la Librairie’s control over printed images, satires were often anonymous and clandestine, 

and formed a part of a rich network of libellous and secretive song, poetry, and literature 

that circulated and contested the ancien régime.15 As such, most of ancien régime and 

Revolutionary art-world caricature was published without an artist, engraver, or publisher 

listed in the print’s lettering, including well known images against the art critic La Font de 

Saint Yenne (fig. 1.3) and lesser-known satires against Jean-Baptiste Greuze (fig. 1.4). These 

loose-leaf satirical images were sometimes bound into pamphlets as frontispieces, where 

both text and image were published anonymously or pseudonymously, as in the 1771 

etching of an artist destroying his art which accompanied an article entitle “Abjuration d’un 

Vieux Peintre” (fig. 1.5).  Out of 62 ancien régime art-world caricatures, 38 (61%) have been 

assigned some form of authorship, but in most cases, this has been attributed but not 

indicated in the lettering—for instance the Comte de Caylus’ well known Assemblée de 

Brocanteurs (1727) or Charles Nicolas Cochin’s unsigned pamphlet Les Misotechnites aux 

                                                             

14 Stéphane Roy, “Un Aspect méconnu de la gravure révolutionnaire: l’oeuvre et les activités de Paul-
André Basset, éditeur et marchand d’estampes Parisien (1789-1794)” (MA, Université de Québec à 
Montréal, 1995), 36–45. 
15 Robert Darnton and Arlette Farge have elsewhere demonstrated that the same patterns of 
circulation existed for clandestine literature: Darnton, The Forbidden Bestsellers of Pre-Revolutionary 
France (New York, London: W.W. Norton, 1995); Farge, Dire et mal dire: l’opinion publique au XVIIIe 
siècle (Paris: Seuil, 1992). 
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enfers (1763) (fig. 1.6). Most images (80%) do not indicate an artist—either an etcher or 

engraver, or the artist or draughtsmen whose work they translated, and 85% of works do 

not indicate a publisher.  

This is even more true of Revolutionary through Consulate imagery: out of 32 art-

world caricatures found, 26 do not list an original artist, etcher, or engraver; 26 of these also 

do not indicate a publisher. Despite the National Assembly’s 1789 “Declaration of the Rights 

of Man and the Citizen,” and the guarantee of freedom of speech and thought in the 1793 

Constitution, it would be a mistake to assume that freedom of the press truly existed during 

the Revolutionary period. Even in the realm of art-world caricature, anonymity proved to be 

even more urgent than in the ancien régime. Indeed, the intermediary 1791 Constitution 

stipulated that thoughts could be freely expressed so long as they conformed to the law and 

did not pose a threat to public safety, in a loose echo of ancien régime censorship 

restrictions.16  

As I have already indicated, Revolutionary French caricature has received much 

more sustained treatment than ancien régime caricature, thanks particularly to the 

Revolution’s bicentennial in 1989. Among the many fields upon which the French 

Revolution touches, caricature studies also benefitted from a generous show of exhibitions, 

exhibition catalogs, and edited volumes.17 These important works have opened up the field 

                                                             

16 Roy, “Un Aspect méconnu de la gravure révolutionnaire: l’oeuvre et les activités de Paul-André 
Basset, éditeur et marchand d’estampes Parisien (1789-1794),” 47; Bertrand Tillier, A la Charge! : la 
caricature en France de 1789 à 2000 (Paris: Editions de l’Amateur, 2005), 150. 
17 Antoine de Baecque, La Caricature révolutionnaire (Paris: Presses du CNRS, 1988); Claude Langlois, 
La Caricature contre-révolutionnaire (Paris: Presses du CNRS, 1988); Claudette Hould and James A 
Leith, eds., Iconographie et image de la Révolution française (Montréal: Association canadienne-
française pour l’avancement des sciences, 1990); James B. Cuno, ed., French Caricature and the French 
Revolution, 1789-1799. (Los Angeles; Chicago: Grunwald Center for the Graphic Arts, Wight Art 
Gallery, University of California, Los Angeles ; Distributed by the University of Chicago Press, 1988), 
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of French caricature studies, which had, prior to the bicentennial, orbited around July 

Monarchy satirical periodicals. Among these pioneering works, only Antoine de Baecque 

and Claude Langlois’s respective treatments of Revolutionary and counter-Revolutionary 

caricature in La Caricature révolutionnaire (1988) and La Caricature contre-révolutionnaire 

(1988) discuss the production and circulation of this imagery as a material object in any 

detail. Their research has recently been enriched by Rolf Reichardt and Hubertus Kohl’s 

Visualizing the Revolution (2008) and Claire Trévien’s Satire, Prints and Theatricality in the 

French Revolution (2016).18  

These studies reveal that the satirical image’s format changed little from their 

ancien régime antecedents: they remained loose leaf, etched, and anonymous, though they 

were more often augmented with a wash of color.19 During the Revolution, however, the 

commercial market for graphic satire rapidly developed, permitting us to gain some sense 

of their price, which ranged from 10 to 30 sous—substantially cheaper than the fine 

                                                             

Exh. cat.; Philippe Bordes and Régis Michel, eds., Aux armes & aux arts! : les arts de la révolution, 1789-
1799 (Paris: Adam Biro, 1988); Claudette Hould, ed., L’Image de la révolution française (Québec: 
Musée du Québec, 1989); Michel Vovelle, La Révolution française : images et récit, 1789-1799, 5 vols. 
(Paris: Livre club Diderot/Messidor, 1986). 
In the early 2000s, Revolutionary caricature was revisited and recontextualized among visual culture 
more generally in the following studies: Joan B. Landes, Visualizing the Nation : Gender, 
Representation, and Revolution in Eighteenth-Century France (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2001); 
Rolf Reichardt, Visualizing the Revolution: Politics and Pictorial Arts in Late Eighteenth-Century France 
(London: Reaktion, 2008); Rolf Reichardt, “The French Revolution as a European Media Event,” ed. 
Wolfgang Schmale, trans. Christopher Reid, European History Online (Mainz: Leibniz Institute of 
European History, August 27, 2012), http://www.ieg-ego.eu/reichardtr-2010-en. 
18 Reichardt, Visualizing the Revolution; Claire Trevien, Satire, Prints and Theatricality in the French 
Revolution, Oxford University Studies in the Enlightenment (Oxford: Voltaire Foundation, 2016). 
19 de Baecque, La Caricature révolutionnaire, 25. 
A 1978 dissertation on loose leaf popular imagery in the eighteenth century briefly segues from its 
preference for images with artist or publisher indicated to treat anonymous engravings, and through 
a comparison in dictionaries of publishers, estimates that 147 French publishers were only 
publishing anonymous works. While she indicates many of these were satirical, she goes no further 
in her analysis. Danielle Lambalais-Vuianovith, “Etude quantitative des thèmes traités dans l’image 
volante française au XVIIIe siècle” (PhD, Université de Paris IV-Sorbonne, 1978), 252–70. 
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engraving commercially available before the Revolution, which ranged from 1 livre 4 sous to 

16 livres per print.20 One observes an additional change in format: ancien régime humorous 

and satirical imagery preferred captions written in verse (fig. 1.7), whereas Revolutionary 

imagery largely abandoned verse for an abbreviated prose title (fig. 1.8). 

Reichardt, Philippe Bordes, Richard Taws, and Claudette Hould have revealed the 

extent to which cheap, small, etched imagery with subject matter immediately relevant to 

contemporary events became a dominant and popular mode for printed imagery during the 

French Revolution,21 and in fact necessitated that French image publishers alter their 

marketing strategies, as Paul-André Basset did, lest they fail, as in the case of his 

contemporary, Pierre-François Basan.22 Langlois demonstrates that even counter-

Revolutionary satirical images enjoyed a commercial market before the execution of Louis 

XVI in 1793, though receded into clandestinity thereafter.23 Nonetheless, during the 

Revolutionary period, satirical imagery began to develop a commercial market, catering to a 

democratizing public.  

 

                                                             

20 de Baecque, La Caricature révolutionnaire, 27; Casselle, “Le Commerce des estampes à Paris dans la 
seconde moitié du 18ème siècle,” 66–67. 
21 Philippe Bordes, ed., La Révolution par la gravure (Vizille: Musée de la Révolution française, 2002), 
exh. cat.; Reichardt, Visualizing the Revolution, chap. Contemporary Images of Revolutionary Change; 
Richard Taws, The Politics of the Provisional: Art and Ephemera in Revolutionary France (University 
Park, Pa.: Pennsylvania State University Press, 2013).  
22 On these two publishers, see: Roy, “Un Aspect méconnu de la gravure révolutionnaire: l’oeuvre et 
les activités de Paul-André Basset, éditeur et marchand d’estampes Parisien (1789-1794)”; Pierre 
Casselle, “Pierre-François Basan. Marchand d’Estampes à Paris (1723-1797),” Paris et Ile-de-France 
Mémoires 33 (1982): 98–185. 
23 Langlois’ unique treatment of counter-Revolutionary imagery maps out the motifs it employs, but 
briefly introduces his corpus by addressing its modes of circulation. See: Langlois, La Caricature 
contre-révolutionnaire, 7–13. 
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SERIES AND ALBUMS  

A similarly understudied period in caricatural production, the Directory, Consulate, Empire, 

and Restoration (1795 to 1830) expands upon the French Revolution’s growing market for 

popular imagery. Publishers continued to capitalize upon new markets opened up at the 

conclusion of the Revolutionary wars within the developing right-bank Parisian 

neighborhood where the Bourse and Paris arcades or passages were constructed during the 

Restoration.24 Similarly, while the development of pulp paper was still decades off, it is 

around the turn of the century that paper production shifted so as to facilitate its industrial 

production by roll instead of its individual production by sheet.25 Of the aforementioned 

                                                             

24 Scholarship on French caricatures against Napoleon or Monsieur Mayeux are the exception. While 
these studies have contributed greatly to our understanding of the motifs and strategies satire 
employs to subvert and oppose power, none of them discuss the publication, market, or circulation 
for these prints, much less the specifities of their formats. See Elizabeth Kolbinger Menon, The 
Complete Mayeux : Use and Abuse of a French Icon (New York: Peter Lang, 1998); Catherine Clerc, La 
caricature contre Napoléon (Paris: Editions Promodis, 1985); Véronique Fau-Vincenti and Éric Lafon, 
eds., Aigle ou ogre? (Paris: Réunion des Musées Nationaux, 2004), Exh. cat.; Institut de France and 
Académie des beaux-arts, Napoleon, caricatures et dessins humoristiques de 1800 à nos jour 
(Boulogne-Billancourt: Bibliothèque Marmottan, 1975), Exh. cat. 
Recent studies that consider publication and format include: Peggy Davis, “Entre la physiognomonie 
et les Physiologies: le Calicot, figure du panorama parisien sous la Restauration,” Etudes françaises 49, 
no. 3 (2013): 63–85; Corinne Bouquin, “Recherches sur l’imprimerie lithographique à Paris au 
XIXème siècle: l’imprimerie Lemercier (1803 - 1901)” (PhD, Paris 1, 1993); Corinne Bouquin, “Les 
Frères Gihaut: éditeurs, marchands d’estampes et imprimeurs lithographes (1815 - 1871),” Nouvelles 
de l’estampe 10 (1989): 4–13; Bruno Delmas, “Lithographie et lithographes à Paris dans la première 
moitié du XIXe siècle,” in Le Livre et l’historien : études offertes en l’honneur du professeur Henri-Jean 
Martin, ed. Frédéric Barbier et al., vol. 6, Histoire et civilisation du livre (Geneva: Librairie Droz, 
1997), 743–53; Corinne Bouquin, “Influence des relations entre éditeurs et imprimeurs-lithographes 
dans la genèse de l’illustration des livres au XIXe siècle,” in Le livre et l’historien : études offertes en 
l’honneur du professeur Henri-Jean Martin, ed. Frédéric Barbier et al., vol. 6, Histoire et civilisation du 
livre (Geneva: Librairie Droz, 1997), 723–42; Casselle, “Pierre-François Basan. Marchand d’Estampes 
à Paris (1723-1797)”; Louis Hautecoeur, “Une Famille de graveurs et d’éditeurs Parisiens. Les 
Martinet et les Hautecoeur (XVIIIe et XIXe siècles),” Paris et Ile-de-France Mémoires 18–19, no. 1967–
1968 (1970): 205–340. 
Finally, visual satire from 1795 to 1830 has figured in surveys of caricature, including Baridon and 
Guédron, L’Art et l’histoire de la caricature; Melot, L’Œil qui rit; Tillier, A la Charge! 
25 Martin and Chartier, Le Livre triomphant, see esp. 545-549. 
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studies, Corinne Bouquin’s scholarship, which takes up the work of Pierre Casselle and 

Corinne LeBitouzé for the eighteenth-century printed image and continues it into the 

nineteenth century, combined with Louis Hautecœur’s account of his family’s heritage in his 

study of the Martinet-Hautecœur association, contribute greatly to our analysis of formats 

from 1795 to 1830, though there is still much work to be done on this transformative period 

in the commercialization of printed images.   

 Around 1795, several of Paris’ leading image publishers adapted their 

Revolutionary publishing models to suit new audiences and environments. Retaining the 

cheapness and timeliness normalized by Revolutionary print production, their subject 

matter shifted towards categories we might traditionally label as entertaining: satires of 

morals and manners, fashion plates, images depicting scenes from popular theatre, 

representations of military campaigns in the Revolutionary wars, and so on26—this despite 

the fact that the Directory briefly dropped censorship restrictions in order to impose 

publication taxes.27 George D. McKee and Robert Justin Goldstein report that it is not until 5 

February 1810 that the dépôt légal of the Bureau de l’Imprimerie became a mandated 

requirement, thus facilitating the censorship of images before their diffusion rather than 

after.28 However, both Bertrand Tillier’s account and a recently discovered Préfecture de 

police document suggest that images easily slid between the cracks: during the Consulate, a 

                                                             

26 Reichardt cites a conversation with Stéphane Roy, who is currently revisiting his MA and PhD 
research on Basset, who asserts that Basset himself made this switch around 1795. Reichardt, 
Visualizing the Revolution, 41 (fn 31). 
27 Tillier, A la Charge!, 150. 
28 Robert Justin Goldstein, Censorship of Political Caricature in Nineteenth-Century France (Kent, Ohio: 
Kent State University Press, 1989), 97–98; George D McKee, “La Surveillance officielle de l’Estampe 
entre 1810 et 1830: le dépôt légale, la Bibliographie de la France, le projet ‘Image of France’ et leurs 
statistiques.,” Nouvelles de l’estampe, 2003, 24. 
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Bureau de la presse was established to monitor the presses’ activities, and a few years later, 

an 1809 notice from the Préfecture de police revealed that this monitoring was effected via a 

mandatory dépôt légal.29 The document reminded Paris’ most prolific image publishers that 

they had been neglectful in submitting their caricatures to the dépôt légal for approval to 

sell and distribute this most sensitive type of image. The notice was signed by its targeted 

publishers, including veuve Chéreau, Martinet, Basset, and femme Bance. While the 

Restoration monarchy attempted to curry favor with a return to the freedom of the press—

most likely a carry-over from Napoleon’s 100 days where he also dropped censorship30—

1820 and 1822 laws quickly reinstated a preventative censorship system that required a 

dépôt légal and autorisation préalable before the publication of images, with penalties 

including seizure, fines, and imprisonment for all involved in the publication of non-

authorized images.31  

  Against the backdrop of these fluctuating censorship laws, image publishers 

increasingly relied on serialization, that is, they published loosely related satirical images, 

many of which included a caption to help elaborate the joke of the image, and were 

accompanied by a shared title and serial numbers.32 Louis Hautcoeur reveals, for instance, 

                                                             

29 Tillier, A la Charge!, 150.   
The Préfecture de police document was found at the Bibliothèque historique de la ville de Paris. Dated 
to 4 November 1809, it explicitly requests that published of “carricatures” deposit their image 
publications. It can be found at the call number CP 4016.  
30 Hautecoeur, “Une Famille de graveurs et d’éditeurs Parisiens. Les Martinet et les Hautecoeur 
(XVIIIe et XIXe siècles),” 298. 
31 Tillier, A la Charge!, 150; Goldstein, Censorship of Political Caricature in Nineteenth-Century France, 
100–115; McKee, “La Surveillance officielle de l’Estampe entre 1810 et 1830,” 25–29. 
32 Though my collection of art-world caricature does not include publications from the Bance family, 
scholarship demonstrates that they also participated in this serialization trend: Béatrice Bouvier, 
“Les Bance: marchands d’estampes et libraires à Paris (1793-1862) ; portrait de famille.,” Nouvelles 
de l’estampe, 1999, 26–27. 
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that the print seller Aaron Martinet, located on rue du Coq, boasted a successful cabinet de 

lecture or reading room, and a window full of his most recent images. He began marketing 

his images in series, including a Petite Galerie dramatique which, over the course of several 

years eventually ran in the thousands (fig. 1.9), and his ubiquitous Suprême Bon Ton series 

of satirical and fashionable street scenes.33 The commercial strategy of serialization was 

also accompanied by a growing number of works augmented by hand-colored washes. 

Though we cannot be certain these works were not colored later, there is an observable 

spike in quantities of hand-colored works around this time among art-world caricature that 

drops off with the growth of the satirical periodical press in the July Monarchy (table 1.1). 

Table 1.1. Hand-Colored Prints versus Non-Hand-Colored prints by Political Regime. 

 

                                                             

33 Hautecoeur, “Une Famille de graveurs et d’éditeurs Parisiens. Les Martinet et les Hautecoeur 
(XVIIIe et XIXe siècles).” Martinet retired n 1827, leaving his business to his daughter and her 
husband, Hermenegilde Hautecœur, who underlines his association to the successful business of his 
father-in-law by signing his prints “Martinet-Hautecœur.” (311-321). 
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While Martinet is, unfortunately, the only publisher from this thirty-year period to 

have received any recent sustained scholarly treatment, Hautecœur does point to an 1814 

anecdote signalling that at that date his monopoly on the satirical reading room and display 

window was broken by nearby competitors.34 Publishers’ dominance in this market is 

evidenced by their position of privilege in the lettering of the print above the artist: out of 

33 art-world caricatures precisely dated and published between 1795 to 1815, 6 indicate 

both an artist and a publisher and 13 do not indicate either artist or publisher. However, the 

publisher is always more likely to be indicated than the illustrator: 10 images indicate a 

publisher but not an artist, as opposed to 4 which indicate an artist but not a publisher. 

Though these numbers appear thin, it should be recalled that in many cases, we can assume 

that each of these images belonged to a now scattered series and could thus be multiplied. 

In sum, Directory through Imperial graphic satire, at least within this corpus, is most likely 

to exclude all authorship from the lettering, but when authorship is included, the 

publisher’s is privileged above the illustrator’s.  

 In the midst of these transformations, an entirely new, cheaper, and more direct 

printing medium was invented, and gradually made its way to Paris: lithography. Invented 

by Aloys Senefelder in 1796 to print sheet music more easily and cheaply, the technology 

traveled from Munich to London in 1801, and then to Paris in 1802.35 As opposed to 

engraving, lithography, a chemical process, employs the natural immiscibility of oil and 

water: a porous limestone is drawn upon with a waxy or oily medium, often a crayon, and 

                                                             

34 Ibid., 285. It should here be pointed out that while several dictionaries of eighteenth-century 
publishers have been produced or are in publication, there is no equivalent for nineteenth-century 
publishers.  
35 Frédéric Chappey, De Géricault à Delacroix (Paris: Somogy éditions d’art, 2005), Exh. cat. 
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an etching process is used to record where the crayon was drawn to seal that area so that 

when the stone is wetted, only the negative space retains moisture and repels the ink 

passed over with a roller. Whereas in the engraving medium, a skilled engraver is a 

necessary intermediary, lithography permitted the artist to draw directly on the stone. As 

Marie-Claude Chaudonneret has established, the benefits of lithography were not apparent 

to French publishers until Godefroy Engelmann emigrated to Paris following the end of the 

Napoleonic wars and lowering of the Continental blockade in 1816.36  

In fact, it is around this time, as Charlotte Eyerman has revealed, that Antoine-Jean 

Gros encouraged his students to learn lithography, making a lithographic press and tools 

available to the many future publishers and illustrators who passed through his studio as 

students, and were perhaps even attracted there for this very reason. These students 

include well-known illustrators and publishers such as Henry Monnier, Edmé-Jean Pigal, 

Auguste Raffet, Hippolyte Bellangé, Julien-Léopold Boilly, Fréderic Bouchot, Nicolas-

Toussaint Charlet, and Charles Philipon.37 It should be noted, however, that although 

lithography ostensibly permitted the illustrator to claim more ownership over the print, 

diminishing the distance between original artist and reproduction, Philippe Kaenel points 

out that a repasseur, who might be more familiar with the particularities of limestone and 

                                                             

36 Marie-Claude Chaudonneret, “Le Statut et la réception de la lithographie en France dans les années 
1820 - 1840.,” ed. Sophie Raux and Dominique Tonneau-Ryckelynck, L’ Estampe un art multiple à la 
portée de tous?, 2008, 323–31. 
37 Charlotte N. Eyerman, “Im Zeichen Der Grande Tradition. Lithographen Im Atelier Des Baron Gros, 
1816-1835,” in Bilder Der Macht, Macht Der Bilder. Zeitgeschichte in Darstellungen Des 19. 
Jahrhunderts, ed. Michael F Zimmermann and Stefan Germer (Leipzig: Klinkhardt & Biermann, 2000), 
176–91. 
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the process by which the crayon drawing was etched into this porous stone, often 

interceded before the stone was etched to finesse and adjusted the illustration.38 

In 1817, the burgeoning popularity of the medium, as well as increasing concerns 

surrounding seditious printed imagery, prompted a legislative shift in which a brevet was 

required to be a lithographic printer.39 Corinne Bouquin notes that applications for brevets 

trickled in slowly, and then in a rush after 1831.40 This is reflected in art-world caricatures, 

where ancien régime and Revolutionary through Consulate graphic satire is produced 

exclusively in intaglio (etching, engraving, aquatint, and so on) and persists into the Empire, 

though it is rapidly eclipsed by lithographic prints (table 1.2). Bouquin’s survey also reveals 

that the brevets housed at the Archives nationales paint a portrait of early nineteenth-

century lithographic printers: they are young (under 35 is the best represented 

demographic); overwhelmingly from the provinces; and mostly new to the business, with 

less than 10% born to parents in the image-making or printing industries.41 Similarly, they 

continued to effect the move from left bank to right inaugurated by the Martinet print 

shop.42  

 

                                                             

38 Philippe Kaenel, Le Métier d’illustrateur (1830-1880): Rodolphe Töpffer, J.-J. Grandville, Gustave Doré 
(Genève: Droz, 2005), 193. 
39 Goldstein suggests that Le Nain jaune and L’homme gris’ caricatures, which had already been the 
object of seizures and penalties, motivated the requirement for this brevet: Goldstein, Censorship of 
Political Caricature in Nineteenth-Century France, 104–5. 
40 A recent study by Bruno Delmas, with Corinne Bouquin’s assistance, uses the Ecole national des 
Chartes’ digitized corpus of AN brevets d’imprimeur-lithographes to confirm thist observation: they 
discover 69 brevets between 1818 and 1829; 333 between 1830 and 1839; and 273 between 1840 
and 1849.  
41 Bouquin, “Recherches sur l’imprimerie lithographique,” 33–36. 
42 Delmas observes that between 1830 to 1839, right bank imprimeurs-lithographes (61%), who are 
often also publishers of said imagery, overtake the left bank (31%). He observes that this move 
continues into the 1840s. Delmas, “Lithographie et lithographes à Paris dans la première moitié du 
XIXe siècle,” 744–45. 
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Table 1.2. Lithographic versus Intaglio Prints by Political Regime. 

 

During the Restoration we witness a spike in the numbers of publishers, the relative 

quantity of lithographs over etchings or engravings and, similarly, our first regularly signed 

illustrations. These lithographic illustrators and publishers are equally as youthful as the 

lithographic printers, many of whom continue working in the early years of the July 

Monarchy. Within the art-world caricature corpus and out of 93 images with publishers 

named for the Empire and Restoration, the frères Gihaut lead by a wide margin with 21 

images, followed by Chaillou Potrelle at 11 and Martinet at 9 images. The frères Gihaut, 

Jean-François (born in 1798) and his younger brother Michel-Ange (died in 1871), 

purchased their father’s print selling business in 1822. They began printing the lithographs 

they published after receiving a brevet in 1829, but outsourced their printing in 1839 to 

Auguste Bry.43 

                                                             

43 Beyond Bouquin’s study, based on her investigation of the Archives nationales’ F 18 brevet files, we 
know little about the lives of Paris’ most prominent image publishers. See Bouquin, “Les frères 
Gihaut.” 
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Some of the most prominent illustrators, who are also well represented in this 

dissertation, are Nicolas-Toussaint Charlet (1792-1845), Auguste Raffet (1804-1860), and 

Hippolyte Bellangé (1800-1866), all of whom were students of Gros and produced paintings 

of military subject matter.44 Charlet and Raffet’s illustrations primarily pictured scenes of 

military interest, in particular military costume. Their subject matter resonated with their 

political dispositions: Charlet, who joined the Garde nationale in 1814 and was promoted to 

grenadier captain shortly thereafter, maintained strong Bonapartist sympathies throughout 

the Restoration. Indeed, Charlet’s persistent identification with Bonaparte’s militarism is 

evident in his dress: he seems to have been represented, and represented himself, wearing a 

képi—a soft, cylindrical hat with visor that was the informal alternative to the grenadier and 

hussar shako (fig. 1.10).45 

Together, these illustrators and publishers like frères Gihaut innovated a new print 

format that formed a bridge between the serialized prints we have just discussed and the 

satirical periodicals that were just around the corner: the annual lithographic album (fig. 

1.11). Published most notably by the frères Gihaut, these albums gathered together images 

on a variety of subjects (military, landscape, satirical) which ranged from sketch to finished 

work, often produced by a single artist. They were deposited in December or January and 

likely targeted the New Year’s gift-giving market. They were also relatively inexpensive, 

priced at 1 franc per image, and, befitting their New Year’s gift-giving purposes, often 

                                                             

44 Charlet, 1792-1845: aux origines de la légende napoléonienne. (Paris: B. Giovanangeli, Bibliothèque 
Paul-Marmottan, 2008), exh. cat.; Barthélemy Jobert, Raffet : 1804-1860 (Paris: Herscher, 1999), Exh. 
cat.; Jules Adeline, Hippolyte Bellangé et son oeuvre (Paris: A. Quantin, 1880). 
45 Hippolyte Bellangé’s 1846 lithograph commemorating Charlet after his death shows a grenadier in 
képi carving the year of Charlet’s death into his funerary monument. See: Charlet, 1792-1845, 116–
17. 
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included precisely twelve images.46 A survey of the Image of France database of works 

submitted to the dépôt légal demonstrates that the publisher Delpech began producing 

annual lithographic albums in 1818, whose polite, classicizing subjects were illustrated by 

established artists such as Horace and Carle Vernet.47 Around 1820, a variety of lithographic 

publishers began to rival his productions, including Villain and Englemann, the latter of 

whose albums include works by Théodore Géricault and Hippolyte Bellangé. Younger 

publishers like Villain and the frères Gihaut began producing lithographic albums that 

featured amusing and satirical content in 1821 (fig. 1.12). By 1825, this more biting and 

entertaining use of the format became a staple in the production of a variety of publishers, 

such as Giraldon-Bovinet, Motte, Chabert, Lemercier, Gaugain, Ducarme, Moyon, and Goupil 

and Rittner. Almost all of these publishers withdrew from the genre around the beginning of 

the July Monarchy, perhaps because of Philipon and the Maison Aubert’s successful satirical 

periodicals. Only frères Gihaut continued to publish lithographic albums until 1837.  

SATIRICAL PERIODICALS 

In this light, it is not surprising that, as James Cuno has shown, the association that would 

become Paris’ most important and prolific lithographic printers and publishers first signed 

their names to an 1829 lithographic album, jointly published with Martinet, and deposited 

just in time for the New Year, on 26 December 1829.48 Charles Philipon, his brother-in-law, 

                                                             

46 Catalogue des lithographies composant le fonds de Gihaut frères, imprimeurs-lithographes, éditeurs, 
et marchands d’estampes, boulevard des Italiens, No 5, à Paris (Paris: Imprimerie de Charpentier-
Méricourt, 1830). 
For more on the albums of frères Gihaut see Bouquin, “Les frères Gihaut.” 
47 See in particular Ad- 70- pet. fol. at the Bibliothèque nationale de France’s Département des 
Estampes. 
48 Cuno, “Charles Philipon and La Maison Aubert,” 106. 
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Gabriel Aubert, and his half-sister, Marie-Françoise-Madeleine, collaborated in December of 

1829 to form a publishing business, the Maison Aubert. Shortly thereafter, they founded 

France’s first weekly satirical periodical with a lithographic image included in every issue, 

La Caricature, as well as its first daily of the same kind, Le Charivari.49  

 We know little about what preceded these periodicals. Le Nain jaune was a short-

lived pro-Bonapartist periodical that issued twenty-four page octavos every five days with 

nine hand-colored caricatures once a month before its suppression in 1815, and L’Homme 

gris of 1817-18 published fifteen issues, half of which were destroyed for their seditious 

imagery of the “ruling orders.”50 It was succeeded by Le Nouvel Homme gris of 1818-19, 

which produced twenty-one issues with subversive pro-Bonapartist imagery.51 Cuno lists Le 

Miroir and La Pandore as earlier journals that included lithographic caricatures 

occasionally, which he states ceased publication by 1828.52 In fact, Le Miroir and La Pandore 

were the same periodical, but differently titled: Le Miroir was published from 1821-23, and 

La Pandore took its place in 1823, running until 1828.53 Louis Eugène Hatin also mentions 

Le Sphinx in relation to these two, which he says was, again, the same periodical but with a 

different title. All three specify in their subtitle that they were “non politique” in an attempt 

to avoid having to submit their publications to Restoration censorship—a tactic which 

                                                             

49 Both studies of these satirical periodicals center upon Charles Philipon and his editorial control. 
David S. Kerr’s motivation for his focus upon Philipon comes from the moment of the Maison 
Aubert’s legal association in 1838: Philipon retained half of the rights to the company, whereas 
Madame Aubert and her husband shared the other half. Cuno, “Charles Philipon and La Maison 
Aubert”; Kerr, Caricature and French Political Culture 1830-1848: Charles Philipon and the Illustrated 
Press, 59. 
50 Nina M. Athanassoglou-Kallmyer, “Prints, Politics and Satire under the Restoration,” in Eugène 
Delacroix : Prints, Politics, and Satire (1814-1822) (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1991), 7–9. 
51 Goldstein, Censorship of Political Caricature in Nineteenth-Century France, 101–4, 147–48, 157. 
52 Cuno, “Charles Philipon and La Maison Aubert,” 124. 
53 Athanassoglou-Kallmyer, “Prints, Politics and Satire under the Restoration,” 9–10. 
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failed in 1828, when their frequent allusions to politics came under scrutiny. The 

periodicals were seized, and the journal folded thereafter.54  

 While antecedents to the successful La Caricature and Le Charivari were short-lived, 

the Maison Aubert was not the only publisher who attempted to capitalize on the 

speediness of lithography, the growing market for images, and the July Monarchy’s 

promises of freedom of the press. Two brevets were filed in 1830, before the July 

Revolution, for illustrated satirical periodicals that were ultimately never published: Le 

Gravurnal and Journal des caricatures.55 These journals likely sought to capitalize on the 

success of an illustrated satirical periodical with which Philipon was connected, La 

Silhouette, which was published between 1829 and 1830. Upon its collapse, the Maison 

Aubert began publishing La Caricature—a weekly, four-page periodical with an additional 

two full pages of lithographs, often colored, and with no text printed on the reverse so as to 

facilitate subscribers’ removal and collection of the images published therein (fig. 1.13). La 

Caricature boasted a leading repertoire of lithographic illustrators, many of whom have 

already appeared in this chapter, and with whom Philipon was acquainted during his brief 

1819 tenure in Gros’ studio, for example Charlet, Raffet, and Bellangé. Further, the Maison 

Aubert print shop, which has received little attention in comparison to its flagship satirical 

periodicals, vowed that La Caricature’s images were only available to subscribers to the 

                                                             

54 Louis Eugène Hatin, Bibliographie historique et critique de la presse périodique française, ou 
catalogue systématique et raissonné de tous les écrits périodiques de quelque valeur publiés ou avant 
circulé en France depuis l’origine du journal jusqu’à nos jours, avec extraits, notes historiques, critiques 
et morales, indication des prix que les principaux journaux ont atteints dans les ventes publiques, etc, 
précédé d’un essai historique et statistique sur la naissance et les progrès de la presse périodique dans 
les deux mondes (Didot, 1866), 348–50. 
55 Cuno, “Charles Philipon and La Maison Aubert,” 124. 
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periodical, and that they would not be published and sold individually at their passage 

Véro-Dodat location.56 

 David Kerr argues that Philipon’s strict editorial control prompted many of his La 

Caricature illustrators to part ways with him, and in fact my database shows that from 

1831-32 onwards, almost all of Charlet, Raffet, and Bellangé’s works were published by 

frères Gihaut, whose publication volumes paled in comparison to the Maison Aubert. Within 

art-world caricature’s July Monarchy holdings, the Maison Aubert outstrips their 

competitors by orders of magnitude with 89 publications, trailed by Bauger & Cie at just 22, 

and frères Gihaut with 7. It is unsurprising, then, that these notable Restoration illustrators 

resumed their relationship with the Maison Aubert when the latter consolidated its hold on 

Paris’ image printing market through the acquisition of a lithographing printing brevet in 

1836. The Maison Aubert’s lead in the printing of lithographic imagery is thus far more 

striking: it printed 54% of art-world caricatures published in the July Monarchy (100 out of 

184), followed by Villain and Benard at just 7 images each.  

It is around this time, however, that the Maison Aubert elected to produce Le 

Charivari, a more politically neutral satirical periodical intended to capture a broader 

market than La Caricature. Established in 1832, it was a four-page daily, one page of which 

included a full lithographic image that had text printed on the verso, which often spoiled the 

image itself. Thus, Le Charivari’s images were available to non-subscribers in the Maison 

Aubert print shop where they were regularly retitled and bundled into new series. The 

                                                             

56 Kerr, Caricature and French Political Culture 1830-1848: Charles Philipon and the Illustrated Press, 
21–22. 
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Maison Aubert was able to capitalize on two collecting trends for the price of one, so to 

speak: serialization and periodicity.57   

 Le Charivari’s primary illustrators were J.J. Grandville (born Jean Ignace Isidore 

Gerard Grandville, 1803-1847), Honoré Daumier (1808-1879), and Paul Gavarni (born 

Sulpice Guillaume Chevalier, 1804-1866), a prolific fashion illustrator who began 

contributing regularly to Le Charivari in 1837.58 Grandville came to Paris from Nancy in 

1825 and trained in the studio of André-Léon Larue Mansion. He worked primarily in 

lithographic illustration for the short-lived La Silhouette and for Philipon and Aubert’s La 

Caricature and Le Charivari. His career continued into book illustration and authorship.59 

Honoré Daumier, a prolific and celebrated lithographic illustrator who long outlived his 

contemporaries, began working in the Parisian publishing industry in a supporting role at a 

young age before graduating to lithographic illustration after which he worked closely with 

Philipon. Though Daumier’s expressive handling of the lithographic crayon mirrors 

Gavarni’s, his imagery was much more likely to escape the confines of social satire and 

                                                             

57 While Cuno points this out in his dissertation, it has since become easily observable in the online 
Daumier Register, which carefully details the many venues within which the Maison Aubert might 
publish the same satirical image by Daumier: “Charles Philipon and La Maison Aubert,” 130–1. 
58 Some of Le Charivari’s most prolific illustrators, such as Paul Gavarni and Charles-Joseph Traviès, 
have yet to receive virtually any monographic treatment in art historical scholarship. For brief 
discussions of their work, see: Beatrice Farwell and Robert Henning, The Charged Image : French 
Lithographic Caricature, 1816-1848 (Santa Barbara, CA: Santa Barbara Museum of Art, 1989), 13–14; 
Petra ten-Doesschate Chu and Gabriel P. Weisberg, eds., “Proto-Realism in the July Monarchy: The 
Strategies of Philippe-Auguste Jeanron and Charles-Joseph Traviès,” in The Popularization of Images : 
Visual Culture under the July Monarchy (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1994), 90–112. 
Therese Dolan has examined Gavarni’s critical reception: Therese Dolan, Gavarni and the Critics (Ann 
Arbor, Mich.: UMI Research Press, 1981). 
59 Clive Frank Getty, The Diary of J.J. Grandville and the Missouri Album : The Life of an Opposition 
Caricaturist and Romantic Book Illustrator in Paris under the July Monarchy (Madison, N.J.: Fairleigh 
Dickinson University Press, 2010), 21–80. 
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attack its targets more cruelly.60 As opposed to the most prolific Restoration illustrators in 

our corpus, Le Charivari’s core artists pursued lithographic illustration almost exclusively, 

evidencing a shift in the commercialization and professionalization of lithographic 

illustration. Daumier began exhibiting his paintings later in his career, primarily during the 

Second Republic and Second Empire.61 

The satirical periodical’s early struggles can largely be explained by censorship laws 

in the July Monarchy. During the Restoration, Charles X’s strict July ordinances revoked the 

Restoration’s nominal liberty of the press. Upon his seizure of power in July 1830 Louis-

Philippe d’Orléans re-introduced the liberty of publicly expressed opinions, which was 

enshrined in law on 7 August 1830 in the Constitutional Charter. However, Goldstein tells 

us that in November 1830 and April 1831, Louis-Philippe passed laws similar to those 

covering lèse-majesté, permitting the seizure of caricatures and the levelling of penalties 

against those who symbolically violated the King’s person—a law which helps to explain 

why Louis-Philippe’s back is persistently the only one turned in the biting early satires of La 

Caricature and why he was so consistently represented as a pear.62  

                                                             

60 It is worth considering the extent to which Gavarni and Daumier’s vastly different critical fortunes 
are in fact related. Therese Dolan reveals that Charles Baudelaire was very critical of Gavarni’s high 
critical appraisal after his death, and championed Daumier in his stead. Arguably, Baudelaire’s work 
on early nineteenth-century graphic satire has influenced contemporary historiography more than 
his contemporaries who also commented on it, such as Théophile Gautier and the Goncourt Brothers. 
On Gavarni and Daumier’s critical heritage in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, see 
Dolan, Gavarni and the Critics; Michel Melot, Daumier : l’art et la république (Paris: Archimbaud, 
2008). 
61 Later in his career, in the late 1840s and onwards, Daumier increasingly began to produce and 
exhibit paintings. For a selection of influential works on Daumier, see the following works published 
on the celebration of Daumier’s bicentennial: Ségolène Le Men, Daumier et la caricature (Paris: 
Citadelles & Mazenod, 2008); Melot, Daumier; Valérie Sueur-Hermel, ed., Daumier : l’écriture du 
lithographe (Paris: Bibliothèque nationale de France, 2008). 
62 Goldstein, Censorship of Political Caricature in Nineteenth-Century France, 122–23. 
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We can find further evidence of the purely nominal liberty of the press in the early 

July Monarchy: the Maison Aubert, Philipon, and his illustrators, in particular Daumier and 

Charles-Joseph Traviès (1804-1859), were subject to numerous seizures, penalties, and 

fines in the first few years of the regime. These trials pursued La Caricature on grounds 

similar to lèse-majesté, in which Philipon famously and successfully argued that his 

representation of pears in his caricatures only accidentally resembled Louis-Philippe. These 

restrictions passed from nominal to actual in 1835: just a few months after an assassination 

attempt against Louis-Philippe by Giuseppe Marco Fieschi, a set of laws was passed that 

broadened existing censorship to include any allusion to foreign policy or domestic politics. 

La Caricature, whose graphic satires harshly criticized Louis-Philippe, was shuttered at the 

end of August in anticipation of this legislation, though it reappeared in 1837 and ran until 

1843.63  

This augmentation of censorship laws was reflected in the administration of the 

dépôt légal: McKee notes that before this point, only one individual appears to have been 

responsible for the administration of a priori censorship, an elusive Desétangs, whereas 

after 1835, the dépôt légal’s censors tripled in number. Nonetheless, in his research 

surrounding his Image of France database, McKee estimates that only around 2 to 5% of 

images were refused publication annually on average.64 His findings reveal that publishers 

shied away from testing these new laws. Instead, oppositional caricature found new outlets 

for its expression, namely caricatures of morals and manners or social character. Traviès 

                                                             

63 Ibid., 133–43; Kerr, Caricature and French Political Culture 1830-1848: Charles Philipon and the 
Illustrated Press, 107–32. 
64 McKee, “La Surveillance officielle de l’Estampe entre 1810 et 1830,” 25–29. 
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and Daumier, for instance, introduced new social types to their roster, such as Robert 

Macaire and Monsieur Mayeux, to provide political critiques that attacked French policy and 

the economy obliquely.65 

MACÉDOINES OR SCRAP SHEETS 

This account of caricature’s various formats across the late eighteenth and early nineteenth 

century has exposed several lacunae in the scholarship on caricatures and print history. 

Among them is the printed vignette, or macédoine sheet.66 This format featured a set of 

small images, related to one another by subject matter, tone, or artist, and strewn across the 

page haphazardly or in a grid arrangement (fig. 1.14). This image format is rendered all the 

more slippery by the variety of terms employed to describe it in the early nineteenth 

century, when it began to appear on the lithographic market and feature within the print 

productions of publishers we have already seen—Giraldon-Bovinet, the Maison Aubert, 

Hilaire Aumont, Caroline Naudet, and so on. These words include macédoine, petits sujets, 

diableries, amourettes, bluettes, kaleidoscopes, croquis, and galeries—all vocabulary 

employed to emphasize their miscellaneous subject matter, the spontaneity of their 

production their status as sketches, and the visual effect of spectacular plenty. These 

publishers recruited our aforementioned illustrators to produce these sheets. Most notably, 

                                                             

65 Menon, The Complete Mayeux. 
66 Because of the conventions of cataloguing within the BnF, the distinctness of this image format is 
only apparent after a thorough search through its collection. For example, if one of our publishers 
produced a series of macédoines illustrated by different illustrators, these deposited images are 
sorted into each individual artist’s folios, rendering it challenging to appreciate these objects as a 
distinct print format. 
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the marine painter Eugène LePoitevin produced lightly erotic scenes of the devil and a 

young grisette embroiled in mischief (fig. 1.15).67  

Scholarship on this imagery within the French tradition is limited, though they have 

appeared in the margins of research on other topics.68 Ségolène Le Men discusses the 

diablotin and the vignette in her 1984 article on Honoré de Balzac’s Petites Misères de la vie 

conjugale, where she demonstrates that this text, which first appeared as episodic literature 

in the 1830 La Caricature, borrowed its format—a medley of small, clipped scenes—from 

the contemporary graphic format, the macédoine.69 Similarly, in her 1995 exhibition 

catalogue, Lanternes magiques, tableaux transparents, Le Men revisits the lithographic 

macédoine by identifying them as a popular design matrix for nineteenth-century magic 

lantern glass plates.70 Most recently, in his article on the origins of the Maison Goupil 

publishing house, DeCourcy McIntosh revealed that Adolphe Goupil and his early partner, 

Joseph-Henri Rittner, whose untimely 1840 death ended their association, frequently 

published macédoines. These images, and others in their repertoires such as topographical 

views, attracted negative attention in Rittner’s otherwise laudatory obituary in the 1840 

                                                             

67 Valérie Sueur-Hermel, “Fantasmagories et diableries dans l’estampe populaire,” in Fantastique! 
L’estampe visionnaire de Goya à Redon (Paris: Bibliothèque nationale de France, 2015), 86–93. 
68 The English scrap sheet has been better studied than the French one. See in particular David 
Kunzle, “Between Broadsheet Caricature and ‘Punch’: Cheap Newspaper Cuts for the Lower Classes in 
the 1830s,” The Art Journal / College Art Association of America. 43, no. 4 (1983): 339–46; Maidment, 
“Scraps and Sketches: Miscellaneity, Commodity Culture and Comic Prints, 1820-40”; Maidment, 
Comedy, Caricature and the Social Order, 1820-50. 
Similarly, for the history of the comic book in France, Laurence Grove has also pointed out that the 
popular imagery of the Épinal printhouse bears a striking similarity to the narrative comic strip that 
would follow. Laurence Grove, Comics in French: The European Bande Dessinée in Context (New York: 
Berghahn Books, 2010), 84. 
69 Ségolène Le Men, “Balzac, Gavarni, Bertall et les Petites Misères de la vie conjugale,” Romantisme 14, 
no. 43 (1984): 29, 32–33. 
70 Ségolène Le Men, Lanternes magiques, tableaux transparents (Paris: Réunion des musées 
nationaux, 1995), 31. 
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L’Artiste, which characterized these productions as victim to English fads for modern 

engraving and dismissed them as bluettes.71  

McIntosh believes that this “popular aspect” of Goupil and Rittner’s multi-modal 

publishing strategy, which also included upmarket reproductions of historical paintings by 

Paul Delaroche, was borrowed by Rittner from the d’Ostervald printers who had originally 

backed his enterprise in 1828 while he was working for the publishers Giraldon-Bovinet.72 

In other words, we find that early art dealership (in the form of the future Goupil & Cie) and 

early popular image publishing (represented by Rittner and Giraldon-Bovinet) were 

continuous. This overlap between the commercialization of printed image publishing and 

the development of art dealing as a distinct category becomes less surprising as we 

consider, as discussed above, that illustrators like Daumier, Poittevin, Raffet, and Charlet 

aspired to make names for themselves as painters. Both the creation of these images by 

artist-illustrators and their publication by entrepreneurs should be considered in relation 

to the world of “high art,” and not necessarily as a perfectly distinct and separate field of 

image production. 

PORTRAITS CHARGES OR PRIVATE CARICATURE  

The corpus of 486 satirical images at the heart of this study excludes a category of 

caricatural image produced for sociable, rather than satirical or critical, purposes. These 

number some 80 sociable or private caricatures produced in chalk, graphite, or ink on loose 

leaf sheets sometimes pasted into albums, and which will be treated separately in Chapter 2 

                                                             

71 “Nécrologie: M. Rittner,” L’Artiste: journal de la littérature et des beaux-arts, 2, 6 (1840): 399–400. 
72 DeCourcy E. McIntosh, “The Origins of the Maison Goupil in the Age of Romanticism,” British Art 
Journal 5, no. 1 (2004): see esp. 64-73. 
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(fig. 1.16). Apart from their medium, these images are distinct from the other graphic satire 

collected for this dissertation: all of these images are primarily caricatural, and produce 

physiognomic distortions of a particular individual. Further, we can usually establish a 

professional or personal relationship between the caricaturist and their sitters, which 

demonstrates that they shared an institutional or social milieu. As Charlotte Guichard and 

Jessica Lynn Fripp reveal, this imagery was not intended for commercial distribution, or 

wide distribution at all. The aforementioned private caricatures made their way to public 

and private collections after the death of their authors,73 and when the objects did circulate, 

they did so as copied drawings which Fripp discovers were generally distributed among 

those caricatured within the series.74 Their medium, their subject matter, limited 

distribution, and the relationship between the caricaturist’s target and the caricaturist 

themselves suggests that these objects, which the Bibliothèque nationale de France titles 

portraits charges and which I will here call private or sociable caricatures, were produced 

with very different motives than the other graphic satire examined in this dissertation. 

Rather, these images are more sociable than oppositional; designed less to hurt than to 

testify, in jest, to a shared bond.  

Most eighteenth-century instances of this kind of image were produced by 

pensionnaires at the Académie royale de France à Rome. These include: Jacques de 

Favannes’ eighteenth-century Calotines et charges, La Live de Jully’s etchings of Jacques 

Saly’s Recueil de caricatures, Moricaud Franconville’s engravings of Jean-Baptiste Stouf’s 

                                                             

73 Guichard, Charlotte, "Connoisseurship: art and antiquities," in Jones, Carey, and Richardson ed., The 
Saint-Aubin Livre de Caricatures. Drawing Satire in Eighteenth-Century Paris, 281-2. 
74 Jessica Lynn Fripp, “Caricature, Friendship, and Subversion at the French Academy in Rome, 1771-
1775,” n.d., 1, 12–13, 22, Unpublished. 
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drawn Portraits charges of students at the Académie royale de France à Rome, and François-

André Vincent’s eighteenth-century caricatures of his fellow pensionnaires. Nineteenth-

century images vary in context. Some capture members of the Institut de France, such as 

Julien-Léopold Boilly’s nineteenth-century satires of Institut de France members, Horace 

Vernet’s nineteenth-century satires of the same subject, and François-André Vincent’s 

unstudied nineteenth-century portraits charges, housed in the Département des art 

graphiques of the Louvre, of members of the Institut de France. Charles Garnier’s album of 

caricatures housed at the École nationale supérieure des beaux-arts demonstrates that the 

Académie de France à Rome’s nineteenth-century pensionnaires continued to caricature one 

another.75 The unstudied caricatural album of Pierre-Luc Cicéri’s Parisian salon of artists, 

musicians, and playwrights demonstrates that sociable caricature was also a feature of the 

nineteenth-century artist’s cénacle.76 

SEEING, READING, RESPONDING  

CARICATURAL V. EMBLEMATIC  

While the aforementioned recent studies of French caricature have begun to unravel the 

dense network of symbols and motifs employed across political and social graphic satire, 

historians of English caricature have been more attentive to the visual logic that determined 

                                                             

75 Most of these series have not been treated by modern scholarship.  Charlotte Guichard has 
discussed Saint-Aubin’s drawn satires on connoisseurship, and Jacques Saly’s Recueil in Charlotte 
Guichard, Les Amateurs d’art à Paris au XVIIIe siècle (Seyssel: Champ Vallon, 2008), 279–81; Taws, 
“The Precariousness of Things,” 283–300. Jessica Lynn Fripp has studied Vincent’s eighteenth-
century caricatures in her an unpublished article that she generously shared with me: Fripp, 
“Caricature, Friendship, and Subversion at the French Academy in Rome, 1771-1775.” 
76 Anthony Glinoer and Vincent Laisney, L’Âge des cénacles. Confraternités littéraires et artistiques au 
XIXe siècle (Paris: Fayard, 2013). 
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the selection and placement of these symbols and motifs, which in turn affected the ways in 

which audiences might have read an image, and consequently what kinds of audiences 

could have accessed the image’s contents at all. Historians of French graphic satire have 

generally not directly engaged these compelling debates regarding modes of constructing 

and reading graphic satire across the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. This section will 

summarize contributions from historians of English caricature, navigating the debates they 

entered into often surreptitiously, and will consider their relation to French graphic satire 

in the same centuries.  

Ernst Gombrich’s essays on caricature are particularly attentive to the visual syntax 

of caricature and the strategies it employs to build arguments and elicit laughter.77 In his 

1940 essay, he and his co-author, the psychologist Ernst Kris, briefly draw a distinction 

between caricatural and emblematical graphic satire: whereas the former distorts 

physiognomic and pathognomic features of the human body and face, the latter employs 

allegory and allusion, partially decoded for the viewer by the insertion of labels. Kris and 

Gombrich further characterize the emblematic mode as “older and more primitive” in 

comparison to caricatural graphic satire.78  

 The distinction that Gombrich draws between caricatural and emblematical modes 

disappears in his two subsequent essays on the topic, “The Experiment of Caricature” 

                                                             

77 E. H. Gombrich and Ernst Kris, Caricature (England: Penguin books, 1940); E. H. Gombrich, “The 
Cartoonist’s Armoury,” in Meditations on a Hobby Horse, and Other Essays on the Theory of Art, 2nd ed. 
(London: Phaidon Publishers, 1965), 127–42; E. H. Gombrich, “The Experiment of Caricature,” in Art 
and Illusion: A Study in the Psychology of Pictorial Representation, 6th ed. (London; New York, NY: 
Phaidon, 2002), 279–303. 
78 Gombrich and Kris, Caricature, 19. 
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(1960) and “The Cartoonist’s Armory” (1963).79 In these essays, Gombrich is interested in 

exploring the equivalences that artists build and test between their satirical images and 

nature, and through this discussion he introduces a set of principles that describe the syntax 

of graphic satire: the development of a physiognomic, pathognomic, and bestial pictorial 

language which often only loosely evokes nature; the condensation or the reduction of ideas 

into a single image; and encouragement of comparison to idiomatic phrases via the 

visualization of figures of speech, intended to promote the audience’s association of that 

figure of speech to the characters or events satirized. The set of principles that Gombrich 

outlines apply equally to both emblematic and caricatural modes of graphic satire, which 

may account for why he ceased to differentiate between these two.  

In his last essay on the subject, “The Cartoonist’s Armoury,” presented at Duke 

University in March 1962, Gombrich concludes his survey of graphic satire by drawing from 

Charles Osgood’s Measurement of Meaning (1957). He argues that caricaturists capitalize 

upon the often subconscious equivalences audiences draw between language and emotion. 

These equivalences are the building blocks of the caricaturist’s strategies for visual 

argumentation, which associate events or individuals to binaries of morality (good/bad) or 

scale (large/small). Gombrich maps this idea out on a graph, describing the equivalences as 

existing within a “semantic space” with “co-ordinates” that associate pictorial or verbal 

language to notions of goodness, badness, largeness, smallness, and so on.80 Gombrich’s 

latest essay on this topic, which is also the most cited, attempts to break down the binary 

between emblematic and caricatural satire that he had reinforced in the 1940s, though the 

                                                             

79 Gombrich, “The Experiment of Caricature”; Gombrich, “The Cartoonist’s Armoury.” 
80 Gombrich, “The Cartoonist’s Armoury,” 140–41. 
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study is often cited as an example of the emblematic and caricatural divide since he opens 

the essay with a modern instance of ekphrasis in visual construction. Rather, in this essay 

Gombrich nuances his earlier arguments by bridging the formalist study of iconography 

with the semioticians’ attention to language as a sign. Instead of reinforcing the gap 

between caricatural and emblematic expression, he presents a system where both co-exist 

as different applications of a similar logic of visual language.  

 Ronald Paulson’s treatment of the subject in his 1975 Emblem and Expression: 

Meaning in English Art of the Eighteenth Century draws a sharp distinction between the two 

modes mentioned in Gombrich’s early writings.81 Here, Paulson’s influential definition, 

which is later used by Diana Donald and Amelia Rauser,82 describes the emblematic mode as 

one which capitalizes upon illustrated emblem books, compiling sets of symbols in which 

the viewer’s recognition of those symbols is a precondition to decoding the entire image. On 

the contrary, non-emblematic or expressive systems, which he characterizes as “uniquely 

English” in the eighteenth century, are entirely divested of their reliance upon text-based 

equivalences and communicate instead via form.83 Paulson acknowledges that William 

Hogarth, about whom he had already written his multi-volume works, marked the 

transition between these two modes.84 Donald would soon after echo this position through 

                                                             

81 Paulson’s distinction also builds on Herbert Atherton’s study from the previous year, which claims 
that an iconographic print satirizes individuals and concepts by associating them to symbols whereas 
caricature subjectively satirizes the individual. Herbert M. Atherton, Political Prints in the Age of 
Hogarth; a Study of the Ideographic Representation of Politics (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1974), 25–33. 
82 Diana Donald, The Age of Caricature: Satirical Prints in the Reign of George III (New Haven: Yale 
University Press, 1996); Amelia F Rauser, Caricature Unmasked: Irony, Authenticity, and Individualism 
in Eighteenth-Century English Prints (Newark: University of Delaware Press, 2008). 
83 Ronald Paulson, Emblem and Expression: Meaning in English Art of the Eighteenth Century 
(Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1975), 14–16. 
84 Ibid., 43–51. 
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her seminal The Age of Caricature: Satirical Prints in the Reign of George III (1996), where 

she also reads Hogarth as a transitional figure who marked the turning point between a 

primarily emblematic, text- and allegory-dominant mode, and an expressive and more 

naturalistic caricatural mode later championed by Thomas Rowlandson and James Gillray.85 

 In 1996, Eirwen Nicholson, broached the question of caricature from the 

perspective of emblem studies in an essay entitled “Emblem v. Caricature: A Tenacious 

Conceptual Framework,” and followed her argument with a series of four polemical and 

insightful essays. Her arguments respond to Donald and Paulson’s then-recent publications, 

and question the way in which the emblematic and caricatural modes in graphic satire are 

seen as mutually exclusive. Further, she characterizes this distinction as teleological. Her 

arguments have yet to be integrated into the literature on the semantics of graphic satire, 

having been followed up by Ronald Paulson’s much better-known 2007 contribution, 

“Pictorial Satire: From Emblem to Expression,” which reasserts the distinction between the 

emblematic and expressive modes.86 Nicholson’s arguments about the tenacity of verbal-

visual reading in the construction and decoding of graphic satire are particularly relevant to 

French graphic satire, where satirists generally did not adopt Rowlandson and Gillray’s 

deeply etched expressive line (fig. 1.17). As late as the July Monarchy, we can find traces of a 

                                                             

85 Donald, The Age of Caricature. 
86 Eirwen E. C. Nicholson, “Emblem v. Caricature: A Tenacious Conceptual Framework.,” in Emblems 
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40; Ronald Paulson, “Pictorial Satire: From Emblem to Expression,” in A Companion to Satire, ed. 
Ruben Quintero (Malden, MA: Blackwell Pub., 2007), 293–324. 
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French awareness of these different trajectories in the evolution of graphic satire. For 

instance, when presenting Pigal’s Métiers de Paris series, published in Le Charivari in 1833, 

Charles Philipon felt the need to justify the particularly expressive and distorted facial 

features that Pigal employed, explaining “ces différents personnages sont peints en 

grotesques, d’après le genre anglais.”87  

 In her 1996 essay, Nicholson points out that scholars such as Donald and Paulson 

tend to describe the emblematic mode as outdated and obscurantist, and associate the 

caricatural mode with accessibility, democracy, and modernity. She further demonstrates 

that the harsh line drawn between the two modes, in which late eighteenth-century British 

caricaturists are characterized as having “broken free” from the text-heavy, programmatic 

emblematic mode, does not withstand scrutiny. In fact, these caricaturists’ images possess 

the very same features they are argued to have strayed from: they are text-heavy, employ a 

dense network of allegory and iconography, and require careful and deliberate decoding in 

order to make sense of their criticisms. Lastly, she argues that the term “emblem” has been 

used to describe symbols that are actually iconographic or allegorical in nature, whereas the 

term emblematic should be used to refer only to those picture-text-motto/moral 

combinations employed in emblem books. This form of presentation, she points out, is not 

adhered to in texts that present collections of symbols and allegories which were published 

and re-published in the mid- to late-eighteenth-century (which is often touted as the 

emblematic to caricatural turning-point), though they borrow freely from a variety of 

graphic traditions, including the emblematic. These include Frances Quarles’ Emblemes 
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(1634), republished in 1764 as Hieroglyphikes of the Life of Man, and Cesare Ripa’s 

Iconologia (1593), which in France was re-published and augmented in Jean-Baptiste 

Boudard’s 1758 Iconologie tirée de divers auteurs.88 

 Rather, Nicholson argues against the idiomatic, modernizing change that underpins 

Donald and Paulson’s arguments, where graphic satire divests itself of its former 

dependence upon text, the latter of which is represented, in their arguments, by the 

emblematic. In Nicholson’s subsequent essays, she demonstrates that late eighteenth-

century graphic satire continues to rely upon allegory and rehearses emblematic motifs 

from the seventeenth century.89 Similarly, she points out that text itself continues to play an 

important role in the late eighteenth-century image, manifesting as captions, speech 

bubbles, or as a key to the image.90  

 Paulson reprises his argument in his 2007 “Pictorial Satire: From Emblem to 

Expression.”91 His essay, which reads as a response to Nicholson’s arguments against his 

earlier book, revisits Gombrich’s argument for the persistence of text/image relationships 

in “The Cartoonist’s Armoury.” Here, Paulson suggests that Gombrich’s argument for the 

importance of ekphrasis suggests that the word has precedence over the image, whose role 

is simply to materialize the former. Further, he argues that the relationship between the 

image and the text to which it is associated is purely conventional, and is thus ultimately 

arbitrary and esoteric.92  

                                                             

88 Nicholson, “Emblem v. Caricature”; Nicholson, “English Political Prints ca.1640 - ca.1830,” 157. 
89 Nicholson does this in the following two articles, in particular: Nicholson, “English Political Prints 
ca.1640 - ca.1830”; Nicholson, “Soggy Prose and Verbiage.” 
90 Nicholson, “Soggy Prose and Verbiage,” see esp. 28-33. 
91 Paulson, “Pictorial Satire: From Emblem to Expression.” 
92 Ibid., see esp. 293-5. 
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Verbal-Visual Wit in the Semantics of French Graphic Satire 

Nicholson’s arguments in favor of a considerable overlap between the emblematic and 

caricatural modes over and above their mutual exclusivity apply particularly well to French 

graphic satire. Her arguments indicate firstly that symbolic language continues to play an 

important role in late eighteenth- and early nineteenth-century satirical semantics, and that 

these images also continue to rely on the presence of actual text. She does not, however, 

suggest that the image is subordinate to text. Rather, her argument is more in line with 

Gombrich’s assertion that graphic satire mobilizes a “semantic space” where pictorial 

language is associated subconsciously or consciously by audiences to a moralistic 

conceptual vocabulary. Gombrich espouses a more fluid notion of ekphrasis in his 

argument: he points out that images are still being “read” for the symbolic value of their 

signs and their relations to one another. In the same vein, Laurence Grove points out the 

tenacity of what he calls text/image mosaics in the French tradition, and, like David Kunzle, 

identifies the comic strip as the inheritor of this trend.93 

 The notion of “reading” verbal-visual wit is particularly important in the study of 

French graphic satire, where scholars have built upon Gombrich’s notion of a “semantic 

space” to describe the forms of decoding necessitated by late eighteenth-century French 

satirical imagery. Klaus Herding, for instance, describes Revolutionary imagery as 

                                                             

93 Laurence Grove, Text/Image Mosaics in French Culture: Emblems and Comic Strips (Aldershot: 
Ashgate, 2005). 
Similarly, Ernst Gombrich, in a little known essay, would weigh in on the question of artistic 
expression a few years after the publication of Paulson’s From Emblem to Expression. In this essay, 
the symbolic plays a fundamental mode in all expressive modes that Gombrich identifies. E. H. 
Gombrich, “Four Theories of Artistic Expression,” Architectural Association Quarterly 12, no. 4 
(1980): 14–19. 
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employing visual “abstractive codes” that draw upon mythological, allegorical, and realistic 

representations, linking picture and text.94 Wachenheim describes early eighteenth-century 

imagery in terms of an “iconographic rhetoric” that operates in an “analogical mode,” thus 

implying a necessarily verbal-visual relation, whether based on relationships between 

pictorial and textual representation, or through ekphrasis.95  

THE DIAGRAMMATIC MODE  

Inherent in all of these arguments is a desire to understand the logic by which graphic satire 

is composed and decoded. This desire, in the hands of Donald and Rauser in particular, is 

subordinated to their larger interest in, firstly, tracing the moment in which the visual is 

liberated from the verbal, and secondly, understanding the radicalisation of reading and 

seeing publics. The idiomatic change that they track is thus correlated to parallel shifts: the 

image wiggles out from its subjugation to the textual, and English popular radicalisation is 

positively correlated to this shift in the visual/verbal balance. However, Nicholson and 

Gombrich’s arguments are founded upon their observation that the expressive mode that 

Paulson in particular describes never entirely eclipses the emblematic one. Rather, graphic 

satire continues to ask its audiences to decode it by drawing associations between parts of 

the image to the whole. They point out that both late eighteenth-century graphic satire, and 
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the satire that follows it, rely upon a “semantic space” of associations between concept and 

image, and build a network of equivalences which their viewers navigate and decode.  

Building upon scholars such as Herding and Wachenheim, Richard Taws and 

Thierry Smolderen have recently proposed that the eighteenth- and nineteenth-century 

satirical images operated in a diagrammatic mode.96 The notion of a diagrammatic mode, 

which I will explain here, provides an umbrella term that encapsulates both the expressive 

and the emblematic. Distinctions within the diagrammatic mode have less to do with 

primarily iconographic versus expressive readings and constructions of images, but rather 

with whether the image’s visual semantics are decoded almost instantaneously or at a 

significant delay for decoding. It is in fact more productive to conceive of the changing 

appearance of graphic satire in this century not as a monumental shift in the conceptual 

framework of its semantics, but rather a shift in the satirist’s and viewer’s expectations for 

the amount of time they should invest in decoding an image. Rather than construct a 

network of associations so dense that a viewer must devote large amounts of time in 

unravelling them, they began to construct images out of associations that were more 

immediately readable. The visual logic of caricature experiences a shift, not necessarily 

along the spectrum of emblematic to expressive, but rather along the spectrum of 

immediacy, with density as a key determinant of ease and speed of lecture. Similarly, we can 

understand the caricatural mode not as a departure from the visual logic of emblematic 
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satire, but rather as a new linguistic addition to the wellspring of associations and 

equivalences from which graphic satire draws to compile its images.  

John B. Bender, and Michael Marrinan, and Michael Evans have discussed the 

diagrammatic mode in their scholarship on Enlightenment art and science, and scholastic 

text illumination, respectively.97 In The Culture of Diagram, Marrinan and Bender center 

upon the Encyclopédie’s logic, arguing against Michel Foucault and Barbara Maria Stafford, 

who have suggested that this multi-volume œuvre privileged hierarchy and order.98 Instead, 

they argue that the Encyclopédie did not in fact present or strive to create a perfect, ordered 

system of knowledge, nor did it subjugate the image to text. Rather, the Encyclopédie was 

intended to function as a diagram, which they define as “a proliferation of manifestly 

selective packets of dissimilar data correlated in an explicitly process-oriented array that 

has some of the attributes of a representation but is situated in the world like an object.”99 

This object, which refers to the world without endeavoring to replicate or describe it 

perfectly, relies upon the reduction of renderings using the same kind of shorthand that 

Gombrich earlier discussed, and uses a variety of strategies to correlate parts of itself to one 

another. Some of those strategies include keys, notations, captions, or the use of negative 

space to imply relationships between adjacent objects, for example. Where, they argue, 

                                                             

97 John B Bender and Michael Marrinan, The Culture of Diagram (Stanford, Calif.: Stanford University 
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Foucault characterized the Encyclopédie as a table, they suggest that it can more accurately 

be understood as “a serialized accumulation of knowledge” that is navigated via cross-

references. In other words, the Encyclopédie is more bricolage than it is hierarchical.  

The diagrammatic mode’s use of correlation is particularly important here. Bender 

and Marrinan describe correlation as “a search for relationships among variables, and its 

success is measured when a convergence of data is recognized.”100 This description, which 

parallels Gombrich’s exploration of cartoonists’ use of semantic space to construct their 

image, also provides us with a framework for the reading of graphic satire. Bender and 

Marrinan describe the phenomenology of diagrams: the viewer navigates an array of points 

of view, testing and travelling the diagram and its correspondences and weighing them 

against their own experience of the world. For this reason, the diagrammatic mode can 

certainly appear sterile—visual diagrams separate elements and the combinations they 

recommend are sometimes achieved in contrived ways, via lines drawn between parts of 

the image, or elaborate notations and descriptions attached. Marrinan and Bender, 

however, emphasize the reader’s experience of this exploration: while the diagram may 

aesthetically de-naturalize objects, they argue that this “open[s] up spaces for creative 

misuse.”101 

Whereas Bender and Marrinan feel that the diagrammatic mode is particularly 

important in the eighteenth century, Michael Evans’ essay, “The Geometry of the Mind,” 

reminds us of the importance of the diagrammatic mode in Scholastic reasoning, where 

types of diagrams, including stem visualizations, trees, tables, scales, wheels, architectural 
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orders, and the heavens, were said to have eclipsed grammar among the subjects of liberal 

arts education. Evans’ brief survey of medieval diagrams is eerily familiar to the historian of 

caricature, recalling a series of motifs pervasive in seventeenth- through nineteenth-century 

graphic satire. In graphic satire, however, these operate as much more than motifs. They 

play a diagrammatic function, guiding the viewer’s reading of the image so as to understand 

the correlations between its parts. These correspondences between parts of the image 

produce a verbal-visual argument that the viewer can reason through in a variety of ways, 

through routes where some may fit better than others. The visual language and density that 

our caricaturists favor shifts over the course of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, as 

discussed above, but Nicholson and Gombrich convincingly observe that a kind of puzzling 

out of equivalences and correlations is a constant. Bender and Marrinan’s discussion of the 

diagrammatic mode reminds us of three important points that will persist throughout this 

dissertation: the reader’s experience of graphic satire can be describe as a search for 

relationships among the components of the image; the correlations between parts of the 

image can be suggested in a variety of ways, including the use of broadly understood motifs 

like trees or wheels, via notations and keys, or in the careful use of space, distance, and 

adjacency within the image; finally, the experience of this kind of decoding can be rich, 

nuanced, and contradictory, and permits “creative misuse.” 

THE PROBLEM OF AUDIENCE 

That literature which discusses the visual logic of graphic satire is often concerned with 

determining which audiences could access the image: elite, erudite audiences, middling 

classes with varying levels of literacy, or working-class audiences. By working backwards 

from the emblem v. caricature binary, the aforementioned scholars imagined different 
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communities for these image types. However, that scholarship which has been able to pin 

down more concrete traces of audience via subscription lists, testimonies, purchase records, 

or investigation of public sites for the consumption of text and image such as reading rooms, 

is surprisingly thin. This section will attempt to rally together these two diverging 

approaches to determining audience—via the visual logic of the image, or via those who 

may have been able to purchase or access the image itself.  

The Diagrammatic Mode and Typologies 

Verbal-visual puns and allegorical imagery highlighted in Nicholson and Gombrich’s 

discussions of caricature dominated eighteenth-century graphic satire and persisted 

throughout the nineteenth century; however, scholarship on social satire has centered upon 

caricature and typologies in the July Monarchy. Most notably, Judith Wechsler, James Cuno, 

and Martina Lauster have discussed this genre in an attempt to understand what motivated 

the multiplication of illustrated pamphlets, books, and caricature series that inventoried 

stereotypical metropolitan figures across classes, typically titled “Physiologies.”102 Their 

arguments allow us to consider ways of understanding the intended audiences for these 

images and how they might have read satirical images.103 

 Cuno is particularly attentive to class in his discussion of the galleries of typologies 

published by the Maison Aubert and produced by illustrators such as Honoré Daumier and 
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Paul Gavarni. He highlights the disparity between the audience for the Maison Aubert 

publishing house, given its location in the passage Véro-Dodat, and the types that figure 

among the typologies published there. The Maison Aubert publishing house, as discussed 

above, was located near the Bourse and the Palais-Royal, at the heart of a growing 

neighborhood which featured Paris’ earliest arcades and boulevards; spectacular 

entertainment such as theatre, opera, and panoramas; and which held a disproportionately 

high concentration of the city’s luxe market and its offshoots—clothing stores, furriers, 

tailors, and corset-makers; hair stylists and perfume stores; and pastry makers, candy 

stores, and tea merchants.104 

 He contrasts this setting and its bourgeois buyers to the figures typified within the 

Maison Aubert’s physiology pamphlet series, noting that the precarious and ambulant lower 

classes underwent a process of othering where they were presented as coarse and bestial, 

whereas the middle classes that buyers in the passage Véro-Dodat might have identified 

with were mocked, but never cast as crude. Cuno understands this as a strategy of both 

distanciation and domestication of the representation of a new precarious class 

immigrating to Paris from the provinces and who were flooding the city in growing 

numbers across the nineteenth century.105 Stereotyped and bestialized within a genre of 

image to which they did not have access, Cuno characterizes the typology as a “self-

congratulatory in-joke” which reassured its bourgeois public by reifying class relations 

during a period in which they were especially incoherent and unstable. He argues that these 
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images also discouraged the “mixing or diluting” of these class boundaries by providing 

audiences with convenient stereotypes.106  

Cuno’s argument hinges on his reading of the role of form in processes of othering. 

Cuno argues that the treatment of the lithographic crayon signaled whether audiences 

should sympathize with the subject of the caricature at hand or not. Whereas “quick incisive 

lines” recommended distanciation and othering, a softer and more graduated use of the 

crayon promoted sympathy.107 This aspect of Cuno’s argument does not, however, stand up 

to scrutiny. Rather, the lithographic illustrator’s treatment of the lithographic crayon or pen 

and the expressivity of line, when examined in the aggregate, characterized and 

distinguished individual illustrators and did not vary significantly within each illustrators’ 

œuvre. For instance, Henry Monnier and J.J. Grandville preferred the opaque lithographic 

pen, incapable of softness or gradation by nature (fig. 1.18, 1.19). Both applied it in curt, 

tapering, and reductive strokes, whereas their contemporary, Paul Gavarni, employed the 

softer lithographic crayon to characteristically curving and rounded effect, later adopted by 

Honoré Daumier (fig. 1.20, 1.21). It is more likely that the marketing strategies of the 

Maison Aubert and their contemporaries encouraged the recognisability of an illustrator’s 

hand. Similarly, as illustration became a means by which an artist could achieve renown, it 

would be in the artist’s best interest to ensure their recognisability. In this way, different 

applications of form do not convincingly support Cuno’s argument that the illustrator’s 

selective application of expressivity elicited or signalled either sympathy or apathy from 

viewing audiences. 
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 Lauster’s more recent treatment of typologies across media in England, Germany, 

and France emphasizes the “cultural semiotics” that caricaturists developed to construct 

recognizable types via the placement of accessories, repetition of environment, 

mannerisms, physiognomy, and pathognomy of face and body. In her analysis, she perceives 

what she calls a “grammar” of interaction, which the satirist wielded to build an informal 

and imperfect encyclopedia of modern social life; one which, as the multitude of physiologies 

published in the 1840s betray, was flexible and slippery. She finds in this image type the use 

of a semiotics that typified the characters present in urban space, and likens this to a 

pseudo-encyclopedic and pre-sociological desire to characterize and classify urban culture 

and a typically modern awareness of the flexibility and fragmentariness of this project.108 

In her reading, Lauster is not as attentive to the class relations that Cuno focuses on. 

Rather, she argues that typologies depicted the pathologies of modern industrial social 

relationships within the classic moralist tradition, and were thus more concerned with 

exposing the nature of economic relations by personifying them, as in the grisette and 

lorette types and Robert Macaire character championed by Gavarni and Daumier. Lauster’s 

reading thus permits us to consider an alternative to Cuno’s: bourgeois audiences might 

have been able to laugh at themselves as cruelly as they could laugh at those communities 

who did not have access to the image or to luxurious right bank entertainments, so long as 

the humour they enjoyed purported to expose systems where social types were represented 

via a network of signs, and whose relationships to those systems were personified.109 As 
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70 

 

such, they could laugh at a world within which types like them played a role, rather than 

laugh directly at themselves. 

 Lauster’s emphasis on a “grammar” of interaction and social types resonates with 

the notion that graphic satire operates in a diagrammatic mode. Mike Goode, in his 

discussion of how typological caricature could be persuasive, defines an argument very 

similar to Gombrich’s discussion of semantic space and affect, and which complements 

Lauster and Cuno’s studies.110 Goode asserts firstly that typologies rely upon 

recognisability, and thus the repetition of types and their aspects become an important 

component of the popular success of a type.111 Goode goes on to argue, however, that the 

typologies do not rely on rational forms of persuasion, but rather evoke extant prejudices to 

convince their audiences along an affective register, and thus were likely more successful at 

soliciting consent than producing rational arguments.112 

 Cuno, Lauster, and Goode differ in their readings of the effect of typologies on 

audiences and the intent of caricaturists and publishers in creating them. All agree that 

physiognomic exaggeration partnered with the use of symbolic elements, such as fashion 

and mannerisms, and developed a modern iconography for social types. However, Cuno and 

Goode assert that typologies were more likely to reify opinion and social hierarchies rather 
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than influence audiences to change them. Most important for our argument, however, is that 

all of these authors reveal the creation of a typological tradition that permitted for the 

legibility of nineteenth-century social satire. Though these authors assume a primarily 

bourgeois consumer for their images, they have defined a pictorial language that could be 

accessible to anyone capable of reading their social urban environment.  

 Vincent Milliot’s Les “Cris de Paris,” ou Le peuple travesti (1995), which traces the 

seventeenth- through nineteenth-century “cries” tradition, is more attentive to the 

accessibility of the typological image, as well as its visual language. The “cries” genre that 

Milliot examines became current in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, and 

presented a kind of ethnography of the ambulatory petits métiers and gagne-deniers of 

urban centers, arranged sequentially on a broadside or individually but in a series (fig. 

1.22). As in Lauster’s argument, Milliot observes that the “cries” also carved out a visual 

language that helped their audiences identify the criers they depicted within social 

hierarchies and to place them within a truncated picture of the world using the urban 

environment depicted in the background and the gestures and clothing of the crier.113  

Milliot further identifies two strains of “cries” in the later eighteenth century: finer 

engraved “cries,” such as the series by Edme Bouchardon and François Boucher which are 

often loose leaf series, and portray their subjects in a polite, almost sterile environment that 

would later be recalled in the nostalgic “cries” of the nineteenth century. Parallel to these 

were the bawdy, witty, woodcut broadside “cries” which employed verbal-visual puns.114 
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Milliot further notes a difference in the accessibility of each strain of “cries:” Bouchardon 

and Boucher’s were primarily available to an elite class, whereas burlesque broadside 

“cries,” though significantly cheaper, could still only be afforded by lower and middle 

bourgeoisie.115 Milliot’s discussion helps us to blur the line between typologies and verbal-

visual puns by establishing that they co-existed within a centuries-old pictorial tradition 

that popularized the consumption of humorous typological imagery and paved the way for 

its transformation at the hands of publishers such as Martinet and Aubert. However, he also 

demonstrates that even cheap imagery could only be afforded by bourgeois classes—

artisans, shop owners, and so on. 

Who Can Look at Graphic Satire? 

The aforementioned texts all infer possible audiences for graphic satire by considering first 

and foremost the accessibility of the image’s visual language, the audiences interpolated or 

alienated by the images, and to a far lesser extent, the price of the print. They largely 

conclude that primarily comfortable middle and upper middle bourgeoisie had access to 

social satire. The formats and publishing circumstances of eighteenth-century graphic satire 

pose serious challenges to establishing which classes could access these images. De Baecque 

uncovers a few examples of prices for Revolutionary graphic satire, all of which range from 

10 to 30 sous, where Milliot finds similarly scattered instances of prices for “cries” 

broadsides around and just below that price, where some of the most popular “cries” were 

available for just a few deniers.116 But, as Milliot clarifies, even demi-fine prints worth only a 
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handful of sous were still only affordable for low and middle bourgeois audiences in the 

eighteenth century.117 

 Eirwen Nicholson’s article, “Consumers and Spectators: The Public of the Political 

Print in Eighteenth-Century England” (1996) is preoccupied with the root of this research 

problem: it is extremely difficult to discern the audiences for graphic satire.118 She points 

out that scholarship that argues about the availability of graphic satire for wide audiences is 

often forced to assume that the often prohibitive price of these printed objects could be 

overcome by their potential availability in coffee houses and the shop window displays 

which were current in London before they were popular in Paris, and the possibility of 

renting folios of satirical prints. But again, in the absence of primary sources, scholars can 

often do little more than assume that these practices were available across social strata. 

Indeed, the single example of price for folio rental that Nicholson uncovers is still 

prohibitively expensive.119  

 Nineteenth-century sources on the diffusion and audiences for graphic satire are 

also relatively inconclusive, although they tend to point in a similar direction to scholarship 

on eighteenth-century imagery: graphic satire was affordable primarily to the middle 

classes. What distinguished their access to these objects was whether they were part of a 

more precarious artisanal lower bourgeoisie, teetering on the verge of poverty, who were 

more likely to view satirical periodicals such as Le Charivari in a reading room or a cabinet 

de lecture; or whether they were a part of a bureaucratic or speculative upper bourgeoisie, 

                                                             

117 Milliot, Les “Cris de Paris,” 104. 
118 Nicholson, “Consumers and Spectators.” 
119 Ibid., 15–17. 
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who could in fact afford the subscription prices of satirical periodicals, and the cost of 

individual lithographs. 

 Kerr examines an 1835 subscription list for Le Charivari by tracking down a police 

seizure.120 Through his analysis, he confirms that the periodical, whose annual subscription 

was generally around 60 francs, was still expensive for a middle-class family, even though 

Philipon and Aubert’s periodicals were comparatively cheaper than their competitors and a 

remarkably good value given that this price also included 350 lithographs. Further, since 

satirical periodical humor played off of current news, it necessitated a newspaper 

subscription, which would have rendered it affordable only to middle and upper bourgeois 

audiences. Kerr’s 1835 subscription list confirms this, and also demonstrates that his 

satirical periodical was of greater interest to the middle classes than it was to nobility: while 

only about 10% of its subscribers in that year were noble, which Kerr points out is a lower 

proportion than expected, the Orleanist notables, professionals, government officials, 

proprietors, and commercial class are well represented. Similarly, when these subscriptions 

are mapped out, we find that the booming commercial neighborhood around the Palais-

Royal and Bourse contained the highest concentration of subscribers, with the Latin Quarter 

trailing just behind.121  

 Kerr is also careful to point out that a significant number of these subscribers were 

in fact cabinet de lectures and cafes, also concentrated in the Palais-Royal/Bourse and Latin 

Quarter neighborhoods: in 1835, 131 cafés and 51 cabinets de lectures had subscriptions to 

                                                             

120 Kerr explores the audiences for caricature in the early years of the July Monarchy in the following 
chapter: "Caricatures and its Publics," in Caricature and French Political Culture 1830-1848: Charles 
Philipon and the Illustrated Press: 121-145. 
121 Ibid., 123–128, esp Map 2 on 129. 
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Le Charivari.122 Françoise Parent-Lardeur has examined this phenomenon in greater detail, 

and demonstrates that the cabinet de lecture in general was concentrated in these two 

neighborhoods during the Restoration. They provided a wide variety of texts, with an 

emphasis on novelty—novels and periodicals. Though Parent-Lardeur is not particularly 

attentive to the satirical periodical in her investigation, she does paint a compelling portrait 

of the variety and accessibility of the cabinet de lecture: of the 463 that she discovers in 

Restoration Paris, she finds that they offered a wide variety of specializations in material, 

that their maîtres de cabinet ran the gamut of the social spectrum with a healthy number of 

precarious artisanal maîtres who used this opportunity for low start-up investment to 

supplement their income, and that similarly, they provided many options for their 

customers. Cabinets might offer monthly subscriptions at different rates, so that audiences 

could pay less just to read periodicals and more to read everything; they offered lower 

prices for reading just one periodical or several, and many had daily rates. In this way, the 

cabinet de lecture served as a bridge which facilitated the diffusion of novels and periodicals 

when they were still too expensive for general middle-class consumption, though she notes 

that their numbers declined rapidly in the 1840s as periodicals began including serialized 

novels, lowered their prices, and increased their print runs.123 This, in combination with 

social satire’s increasing reliance on the visual language of urban typologies, suggests that it 

was more accessible than has previously been assumed in French history. Via the cabinet de 

lecture, literate Parisians could gain access to news and satirical periodicals, which can help 

                                                             

122 Ibid., 132. 
123 Françoise Parent-Lardeur, Les Cabinets de lecture: la lecture publique à Paris sous la Restauration 
(Paris: Payot, 1982), 21-83; 107-121. It is also around this time that technology for pulp paper was 
introduced. 



76 

 

to explain the rampant practice of lingering outside of print shop windows from the 

Directory onwards, which was frequently described by commentators on Parisian urban 

life, and often represented in print shop window advertisements for publishers like 

Martinet and Aubert (fig. 1.23).124 

§ 

Graphic satire intersected several modes of image production and formats, participated in 

technological innovation, experimented with new modes of consumption, suffered a 

fluctuating censorship environment, and developed commercially as publishers began to 

take a prominent role in its production. It passed from primarily clandestine and loose-leaf 

status in the ancien régime to commercial forms of publication from 1795 onwards. 

Publishers experimented with the form of graphic satire, bundling their images in various 

ways: altogether on a sheet as in macédoine prints, within comic albums, in serials, or within 

satirical periodicals. Innovations in form, in particular the satirical periodical, did not 

render previous forms obsolete. The underexplored materiality of graphic satire is 

necessary to interpreting these images and appreciating their impact. Similarly, while it is 

challenging to locate a possible audience for these images, those traces that exist suggest 

that literate, middle-class audiences had the easiest access to graphic satire, but that there 

were many viable venues for its appreciation by a broader spectrum of audience.   

 Similarly, that scholarship which has examined the visual language of graphic satire, 

produced primarily for English imagery, imagines a stark contrast between an eighteenth-

                                                             

124 Maidment, Comedy, Caricature and the Social Order, 1820-50, 113–43; Joseph Monteyne, From Still 
Life to the Screen: Print Culture, Display, and the Materiality of the Image in Eighteenth Century 
London, 2013, 159–92. 
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century emblematic mode and a late eighteenth- and nineteenth-century expressive mode. 

Scholars have convincingly argued that this binary is overemphasized in the English 

context, and the porosity of emblematic and expressive modes is particularly true of the 

French context. Rather, we witness a shift in the symbolic language of graphic satire from 

iconography and allegory to typologies of fashion and mannerisms. Blurring the boundaries 

between these distinctions impacts our understanding of which audiences could access and 

interpret graphic satire, broadening possible audiences considerably.  

 Further, research on graphic satire across this period, this dissertation included, 

tends to dive into this rich field of objects by plucking out a particularly interesting subject 

which graphic satire tends to tackle. I would here like to emphasize, however, that art-world 

caricature needs to be understood, first and foremost, as only one subject among a range of 

topics tackled, often within the same periodical, the same series, or on the same macédoine 

sheet. One runs the risk of falsely presenting one’s subject as though it were considered a 

distinct genre. Rather, I propose that while art-world caricature may have contributed to 

building consensus and contesting dominant representations of artists and their 

relationship to the art world, it did so within the contexts of series, albums, and periodicals 

which tackled urban life broadly. The material contexts of the satirical representation of the 

artist within the art world placed them among social types, rather than as distinct from 

them, and could circulate these representations to a broad audience. 
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CHAPTER 2 

Artistic Sociability and Private Caricature 

Visually and functionally distinct from the majority of the satires treated in this dissertation 

is a category of image that I will here call “private caricature.” On a technical level, private 

caricatures often exist only as drawings and not as printed images, thus demonstrating that 

they are intended for restricted and intimate circulation and viewing. In terms of their 

subject matter, these images almost always sidestep the emblematic and iconographic 

density of printed graphic satire, instead privileging caricature proper—the distortion and 

exaggeration of the sitter’s physiognomic and pathognomic features. These aspects of 

private caricature suggest a very different context for creation and appreciation than 

printed graphic satire. Whereas the former implies the intimacy of friendship, community, 

and camaraderie, the latter accomplishes quite the opposite. Printed graphic satire is 

adversarial, broadcasting an oppositional stance in relation to customs, ideas, actions, 

individuals, or communities, while simultaneously providing a rallying point for dissenters, 

promoting the formation of consensus among those whose points of view the satire 

represents and distills.1 Whereas this dissertation largely treats images from the latter 

category, this chapter will discuss the role of private caricature within the artistic milieu, 

and explore what it can tell us about artistic sociability and the status of the artist in the late 

eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries.  

                                                             
1 For this reading of graphic satire as an exercise in consensus building, see Mike Goode, “The Public 
and the Limits of Persuasion in the Age of Caricature,” in The Efflorescence of Caricature, ed. Todd 
Porterfield (Farnham, Surrey ; Burlington, VT: Ashgate, 2011), 117–36. 
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I propose that Italian caricatura’s diffusion across Europe is linked to adolescence, 

intellectual formation, and sociability, and is in many ways the humorous counterpart to 

amateur drawing, which became increasingly popular across the same period, transforming 

into an art d’agrément.2 Private caricature thus forms a visual counterpart to erudite and 

literary salon wordplay and composition games, and the polite alternative to the bawdy 

charivari of adolescent misrule.3 Despite these parallels, which will be developed further in 

this chapter, scholarly work on private caricature tends either to cast it as subversive, or 

alternatively, simply skims over the rich relationship between teasing and camaraderie in 

favor of other subject matter.4 

 

 

                                                             
2 Ann Bermingham, Learning to Draw: Studies in the Cultural History of a Polite and Useful Art (New 
Haven, Conn.: Paul Mellon Centre for Studies in British Art, 2000); Charlotte Guichard, Les Amateurs 
d’art à Paris au XVIIIe siècle (Seyssel: Champ Vallon, 2008), see esp. 240-263. 
3 On this, see Antoine Lilti, Le Monde des salons: sociabilité et mondanité à Paris au XVIIIe siècle (Paris: 
Fayard, 2005); Antoine de Baecque, Les Eclats du rire: la culture des rieurs au XVIIIe siècle (Paris: 
Calmann-Lévy, 2000). 
On artistic sociability across this period more broadly, see Jessica Lynn Fripp, “Portraits of Artists 
and the Social Commerce of Friendship in Eighteenth-Century France” (Ph.D., University of Michigan, 
2012); Hannah Williams, Académie Royale: A History in Portraits (Surrey: Ashgate, 2015).Natalie 
Zemon Davis, “The Reasons of Misrule,” in Society and Culture in Early Modern France: Eight Essays 
(Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1975), 97–123. 
4 Camille Debrabant is a marked exception to this trend. Her analysis of Garnier’s album of 
caricatures explores the relationship between Garnier’s representations and life at the French Royal 
Academy in Rome. Fripp and Price’s work, however, argues that caricature is in itself a rebellious act 
given that it strays too far from “official” academic instruction in drawing. Guichard and Mansfield 
briefly address the caricatural production of their amateurs and Francois-André Vincent, 
respectively, however their accomplished and impressive monographs largely tackle other questions: 
Camille Debrabant, “Charles Garnier, caricaturiste de son temps,” in L’Œil et la plume: caricatures de 
Charles Garnier, ed. Brugerolles Emmanuelle, Carnets d’études 18 (Paris: École nationale supérieure 
des beaux-arts. Beaux-arts de Paris, 2010), 25–97, exh. cat.; Guichard, Les Amateurs d’art; Jessica 
Lynn Fripp, “Caricature, Friendship, and Subversion at the French Academy in Rome, 1771-1775,” 
n.d., Unpublished.; Aimée Brown Price, “Official Artists and Not-so-Official Art: Covert Caricaturists in 
Nineteenth-Century France,” Art Journal 43, no. 4 (1983): 365–70; Elizabeth Mansfield, The Perfect 
Foil : François-André Vincent and the Revolution in French Painting (Minneapolis: University of 
Minnesota Press, 2012). 
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CARICATURA, DRAWING, AND THE ART D’AGRÉMENT 

In Chapter 1, we explored the distinction between two categories often applied to graphic 

satire by historians of the British satirical image: the caricatural and emblematic modes. 

Here, I will explore a parallel distinction that digs deeper into the notion of the caricatural: I 

would like to propose that in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries in particular, 

caricature was not always necessarily malicious and offensive, but was also a sociable 

activity that crystallized a bond of friendship or camaraderie.5  

The Italian term caricatura is a nominalization of the verb caricare which means to 

charge, load, or exaggerate. In the eighteenth century, English amateurs and draftsmen who 

wrote about this Italian practice often used the original Italian. In the same period, French 

amateurs and draftsmen occasionally Gallicize the term, spelling it as caricature. More 

frequently, however, the term was translated as portrait charge (charged portrait). 

Caricature and physiognomic distortion were quickly incorporated into the oppositional 

satirist’s arsenal, in particular in late eighteenth-century English caricature.6 However, 

historians have overlooked the possibility that despite caricature’s use in oppositional 

imagery, it also simultaneously could have positive and polite social connotations given its 

origin as an Italianate art d’agrément. Rather than subvert the mores of polite society or 

academic doxa regarding drawing and belle nature, caricature instead emerged as a playful 

                                                             
5 My position on this question has been deeply influenced by my conversation with and study of the 
work of Jessica Lynn Fripp, in particular her unpublished article “Portraits of Artists and the Social 
Commerce of Friendship in Eighteenth-Century France.” In this article, Fripp explores the notion of 
camaraderie and its relationship to masculine sociability in the eighteenth century. Our arguments 
diverge in significant areas, most notably in relation to whether or not caricature is a subversive 
activity. 
6 Amelia Rauser makes this argument the most forcefully in her Caricature Unmasked: Irony, 
Authenticity, and Individualism in Eighteenth-Century English Prints (Newark: University of Delaware 
Press, 2008). She associates the prominence of caricature to the development of the notion of the 
self. 
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way of expressing those very same mores and ideals while crystallizing bonds of 

camaraderie among individuals and particularly artists who formed more informal coteries 

adjacent to or outside of their professional and corporate milieu. 

The etymology of the word caricature is well known and has been a keystone of 

introductions to books on the subject since the nineteenth century—books that are 

contemporary to several of the works we will discuss here. In one of the earliest texts to 

attempt a history of caricature, An Historical Sketch of the Art of Caricaturing of 1813, James 

Peller Malcolm starts his story in much the same way that caricature historians do today: 

with a nod to the original Italian meaning of the term.7 Jules Champfleury and John Grand-

Carteret, who wrote their histories of caricature in 1865-1880 and 1888 respectively do not 

delve into the Italian origins of the term. However, their contemporary, Thomas Wright, 

who published A History of Caricature and Grotesque in Literature and Art in 1865, briefly 

explains the term’s etymology before proposing that the South Sea Bubble was responsible 

for caricature’s increasing popularity in England.8 In 1910, André Blum transports the 

etymological tale to France, where he emphasizes that the French imported the genre of 

caricature from Italy in the eighteenth century in order to engage in their favorite 

occupation: “s’amuser.”  Blum tracks the progress of the term “caricature” through 

seventeenth- and eighteenth-century French dictionaries, where its Italian origins are often 

credited, and where it is defined broadly as a burlesqued or a charged portrait.9  

                                                             
7 James Peller Malcolm, An Historical Sketch of the Art of Caricaturing (London: Longman, Hurst, Rees, 
Orme, and Brown, 1813), 1. Malcolm’s study subsequently dives back into antiquity, as 
Champfleury’s will fifty years later, to establish the relationship between grotesques and later 
caricature. 
8 Thomas Wright, A History of Caricature and Grotesque in Literature and Art (London: Chatto & 
Windus, 1875), 415–16. 
9 André Blum, L’Estampe satirique et la caricature en France au 18e siècle (Paris: Gazette des Beaux-
Arts, 1910), 2–4. 
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Blum’s attentiveness to the distinction between the amusing and the political in 

caricature, to borrow his terminology, is echoed by the more recent and foundational 

critical studies of humor and satire in art: Werner Hofmann’s Caricature from Leonardo to 

Picasso (1957), and Michel Melot’s L’œil qui rit (1975).10 Melot echoes Hofmann’s treatment 

of early seventeenth- and eighteenth-century caricature as a “fanciful exercise in 

drawing,”11 noting its early role as “un jeu populaire.” He further describes caricature as “un 

art bourgeois,” stating that it seems to appear wherever academic art is being practiced.12 In 

regards to the latter, he describes caricature as “idéalisation à l’envers” and associates it 

with the Italian notion of sprezzatura.13 Melot’s text, which re-introduced modern scholars 

of French art history to caricature as a viable and rich subject of study fifteen years before 

the 1989 bicentennial publications on Revolutionary caricature, only briefly addresses the 

distinctions between caricature as a sociable versus malicious practice. Generally, both 

Hofmann and Melot remain somewhat ambivalent in relation to caricature’s malicious and 

subversive, or playful and sociable roles. For instance, while Hofmann originally 

characterizes caricature as a form of drawing game that explores ideal beauty’s opposite—

ugliness—he also describes it as a “conscious infringement” of these same academic rules of 

drawing.14  

This distinction between the malicious and sociable has since gone unexplored. In 

the introduction to À la charge! La caricature en France de 1789 à 2000 (2005), Bertrand 

Tillier is attentive to Melot and Hoffmann’s exploration of caricature’s etymological origins 

                                                             
10 Michel Melot, L’Œil qui rit : le pouvoir comique des images (Fribourg: Office du livre, 1975), 9–36. 
11 Werner Hofmann, Caricature from Leonardo to Picasso, trans. M. H. L. (Vienna: Brüder Rosenbaum, 
1957), 15. 
12 Melot, L’Œil qui rit, 25, 32. 
13 Ibid., 26. 
14 Hofmann, Caricature from Leonardo to Picasso, 16. 
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and dual inheritance both as a satirical image and an “image pour rire.”15 His discussion is 

designed to shift our exploration of the history of caricature away from purely amusing and 

burlesque representations towards oppositional and satirical ones, but in the process, he 

overlooks the significance of caricature in its less biting and more sociable forms. Similarly, 

in their L’art et l’histoire de la caricature (2006), Laurent Baridon and Martial Guédron 

employ private or sociable caricature primarily as a transitional element that permits them 

to guide their readership towards the emphasis of their study: oppositional satire.16 Lastly, 

one of the most recent treatments of this distinction—Louis Lévy’s discussion of the Italian 

origins of caricatura—acknowledges that academic theory lead sixteenth- through 

eighteenth-century Italian artists to experiment with representations of ugliness and 

caricature. He nonetheless concludes that caricature represents a revolt against the beau 

idéal and gestures towards expressivity as the latter’s replacement.17 

Whereas scholarship on French caricature has avoided drawing a distinction 

between satirical and amusing caricatural practices, literature on seventeenth- and 

eighteenth-century caricature in Italy, and Rome in particular, is extremely sensitive to 

different motivations for caricatural practice.  Donald Posner, Edward J. Olszewsky, and 

Simonetta Prosperi Valenti Rodinò have studied Annibale Carracci, Pier Leone Ghezzi, and 

Carlo Marchionni’s seventeenth- through eighteenth-century caricatures respectively, and 

all strongly agree that this caricature was not practiced maliciously nor with any intent to 

                                                             
15 Bertrand Tillier, A la Charge! : la caricature en France de 1789 à 2000 (Paris: Editions de l’Amateur, 
2005), 15–18. 
16 Laurent Baridon and Martial Guédron, L’Art et l’histoire de la caricature (Paris: Citadelle & 
Mazenod, 2006), 67–80. 
17 Louis Lévy, “Quelques remarques sur la caricature à partir de Léonard de Vinci et d’Annibal 
Carrache,” Ridiculosa 9, no. 2002 (2002): 148–54. 
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subvert the exploration of beau idéal, or bello ideale.18 A careful consideration of their 

scholarly contributions reveals that though historians of French and English graphic satire 

acknowledge the sociable heritage of caricatural practices in the eighteenth century, we 

have overlooked its persistent practice in sociable formats in the late eighteenth and 

nineteenth centuries in favor of its application in oppositional contexts.19  

Posner, for instance, likens Carracci and his studio’s enjoyment of caricature to the 

pictorial guessing games they also played (divinarelli pittorici) in which only a few 

geometric lines were used to represent a complex image. In both cases, Posner suggests, the 

studio of Carracci engaged in games that highlighted the “power and limits of visual 

suggestion” by reducing pictorial schematization to a boiled down “descriptive economy.”20 

Olszewski’s treatment of Pier Leone Ghezzi echoes Posner’s position. He asserts that 

oppositional satires are nearer to pasquinades or written satire than Ghezzi’s playful and 

amusing exercises, of which hundreds can still be found in the British Museum Prints & 

Drawings Room.21 Lastly, Rodinò, in her important monograph on the architect 

Marchionni’s caricatural activities, emphasizes that Carracci and Domenicho’s exercises in 

caricatural drawing were in fact echoed by contemporary aesthetic theorists, and she 

highlights Giovan Pietro Bellori, who, she argues, did not conceive of caricature as an 

activity that subverted the importance of disegno and the intellectual activity of capturing 

ideal beauty. Rather, Rodinò points out that contemporary art theorists used the term 

                                                             
18 Donald Posner, Annibale Carracci, vol. 1 (London: Phaidon, 1971), 65–70; Edward J. Olszewski, 
“The New World of Pier Leone Ghezzi,” Art Journal 43, no. 4 (1983): 325–30; Simonetta Prosperi 
Valenti Rodinò, Carlo Marchionni caricaturista tra Roma, Montefranco, Civitavecchia e Ancona (Rome: 
Campisano Editore, 2015). 
19 An exception is Jennifer Montagu, who briefly acknowledges caricature is a “necessary complement 
to ideal beauty” in her discussion of Charles Le Brun’s Expression of the Passions lecture and its 
reception: The Expression of the Passions: The Origin and Influence of Charles Le Brun’s Conférence Sur 
L’expression Générale et Particulière (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1994), 98. 
20 Posner, Annibale Carracci, 1:65–70. 
21 Olszewski, “The New World of Pier Leone Ghezzi,” 325–26. 
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bellezza della deformità or the beauty of ugliness (deformity), as a natural counterpart to 

bello ideale. This brutto ideale or ideal ugliness, she argues, shares rather than strays from 

the ideology that undergirds ideal beauty.22  

Elisabetta Di Stefano’s edition of seventeenth-century Italian aesthetic theory, 

namely Giovan Battista Agucchi’s Trattato della Pittura and Bellori’s Idea, echoes Rodinò’s 

argument: she argues that caricature in fact strengthens, rather than weakens, the notion 

that mimetic painting contains intellectual value by asserting the superiority of idea over 

nature; liberal artistry over artisanship.23 While seemingly contradictory, Di Stefano instead 

argues that brutto ideale complemented bello ideale rather than offend and subvert it. From 

here, we will explore the way in which caricature inserted itself into British and French 

sociability and drawing instruction, both among professional arts practitioners, and art 

amateurs. 

ARTS EDUCATION, PATHOGNOMY AND PHYSIOGNOMY, AND CARICATURE 

Although it explores the popularity of amateur drawing among the British elite and does not 

discuss caricature, Ann Bermingham’s Learning to Draw (2000) is nonetheless instrumental 

in helping us account for the diffusion of private and sociable caricature in England and 

France in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. Bermingham, alongside the 

aforementioned scholars of Italian art history, explains the popularity of amateur drawing 

by linking it to the changing status of the artist in early modern Europe: initially seen as a 

tool in artisanal trade, the theories of practitioners such as Leon Battista Alberti established 

                                                             
22 Prosperi Valenti Rodinò, Carlo Marchionni caricaturista tra Roma, Montefranco, Civitavecchia e 
Ancona, 32–33. 
23 Elisabetta Di Stefano, Bello e idea nell’estetica del seicento, Aesthetica Preprint (Milan: Centro 
Internazionale Studi di Estitica, 2007), 17. Agucchi discusses Carracci’s caricatures directly on pages 
72-3 of Di Stefano’s edition. 
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drawing’s intellectual value through the concept of disegno, in which nature is not simply 

copied but transformed through an intellectual practice that discovers and distills the ideal 

through the study of nature.24 This paves the way for drawing’s inclusion in etiquette 

manuals for the elite, most notably Baldassare Castiglione’s Il libro del Cortegiano (1513-18) 

where he recommended it as an activity that, if properly practiced, can highlight one’s 

sprezzatura, or the art of concealing artifice and effort in order to appear nonchalant and 

naturally gifted.25 In the eighteenth century, as Bermingham also documents, drawing was 

perceived as an activity that completed the gentleman and made him intellectually well-

rounded, or in other words, a virtuoso.26 Charlotte Guichard notes the same enthusiasm for 

amateur drawing in the French context, and further tracks the commercialization of its 

newfound popularity in the livres à dessiner that proliferated across the eighteenth 

century.27  

 Caricature seems also to have piggybacked on the popularity and commercialization 

of amateur drawing, which is itself closely related to the increasing popularity of the Grand 

Tour and the prominence of Roman caricaturists such as the Ghezzis. William Hogarth’s 

1753 The Analysis of Beauty discussed the comic representation of the human figure in 

relationship to its noble and elegant representation.28 Matthew and Mary Darly, engravers 

of decorative and ornamental works who branched into caricature production, published an 

                                                             
24 Bermingham, Learning to Draw, 3. 
25 Ibid., 4–6. 
26 Ibid., 49. 
27 Guichard, Les Amateurs d’art, 240–63; Charlotte Guichard, “Les ‘Livres à dessiner’ à l’usage des 
amateurs à Paris au XVIIIe siècle,” Revue de l’art 143, no. 1 (2004): 49–58. 
Bermingham also dedicates a chapter to the business of amateur drawing and proliferation of 
drawing manuals and picture books. Bermingham, "'Articles Fanciful, Useful, and Neat' The Business 
of Amateur Art" in Learning to Draw, 127–182. 
28 William Hogarth, The Analysis of Beauty. Written with a View of Fixing the Fluctuating Ideas of Taste 
(London: J. Reeves, William Hogarth, 1753). 
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engraved album entitled A Book of Caricaturas in 1762.29 They are followed by Francis 

Grose, an artist and antiquarian who published Rules for drawing Caricaturas in 1789, which 

was reprinted in 1791 and translated into French in 1802.30 Grose’s text, which directly 

borrows from the Darly plates, is later included in a circa 1810 combined edition of 

Hogarth’s The Analysis of Beauty. This interest in caricatural drawing instruction was 

preceded by the importation of Italian caricatura into the world of English graphic imagery, 

first, of course, via returning Grand Tourists, and distributed to wider markets in the 1740s: 

in 1741 and 1742, Arthur Pond, widely known in Italy and Europe for his caricatural 

paintings in the mid-eighteenth century, produced an edition of caricatures after the 

Ghezzis and Carracci entitled Twenty-Five Caricaturas Engraved by Arthur Pond. One year 

later, William Hogarth published the briefest and most famous of all of these: his 1743 

subscription ticket for the Marriage A-la-Mode series featured profiles of naturalistic heads, 

                                                             
29 The British Museum catalogues are less certain about the dating, and feel it could have been 
published at any point across the 1750s. Joseph Monteyne’s is the most recent study of Matthew and 
Mary Darly, although he is more interested in exploring the role of their ornamental and decorative 
engraving in their macaroni and wig caricatures than in exploring their innovative business model. 
From Still Life to the Screen: Print Culture, Display, and the Materiality of the Image in Eighteenth 
Century London, 2013, 87–116. Tim Clayton discovered that in 1762, the Darlys advertised that that 
they would publish caricatures on demand, drawn by patrons, but his observations have yet to 
receive more extended scholarly treatment. See Tim Clayton, The English Print, 1688-1802 (New 
Haven: Paul Mellon Centre for Studies in British Art by Yale University Press, 1997), 215.Shearer 
West, “The Darly Macaroni Prints and the Politics of ‘Private Man,’” Eighteenth-Century Life 25, no. 2 
(2001): 170–82. 
M. Darly, A Book of Caricaturas on 59 Copper Plates with Principles of Designing in That Droll & 
Pleasing Manner (Cornhill: R. Wilkinson, 1762). The Lewis Walpole Library owns, and has digitized, 
their copy of A Book of Caricaturas. Each small page in this bound volume has been printed from a 
copper plate, most of which are dated to 1762. They are all ambiguously signed M. Darly, but several 
of them are more explicitly signed Mary Darly. Similarly, the book is listed as being available from 
Mary Darly, and the preamble to the text, also etched, is signed My Darly. There is thus substantial 
reason to believe that this work is entirely of Mary Darly’s hand and production. In fact, Harriett 
Stroomberg attributes the Book of Caricaturas to Mary Darly alone. See High Heads: Spotprenten over 
Haarmode in de Achttiende Eeuw, ed. Paul Knolle (Amsterdam: Rijksmuseum Twenthe Enschede, 
1999), 21. 
30 Francis Grose, Rules for Drawing Caricaturas :with an Essay on Comic Painting /, 2nd ed (London :, 
1791); Francis Grose, Principes de caricatures, suivis d’un essai sur la peinture comique (Paris: 
Antoine-Augustin Renouard, 1802). For more on Grose see "Grose, Francis." In An Oxford Companion 
to the Romantic Age. : Oxford University Press, 1999.  
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or characters, contrasted with reproductions of caricatures after Ghezzi, Carracci, and 

Leonardo da Vinci (fig. 2.1).31 Indeed, English artists even produced painted caricaturas, for 

instance Joshua Reynolds’ 1751 Parody of Raphael’s School of Athens (National Gallery of 

Ireland, Dublin) and Thomas Patch’s 1750s and 1760s painted conversation paintings of 

dilettanti (Lewis Walpole Library, Farmington, CT) (fig. 2.2). 

 The language of Hogarth’s discussion, and the Darly and Grose caricature manuals 

echo the aforementioned exploration of caricature as a partner to, rather than the opposite 

of, ideal beauty. In The Analysis of Beauty, Hogarth constantly deploys the notion of the 

comic as the natural repoussoir for his exploration of the serpentine line in formal beauty 

and elegance. In order to demonstrate the importance of the serpentine line as a principle of 

art, he argues that rigid and child-like lines push a figure towards the comic and awkward.32 

The Darlys describe caricature as a type of drawing which exaggerates nature, in particular 

its defects, in “a comical similitude.” In order to do this, they explain, the caricaturist closely 

examines the sitter’s face, especially in profile, in order to understand its form. They specify 

that “that which is most peculiar in each [face], is the distinguishing mark to be caricatured.” 

Grose repeats the Darlys’ brief instructions in greater detail. He also emphasizes the study 

of the face in profile and the examination of the trace of that profile and the study of the 

face’s angles (the slope of the forehead to the tip of the nose, and from the tip of the nose to 

chin, and so on). He specifies that those features of the face that deviate from local taste in 

beauty—in the European case, Greek ideals—are also the characteristic features of the face. 

Again, he recalls the contours and angles of the profile from which we can identify those 

                                                             
31 On this, see Ronald Paulson’s brief description of Hogarth’s subscription ticket: Hogarth, High Art 
and Low, 1732-1750, vol. 2 (New Brunswick: Rutgers University Press, 1992), 206–8. 
32 On this, see especially figures 17 to 20 in Plate 1, and figures 71 and 75 of Plate 2 which Hogath 
explains here: The Analysis of Beauty, 31–33; 123–4; 135–6. 
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characteristic features that have either “passed through the limits of beauty” or never 

arrived at those limits.33 

 Grose further advises his hopeful caricaturists that they should learn to draw the 

human form first by following a course of drawing closely patterned on academic drawing 

instruction: copying from other art, to copying the human form in the round, to drawing 

from a live model.34 He also recommends the study of pathognomy and physiognomy, 

without using either term: he highlights those features (the mouth and eyebrows) that 

express the passions, mentioning Charles Le Brun’s Expressions des passions lectures 

(1668); and suggests that human faces, as in Giambattista della Porta’s De humana 

physiognomia (published in Latin in 1584 and translated into French in 1655), may bear 

resemblances to some animals.35 It is thus both in text and in form that the Darlys’ and 

Grose’s caricature manuals overlap with theories of drawing and the expression of the 

human figure from the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, such as Le Brun’s lectures, 

Della Porta’s early work on physiognomy, and Johann Kaspar Lavater’s Physiognomische 

Fragmente (1775-78, trans. into English in 1789-98, and into French from 1781-1803).  

 In Grose’s, the Darlys’, and Hogarth’s treatment, caricature cannot be discussed 

without also exploring naturalistic drawing instruction and referring to studies of 

physiognomy and pathognomy. In other words, the representation of ugliness requires an 

intimate awareness of nature and how to extract ideal beauty from our representation of it. 

                                                             
33 Grose, Rules for Drawing Caricaturas, 6–8. 
34 For more on drawing instruction in the ancien régime French Royal Academy, and the École des 
Beaux-Arts that follows it in 1795, see: Albert Boime, The Academy and French Painting in the 
Nineteenth Century (London: Phaidon, 1971); Philippe Grunchec, The Grand Prix de Rome: Paintings 
from the École Des Beaux-Arts, 1797-1863, 2 vols. (Washington, D.C.: International Exhibitions 
Foundation, 1984); Reed Benhamou, Public and Private Art Education in France: 1648-1793, vol. 308, 
Studies on Voltaire and the Eighteenth Century (Oxford: Voltaire Foundation, 1993); Alain Bonnet 
and France Nerlich, eds., Apprendre à peindre : les ateliers privés à Paris, 1780-1863 (Tours: Presses 
universitaires François-Rabelais, 2013). 
35 Grose, Rules for Drawing Caricaturas, 12, 16. 
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Studies of physiognomy and pathognomy are intended to distill this visual language, and 

they become a double edged sword, capable of improving or diminishing beauty. By 

drawing these links, Grose helps us to establish that the popularity of amateur caricaturing 

is not confined to amateurs. Indeed, having originated from an interest in exploring ideal 

beauty and its inverse, these same sorts of exercises overlap neatly with the growing 

interest in physiognomy and pathognomy in academic art instruction more generally. 36 We 

can thus draw a line between two historiographic trends whose overlaps are rarely 

explored: the tendency, as noted above, to associate early Italian caricatura to art amateurs; 

and the tendency to link the practice of satirical caricature to the nineteenth-century 

popularity of physiognomy.  I argue that, at the overlap of these three spheres—

physiognomy and pathognomy, amateur drawing, and academic arts instruction—we find 

the sociable practice of caricature, which acts not as an affront to any of the above, but 

rather as its playful partner.  

 The Darlys’ and Grose’s instructive caricatural diagrams (figs. 2.3 and 2.4) illustrate 

their advice to the amateur caricaturist, modelling the way in which one should break down 

the shape of the face in profile in order to identify its characteristic features, and determine 

how to further distort them. They present examples of types of faces in profile, and advise 

their readers to examine the contours of the face and its relative proportions so as to 

produce minor distortions that have the effect of illustrating the simplicity of the caricatural 

act when performed after careful observation. Their drawings, produced thirty years apart, 

betray Grose’s indebtedness to the principles defined and illustrations produced by the 

                                                             
36 In particular, Melissa Percival points out that Lavater describes visual art as both the mother and 
daughter of physiognomy: The Appearance of Character: Physiognomy and Facial Expression in 
Eighteenth-Century France, Texts and Dissertations (Leeds: W.S. Maney for the Modern Humanities 
Research Association, 1999), 174. For an in depth treatment of Le Brun’s lectures, see Montagu, The 
Expression of the Passions. 



 
 

91 
 

Darlys in 1762. Further, in their use of restricted and reduced line, they conform to what 

Melissa Percival describes as the “Le Brunian paradigm” (fig. 2.5) in academic drawing and 

its instruction, where the study of character and form is closely tied to pathognomy and 

physiognomy, which requires a mastery of formal language at its most basic level in order 

to control “the interpretation of forms in nature.”37 

 In fact, Le Brun’s 1668 lectures, Hogarth’s 1743 subscription ticket, and Lavater’s 

1775-1778 publication on physiognomy share a surprising history that suggests that our 

tendency to think of caricature, physiognomic and pathognomic study, and drawing 

instruction as separate entities was not, in fact, shared by eighteenth- and nineteenth-

century art audiences and practitioners. Le Brun delivered a 1668 lecture on rendering the 

passions at the French Royal Academy, which he gave a second time before Jean-Baptiste 

Colbert in 1678. Le Brun’s lecture on pathognomy appears to have been given alongside 

lectures on physiognomy, which included careful studies of the correspondences between 

animal faces and human character (fig. 2.6). 38  

Though we are uncertain as to how exactly Le Brun used them in his lecture, the 

drawings and print editions of them have survived and were disseminated broadly across 

the seventeenth through nineteenth centuries. The first publication of Le Brun’s drawings is 

by Bernard Picart, thirty years after his first lecture, entitled Conférence de M. Le Brun 

Premier Peintre du Roy de France (1698). Jean Audran published a series of plates in 1727, 

and in 1750 Louis Simonneau engraved Le Brun’s physiognomic studies for a now very rare 

                                                             
37 Percival, The Appearance of Character, 41–44; 174. In fact, Montagu suggests that Grose’s third 
plate is directly drawn from print editions of Le Brun’s images, in particular his image of 
“tranquility.” Montagu, The Expression of the Passions, 98. 
38 For the timeline of Le Brun’s lectures see Percival; for a discussion of Le Brun’s lectures on 
physiognomy, see Montagu: Percival, The Appearance of Character, 42–44; Montagu, The Expression 
of the Passions, 19–30. 
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book entitled Livre de portraiture pour ceux qui commencent à dessiner, inventé et dessiné 

par Monsieur le Brun premier peintre du Roy. As Jennifer Montagu discusses in her extensive 

work on Le Brun’s lecture and its afterlife, Louis-Jean-Marie Morel d’Arleux, curator of the 

prints and drawings collection at the then Musée Napoléon, published Le Brun’s drawings 

anew in 1806 in a text entitled Dissertation sur un traité de Charles Lebrun concernant le 

rapport de la physionomie humaine avec celle des animaux. He simultaneously gathered Le 

Brun’s drawings, which were acquired by the Cabinet du Roi in 1690, into an album, which 

can still be found in the Département des arts graphiques of the Musée du Louvre (Album 

Le Brun Charles 3).  

Montagu, Percival, and Baridon and Guédron have observed that in the late 

eighteenth century, interest in Le Brun’s drawings was renewed by the establishment of a 

Prix de la tête d’expression in 1759 by the Comte de Caylus, an amateur honoraire, and by a 

revived interest in the study of physiognomy with the publication of Lavater’s 

Physiognomische Fragmente.39 In fact, in 1797, Le Brun’s original drawings were for the first 

time displayed to the general public in the Louvre. Their enthusiastic reception lead to the 

drawings’ frequent display in the early nineteenth century: we know that they were brought 

out again in 1802 (just before the last volume of the 1781-1803 publication was published), 

1811, 1815, 1817, and 1820.40  

Lavater’s text openly declared his indebtedness to Le Brun’s lectures,41 and 

accordingly, the 1797 audience for Le Brun’s drawings acknowledged that his works were 

                                                             
39 For more on the Prix Caylus, see: Percival, The Appearance of Character, 95–112. In 1730, Caylus 
also published a series of Têtes de caractères gravé d’après Léonard de Vinci which include those 
heads mistaken as caricatural. This collection, which can be found in proof and counterproof at the 
BnF’s Département des Estampes (Ed 92b fol.1 and 2) number in the hundreds. 
40 Laurent Baridon and Martial Guédron, Homme animal: histoires d’une face à face (Paris; Strasbourg: 
Adam Biro; Musées de Strasbourg, 2004), 132; 133 fn 40. 
41 Percival, The Appearance of Character, 174. 
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on display because of Lavater’s recent publication. In Louis Sébastien Mercier’s response, he 

reports that audiences lined up at the mirrors used to improve the lighting in the Louvre 

galleries in order to compare their own faces and apply Le Brun’s physiognomic 

associations to themselves.42 It is tempting to imagine that if Le Brun’s physiognomic 

drawings were presented alongside his pathognomic ones (fig. 2.7), that audiences may also 

have employed the mirrors to evaluate their own expressive faces and grimaces, not unlike 

Louis-Léopold Boilly’s Restoration grimaces and têtes d’expression paintings and prints.43  

To further complicate the entanglements of drawing instruction, amateur drawing, 

and the study of physiognomy, the original German, and the French translation of Lavater’s 

text, in both the 1781-1803 and 1806-1809 editions, included a section on caricature. It 

should be noted here that the 1806 edition of Lavater’s text was put together by two 

members of the Institut de France. Louis-Jacques Moreau de la Sarthe, a member of its 

medical faculty, oversaw the text and added several explanatory volumes of his own, and 

the painter François-André Vincent oversaw the reproduction of the engravings and the 

addition of 82 new ones. As we will discuss below, Vincent was a prolific private caricaturist 

across the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries.44 The French translation of the 

                                                             
42 Mercier’s observations have been copied down by hand into the Collection Deloynes. A disciple of 
Lavater, who responds to Mercier, suggests that Mercier’s text was originally published in Le Journal 
de Paris. Louis Sébastien Mercier, Observation de lemercier sur cette exposition de dessins, Collection 
Deloynes 505, 1797. 
Mercier and his responder engage in a back and forth that can also be found in the Collection 
Deloynes: Reponse a cette observation de la mercier, Collection Deloynes 506, 1797; Louis Sébastien 
Mercier, Replique de le mercier, Collection Deloynes 507, 1797; Reponse du disciple de lavater, 
Collection Deloynes 508, 1797. 
Baridon and Guédron expand upon Mercier’s comment here: Baridon and Guédron, Homme animal, 
133. 
43 Susan L Siegfried, “Grimaces and Têtes d’Expression,” in The Art of Louis-Léopold Boilly: Modern Life 
in Napoleonic France (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1995), 121–31. 
44 The edition that I have consulted is their new, augmented edition from 1820. Gaspard Lavater, 
L’art de Connaitre Les Hommes Par La Physionomie. Nouvelle édition, Corrigée et Disposée Dans Un 
Ordre plus Méthodique, ed. Louis-Jacques Moreau de la Sarthe, (Paris: Depélafol, 1820), vols. 1–9. 
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section in question appears to be a highly restructured and very liberally translated 

rendition of the original German, whereas Lavater’s discussion of Hogarth’s artwork has  

been almost entirely excised from the English edition.45 In the 1781 French edition, the 

chapter on “Stupidité et folie d’esprit” includes a section that studies burlesques by Hogarth 

and provides a detailed analysis of the physiognomy of stupidity using Hogarth’s Characters 

and Caricaturas as a guide, which is reproduced and numbered in the text (fig. 2.8). A list of 

the traits of ugliness is given, and they are subsequently illustrated by reference to 

particular faces from Hogarth’s image. The 1806 and 1820 editions by Moreau de la Sarthe 

and Vincent faithfully replicate this section and the numbered reproduction of Hogarth’s 

subscription ticket.46 Lavater’s original German text provides a less structured investigation 

of Hogarth’s representations of vice, and focuses on an entirely different set of images (fig. 

2.9): a collection of faces from Hogarth’s morality series, in particular Industry and Idleness, 

to which he juxtaposes Hogarth’s rendering of Paul before Felix in his satirical subscription 

ticket of 1752.47 This is only one of three plates of this type, none of which reproduce 

Characters and Caricaturas.  

 Lavater’s original text, his French translation, and the display of Le Brun’s drawings 

after the publication of Lavater’s text, demonstrate that our eighteenth-century actors felt 

that caricature needed to be included in discussions of Academic drawing, the 

                                                             
45 My thanks go to Michael Yonan for sharing his insights regarding the discrepancies between the 
English, French, and German translations of Lavater. Johann Caspar Lavater, Physiognomische 
Fragmente, zur Beförderung der Menschenkenntniss und Menschenliebe vol. 1 (Leipzig: Ben 
Weidmanns Erben und Reich, 1775), 96–101. 
46 Johann Caspar Lavater, Essai sur la physiognomie. Destiné a faire connoître l’Homme & à le faire 
Aimer vol. 4 (Hague: Jaques van Karnebeek, 1781), 3–5; Gaspard Lavater, L’art de Connaitre Les 
Hommes Par La Physionomie. Nouvelle édition, Corrigée et Disposée Dans Un Ordre plus Méthodique, 
ed. Louis-Jacques Moreau de la Sarthe, vol. 5 (Paris: Depélafol, 1820), 302–3. 
47 For more on this, see: Michael Yonan, “Messerschmidt, the Hogarth of Sculpture,” in Seeing Satire in 
the Eighteenth Century, ed. Kelly Malone and Elizabeth Mansfield, SVEC, 2013:02 (Oxford: Voltaire 
Foundation, 2013), 215–16. 
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representation of the ideal, and the study of physiognomy and pathognomy. In fact, even the 

Revolutionary Journal de l’École polytechnique included both the study of ugliness and 

physiognomy in its discussion of drawing from the model, as written by François-Marie 

Neveu (1756-1808), a drawing instructor at the École polytechnique, in 1796.48 

From the seventeenth through nineteenth centuries, in Italy, England, and France, 

across the realms of sociability, art instruction, and the descriptive sciences, we find 

caricature constantly present, dancing at the margins of and helping to weave together 

these fields, which we tend to treat separately. It appears as an explanatory tool; we find it 

enjoyed as an activity; and it becomes a form of pedagogical practice. Caricature’s presence 

among all of these spheres helps us to clarify its somewhat perplexing role within practices 

of sociability. Whereas we are accustomed, as discussed above, to thinking of caricature as a 

tool for oppositional satire, it enjoyed a parallel existence as a much less contentious tool of 

analysis and entertainment.  When we consider caricature’s harmonious co-existence with 

the spheres explored in this section, and when we consider the possibility that they were in 

fact all constitutive of one another, then it is not at all surprising that it would be a perfectly 

suitable way of participating in Parisian sociability.  

Both Antoine Lilti and Antoine de Baecque, in their writings on French salons and 

humor, respectively, establish the role of plaisanterie and gaieté in French aristocratic 

sociability.49 Lilti, for instance, discusses the phenomenon of poésie mondaine et fugitive in 

Parisian salons, where participants devised gallant and ludic rhymes that displayed both 

their wit and their mastery of letters. De Baecque, in his discussion of the Régiment de la 

Calotte, formed in 1702, explores the phenomenon of “joyeuseté décente, la culture du bel 

                                                             
48 François Marie Neveu, “Suite du cours préliminaire relatix aux arts de dessin. Quatrième leçon. De 
l’apparence des corps,” Journal de l’Ecole polytechnique, 1796, 698–726. 
49 Baecque, Les Eclats du rire, 24–46; Lilti, Le Monde des salons, 299–307. 
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esprit, la versification controlée.”50 He argues that the Régiment felt that through its use of 

parody in their pamphlet writing and rites of passage, they provided a counterpart to 

farcical and satirical humor, which they understood as a “grosièreté des mœurs.” Instead, 

they espoused delicate and refined humor.51 When we consider Lilti and de Baecque’s 

writings on humor and sociability alongside Bermingham’s discussion of sprezzatura and 

amateur drawing, the practice of caricature seems quite appropriate to the practice of polite 

sociability. Below, I will refine this argument to bring it further into line with practices of 

artistic sociability and camaraderie, where caricatural practice reinforced bonds of 

camaraderie and left traces of artistic social circles within and outside of Academic 

institutions.   

PRIVATE CARICATURE AND SITES OF ARTISTIC SOCIABILITY 

Private caricatures by artists draw attention to a circumscribed set of environments in 

which artists took to the practice of caricature to strengthen their camaraderie. Though we 

have to allow for the likelihood that most private caricatures of this type did not survive or 

have not been found, I will here explore eight sets of drawings produced in three distinct 

locales and consider their relationship to the forms of corporate identity unique to these 

sites: the French Academy in Rome, the Institut de France, and the artist’s circle or salon.  

THE FRENCH ACADEMY IN ROME 

The Rome Academy was founded in 1666, shortly after the French Academy of Painting and 

Sculpture itself. This institution, which was housed in the palazzo Mancini until 1803, when 

it moved to the villa Medici, was home to students from the French Academy of Painting in 

                                                             
50 Baecque, Les Eclats du rire, 28. 
51 Ibid., 42. 
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Paris who, through their successful competition in the Grand Prix de Rome, were sent to 

Rome as pensioners and provided a small bursary to pay their way.52 As a result, the 

pensioners, though they were students at the Academy of Painting and Sculpture, were not 

actually members—neither reçus nor agréés—to the Academy itself. In fact, an École des 

élèves protégés was established in 1749 (and was suppressed, along with the Royal 

Academy of Painting and Sculpture itself in 1793) whose aim was to further improve the 

quality of student work for those first-prize winners of the Grand Prix before they were sent 

to Rome. Pensioners spent years at the École des élèves protégés before their drawing and 

discipline were deemed acceptable enough for further state support.53 The small cohort of 

students sent to Rome annually thus had an opportunity to bond in Paris before being 

shipped abroad. In the ancien régime, these were the first-prize winners of the Grand Prix 

for painting, sculpture, and architecture, and after the French Revolution, they were the 

winners of the prizes in painting, sculpture, architecture, copperplate engraving, and 

musical composition. 

 The French Academy in Rome, referred to as the French School in Rome after the 

Revolution, thus remains one of France’s most enduring ancien régime art institutions. In 

                                                             
52 Early twentieth-century studies of the Prix de Rome and French Academy in Rome remain our 
most complete treatments: Jules Guiffrey, Liste des pensionnaires de l’Académie de France à Rome: 
donnant les noms de tous les artistes récompensés dans les concours du Prix de Rome de 1663 à 1907 
(Firmin-Didot, 1908); Henry Lapauze, Histoire de l’Académie de France à Rome, 2 vols. (Plon-Nourrit, 
1924). A more recent study examines the envois sent by the Academy’s painting pensioners to Paris 
annually: Grunchec, The Grand Prix de Rome..On the French Royal Academy’s role as educator in the 
ancien régime, see Benhamou, Public and Private Art Education in France. The most complete 
treatment of the École des Beaux-Arts, which succeeded the Academy as educator from 1795 
onwards, can be found in Louis Courajod, École royale des élèves protégés: précédée d’une étude sur le 
caractère de l’enseignement de l’art francais, aux différentes époques de son histoire et suivie de 
documents sur l’École royale gratuite de dessin fondée (J. Rouam, 1874); Boime, The Academy and 
French Painting in the Nineteenth Century; Monique Author Segré, L’Ecole des Beaux-Arts: XIXe et XXe 
siècles (El Cerrito: Harmattan Press, 1998). It should be pointed out that there is as yet no study 
dedicated to the activities of the École des Beaux-Arts between 1795 and 1863. 
53 Lapauze, Histoire de l’Académie de France à Rome, vol. 1: 225-6. 
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1793, as the National Assembly carefully disassembled the vestiges of ancien régime 

corporatism, the Grand Prix and French Academy in Rome remained surprisingly 

untouched on an administrative level: given that its pensioners were never formally 

affiliated to the Academy of Painting and Sculpture, the institution could escape the 

criticism of despotism if the Academy in Rome was renamed a School, if the adjudication of 

the Grand Prix was revoked from the Academy of Painting and Sculpture, and if the 

Academy in Rome’s directorship shifted hands.54 The French Revolution and Revolutionary 

Wars did, however, elicit significant rifts that lead to the sack of the palazzo Mancini. In 

1801, diplomatic conditions allowed the French state to locate a new home for the School in 

Rome—the villa Medici—which was readied to accept winners of the Revolutionary Grand 

Prize in 1803. 

 Similarly, the pensioners’ responsibilities while in Rome were remarkably 

consistent: Jean-Baptiste Colbert’s original statutes suggest that the pensioners existed to 

enrich the Cabinet du Roi, their primary role in Rome being to carefully copy paintings, 

sculptures, architecture, and antique statuary, a practice which also neatly fit within the 

Academy of Painting and Sculpture’s educational cursus. From 1702 onwards, students 

were generally expected to send back annual envois in order to demonstrate their 

advancement. Both of these practices were continued under of the Institut de France’s 

Classe des Beaux-Arts upon its establishment in 1795. 

 In the eighteenth century in particular, Rome’s antique heritage and the discovery of 

archaeological sites contributed to its prized position among Grand Tourists and 

international artists, with the English eclipsing the number of other European visitors. This 

                                                             
54 Lapauze carefully tracks the nature of these shifts across the end and beginning of both volumes of 
his text. Ibid., vol. 1: see esp. 456-9; vol. 2: see esp. 30-41. 
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“wandering ‘academy,’” as Cesare de Seta has described it, catered primarily to the nobility 

and bourgeois who could afford to travel before it became more accessible in the nineteenth 

century.55 Otherwise, the Grand Tour was intended to supplement the young man’s 

education by permitting a temporary escape from the university and his family in order to 

receive a cosmopolitan education in language, politics, and dissipation. Though not all 

Grand Tourists were young, unmarried noblemen, many were, and most of them focused 

their travel routes heavily upon Italy—the seat of civilization, the home of newfound 

archaeological discoveries, and the source of a looser form of sociability.56 

For these reasons, historians of sociability acknowledge that the trip to Rome, for 

both pensioners and non-pensioners, was one of the central sites of artistic sociability. 

Though pensioners were not permitted to directly sell their work nor accept commissions, 

their trip to Rome, whether supported or unsupported by the French state, provided them a 

unique opportunity to socialize with intellectuals, nobility, diplomats, and amateurs in an 

equally unique environment, in which Grand Tourists adapted their forms of sociability 

given their temporary position as voyagers. Sociabilité mondaine or cosmopolitan sociability 

espoused a language of camaraderie, permitting a temporary displacement of social codes 

of moderation and rank. The French also aspired to embody their understanding of Roman 

sociability, where interactions were more informal, spontaneous, and gallant.57 Even though 

the pensioners were young and not yet members of the Academy, this alternative, relaxed 

                                                             
55 Cesare de Seta, “Grand Tour: The Lure of Italy in the Eighteenth Century,” in Grand Tour: The Lure 
of Italy in the Eighteenth Century (London: Tate Gallery Publishing, 1996), 13–19, esp. 13. 
56 Robert Shackleton, “The Grand Tour in the Eighteenth Century,” Studies in Eighteenth-Century 
Culture 1 (1971): 127–42, see esp. 128. 
57 Guichard, Les Amateurs d’art, 199, 203. Gilles Montègre, La Rome des français au temps des 
lumières: capitale de l’antique et carrefour de l’Europe, 1769-1791 (Roma: École française de Rome, 
2011), 65–69. 
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form of sociability that future patrons espoused in Rome lubricated interactions between 

pensioners and their social betters.  

In the same way, Gilles Montègre’s La Rome des français au temps des lumières 

reveals to us that the artists and their studios occupied a very privileged role in the Roman 

experience of Grand Tourists, and the Academy’s pensioners, hard at work absorbing the 

cultural heritage of Rome, were perceived as the perfect tour guides.58 Montègre’s study, 

which centers upon the residents of the eighteenth-century palazzo Mancini, discovers that 

these Roman introductions bore fruit when artists returned to Paris and, in turn, Grand 

Tourists profited from these interactions with artists to catapult their entry into the world 

of France’s art amateurs.59 

Though they had already taken important steps in acquiring a reputation, our 

pensioners had not, however, been admitted to the Academy of Painting and Sculpture. 

Even when agréé or accepted (but not yet received) by the Academy, artists still underwent 

what Hannah Williams has described as rituals of initiation.60 Agréés who were admitted as 

portrait painters, for instance, underwent a rite of passage in producing their morceau de 

réception that reinforced the Academy’s internal hierarchy and the painter’s place in it, and 

which conformed to the anthropological stages of community initiation defined by Victor 

Turner in his The Ritual Process (1969): a separation phase, a transitional phase, and a 

reception phase. For Williams, the production of the reception piece among portrait 

painters, in which an agréé produced the portrait of an officier of the Academy, constituted a 

transitional phase: the liminality of artists undergoing the rite of passage is underlined by 

                                                             
58 Montègre, La Rome des français au temps des lumières, 47–55. 
59 Ibid., see esp. 53-4. 
60 Williams, Académie Royale, "Chap. 2: Rituals of Initiation: Becoming and Being in the Académie": 
77-118. 
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their ambiguous relationship to their sitter, over whom they have some power of 

representation besides being so many stages below them in the internal hierarchy of the 

institution.61 Though Williams does not explore the separation phase in great detail, the 

pensioners’ time in the École des élèves protégés and then in Rome did indeed constitute 

this phase: having been separated from their cohort of students, this liminal sub-community 

of artists, not unlike journeymen in the trades, is distinguished for their promise though still 

at the mercy of a governing body to whom they will appeal for either membership, in the 

ancien régime, or for accolades, prizes, and patronage from 1795 onwards.  

Pensioners’ Caricatures 

The earliest pensioners’ caricatures discovered are by Jacques-François-Joseph Saly’s 

(1717-1776), apparently produced during his stay in Rome as a pensioner in 1740 and 

etched in 1754 by the amateur and collector Ange-Laurent de La Live de Jully (1725-1779). 

The etchings exist in several copies, one of which can be found at the Yale University Art 

Gallery (YUAG), two are in the Prints and Drawings room of the Bibliothèque nationale de 

France (BnF), and another at BnF Tolbiac. Suzanne Boorsch, a curator at YUAG, and Bent 

Sørensen have together made several identifications: figure three is Antoine Derizet, figure 

eight is Jean-François de Troy, then the director of the French Royal Academy in Rome, and 

Boorsch suggests that figure one is Saly himself (fig. 2.10). The other figures identified with 

certainty are not pensioners at the Academy in Rome, but rather its staff: figure ten is Rosa 

Diupert, the wife of the Academy’s cook, Nicolas Bremont, pictured in figure fourteen, and 

figure seventeen is Nicola Zabaglia, an engineer with links to the Academy who transported 

                                                             
61 Ibid., 92–97. 
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sculptures for the pensioners, including Saly.62 In total, the series includes seventeen 

images, a number that perfectly matches the seventeen caricatural drawings listed in Saly’s 

estate sale.63 Two of those drawings have survived, one at the Musée Carnavalet and the 

other in a private collection (fig. 2.11). They reveal a careful attention to detail and a 

sensitivity in the handling of features that is lost in Jully’s etchings, whose harsher contrasts 

and wiry line emphasize the caricatural in Saly’s drawings.  

Though we cannot identify many of the figures in Jully’s etchings after Saly, it is clear 

that Saly aimed to provide an ethnographic portrait of his time in Rome and his stay at the 

Palazzo Mancini as a pensioner of the French Royal Academy. While his survey of this 

community seems to include some artists, who have gone unidentified, they also include the 

cleaning and cooking staff of the Palazzo, as well as a number of unidentified nobility, 

several of whom hold snuffboxes. Saly’s series also captured another important part of his 

Roman experience: Ghezzi’s caricature of him, which Saly replicated in part in figure one of 

his series (fig 2.12).64 In this image, perhaps a self-caricature, Saly dons the same double-

brimmed hat, but with the brim trimly upturned. He replicates his outfit, and even his pose, 

with his feet spread and planted and his hand hanging in his pocket. The representation of 

Saly’s face sharply differs: Ghezzi represents him with sloping nose, flaring nostrils, and 

duck lips, which Michael Benisovich confirms are features with which Ghezzi liked to endow 

his sitters, and which he may perhaps have ascribed indiscriminately.65 

                                                             
62 Suzanne Boorsch, “The ‘Recueil de Caricatures’ by La Live de Jully after Saly,” Yale University Art 
Gallery Bulletin, 2004, 77–79. Sørensen’s identifications can also be found in Bent Sørensen, “Some 
Drawings by Jacques Saly,” Master Drawings 32, no. 3 (1994): 252–61. 
63 Boorsch, “The ‘Recueil de Caricatures’ by La Live de Jully after Saly,” 70. 
64 The whereabouts of the portrait bust that Saly is pictured with in his Ghezzi caricature have 
previously been unknown. It seems to be pictured here, listed as Buste de Fille and in a private 
collection: Christophe Leribault, Jean-François de Troy (1679-1752) (Paris: Arthena, 2002), 127.  
65 Michael N. Benisovich, “Ghezzi and the French Artists in Rome,” Apollo 85, no. May (1967): 347. 



 
 

103 
 

Jully was a collector of the French school, and particularly devoted to artists such as 

Jean-Baptiste Greuze.66 His collecting accelerated after his father’s 1752 death when he 

began to receive his inheritance, and at the relatively young age of 28 in 1754, Jully was 

elected an associé libre of the Academy. That same year, Saly was named director of the 

Danish Royal Academy, and he would remain there for twenty years. It is likely to 

commemorate this joint success, achieved at record ages—Jully at 28 and Saly’s 

directorship at 37—that Jully produced this series, which commemorates youth, academic 

success, camaraderie, and a friendship between a sculptor and an amateur. As Perrin Stein 

tells us in Artists and Amateurs (2013), amateur etching was often used for these sociable 

ends to broadcast a friendship between amateur and artist, but to a restrained circle. Since 

amateur etchings, and the Saly/Jully series is no exception, have no publisher or point of 

sale listed, we can assume that few copies existed and that they were not commercially 

available.67 Private caricature as a sociable act thus had a second life in its etching, where 

amateurs were given the opportunity to participate in this playful and youthful form of male 

bonding. 

This practice endured into the 1770s, when the sculptor Jean-Baptiste Stouf and the 

painter François-André Vincent were at the Palazzo Mancini in Rome as pensioners at the 

same time, and each caricatured a shared group of friends. Stouf’s caricatures were later 

taken up by an amateur, Moricaud Franconville, who etched them.68 It is through 

                                                             
66 Colin B. Bailey, Patriotic Taste : Collecting Modern Art in Pre-Revolutionary Paris (New Haven: Yale 
University Press, 2002), 33–36. 
67 Perrin Stein, “Diplomacy, Patronage, and Pedagogy: Etching in the Eternal City,” in Artists and 
Amateurs: Etching in 18th-Century France, ed. Perrin Stein (New York: Metropolitan Museum of Art, 
2013), 103–35. 
68 Little is known about Stouf and almost nothing about Franconville. On Stouf, see Stanislas Lami, 
“Stouf (Jean-Baptiste),” in Dictionnaire des sculpteurs de l’école française au dix-huitième siècle, vol. 2, 
2 vols. (Paris: Kraus Reprint, 1911), 344–47. 
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Franconville’s etchings that we know Stouf’s drawings, which capture the French Academy 

in Rome’s other pensioners and various artists resident in Rome. Again, caricaturing in the 

Ghezzian style with full body images, often in profile, Stouf also mocks the gestures, stature, 

and profiles of his colleagues. The National Museum of Sweden’s copy of Franconville’s 

etchings has been annotated in pencil and in ink, and when decoded using Gilles Montègre 

and Jules Guiffrey’s respective lists of pensioners in Rome, we can tentatively identify many 

of the figures present, who reappear in Vincent’s drawings from the same period.69  

Stouf, a sculptor, was a resident at the Palazzo Mancini from 1770-72 and appears to 

have stayed until 1774, overlapping with Vincent, pictured on Plate 1, who was there from 

1771 to 1775. “Paris” who is likely Pierre-Adrien Pâris, won the Prix de Rome for 

architecture in 1769 and was in Rome from 1771 to 1774 (fig. 2.13). On Plate 2, “Le Moine” 

is likely Paul-Guillaume Le Moyne, who won the prize for architecture in 1775 and was in 

Rome from 1776 to 1779, and “Houel” could be Jean-Pierre-Louis-Laurent Houel, a 

landscape painter who won the Prix de Rome in 1764 and was in Rome from 1769-1771 

(fig. 2.14). Plate 3 pictures a “Mengeot,” which is certainly François-Guillaume Ménageot, 

who received the Prix de Rome for painting in 1766, was at the Palazzo Mancini from 1769 

to 1774 and went on to become the director of the French Royal Academy in Rome. 

“Remond” is likely Jean-Armand Raymon, who won first prize for architecture in 1766 and 

was at the Palazzo Mancini from 1769 to 1772; “Bertelemie” is likely Jean-Siméon 

Barthélemy who won first prize for painting in 1767, and “Bardin” could be Jean Bardin who 

won for painting in 1765, though their exact dates of his stay are unknown (fig. 2.15).  

Joseph-Barthélemy Lebouteux, in Rome from 1771 to 1775, is pictured on Plate 4 (fig. 2.16) 

                                                             
69 Guiffrey, Liste des pensionnaires de l’Académie de France à Rome; Montègre, La Rome des français au 
temps des lumières. 
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with Julien le Parme, a French artist named Jean-Antoine Julien active in Rome and 

patronized by the court of Parma from which he earned his nickname.70 

Many of the same figures reappear in Vincent’s numerous caricatures from his stay 

in Rome. Jean Pierre Cuzin, in his magisterial study and catalogue raisonnée of Vincent’s 

œuvre, discovers 86 caricatural drawings produced during his years in Rome as a 

pensioner, though many of those that have survived are reinforced counterproofs.71 In fact, 

many of these counterproofs can be traced back to the estate sales of former pensioners of 

the Palazzo Mancini, which strongly suggests that they were produced as gifts or in order to 

exchange them.72 Of these scattered caricatures, coherent series emerge which Cuzin has 

dated: the Musée Carnavalet has a series of eleven caricatures, all oval portrait busts in 

profile. Our same cohort reappears: Berthélemy, Le Bouteux, Ménageot, Moitte, Stouf, and 

Pâris have the details of their mannerisms and features captured and emphasized (fig. 

2.17). Stouf’s overly sympathetic eyebrows are drawn on at a forty-five-degree angle. His 

nose, long nostrils, and plush red lips dominate his face. Meanwhile, Pâris’ unflattering 

profile captures a lumpy jaw, harsh cheek bones, and a club-like nose with a particularly 

ornamental hairstyle. This series, which Cuzin dates to 1772, near the beginning of 

Vincent’s stay, differs from a later series, housed at the Louvre that Cuzin dates to 1774-5. 

This second series of thirteen monumental caricatures, measuring approximately 40 to 

                                                             
70 Montègre, La Rome des français au temps des lumières, 269; Pierre Rosenberg, “Julien de Parme, 
artiste manqué ou précurseur incompris,” in De Raphaël à la Révolution: les relations artistiques entre 
la France et l’Italie, Bibliothèque d’art Skira (Milan: Skira, 2005), 241–49. 
71 Jean Pierre Cuzin, François-André Vincent, 1746-1816: entre Fragonard et David (Paris: Arthena, 
2013), 34–36, 64–73, 358–60, 388–92. Elizabeth Mansfield also briefly discusses Vincent’s pensioner 
caricatures and their role in sociability and camaraderie: Mansfield, The Perfect Foil, 58. 
72 Jessica Fripp explores this in her dissertation: Fripp, “Portraits of Artists and the Social Commerce 
of Friendship in Eighteenth-Century France.” She has very generously permitted me to read a chapter 
from her dissertation that she is currently revising for publication, in which she tracks the 
provenance of these counterproofs, and also establishes that Jean-Siméon Barthélemy, Joseph 
Barthélemy Le Bouteux, and Johan-Tobias Sergel also produced caricatures. 
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70cm each, capture his subjects in full, with tiny heads and huge feet, but again in a 

Ghezzian style (fig. 1.19). 

 The ancien régime private caricatures inventoried here represent lightly caricatured 

portraits of groups of individuals otherwise known to have been friendly and sociable with 

one another, suggesting to us that these are not oppositional and agonistic images, but ones 

created among individuals working within the same trade and who are friendly towards 

one another. Most importantly, the groups of individuals represented are all at a similar, 

and liminal, stages in their careers. Finally, all of our imagery carefully copies from its 

Roman referent—the caricatures of Ghezzi—which favors the face in profile, captures the 

full body with very little background behind them, and makes subtle indications to identify 

professions through dress and sometimes the presence of an attribute or an accessory. 

These caricatures thus form an important part of the Roman experience of our pensioners, 

adopting a type of portraiture rendered famous in the city, and assumedly also aping an 

attitude of sprezzatura to which caricatural practice was linked.  

In the nineteenth century, pensioners of the French Academy in Rome continued the 

tradition of caricaturing their colleagues, though few examples have survived. An exception 

is the set of private caricatures by the architect Charles Garnier, in an album compiled by his 

wife, Louise, and donated to the École nationale supérieure des beaux-arts (ENSBA) where 

it currently resides. The album captures Garnier’s experience in Rome as a pensioner from 

1849 to 1853.73 Garnier’s images seem particularly indebted to the increasing popularity 

                                                             
73 This series is the only one treated in this chapter that has benefitted from monographic treatment. 
See in particular: Debrabant, “Charles Garnier, caricaturiste de son temps.” For more on the material 
state of the album itself, see Coralie Barbe, Laurence Caylux, and Isabelle Drieu la Rochelle, “L’Album 
Garnier (étude matérielle, principales détériorations et choix de restauration),” in L’Œil et la plume: 
caricatures de Charles Garnier, ed. Brugerolles Emmanuelle, Carnets d’études 18 (Paris: École 
nationale supérieure des beaux-arts. Beaux-arts de Paris, 2010), 110–14, exh. cat. 
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and availability of graphic satire in France, and borrow from contemporary graphic satire’s 

situational comedy, multiple characters, and reliance upon the caption to complete the joke.  

Rather than systematically produce charged portraits of his cohort at the Villa 

Medici, the new location for the French Academy in Rome pensioners, Garnier captures his 

close knit group in a variety of situations. For instance, Jean-Ernest Aubert (1824-1906), an 

engraver, appears frequently, either capturing Victor-François-Eloi Biennoury (1823-1893) 

in a portrait and vice versa, Biennoury reacting to Aubert’s portrait of him (fig. 2.18), 

strolling about with tinted spectacles, or vomiting after consuming too much wine (fig. 

2.19). Garnier’s economy of line is at its height, capturing his colleagues in just a few strokes 

and repeating his visual vocabulary for each of them: Biennoury has a skeletal face and 

intense, circular eyes, and Aubert is short and corpulent. Having established this 

vocabulary, Garnier’s caricatures can position his colleagues in a set of situations, fictive, 

factional, or embellished, like marionettes or cartoon characters, not unlike Rodolph 

Töpffer’s early nineteenth-century comic repertoire.  

 Garnier’s approach is characteristic of later caricatural practices at the Villa Medici, 

which Christiane Dotal explores in her article “La villa Médicis dans sa quotidienneté.”74 

Though Dotal covers a period beyond the chronological range of this dissertation, together 

the private caricatures explored here and her late nineteenth- and twentieth-century 

imagery attest to a practice so rampant and enduring that we should assume that many 

times more private caricatures were produced among artists than have been recovered. 

While Dotal concludes her article by assuming that this caricatural practice was a 

subversive one, her findings contain clues to the contrary. The fonds that she explores at the 

                                                             
74 Christiane Dotal, “La Villa Médicis dans sa quotidienneté à travers le regard de ses pensionnaires 
(fin XIXième, début XXième),” Ridiculosa 14, no. 2007 (2007): 229–44. 
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French Academy in Rome where these later private caricatures have been preserved also 

contain photographs of an unidentifiable space in which monumental caricatures were 

mounted on the wall.75 When we match this finding up to Camille Debrabant’s discovery we 

open the way to the possibility of caricature as an accepted and perhaps encouraged 

practice. From Hector Berlioz’ 1830s memoirs of his time at the Villa Medici, Debrabant 

discovers a phenomenon in which a wall of caricatures was mounted opposite a wall of the 

portraits that pensioners were expected to produce of their cohort in their last year.76 This 

likely explains the monumental scale of Vincent’s second set of caricatures, which could 

have been intended for the same purpose of display opposite the pensioners’ painted 

portraits. In this case, within the walls of the French Academy in Rome during both the 

ancien régime and afterwards, we must admit to the possibility that caricature as a practice 

was secretly encouraged by an institution that considered the development of youthful, 

masculine professional sociability or camaraderie among Paris’ most promising artists to be 

an important component of their artistic and intellectual development. 

THE AGE OF THE INSTITUT 

The ancien régime French Royal Academy of Painting and Sculpture was very careful to 

retain a monopoly over the telling of its own history. Since the Institut de France still exists, 

the same is very much true in this case as well: our primary sources for understanding its 

origins and activities from 1795 onwards are Léon Aucoc’s L’Institut de France et les 

anciennes académies (1889) and L’Institut de France. Lois, statuts et règlements (1889), 

                                                             
75 Ibid., 243–44. 
76 Debrabant, “Charles Garnier, caricaturiste de son temps,” 34. Berlioz writes: “Sur l’un des murs 
sont encadrés les portraits des anciens pensionnaires, au nombre de cinquante environ: sur l’autre, 
qu’on ne peut regarder sans rire, d’effroyables fresques de grandeur naturelle étalent une suite de 
caricatures dont la monstruosité grotesque ne peut se décrire, et dont les originaux ont tous habité 
l’Académie.” 
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L’Académie des beaux-arts (1891) by Henri Delaborde, member of the Institut and curator at 

the BnF’s Prints and Drawings room, as well as the edited volume Histoire des cinq 

académies (1995) penned on the Institut’s biennial.77 Most recently, the minutes of the 

Institut’s Académie des Beaux-arts have been published for 1811-1869 by the École des 

chartes. 

 Though the Institut’s early biographers described it as continuous with the French 

Royal Academy of the ancien régime, its functions and purview in relation to the fine arts 

were in fact much more limited, which will be explored in greater detail in Chapter 5. 

Though members of the Institut had their own very successful private studios where they 

trained young artists, the Institut’s Beaux-Arts class was shed of its instructional functions 

and divorced from the École des Beaux-Arts, founded also in 1795. The fine arts section of 

the Institut, which changed names several times from 1795 onwards, oversaw the functions 

of the French School in Rome, the election of members to its section, and the adjudication of 

the Prix de Rome. Here I will refer to the Beaux-Arts class of the Institut de France as the 

Académie des Beaux-Arts, when the second Restoration returned the title of Academy to the 

Institut’s classes. The ancien régime Academy, whose functions we will discuss further in 

Chapter 4, will be referred to as the Académie Royale.78 

 Founded under the Directory, the Institut de France gathered together all of the 

ancien régime academies suppressed in 1793. Originally, it included three “classes” or 

                                                             
77 Léon Aucoc, L’Institut de France et les anciennes académies (Paris: E. Plon Nourrit et cie., 1889); 
Léon Aucoc, L’Institut de France. Lois, statuts et règlements concernant les anciennes académies et 
l’Institut, de 1635 à 1889 (Paris: Imprimerie nationale, 1889); comte Henri Delaborde, L’Academie des 
beaux-arts depuis la fondation de l’Institut de France (Paris: E. Plon, Nourrit, 1891); Institut de France, 
Histoire des cinq académies (Paris: Librairie académique Perrin, 1995). 
78 The names of both of these ancien régime and post-Revolutionary institutions changed several 
times across their respective lives and intersected in 1815 when the fourth class was renamed the 
Académie royale des beaux arts. The names ascribed here to differentiate are used primarily for the 
purpose of clarity. 
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sections which were hierarchized: the first was the physical and mathematical sciences, the 

second was moral and political sciences, and the third was literature and fine art, the latter 

of which also included musical composition. Within each section were a series of further 

subject-based subdivisions. The third class, for instance, had subdivisions for grammar, 

ancient languages, poetry, antiquity and monuments, painting, sculpture, architecture, 

music, and oratory. Napoleon initiated a reorganization in 1803, dividing the Institut into 

four sections, and eradicating the moral and political science section. While fine arts 

remained the fourth and last section, language and literature were removed and given their 

own section, and history and ancient literature received their own section as well. The 

Restoration, in its attempts to borrow selectively from the ancien régime, retained the 

Institut de France, decreasing the number of members per section to remove its formerly 

regicidal contingent, and reintroduced the original ancien régime names of each section, 

retitling them Academies. The hierarchy of the Academies was also rearranged to reflect the 

age of each Academy, all of which were founded in the early to mid-seventeenth century: 

the first section was the French Academy (literature), the second was the French Royal 

Academy of Writing and Belles-Lettres (languages), the third was the French Royal 

Academy of Sciences, and the fourth was the French Royal Academy of Fine Arts. Again, 

music, architecture, painting, sculpture, and engraving were all collapsed into the Academy 

of Fine Arts. Finally, in an early attempt to reverse the Restoration’s stricter censorship, the 

July Monarchy restored the Academy of Moral and Political Sciences.79 

 Throughout its history, the members of the Institut were elected by its membership, 

whose numbers fluctuated with each political regime. For instance, the Fine Arts section 

went from 48 members under the Directory, to 28 members in the Empire, and 31 members 

                                                             
79 France, Histoire des cinq académies, 20–35. 
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in the Restoration. Throughout, more seats were made available to painters, sculptors, and 

architects. When one of the Institut’s lifelong seats was vacated, either because of death or a 

change in political regime, that section presented three possible names to the entire Institut 

de France and all its sections during one of their annual meetings.80 Not unlike the 

Académie Royale of the ancien régime, the Fine Arts section thus chose its own 

membership; however, a vastly smaller number of artists was responsible for choosing this 

lifelong membership, which resulted in accusations of gerontocracy and stagnation that we 

will explore in Chapter 5. 

 As Aucoc and the École des chartes projects indicate, the Institut and its sections’ 

primary functions were to meet, deliberate, record meetings, and publish new statutes 

relevant to the broader communities of arts and sciences. Each section adjudicated its own 

prize, and some also had attached schools, such as the Fine Arts section’s School in Rome. Its 

membership indirectly regained its previous control over some aspect of artistic formation 

in Paris by electing professors to the École des Beaux-Arts and Paris’ Music Conservatory.81 

Artists, however, seem to have taken advantage of sessions at the Institut de France to 

observe their colleagues in the other sections whose physiognomies were most fascinating 

to them (fig. 2.20). 

  

                                                             
80 Ibid., 307–9, 21–23. 
81 Aucoc, L’Institut de France. Lois, statuts et règlements concernant les anciennes académies et 
l’Institut, de 1635 à 1889, 274, 29. Article 31 from the 1816 Ordonnance du Roi states, in a section 
otherwise devoted to the Grand Prix de Rome: “Lorsqu’il vient à vaquer une place de professeur, soit 
à l’École royale des beaux-arts de Paris, soit à celles des départements, l’Académie présente au 
Ministre (après qu’il en a fait la demande) un des canidats entre lesquels est choisi le sujet qui doit 
remplier les fonctions vacantes.” 
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Caricaturing in the Institut 

Vincent’s caricatural activities did not end after he returned to Paris following his stay at the 

palazzo Mancini. Vincent does not appear to have started caricaturing again until he was 

elected to the Institut de France immediately upon its creation in 1795, after which point 

we have many small loosely drawn or doodled pen and ink caricatures of other members of 

the Institut, most of whom were not artist members. These were likely drawn during the 

Institut’s long and infamously boring meetings, and Vincent’s sitters are thus captured from 

a variety of strange positions that betray their contingency upon wherever Vincent 

happened to be sitting in relation to them. Just as many caricatures exist for this period of 

his life (Cuzin dates them to roughly 1797-1800) as do for his stay at the Palazzo Mancini as 

a young man, the two largest concentrations being the album Baderou at the musée de 

Rouen and the album housed in the musée du Louvre.82 Both of these were constituted later, 

and Vincent’s contributions have been clipped and pasted in. In the case of the album 

Baderou, the notes by donor Henri Baderou indicate that drawings attributed to Anne-Louis 

Girodet and Jacques-Louis David were also pasted into the album, though they have since 

been removed.83  

 In these remarkably looser images, Vincent’s approach to caricature has clearly 

been liberated from the Ghezzian mode, and has now become more intimate, careful studies 

of the correspondence between face and character using a remarkable economy of line and 

expression. For instance, Quatremère de Quincy’s portrait is severe, restrained, austere, and 

captures darkness and fatigue in very few lines (fig. 2.20). Quatremère’s severity and 

restraint are embodied by his high, suffocating collar and the perpendicularity of his head, 

                                                             
82 Cuzin, François-André Vincent, 1746-1816, 206–7, 288, 484–90, 497–500. 
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held perfectly upright where many of Vincent’s figures melt into their seats or respond 

emotively to the séances, for instance Jean-Guillaume Moitte (fig. 2.21) whom Vincent also 

caricatured as a pensioner in Rome. Quatremère’s eyebrows are furrowed but his eyes 

remain open and beady, and a simple circle loops down around both of them, darkening the 

space under his eyes and adding bags to them simultaneously. A conspicuous frown line is 

scratched below his bulbous, melting nose and his lips seem carefully pursed and unnatural. 

In contrast, Carle Vernet (fig. 2.22) is the embodiment of the romantic lost generation. His 

hair and jacket have been traced with voluptuous, curving lines that thicken, taper, and 

bend gently at their ends. His expression is pensive and intrigued as his hand floats, perhaps 

involuntarily, up to his mouth as he listens, and his eyes squint in concentration. These 

painters and sculptors make rare appearances in Vincent’s albums, which are more likely to 

capture scientific and medical members of the Institut, such as the astronomer Jean-Jérôme 

de Lalande, whose crab-like head and wild, expressive eyes and eyebrows Vincent seems to 

have found particularly fascinating (fig. 2.22).  

 Vincent’s return to caricature during his time at the Institut was later 

complemented by his participation, as discussed above, in the 1806-9 edition of Lavater’s 

Physiognomy. His caricatural activities, however, are not mentioned in Cuzin’s discussion of 

what drew Vincent to participate in this endeavor. Rather, his longstanding relationship to 

caricature demonstrates a persistent fascination with the body’s and the face’s expressive 

language which would have been a partner to, and not a distraction from, his corresponding 

interest in Le Brun and Lavater’s thinking on the very same topic.84 Cuzin does, however, 

note that Louis-Léopold Boilly, fellow Institut member to Vincent, was equally interested in 

this question, and carried it through to deformation with his grimaces series, mentioned 
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114 
 

above.85 Boilly’s interest in the expressive, caricatural face bridges Vincent’s early Institut 

caricatures with the 1820s imagery that followed as a new generation of artists were 

admitted to the Institut: Horace Vernet (1789-1863), elected in 1826, and Boilly’s son, 

Julien-Léopold Boilly (1796-1874), who, though not a member, lithographed all of its 

members around 1825 and produced a series of expressive ink and gouache caricatural 

drawings, perhaps simultaneously.86 All of these series demonstrate a decisive shift in the 

social environments that produced private caricature: previously produced during a period 

of liminality, where young, unmarried men, not yet received into the French Royal Academy 

enjoyed their first taste of freedom and cosmopolitanism in Rome, in the age of the Institut, 

an older cohort of Academicians continued their caricatural activities into a period of 

relative security as established, lifelong members of an elite arts and sciences institution, 

the Institut de France. 

 The Institut de France possesses an album of caricatures whose lively color and 

humorous drawings escape private caricature’s tendency towards the inside joke: Julien 

Boilly’s caricatures of Institut de France members, which include artists, mathematicians, 

writers, musicians, and so on. This 37-page album contains caricatures of 75 members of 

the Institut, the most famous of its artists being David’s students, Girodet, Antoine-Jean 

Gros, Pierre-Narcisse Guérin, and François Gérard (fig. 2.23). The Institut de France’s 

attribution of the album to Julien-Léopold Boilly stems from his aforementioned 1820-23 

lithographic series of portraits, entitled Iconographie de l’Institut royal de France. The 

similarities between the naturalistic, lithographic representations, and the caricatures are 

                                                             
85 Ibid., 254; Siegfried, “Grimaces and Têtes d’Expression.” 
86 It should be noted that while the Institut de France credits these works to the son, Sébastien Allard 
and Marie-Claude Chaudonneret assume they are from Louis-Léopold Boilly’s hand. See Le Suicide de 
Gros : les peintres de l’Empire et la génération romantique (Montreuil: Gourcuff Gradenigo, 2010). 
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at times striking: the abbé Morellet, for instance, a member of the Académie française, is 

captured at the same three-quarter angle, which perfectly sets off the angularity of his 

sloping nose, and the way his mouth pinches below it (fig. 2.24). Similarly, the lithographic 

and gouache representations of Dominique Vivant Denon capture his jolly smile and its 

effect on his face, pulling his mouth into his teeth as his cheeks and chin jut out in the 

opposite direction (fig. 2.25).  

 Horace Vernet’s private caricatures look very similar to Vincent’s later images. 

Produced in ink with an expressive economy of line, he reverts back to the Ghezzian mode 

of arranging a caricature with his sitters presented in full body, with accessories and very 

minimal backgrounds. For instance the painter Jean Joseph Xavier Bidauld (1758-1846), 

elected to the Institut in 1823, advances towards the viewer with a top hat and cane, with 

eyebrows and eyes so cavernous that they are blacked out in ink (fig. 2.26). Auguste de 

Forbin (1777-1841) captured in his old age, still sports his stylish coiffure, but his entire 

face droops at the edges: his jowls, mouth, eyes, and brow sag to either side of a round nose, 

his enlarged ears seeming to pin everything in place (fig. 2.26). Again, Vernet’s images 

reflect the new community he commemorates; alongside these artists he has captured 

musicians and scientists, for instance Gaspare Spontini, an Italian opera composer (fig. 

2.26).  

THE SALON, CÉNACLE, AND STUDIO 

Several of the private caricatures assembled here are the product of a circle of artists who 

may or may not have met regularly to socialize and talk. This friendly practice of lettered 

sociability occurred in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries in gatherings now called 

salons. In a way, the practice of meeting in salons, generally restricted to men and women of 

wealth and education, allowed for the more relaxed forms of sociability also practiced in the 
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Grand Tour: the social codes of bienséance and juste milieu, which moderated the flow and 

subject matter of conversation to maintain its levity and promote a rapid movement across 

topics, were joined by an appreciation for sprezzatura—natural grace, nonchalance, and 

lack of artificiality.87 Accordingly, the well-known ancien régime salons most recently and 

thoroughly explored by Antoine Lilti all participated in spontaneous, and irreverent games 

designed to foster the staging of gallantry and erudition. Lilti describes them as gallant and 

ludic rhyming games, some of which were later carefully polished and published such as the 

salon of Mlle Quinault’s Recueil de ces messieurs (1741).88 These kinds of practices Lilti 

qualifies as semi-cosmopolitan, semi-humorous (badinage).89  

 Participants in post-Revolutionary salons, however, sought to reconceptualize the 

way in which they were constituted, given the salon’s prior associations to aristocratic 

practices of pure sociability and the despotic back-door dealings of the ancien régime 

state.90 Steven Kale and Sarah Horowitz argue that in the immediate post-Revolutionary 

aftermath, though less so from the July Monarchy onwards, salon membership tended to 

hinge upon political orientation. Similarly, the erosion of France’s hereditary aristocracy 

allowed a more open elite to attend Paris’ Empire, Restoration, and July Monarchy salons. 

 The early nineteenth-century critic, Auguste Jal, is particularly attentive to social 

status in his writings on artists’ gatherings.91 Writing as a Bonapartist and republican at the 

                                                             
87For a cogent description of the social mores that made up French honnêteté see Jolanta Pekacz, 
Conservative Tradition in Pre-Revolutionary France: Parisian Salon Women (New York: P. Lang, 1999), 
15–72. 
88 Lilti, Le Monde des salons, 295–307. 
89 Ibid., 296. 
90 On pure sociability, see Georg Simmel and Everett C. Hughes, “The Sociology of Sociability,” 
American Journal of Sociology 55, no. 3 (1949): 254–61. 
91 These texts are virtually identical to one another. My citations draw upon the more easily 
accessible 1871 publication in Jal’s Mémoires. Auguste Jal, “Les Soirées d’artistes,” in Paris, ou le livre 
des cent-et-un, vol. 1, 15 vols. (Paris: Ladvocat, Libraire, 1831), 109–45; Auguste Jal, “Réunions 
d’artistes et de gens de lettres sous la Restauration,” in Souvenirs d’un homme de lettres (Paris: Léon 
Techener, Libraire, 1877), 515–68. 
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beginning of the July Monarchy, Jal’s text provides a loaded indictment of the ancien régime 

salon. In his description, Parisian artists were in every way subordinate to the aristocracy 

they served: he characterizes the Académie Royale as “une colonie de brillants esclaves,” 

describes the great discrepancy between their social status and that of their patrons and, as 

such, asserts that they were only admitted to the aristocratic salons to serve as “amuseurs 

qu’on aimait à la fureur.” Because the artists’ relationship to their practice was largely 

considered vocational—artists merited their status because of their talent but did not share 

the inherited rank of their patrons—they were conceived of as having been “prostituted” in 

polite company to enhance the social capital of their patrons.92 Conditions, he says, 

improved in the Restoration, as artists liberated themselves from their enslavement and 

prostitution, and as such, rather than playing the “bouffon” or “ornement” in the social 

gatherings of others, they could form their own circles of artists and equals.93 

 From here, Anthony Glinoer and Victor Laisney have picked up where Jal left off, 

publishing several impressive works on the artists’ circle in the early nineteenth century, 

with an emphasis on literary circles.94 Like the salon, the circle or cénacle is a reunion of a 

small number of writers and artists in a private place, often one of their houses. The 

unofficial code of the circle was one of camaraderie—a word which eventually became the 

object of a debate pursued in the Mercure du XIXe siècle and the Revue des deux mondes 

between 1824 and 1831.95 Within an increasingly individuated art world the artist’s circle 

                                                             
92 Jal, “Réunions d’artistes et de gens de lettres sous la Restauration,” 517–19. 
93 Ibid., 517–21. 
94 Vincent Laisney, L’Arsenal romantique: le salon de Charles Nodier, 1824-1834 (Paris: Champion, 
2002); Anthony Glinoer, La Querelle de la camaraderie littéraire: les romantiques face à leurs 
contemporains (Geneva: Librairie Droz, 2008); Anthony Glinoer and Vincent Laisney, L’Âge des 
cénacles. Confraternités littéraires et artistiques au XIXe siècle (Paris: Fayard, 2013); Jérôme Farigoule, 
Sophie De Grande, and Sophie Eloy, eds., La Fabrique du romantisme: Charles Nodier et les Voyages 
pittoresques, 2014, exh. cat. 
95 Glinoer, La Querelle de la camaraderie littéraire; Laisney, L’Arsenal romantique, 601–88. 
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was meant to function as a terrain of mutual support based on equality, rather than patron-

client relations or subservience to a guild or corporation.96 Despite this, it was critiqued by 

contemporaries such as Henri de Latouche on the grounds that radical individualism and 

opportunism remained the dominant model, and the circle’s claims to egalitarian-infused 

notions of camaraderie was a lie.  

 Similar to the ancien régime salons, the early nineteenth-century artists’ circle’s 

primary output seems to have been collective works produced by members of the salon, 

who presumably strengthened their professional and social bonds in the context of the 

salon facilitating the collaborative production of works outside of it, a notable example 

being the twenty-three illustrated volumes by members of Charles Nodier’s salon, entitled 

Voyages pittoresques et romantiques dans l’ancienne France (1820-1878). The literary salons 

that Laisney and Glinoer examine also produced their own private semi-cosmopolitan, 

semi-humorous objects, which they describe as album amicorum. For instance, Nodier’s, had 

the practice of collectively annotating a volume of Pierre de Ronsard’s sixteenth-century 

poetry as a rite of initiation.97 The salons we will discuss below expose us to the possibility 

that the cénacle’s bawdy rites of initiation also included spontaneous compositions in other 

formats, both musical and visual, though examples of both prove tremendously ephemeral.  

 The early nineteenth-century art world was also witness to another important 

change in the sites of artistic sociability. Though study in the private studio had always 

played a central role in the formation of artists, the numbers of young students per private 

studio grew rapidly in the early nineteenth century.98 Indeed, Institut membership, as we 

                                                             
96 On this, see especially Laisney, L’Arsenal romantique, see esp. 72-5. 
97 Laisney and Glinoer acknowledge the larger practice of producing album amicorum, where young 
women collected famous signatures; however, the album amicorum of the artist’s circle reified their 
sociability and camaraderie. Glinoer and Laisney, L’Âge des cénacles, 435–40. 
98 Bonnet and Nerlich, Apprendre à peindre : les ateliers privés à Paris, 1780-1863. 
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will discuss further in Chapters 3 and 5, signaled to aspiring young artists which private 

studios would be most lucrative to appeal to for membership. As such, the private studios of 

artists such as David and Gros attracted dozens of students at a time and were frequently 

represented in drawing, painting, graphic satire, and vaudeville theater, and even led to the 

birth of a new popular social type, called the rapin—a young, lazy art student.99 The large 

numbers of young, often unsupervised, men rendered the studio the ideal site for pranks 

and charivari. Scholars have not, however, found caricatural sketches for the eighteenth and 

especially nineteenth centuries to parallel those we know were produced by students in the 

studios of Italian masters such as Annibale Caracci. The holdings of the Département des 

Arts graphiques at the musée du Louvre indicate, however, that caricatures may have 

appeared frequently within this space. Indeed, in an album of Gros’ sketches we can make 

out a faintly drawn caricatural face next to a study of a cape (fig. 2.27) and in an 1853 sketch 

of the kneeling virgin by Paul Delaroche, he scrawled a caricatural self-portrait of 

exhaustion (fig. 2.28). Marginal caricatures, as expressive sleights of hand on the sketching 

paper of artists accustomed to working from the model, are likely prolific, though largely 

undiscovered and unexplored. 

An Early Eighteenth-Century Artist’s Circle 

The earliest eighteenth-century French private caricatures that we know of are a red chalk 

series of ten images with a frontispiece that titles the series Calotines et Charges. Without 

giving a reason why, in his 1852 Portraits inédits d’artistes français Phillippe de 

Chennevières dated the series to circa 1729 and attributed it to Jacques de Favanne (1716-

                                                             
99 Ibid.; Alain Bonnet, Artistes en groupe: la représentation de la communauté des artistes dans la 
peinture du XIXe siècle (Rennes: Presses universitaires de Rennes, 2007). 
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1770).100 The series does not appear to picture Favanne himself, but each of the ten chalk 

drawings writes out the name of the artist pictured in cursive: Mr. Favanne, Peintre; 

Monsieur de Troy, Peintre; Monsieur Le Moine; Monsieur de la Joue, Peintre; Monsieur du 

Vivier, Graveur; Monsieur de Cochin, Graveur; Monsieur Oppenord, Architecte; Monsieur 

Boussaut, Sculpteur; Monsieur Costou l’Aisne; and Monsieur Vancleve. While neither the 

faces nor the bodies of the figures pictured appear heavily caricatured, their poses emulate 

those adopted by Ghezzi in his 1730s full-length caricatures. If we are to believe 

Chennevières’ attribution, Favanne seems to have been particularly fond of picturing his 

elderly models with the traits of their advanced age and accoutrements of their affected 

nobility: Lemoyne and Cochin lean daintily on canes; and Duvivier, Bousseau, and Coustou 

wear swords that have gone askew or have become entangled between their legs (fig. 2.29). 

 Marianne Roland Michel provides the most recent investigation of the Calotines et 

Charges series as a part of her monograph on Jacques de la Joue, where she also agrees that 

we have been given no reason to trust Chennevières’ attribution or date of execution. She 

delves into puzzling out the identities of each of the ten sitters. Given that most come from 

dynasties of artists fixing their identities is a challenge, as is the case with the names de 

Troy, Coustou, and Lemoyne. Further, many of these artists died in the 1730s, and few went 

to Rome or were there together.101 When could these have been drawn, and why this set of 

artists? Michel disagrees with Chennevières’ argument that Jacques de Favanne, the son of 

the more renowned Henri de Favanne (1688-1752), sought to represent the most famous 

                                                             
100 Charles-Philippe de Chennevières-Pointel, Portraits inédits d’artistes français (Paris: Vigneres, 
Rapilly, 1852), 33–34. This collection of images was briefly in the collection of the Goncourt brothers 
before they sold it (1852-6). It eventually ended up in the collection of the Bibliothèque nationale de 
France. Elisabeth Launay, Les frères Goncourt: collectionneurs de dessins (Paris: Arthena, Association 
pour la diffusion de l’histoire de l’art, 1991), 85, 141. 
101 Marianne Roland Michel, Lajoüe et l’art rocaille (Neuilly sur Seine: Arthena, 1984), 27–36. 
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academic artists of early eighteenth-century France given that Charles-Nicolas Cochin the 

father was not received by the Academy until 1731. 

 Unable to resolve these research problems, Michel finds evidence of sociability 

among the series’ sitters: Lajoue took his oath for his reception to the Academy with 

Corneille van Clève (1646-1732), a sculptor; Jean Duvivier (1687-1761), an engraver of 

ornament dedicated his Nouveau Livre de cartouche pour ornemens des armes (1712) to 

Gilles-Marie Oppenord (1672-1742), the architect and ornament designer’s protector, the 

duc d’Orléans. And Lajoue’s daughter’s marriage contract shows that Charles-Nicolas Cochin 

the elder and Guillaume Coustou the younger were present, though Nicolas Coustou (1658-

1733) the elder, seems to be pictured here.102 Michel leaves us to assume that this series 

captured a group of friends late in their life. 

The Roman Ghezzi caricatures may have been the inspiration for this anonymous 

series of Calotines et Charges, which stakes out the contours of a small, sociable, and elite 

community of late career artists, well established within their respective media and many of 

whom enjoyed successful administrative careers, such as François de Troy (1645-1730) 

who by 1722 was Assistant Rector of the Academy. The individuals represented in this 

series are likely united here explicitly for their shared devotion to the arts of ornament in 

the King’s household. The frontispiece to the Calotines et Charges series (fig. 2.30) strongly 

suggests this coherence: two figures hold up a voluptuous cartouche that straddles Rococo 

and Baroque design motifs. At their feet are scattered tools for engravers, sculptors, or 

designers of ornament. Indeed, this set of artists all fulfilled important commissions for the 

Bâtiments du Roi—work which was likely also responsible for each artist’s success within 

the ranks of the Academy. 

                                                             
102 Ibid., 29. 
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The Nineteenth Century Cénacle 

Our final set of private caricatures is from Pierre-Luc Cicéri’s salon. The Cicéri salon’s 

sociability is contingent upon its members’ mutual participation in the world of Restoration 

music and theatre, in the same way as the Calotines et Charges images captured a set of elite 

artists who worked closely with the Bâtiments du roi to furnish the ancien régime nobility 

with decoration and ornamentation. Further, the Cicéri salon’s caricatures against Louis 

XVIII and commemorative images of Napoleon betray their clandestine Bonapartist political 

allegiance.103 

 Thanks to Auguste Jal, we know quite a bit about the weekly salon of Cicéri and his 

wife, Alexandrine Isabey, which seems to have taken place in the early 1820s. They 

gathered together artists and musicians, and laid out a table with paper, brushes, inks, and 

pencils so that the salon’s visual artists could produce drawn improvisations—

caricatures—while its musical guests produced musical improvisations nearby.104 Their 

sketches have survived in an album of caricatures, or a cahier des charges, at the 

Bibliothèque historique de la ville de Paris, though, as with Vincent’s caricatures, copies of 

these exist at the BnF, the Fogg Art Museum, and in private collections, testifying to the fact 

that these objects were reproduced for gifting and exchange. This eighty-page album 

contains 105 caricatures, some of which are duplicates, others of which copy printed 

graphic satire from Auguste Jal’s Le Miroir and La Pandore, others of which copy images and 

                                                             
103 My research on the Cicéri album is forthcoming in Visual Resources.  Steven D. Kale, French Salons: 
High Society and Political Sociability from the Old Regime to the Revolution of 1848 (Baltimore: Johns 
Hopkins University Press, 2004); Sarah Horowitz, Friendship and Politics in Post-Revolutionary 
France, 2013. 
104 Auguste Jal published on his experiences of Paris’ Restoration Salons twice: Jal, “Les Soirées 
d’artistes”; Jal, “Réunions d’artistes et de gens de lettres sous la Restauration.”  
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satires of Napoleon and Louis XVIII, testifying to multiple uses, the principal of which was to 

produce private, sociable caricatures of the salon’s membership. 

 The individual caricatures, which Jal claims were produced exclusively by the 

salon’s artists—he lists Jean-Baptiste Isabey, Horace and Carle Vernet, and Cicéri—can be 

compared to naturalistic portraiture in much the same way as Boilly’s, but with the added 

benefit of Jal’s written descriptions to flesh out the way in which physiognomic distortion 

produced humor.105 Jal first talks about the caricature of Charles Philippe Lafont, a violinist, 

who appears “emprisonné dans le manche d’un violon dont la volute contournée reproduit 

avec une fidélité bouffonne les traits de sa figure.”106  Indeed, a comparison to a naturalistic 

portrait of Lafont corroborates our caricaturist and Jal’s description (fig. 2.31). Lafont’s lithe 

figure and high starched collar burst from his jacket in much the same way as he bursts 

from the neck of his equally elegant instrument. In the caricature, a sloping line forms from 

his pronounced chin, nose, and eyebrows, punctuating the spirited curve of his violin’s 

scroll, exaggerating what appears to be Lafont’s carefully coiffed, and perfectly glossy 

ringlets. The caricature highlights features that are present, but much less prominent, in this 

lithographic portrait, such as the way in which Lafont’s style of collar highlights his 

prominent chin, and his overgrown and whiskery sideburns. Similarly, the composer and 

pianist, Pierre-Joseph-Guillaume Zimmerman, appears with “une large bouche, amplement 

pourvue de grandes dents, à un nez long et pointu, à dex yeux noirs biens ouverts et 

surmontés de gros sourcils noirs,” and whom Jal indicates was rendered so perfectly in a 

portrait by Gros (fig. 2.32).107 Indeed, both Gros and Zimmerman’s caricaturist capture his 

                                                             
105 Jal, “Les Soirées d’artistes,” 132. 
106 Ibid. 
107 Ibid., 133. 
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tousled hair, dark, romantic eyebrows, boyish grin, and of course, his mole, and both 

portraits mirror the coy and friendly cocking of his head.   

More broadly, the Cicéri salon was made up of a community of artists and musicians 

united both by their participation in Paris’ theatrical world, and also by marriage or by 

student-teacher relationships through the Paris Conservatory. For instance, Alexandrine 

Isabey, Cicéri’s wife, also hosted her brother and father, both artists, Eugène Isabey and 

Jean-Baptiste Isabey, respectively. Alexandrine’s marriage to the scenographer Cicéri may 

have been motivated by inter-trade networking since Jean-Baptiste Isabey had been 

principal decorator of imperial theatres under Napoleon. Another important attendee of the 

salon, the operatic composer Luigi Cherubini, was a professor and then director of the Paris 

Conservatory, and was also instructor to a series of composers in attendance at the salon, 

including François Boiëldieu and Zimmerman. Even Cicéri’s student, Auguste Caron, 

attended the salon. These student-teacher relationships clearly morph into working 

relationships as students ascended into the professional world of stage design, playwriting, 

and composition. Other examples of this include Auguste Garneray and Hippolyte Lecomte, 

both painters who produced costume designs.108  

THE CORPORATE IDIOM IN PARIS’ ARTISTIC MILIEU 

In declining to characterize private caricature as subversive, this chapter has sought to 

replace this understanding of private caricature with one that betters suits the way in which 

it was wielded by artists across the late eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. Surviving 

examples of private caricatures by artists demonstrate that they were employed not to 

                                                             
108 Judith Chazin-Bennahum, The Lure of Perfection: Fashion and Ballet, 1780-1830 (Psychology Press, 
2005). 
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subvert the Academy’s loyalty to the practice of drawing and imitation, but rather 

constituted a form of sociability related distinctly to life stage and to working identity. Our 

artists either reified their liminality as young men who are not yet a part of an Academy; as 

older established men who have been elected to the Institut; or formed alternative 

environments for professional sociability outside of institutional locales within the more 

informal environment of the salon and cénacle.  

Private caricatures thus testify to the importance of artists’ collective identification 

with the nature of their trade. This observation parallels the forms of workers’ camaraderie 

explored by cultural historians of work whose scholarship demonstrate that work played a 

central role in structuring French society.109 William Sewell, in particular, has revealed that 

even after the abolition of its guilds and corporations during the French Revolution, work 

continued to play this pervasive structuring role. He argues that though the corporate 

system had ended, the corporate idiom persisted, and as such paved the way for the 

workers’ organizations and growing class consciousness that culminated in the 1848 

Revolution.110  

Similarly, the private caricatures here explored were produced to reify forms of 

artistic sociability whose organizing principles all hinged upon different forms of 

professional identity. Private caricature was thus a sociable practice that reified not only 

friendship, but camaraderie—that form of sociability that reflects one’s corporate identity. 

                                                             
109 Davis, “The Reasons of Misrule”; William H. Sewell, Work and Revolution in France : The Language 
of Labor from the Old Regime to 1848 (Cambridge; New York: Cambridge University Press, 1980); 
Michael Sonenscher, Work and Wages: Natural Law, Politics, and the Eighteenth-Century French 
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Labor: Brotherhoods of Compagnonnage in Old and New Regime France (Ithaca: Cornell University 
Press, 1994); James Richard Farr, Artisans in Europe, 1300-1914, New Approaches to European 
History (Cambridge; New York: Cambridge University Press, 2000). 
110 William H. Sewell, Work and Revolution in France : The Language of Labor from the Old Regime to 
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Whereas scholarship on caricature often folds it in with oppositional satirical images, this 

chapter has been devoted to disentangling private caricature from other satirical practices. 

Instead, a close analysis of the material history of private caricature reveals that rather than 

satirize its subjects, it served as a witty token of friendship exchanged among participants, 

and that helped to define artistic communities within corporations or via the corporate 

idiom.  
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CHAPTER 3 

The Exceptional and Ordinary Artist 

Nathalie Heinich’s narrative of the evolution of the artist’s social status has played an 

important role in scholarship on the representation of the artist and his relationship to the 

art world from the seventeenth century onwards. Her narrative, which we will explore in 

greater detail, describes the transformation of the artist’s social status from an artisan or 

tradesmen reliant upon guild or corporate membership, to an erudite professional who 

belonged to a Liberal Arts academy. By the very end of the eighteenth century and into the 

nineteenth, artists increasingly understood themselves as devotees to the vocation of art, 

and their organization became more independent and autonomous.  

 This narrative has compelling analogues in cultural representation which reinforced 

this elevation of the artist’s social status from artisan to professional to vocational devotee. I 

argue here that while artistic communities’ self-presentation conformed in many cases to 

this narrative of an increasingly autonomous social status, this representation was largely 

aspirational. In other words, the cultural representation of the artist’s social status should 

not be conflated with the artist’s material or juridical social status. Indeed, cultural 

representation was largely wielded as a discursive tool that could help to reinforce a largely 

tenuous and ambivalent social status, which vacillated, across this century, between art as a 

commercial practice, on the one hand, and as a liberal practice on the other.  

 This chapter will explore the artist’s self-presentation of a largely aspirational social 

status across the eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries through painted portraiture. Its 
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second half reveals that art-world caricature, conducted in a “lower” register of printed 

satirical cultural production, contested the aspirational presentation of the artist’s social 

status as exceptional and autonomous. I will account for how art-world caricature presents 

us with an ordinary, rather than extraordinary, permutation of the artist’s social status 

through an iconographic analysis of how this type of imagery operates in the aggregate. In 

many ways, satirists treated the artist-as-social type as a kind of marionette. This figure, 

identifiable largely because of the brushes, easel, and mahlstick that accompanied him 

everywhere, could have his costume, coiffure, interlocutors, environment, and activities 

swapped out and rearranged to elaborate a set of types and tropes for the satirical 

representation of the ordinary artist in his milieu.1  

THE STATUS OF THE ARTIST 

FROM TRADE TO PROFESSION 

Heinich’s monumental two-part exploration of the status of the artist in France remains one 

of the most thorough investigations into the public representation of the artist’s 

relationship to work and to society from the seventeenth to the twentieth centuries.2 

Broadly, her argument across both books tracks the processes of intellectualization, 

dematerialization, and individualization that together were responsible for artists’ evolving 

                                                             
1 I emphasize the male pronoun here because, overwhelming, art-world caricature refused to 
represent women as serious or aspiring artists. Rather, women in art-world caricature primarily 
feature as titillating models, objects of romantic interest, amateur students, or amateur practitioners. 
We know that this, indeed, was not at all the case. Most recently, Séverine Sofio has demonstrated the 
extent to which women artists were involved in Paris’ artistic milieu as professional practitioners. 
See Séverine Sofio, Artistes femmes: la parenthèse enchantée, XVIIIe-XIXe siècles (Paris: CNRS Éditions, 
2016). 
2 Nathalie Heinich, Du Peintre à l’artiste artisans et académiciens à l’âge classique (Paris: Les Ed. de 
Minuit, 1993); Nathalie Heinich, L’Élite artiste: excellence et singularité en régime démocratique 
(Paris: Gallimard, 2005). 
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status, as their craft was perceived first as trade, then profession, then as a vocation.3 

Heinich further argues that these shifts were not purely discursive, but were also effected 

on a structural level. Here I will briefly summarize her argument, which she has 

characterized as synthetic and has drawn primarily from secondary sources. Via her 

treatment of these topics, Heinich provides us with a thorough state of the field on the 

subject of research relating to the cultural and social status of the artist. The structural 

changes that Heinich describes in her scholarship will be treated in much greater detail in 

the following two chapters. Rather, my goal here is to outline the overall arc of her 

argument, which at the time of its publication in 1993 and 2005, aptly summarized the 

collective trajectory of scholarship on the status of the artist and continues to describe the 

scholarship that has followed, with few exceptions. 

 Heinich’s narrative begins with the establishment of Académie Royale in 1648, 

which, as she, Thomas Crow, and Christian Michel have described, emerged from a conflict 

between the guild, or more aptly, the Corporation of Master Painters and Sculptors, and 

those artists granted personal privileges to practice art making by the monarchy.4 From its 

inception, the Academy argued for its existence by attempting to gain membership to the 

Liberal Arts—an argument that was waged against a centuries’ old tradition in which the 

Liberal Arts were divided between the trivium (rhetoric, grammar, logic) and the 

quadrivium (arithmetic, geometry, music, and astronomy). Heinich here argues that, 

                                                             
3 Heinich flags that French understandings of professionalization differ from American ones: where 
professionalization in American English insinuates a distancing from trade, Heinich points out that 
the same is not true in the French understanding of the word. Heinich, Du Peintre à l’artiste artisans 
et académiciens à l’âge classique, 33–34. 
4 Thomas E. Crow, Painters and Public Life in 18th Century Paris (New Haven: Yale University Press, 
1985); Heinich, Du Peintre à l’artiste artisans et académiciens à l’âge classique, 19–21; Christian 
Michel, L’Académie royale de peinture et de sculpture (1648-1793) : la naissance de l’École française 
(Genève: Librarie Droz, 2012), 22–32. 
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through the process of academicization, the visual arts carved out an alternative status for 

themselves, effecting a shift from artisanship to profession.  

Redefined as a profession, Heinich argues, the Academy and its members 

understood themselves as united by their exercise of the same occupation which invested 

them with a collective identity; nonetheless, each member was individuated in their 

practice, though they shared a model of excellence. This model, which emphasized the 

individual practice of one’s trade over the collective, distinguished the Academy’s 

professional model from the corporation’s trade-based model: in France’s corporate world, 

kinship bonds, price of admission, and the history of trade were the terms of one’s 

“belonging” to the community, whereas the Academy purported to emphasize individual 

merit instead, with no price of admission and no (apparent) special dispensation for the 

family of preexisting members. Heinich, however, emphasizes that the Academicians 

distanced themselves from the commercial dimension of their practice: members of the 

Academy were forbidden from owning their own boutique, though the Corporation’s 

membership was densely populated by merchants of arts, crafts, and curiosities. Heinich 

recognizes the way in which Academicians sought “work arounds” to this rule, establishing 

private studios and employing the Academy’s Salon exhibitions in the Louvre to, 

respectively, signal a gathering place for the exchange of artworks, and showcase their 

talents for future sale.5 

 Art’s professionalization was further effected through the Academy’s attention to 

the practice of drawing, which became central to its processes of formation and evaluation 

and was jealously safeguarded from the Corporation until the 1776 dissolution of its 

                                                             
5 Heinich, Du Peintre à l’artiste artisans et académiciens à l’âge classique, 24–32.  
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drawing school.6 Similarly, the hierarchy of genres placed higher value both financially and 

aesthetically upon subject matter requiring higher intellect and erudition,7 and further 

through its emphasis upon collective education which distinguished it from the trades’ 

tendency towards apprenticeship and imitation in artistic formation.8  

FROM PROFESSION TO VOCATION 

Heinich begins to observe the mutation of the artist’s work from profession to vocation in 

the late eighteenth century: gradually, the professional structures of the Academy were 

characterized as oppressive by its students and members. Once the Academy’s model of 

excellence and transmission by imitation was reconceptualized as oppressive to genius, 

Heinich argues that the modern notion of the “artist” emerged, and with it a vocational 

model for our understanding of the practice of art, in which artists are original, unique, and 

innovative creators, who bear an entirely autonomous relationship to tradition rather than 

a subservient one. She finds this reflected in the remuneration for artworks made, where 

value is assigned by experts based on the artist’s renown rather than the quality of the work 

and the materials used.9 

 Over a decade later, Heinich picks up where she left off, exploring the evolution of 

the notion of the artist and artistic work as vocational across the nineteenth and twentieth 

centuries in L’Élite artiste: excellence et singularité en régime démocratique (2005). In the 

vocational model, artists’ communities were structured and accessed much more loosely 

than the Academy’s professional model: artists were instead atomized, and their 

membership in the community was entirely contingent upon nonmaterial factors, such as 

                                                             
6 Ibid., "Le Privilège des arts du dessin," 38–59. 
7 Ibid., "Dispersion et Hiérarchisation des Pratiques," 60–91. 
8 Ibid., 92–131. 
9 Ibid., see esp. 103-8. 



132 
 

their claim to inspiration. Similarly, the transmission of artistic skill did not happen by 

apprenticeship or formal education, but rather by passing through rites or transmission 

initiatique. If these transformations seem like moves towards mystical and fetishistic 

models for understanding the life of the artist, Heinich agrees, and highlights the cult of 

bohemianism as a key feature of this shift.10   

 This shift, Heinich argues, was enabled by the destruction of the Academic system 

during the French Revolution and the Académie Royale’s suppression in 1793. The Institut 

de France and École des Beaux Arts established in 1795 did not, in fact, replace all of the 

Academy’s functions. While the academic cursus still looked similar to the ancien régime’s—

attend the École des Beaux Arts, compete for the Grand Prix de Rome, train in Italy, exhibit at 

the Salon, gain more medals, and hope for election to the Académie des Beaux-Arts—the 

amount of seats available at the end of this cursus was very limited, particularly in relation 

to the number of artists competing for them, thus rendering the Institut an unattainable 

goal for the majority of artists, with no corporate body as a secondary option.11 The 

prominence of the artistic circle or cénacle demonstrate that bonds among artists were 

understood not as institutional but rather ideological or interpersonal.12 Ultimately, Heinich 

argues that this lead to an entirely semantic category of the artist: the nature of the word 

became associated and synonymous with evaluative language, meaning little in and of itself 

and signaling instead that that to which it had been associated should be valued highly. 

Heinich concludes by describing this as an aristocratization of the artist: in their attempts to 

distinguish themselves from both workers and professionals, the artist becomes neither 

                                                             
10 Heinich, L’Élite artiste, 15–24. 
11 Ibid.,  "Les Beaux-Arts dans le système néo-académique," 46–68. 
12 Ibid.,  "Fraternités," 147–164. 
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working class nor bourgeois, and floats above these categories in its own aristocratic class.13 

Heinich’s interpretation, however, does not take into account the corpus of satirical objects 

that will be carefully explored in the following three chapters, which instead present artists 

firmly within the enduring corporate idiom. 

THE ARTIST AS GENIUS 

Here, I will explore the rich scholarship that surrounds the presentation of the artist as 

genius, and will examine its relationship to Heinich’s description of the status of the artist as 

a professional, and then vocational figure, across the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. 

This exploration offers a point of comparison for our consideration of satirical imagery and 

popular theater on the status of the artist, which was in dialogue with cultural production in 

a “higher” register. The works produced in this register differ significantly from “lower” 

forms in their treatment of the artist’s status; yet, satirical imagery and popular theater in 

fact work with and against the presentation of the artist’s status achieved in the sort of 

works that adorned the halls of the Académie Royale and that were shown in the Salon 

exhibitions.  

PRE-REVOLUTIONARY CONSTRUCTIONS OF GENIUS 

Heinich’s narrative of the transforming status of the artist across the seventeenth through 

nineteenth centuries is complemented by a repertoire of contemporary imagery and writing 

that visualize and narrate these transitions, paralleling the apparent transformation from 

trade to profession to vocation. I will here account for some of that scholarship, which 

demonstrates the way in which French sources, and in particular the Académie Royale and 

its amateurs and affiliates, argued that the visual arts belonged among the Liberal Arts 

                                                             
13 Ibid., "L' Émergence d'une identité collective," 147–197, 211. 
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rather than the Mechanical ones. These arguments appeared in aesthetic theory, and were 

visualized in allegorical painting and, in particular, in portraits of artists, which endeavored 

to distance fine art from commercial practice, and to demonstrate that the mind were as 

necessary to the practice of fine arts, if not more so, than the mastery of the hand. 

 Thierry Laugée, in his recent treatment of the genius as represented in early 

nineteenth-century French art, suggests that in the eighteenth century, genius was 

described as a faculty of the artist, whereas in the nineteenth century it became an indelible 

aspect of the artist’s essence. In the former case, one was possessed by genius and it 

operated as a gift and faculty that enhanced artists’ expression of their talent, whereas in 

the latter, one was a genius. Its role was thus not to emphasize or magnify talent and skill; 

rather, a genius was so identified because they had evidenced their originality, invention, 

and creativity.14 The notion of genius thus originated as a faculty which had the effect of 

honing one’s expression of talent and acquisition of skill, and then in the late eighteenth 

century, as Mary D. Sheriff and Annie Becq have revealed, was increasingly used as a 

descriptor for artists themselves, and was accompanied by descriptive vocabulary evoking 

creativity, eccentricity, and irrationality.15  

Laugée, Sheriff, and Becq acknowledge that foundational texts in aesthetic theory 

for eighteenth-century French art, such as Roger de Piles’s 1707 L’idée du peintre parfait 

and the abbé Du Bos’s 1719 Réflexions critiques sur la poésie et sur la peinture, sought to find 

a place for the visual arts among the Liberal Arts. One strategy by which this could be 

accomplished was to argue that visual artists could also possess the faculty of genius. As 

                                                             
14 Thierry Laugée, Figures du génie dans l’art français (1802-1855), 2016, 11–22. 
15 Annie Becq, Genèse de l’esthétique française moderne: de la raison classique à l’imagination 
créatrice, 1680-1814, 2 vols., Evolution de l’humanité 9 (Paris: Albin Michel, 1994); Mary D. Sheriff, 
Fragonard : Art and Eroticism (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1990). 
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such, physiological descriptions of the eighteenth-century artist-genius emphasized his 

enthusiasm, enervation, and irrationality; characteristics that enabled his acquisition of skill 

and expression of talent, but which could lead the artist astray unless their activities were 

carefully structured. As such, these theorists, who were closely linked with the Academy, 

argued for the importance of formation in honing one’s genius.16 When considered within 

the framework of Heinich’s narrative, this understanding of genius thus necessitated the 

professional training that the Académie Royale promised to provide.  

Mid- and late-eighteenth-century writing departs from this position, instead 

emphasizing originality, creativity, and the artist’s act of invention, and, operating within 

the cult of sensibilité, championing the artist’s skills of observation which, when partnered 

with the faculties of genius, enhanced invention and ability to capture verisimilitude. Within 

this configuration of genius, the irrationality of this state was not discouraged. In fact, the 

Encyclopédie’s article on enthusiasm accepts the genius as eccentric and abnormal; as a 

rebellious outsider who was the opposite of servile. Though this formulation of genius was 

conceived within an environment where artists sought professional and corporate 

membership with the Académie Royale and Corporation of Master painters, it nonetheless 

preferred autonomy over liberality, and a vocational understanding of art practice over a 

professional one.17 

Picturing Genius 

 Hannah Williams’s Académie Royale: A History in Portraits (2015) explores the role 

of portraiture in advancing a representation of the artist as an intellectual, noble gentleman, 

and as a member of an institution with a deep commitment to education, erudition, and 

                                                             
16 Becq, Genèse de l’esthétique française moderne, vol. 1, 45–47;Sheriff, Fragonard, 137. 
17 Becq, Genèse de l’esthétique française moderne, vol. 2, 695–742; Sheriff, Fragonard, 138. 
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excellence. Her study emphasizes the Académie Royale’s early history—seen through late 

seventeenth- and early eighteenth-century portraiture. In this period, a convention 

developed dictating that portrait painters should present an image of an Academician as 

their reception piece or morceau de réception. Shortly afterwards, the same convention 

developed for all engravers, who would produce an engraved translation of one of these 

portrait reception pieces. The Academician portrait (as reception piece) became 

standardized soon after this seventeenth-century convention developed: regular sized 

canvases were employed with the artist in either work-related or status-flaunting clothing, 

but with a simple backdrop.18  

The simple backdrop and consistent scale of the portraits allowed their dense 

hanging throughout the halls of the Louvre, where their presentation mirrored the 

hierarchy of the Academy’s membership: the entrance to the Academy in the Louvre—the 

salon—included portraits, for instance, of the institution’s protectors and vice-protectors, 

and was succeeded by the salle d’assemblée, the room the salon opened onto, where 

portraits of the director and rectors of the Academy were hung. One room in particular, a 

circular space that opened onto three rooms where administrative, ceremonial, and 

educational activities took place, was called the salle des portraits, and was densely hung 

with dozens of these morceaux de réception portraits. The very walls of the Academy 

testified to the history that it labored to construct, as it lionized its own membership and 

disseminated its portraiture in the form of reproductive engravings.19  

 Adorned with wigs, wearing medals, and draped in status-enhancing gentlemanly 

clothing such as fur and velvet, Academicians’ portraits presented them in a constructed 

                                                             
18 Hannah Williams, Académie Royale: A History in Portraits (Surrey: Ashgate, 2015), 17–76, esp. 27-
42. 
19 Ibid., 119–58. 



137 
 

environment of art objects that gestured to their erudition (books and texts), their artistic 

practice (art works in process in the sitter’s chosen medium), and to the Académie Royale’s 

larger mission of elevating the arts, and prioritizing education and formation (antique 

plaster casts, or the accessories of geometry or anatomy). Williams points out that 

Academicians also carefully emphasized their fidelity to the practice of drawing, regardless 

of their activity as sculptor or painter. In this way, they attempted to reify fine arts’ status as 

Liberal Art, which aesthetic theorists argued for by privileging drawing as an embodiment 

of fine arts’ intellectual nature.20 This early portraiture was particularly intent on elevating 

the status of the artist from artisan to professional by demonstrating institutional 

membership within an Academy, rather than a guild or corporation, emphasizing the 

intellectualism of artistic practice by drawing upon aesthetic theory that championed 

drawing as the intellectual component of art-making, and by gesturing to the Liberal Arts 

instruction promised (but not always delivered) by the Académie Royale.21 Collectively, 

these portraits, which emphasized costume and gesture, seemingly reified the impact of the 

Académie Royale on the artist’s status.  

Within the rigidly hierarchized world of early-modern France, dress was a potent 

semiotic tool for distinguishing professions, occupations, and social rank: though the 

majority of the Académie Royale’s artists never received noble titles, they pictured 

themselves in gentrifying and ennobling dress, or conversely in dress evocative of the 

professions, to visually distinguish themselves from Paris’ corporate world.22 Scholarship 

                                                             
20 Ibid., 51–54. 
21 On the extent to which the Académie Royale actually provided classes in geometry, anatomy, and 
so on, see Reed Benhamou, Public and Private Art Education in France: 1648-1793, vol. 308, Studies 
on Voltaire and the Eighteenth Century (Oxford: Voltaire Foundation, 1993). 
22 Aileen Ribeiro, in her discussion of France and England, argues that in the eighteenth century, the 
French were more preoccupied with dress as a signifier of rank than the English. See The Art of 
Dress : Fashion in England and France 1750 to 1820 (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1995), 14. 
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on the history of fashion and dress is particularly instructive here, although, as Aileen 

Ribeiro reveals, it has too often been ignored in the history of portraiture. Though Ribeiro 

does not analyze portraits of artists in particular, she alerts us to the ennobling and 

sumptuous details of upper-class French dress: formal silk jackets called habit à la française 

were in themselves ennobling, and even more so when embellished with sumptuous fur 

lining or elegant embroidery, and accessorized with complex lace elements such as a shirt-

frill at the collar or ruffles protruding from sleeves. For instance, Sébastien Le Clerc fils 

(1708-1785), painter and professor of geometry and perspective, is represented in a lush 

velvet habit, accessorized with unadorned cravat, shirt-frill and ruffles (fig. 3.1). His wig is 

carefully powdered, with evidence of its powdering scattered across his shoulders, and he is 

careful to include his silk stockings at the bottom of the frame. The painter Hyacinthe Collin 

de Vermont (1693-1761) borrows many of these elements (fig. 3.2): he is dressed 

sumptuously, wearing a powdered wig with his ruffs and shirt-frill visible beneath a velvet 

habit embellished with gold embroidery, offset only by the informality of his unbuttoned 

waist-coat. These images represent the artist as a courtier and a gentleman, but also as a 

worker for whom the art of drawing is carefully emphasized. A sword hung at the waist was 

a distinction only legally permitted to the noble, though many in France, and Paris in 

particular, would adorn themselves with one if they saw fit. In fact, Jean Chatelus points out 

that Academicians, in particular, were permitted to carry a sword in Paris. Indeed, the early 

eighteenth-century Academicians from the Calotines et Charges series were presented with, 

and satirized for, the awkwardness of their ornamental swords.23  

Several artists were instead portrayed in luxurious versions of more informal, 

professional dress, such as a robe de chambre—an informal outfit appropriate for writing. 

                                                             
23 Ibid., 35–53. 
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The sculptor Benoist Antoine (1632-1717) is represented in a sumptuous silk robe de 

chambre (fig. 3.3).24 Antoine’s wig is unpowdered, which is typical of the late seventeenth 

century, and an elegant lace neck ruff pokes out from underneath his robe. He is at work, 

with his drawings, geometer’s tools, and antique statuary, signaling the intellectualism of 

his manual practice; and yet the trappings of the courtier are also subtly but unmistakably 

indicated via the fine elements of his dress and grooming. 

 A brief investigation of the Academy’s tenuous relationship with the Parisian 

Corporation of Master Painters and Sculptors reveals the urgency of these ennobling 

pictorial conventions: these portraits do not visualize a stable popular consensus regarding 

the definition of fine art and the status of Academic artists. Rather, they were part of an 

ongoing effort, paralleled by a juridical struggle between the two corporations, to draw a 

line between the practice of art as mechanical and as liberal, as high and low, as fine and as 

decorative. Portraiture’s role within this struggle is primarily discursive: in the early 

eighteenth century, before the Salon exhibition occurred regularly, the Académie Royale’s 

Louvre collections of portraits and their engravings played an important role in advancing a 

visual argument for the status of the artist to those amateurs and nobility who toured its 

halls and who were also the patrons or possible future patrons of its artists. 

 The Corporation and Académie Royale’s histories are deeply entwined from 1648 to 

their joint abolition in the French Revolution, though their history has only been partially 

told and not recently studied in depth. We will revisit this history in Chapter 4 and consider 

it in relation to satirical image production. The juridical struggle between these 

corporations also helps us to understand the urgent need on the part of the Académie 

                                                             
24 Chatelus points out, however, that in the history of the Académie Royale, less than twenty artists 
actually received noble titles. Peindre à Paris au XVIIIe siècle (Nîmes: Editions J. Chambon, 1991), 
218-22; 224–25. 
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Royale to project a professional and intellectual identity that distinguished it from the 

corporation.25 From the Académie’s 1648 foundation, it and the Corporation were locked in 

a struggle for a monopoly over the practice of art-making in France, and in Paris in 

particular. Indeed, the Académie Royale itself was born of Frondeur complaints on the part 

of the Corporation, which criticized the monarchy for circumventing their jurisdiction over 

the practice of fine art by issuing personal privileges to visual artists who were then 

licensed to work without corporate membership. The Académie Royale was established as a 

rebuttal to this corporate challenge, to which the corporation responded, in 1649, by 

established their own formative body—the Saint Luke Academy—also based on the study of 

the human body through drawing. The two corporations were briefly joined between 1651 

and 1654, as the state’s insolvency at the end of the Fronde threatened the Académie 

Royale, whose revenue was deeply reliant on the crown’s protection. Though in 1664 the 

Académie Royale briefly re-established its monopoly over the practice of fine art by 

preventing the St. Luke Academy from exhibiting its artwork and studying from the nude 

model, the latter successfully argued for the necessity of this study to the practice of the 

decorative arts in 1703.26 Important for our purposes here, however, is to establish that 

neither the Académie Royale’s supremacy, nor the status of the fine arts as a Liberal Art, 

                                                             
25 Jules Guiffrey, Histoire de l’Académie de Saint-Luc (Paris: Champion, 1915); Sofio, Artistes femmes; 
Michel, L’Académie royale de peinture et de sculpture (1648-1793). Art historians are well aware of 
this imbalance in scholarship on the Corporation and the Academy, and have gestured to the 
Academy’s deliberate exclusion of the Corporation from its histories as its cause. For scholarship that 
highlights this imbalance and explores its causes, see: Katie Scott, “Hierarchy, Liberty and Order: 
Languages of Art and Institutional Conflict in Paris (1766-1776),” Oxford Art Journal 12, no. 2 (1989): 
59–70; Charlotte Guichard, “Arts libéraux et arts libres à Paris au XVIIIe siècle : peintres et sculpteurs 
entre corporation et Académie royale,” Revue d’histoire moderne et contemporaine 49, no. 3 (2002): 
54–68; Séverine Sofio, “‘L’Art ne s’apprend pas aux dépens des meours!’ Construction du champ de 
l’art, genre et professionnalisation des artistes (1789-1848)” (PhD, EHESS, 2009). 
26 For the interconnected histories of the establishment of both institutions, see Michel, L’Académie 
royale de peinture et de sculpture (1648-1793), 22–55. For the competition between both institutions 
for privileges and monopolies in the early eighteenth century, see Guichard, “Arts libéraux et arts 
libres à Paris au XVIIIe siècle,” 55–58. 
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were secure in the eighteenth century. Concurrently, neither was the social status of the 

artist. As such, portraiture mounted a discursive argument for the artist’s hopeful status by 

representing the painter as intellectual professional and the Académie as gatekeeper to this 

social status before it was necessarily so.    

 In 1776, after Anne Robert Jacques Turgot’s abolition of France’s corporations was 

overturned, the Saint Luke Academy was disbanded. As Charlotte Guichard argues, it was 

only then that the Académie Royale finally achieved a juridical monopoly on the practice of 

art as a liberal rather than mechanical activity.27 As such, we can observe that at mid-

century, as both the Saint Luke Academy and Académie Royale began regularly exhibiting 

artwork, and as the notion of the nature of genius shifted towards originality, the 

representation of the artist changed markedly, with a striking increase in the display of 

artists’ self-portraits at the Salon. Prominent examples include the self-portraits of Carle 

Van Loo (1753), Jean-Baptiste Greuze (1761), Jean-Baptiste-Siméon Chardin (1771, 1775, 

1777), and Adélaïde Labille-Guiard (1783-87). Self-portraiture at the Salon was largely 

limited to Paris’ most critically-acclaimed Academicians, though the Revolutionary period’s 

open Salons saw a spike in the display of self-portraiture by less celebrated artists.28 

 In accordance with the shift in discourse on genius away from a faculty that hones 

one’s talent and practiced acquisition of skill, and towards an innate enthusiasm, 

inventiveness, and sensibility, portraiture gradually excluded many of the signifiers 

discussed above. Ennobling costume became rarer, the ornamentation of pictorial space 

with emblems of the artist’s institutional membership disappeared, and the hand of the 

                                                             
27 For an analysis of these edicts, see Guichard, “Arts libéraux et arts libres à Paris au XVIIIe siècle,” 
64–67. 
28 Williams, "Appendix 3: Self-portraits exhibited at the Salons (1673-1793)," Académie Royale, 321–
22. 
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artist was de-emphasized, replaced by a preference for the face and gaze. Similarly, whereas 

the artist’s demeanor was previously portrayed as calm and composed in the seventeenth 

and early eighteenth centuries, later portraiture emphasized distraction, contemplation, or 

enervation. The self-portraits produced by Chardin (fig. 3.4) embody this shift. This intimate 

self-portrait is echoed in the image of Louis de Silvestre, Director of the Academy, whose 

1753 portrait by Maurice Quentin de la Tour anticipates Chardin’s déshabile (fig. 3.4). Both 

embraced the conceit of the artist’s self-portrait as a mirror, and employ the dark and 

moody tones of Rembrandt van Rijn’s 1660 self-portrait, housed in the French royal 

collections and accessible to Academicians.29 Contemporary painters who primarily served 

the court, such as the Van Loos and Adélaïde Labille-Guiard, continued to employ the tropes 

of earlier portraiture, representing themselves in fine and fashionable clothing, signaling 

their institutional membership and role in the formation of future artists, and pointing to 

their kinship relationships, as in Louis-Michel Van Loo’s self-portrait which pictures him 

with a painting of his father, Jean Baptiste Van Loo (fig. 3.5). Nonetheless, as we can see in 

Van Loo’s portrait, the tools of art making and the accessories of Academic erudition do not 

appear. The chair upon which his hand rests and the hint of an easel are all that point to the 

act of painting. Rather than prioritize Academic emulation and formation through a 

presentation of tools and symbols, Van Loo’s portrait pairs his and his father’s heads and 

gleaming brows, emphasizing instead the transmission of genius through inheritance. 

POST-REVOLUTIONARY CONSTRUCTIONS OF GENIUS 

Scholars such as George Levitine, Alain Bonnet and, most recently, Thierry Laugée, have 

greatly enriched our understanding of the representation of genius at the very end of the 

                                                             
29 Claudia Denk, “‘Chardin n’est pas un peintre d’histoire, mais c’est un grand homme.’ Les 
autoportraits tardifs de Jean-Siméon Chardin,” in L’art et les normes sociales au XVIIIe siècle, ed. 
Thomas W. Gaehtgens et al. (Paris: Editions de la Maison des sciences de l’homme, 2001), 279–312. 
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eighteenth century and in the early nineteenth century. This scholarship has centered upon 

the representation of the Romantic artist and, as such, is particularly interested in mapping 

out different permutations of this amorphous type, which ranges from eclectic historicism 

to eccentric bohemianism. Their scholarship demonstrates a continuous trajectory from the 

eighteenth-century artist-professional to the artist-genius, and increasingly, the artist as 

outsider.  The professional and ennobling depiction of the artist described by Williams is 

attenuated by shifts in dress that, as Ribeiro reveals, were initiated just before and then 

accelerated by the Revolution. 

Together, Laugée and Heinich chart the cultural shift in discourse around what 

constituted the genius, and the artist, around the time of the French Revolution. They reveal 

that when a vocational paradigm became the favored method for describing the production 

of art and the artist’s relationship to artmaking, conceptions of genius consequently 

shifted.30 It is this shift that Laugée in particular tracks through biographical writing, art 

criticism and journalism, and aesthetic treatises. In so doing, he determines that whereas 

the early-modern notion of genius described it as external—“the genius of”—modern 

definitions of genius saw it as internal and innate—“is a genius.” Laugée explores the 

formation of a cult of genius bordering on religious devotion that elaborated narratives of 

its miraculous discovery in surprising places, replacing a hereditary model for the 

transmission of trades and skills through family lines, and the nurturing of skill through 

patience, meditation, and apprenticeship. Consequently, autonomy and individualism were 

increasingly championed above socio-professional identity and corporatism.31 Laugée’s 

description of these transformations is a necessary partner to Heinich’s exploration of 

                                                             
30 Nathalie Heinich, L’Élite artiste: excellence et singularité en régime démocratique (Paris: Gallimard, 
2005). 
31 Laugée, Figures du génie dans l’art français (1802-1855), 13–22, 51–56. 
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discourse around the socio-professional identity of artists and artmaking from the 

seventeenth through the nineteenth centuries; however, their narratives remain purely 

within the domain of discourse and cultural analysis, with only brief nods to shifts in the 

social history of Paris’ art world.  

Old Masters 

Thierry Laugée reconstructs the representation of the early nineteenth-century artist by 

tracking their appearance in the Salon exhibition, on the stage, and in biographical writing. 

His analysis at once builds on Francis Haskell’s essay on the representation of Old Master 

artists in early nineteenth-century painting, and echoes Ernst Kris and Otto Kurz’ 

exploration of legend and myth in the image of the artist.32 Laugée’s study takes as its 

starting point the first French translation and publication of Giorgio Vasari’s Vite de’ più 

eccellenti architetti, pittori, e scultori italiani (1550, 1568), which appeared in 1803, and was 

published to coincide with the opening of the Musée Napoléon. Laugée explores the impact 

of this text’s publication on the representation of genius, demonstrating the extent to which 

shifting depictions of Old Masters affected the representation of contemporary artists.  

 The increasing popularity of the anecdotal genre, which Laugée distinguishes from 

Troubadour painting, multiplied the representation of episodes from the lives of Italian 

Renaissance artists. These depictions either embellished Vasari’s republished biographies 

and other contemporary biographical writings, or were simply pure invention.33 

                                                             
32 Ernst Kris and Otto Kurz, Legend, Myth, and Magic in the Image of the Artist: A Historical Experiment 
(New Haven: Yale University Press, 1979); Francis Haskell, “The Old Masters in Nineteenth-Century 
French Painting,” in Past and Present in Art and Taste: Selected Essays (New Haven: Yale University 
Press, 1987), 90–116; Laugée, Figures du génie dans l’art français (1802-1855). 
33 Laugée defines the anecdotal genre as “épisodes n’ayant pas véritablement bouleversé l’histoire 
mais touché de près la peinture d’histoire par la catégorie de personnages représentés: des hommes 
et des femmes ayant, à d’autres occasions, joué un rôle majeur dans l’histoire.” See Figures du génie 
dans l’art français (1802-1855), 35–41, esp. 36.  
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Nonetheless, Haskell and Laugée both find that a repeated biographical structure appeared 

in early nineteenth-century Old Master artist biographies: the artist is first revealed to be a 

prodigy as a child; their period of study and apprenticeship is always excluded from the 

narrative; and the story resumes by providing details about the circumstances surrounding 

key artworks produced during their lifetime; artistic rivalries and relations with patrons are 

discussed; and finally, the tragic death of the artist is described.34 Among these episodes, the 

Italian Renaissance artist’s childhood and death appeared frequently at the Salon in the 

early nineteenth century, but were eclipsed by the volume and critical and commercial 

success of depictions of the artist’s lover, who acted as both model and muse.35 For instance, 

Jean-August-Dominique Ingres likely invented the apocryphal relationship between 

Raphael and the Fornarina (a diminutive for a woman baker), perhaps upon seeing 

Raphael’s La Fornarina while he was a pensioner in Rome (fig. 3.6). He returned to this 

subject matter repeatedly over the course of his career, producing no less than six versions 

of this episode in which the Fornarina, perched on Raphael’s lap, has displaced herself from 

her sitter’s chair to better contemplate the portrait that the handsome young artist is 

painting (fig. 3.6).36  

 

 

                                                             
34 Ibid., 42. Laugée’s study acknowledges that this newfound definition of genius began to develop in 
the late eighteenth century. Indeed, Christian Michel’s study of late eighteenth-century writings 
about Antoine Watteau’s life demonstrate that a very similar Christlike narrative was employed by 
the Comte de Caylus. See Christian Michel, Le célèbre Watteau (Genève: Droz, 2008). 
35 Laugée concludes by lauding  this popular image type’s propensity to elevate the woman from 
muse to historical figure, scholars such as Séverine Sofio and Mary D. Sheriff, who have explored the 
discrepancies between the success of women painters and their subsequent diminution in cultural 
representation, remind us to proceed with caution. Figures du génie dans l’art français (1802-1855), 
89–125. 
36 Ibid., 124. 
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Artists and Professional Identity 

Alain Bonnet provides us with a picture of the way in which artists visualized their 

professional identity from the Directory onwards.37 His scholarship is attentive to shifts in 

the formation of artists and institutions of power presiding over art adjudication from 1795 

onwards, and he points out that a collapse in an institutionalized artistic community 

resulted in the isolation of artists, who began to rely increasingly upon their own 

communities.38 Bonnet directs our attention to a set of post-Revolutionary group paintings 

which present sets of artists gathered in the studio, often around their well-connected 

instructor. He likens these studio portraits to the artist’s cénacle, which Auguste Jal in 

particular described as an alternate and autonomous form of artistic community opposed to 

the ancien régime’s professionalizing and institutional formats.39  

The dichotomy Jal sets up, and which Bonnet, Anthony Glinoer, and Victor Laisney 

explore in their scholarship, opposes corporate models for artistic sociability—the 

Académie Royale—to autonomous models, wherein artists formed independent intellectual 

and political bonds.40 This is captured in Louis-Léopold Boilly’s painting of a Réunion 

d’artistes dans l’atelier d’Isabey, exhibited at the Salon of 1798, (fig. 3.7) which pictures a 

heterogeneous group of successful artists: painters, such as Jean-Baptiste Isabey, whose 

recent successes at the Salon resulted in the patronage of Napoleon and the Empress 

                                                             
37 Alain Bonnet, Artistes en groupe: la représentation de la communauté des artistes dans la peinture du 
XIXe siècle (Rennes: Presses universitaires de Rennes, 2007). 
38 Ibid., 10-11; 62, 78; Alain Bonnet and France Nerlich, eds., Apprendre à peindre : les ateliers privés à 
Paris, 1780-1863 (Tours: Presses universitaires François-Rabelais, 2013), 9–12. Chapters 5 and 6 will 
explore the social history of Paris’ art world in greater depth. 
39 Bonnet, Artistes en groupe, 62. 
40 Vincent Laisney, L’Arsenal romantique: le salon de Charles Nodier, 1824-1834 (Paris: Champion, 
2002); Anthony Glinoer, La Querelle de la camaraderie littéraire: les romantiques face à leurs 
contemporains (Geneva: Librairie Droz, 2008); Anthony Glinoer and Vincent Laisney, L’Âge des 
cénacles. Confraternités littéraires et artistiques au XIXe siècle (Paris: Fayard, 2013). 



147 
 

Josephine, and actors such as François-Joseph Talma (1763-1826), whose wigless hair, 

cropped in his 1791 performance of Voltaire’s Brutus, contributed to the growing trend for 

hair à la Titus in Revolutionary Paris.41 Similarly, Léon-Matthieu Cochereau’s painting, 

Intérieur de l’atelier de David, exhibited at the 1814 Salon (fig. 3.8), fabricates a deceptively 

intimate scene, showing only a fraction of Jacques-Louis David’s students studying from the 

nude model. Like Louis-Léopold Boilly’s set of drawings of the students of Antoine-Jean 

Gros from 1820 (fig. 3.9), these paintings capture students, some of whom, such as Paul 

Delaroche, eventually matched the success and patronage of their instructors.  

These representations of early nineteenth-century artists in the studios of their 

masters provide a visual counterpart to the growing dominance of large studios in the 

formation of artists from the Revolution onwards. Simultaneously, these representations 

visualize a shift in the professional identity of artists, whose corporate affiliations 

necessarily depart from Academic institutions such as the Institut de France or École des 

Beaux-Arts of 1795 onwards, which, as we will discuss further in Chapter 5, were 

structurally incapable of supporting the bonds of camaraderie necessary for corporate 

identity. Rather, the artist’s studio replaced these environments, acting as a formative 

cénacle and environment for emulation.42 We see this echoed in Boilly’s and Cochereau’s 

representations. Boilly’s painting and drawings in particular fall within the realm of group 

portraiture and conversation pieces, inventorying a carefully edited list that documents a 

multi-faceted artistic community whose participants are finely dressed, carefully coiffed, 

and whose polite smiles create the impression of an enlightened public sphere. Cochereau’s 

representation, meanwhile, crafts the impression of a studio space whose intimacy is 

                                                             
41 Ribeiro, The Art of Dress, 84–85. 
42 Thomas E. Crow, Emulation : Making Artists for Revolutionary France (New Haven: Yale University 
Press, 1995); Bonnet and Nerlich, Apprendre à peindre : les ateliers privés à Paris, 1780-1863. 
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heightened by its atmospheric lighting. Exhibited at the Salon of 1814, we should think of it 

less as a record of studio life, and more as an idealized ode to the popular studio of David, 

which admitted so many students that study from the nude model was likely far more 

crowded than Cochereau’s depiction. 

 In contrast, how did members of the Académie des Beaux-Arts in the Institut de 

France represent themselves from the comfort of their privileged position? Though we do 

not have a parallel to Hannah Williams’ study of seventeenth- and eighteenth-century 

Académie Royale portraits for nineteenth-century portraits of artists, there was nonetheless 

a similar ostentation in the artist’s self-presentation. Horace Vernet’s 1828 portrait of Jean-

Baptiste Isabey pictures him after his 1825 reception of the Legion of Honor from Charles X 

(fig. 3.10). Draped in a luxurious fur coat, Isabey’s medal of the Legion of Honor is pinned on 

his lapel. Placed at the center of the portrait, it is secondary only to Isabey’s glowing brow. 

Similarly, Ingres’ later portrait of 1859, produced on the occasion of his election as Grand 

Officier de la Légion d’Honneur in 1855, pictures him long after his 1825 election to the 

Institut. The portrait seemingly provides Ingres an opportunity to display his array of 

medals awarded upon the aforementioned occasions (fig. 3.10). These two portraits, 

painted a century after the Académie Royale portraits that Williams analyzed, emphasize 

gentility and honorifics through the signifiers of dress and accessories, while excluding any 

reference to the act of painting itself.  

Artists as Outsiders 

As I will explore below, Laugée’s study provides us with key points of intersection in the 

representation of the Renaissance artist and of contemporary artists, particularly in graphic 

satire. However, contemporary artists seem to have enjoyed a different treatment from 

historical ones around the French Revolution and into the early nineteenth century. These 
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shifts in representational modes are continuous with the late eighteenth-century 

representations of the artist as discussed in the previous section: the mind was increasingly 

prioritized over the hand, and interiority and genius were evoked through the barren, 

moody setting of the sitter which emulated a Dutch-inspired tenebrous effect.  

 In his analysis of a handful of early nineteenth-century Romantic self-portraits, 

Laugée finds that while the emblems of the trade continue to appear, they no longer play an 

ennobling role. Instead, they contribute to the depiction of what he calls a joyless life. 

Further analysis of lithographic portraiture reveals that the manual work of artmaking is 

de-emphasized, replaced instead by a concentration upon the activities of the mind: the 

artist’s gaze often fails to meet its audience’s, which emphasizes an appearance of spiritual 

meditation. Romantic artists seem to recline on their couch more often than we find them 

perched before an easel, emphasizing the invisible activities of the mind over the visible 

busywork of the hand.43 This portraiture no longer captures the artist as a professional, 

dutifully and rigorously working, surrounded by the emblems of their trade. Rather, 

Romantic portraiture contributed to the cult of the artist by emphasizing the hidden nature 

of true creative work, which must occur within the artist before it can be revealed to his 

audience.  

 Laugée highlights in particular two works, housed in the Louvre, both only loosely 

attributed to artists and sitters: the Portrait d’un artiste dans son atelier attributed to 

Théodore Géricault, and a Portrait de l’artiste attributed to Alexandre Colin (fig. 3.11). Apart 

from a simple neck tie and black jacket, our anonymous artists are not heavily decorated as 

were the artist-members of the Institut de France’s Académie des Beaux-Arts. Shadow is 

used to obscure our sitters, sometimes to the point of illegibility, as is the case of Portrait de 
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l’Artiste. The artist’s plaster casts and palette are accompanied by other anatomical tools, 

carefully positioned to emphasize their metaphorical valences, as in the memento mori in 

the upper right-hand corner of Portrait d’un artiste dans son atelier. In sum, modesty and 

moodiness prevail in this image type.  

Given the above, it is unsurprising that scholarship notes a remarkable shift in 

artists’ self-presentation in this period, where their appearance and behavior, rather than 

their artistic production, become the markers of their vocation. Mary Gluck in particular 

argues that July Monarchy commentators felt that the status of the artist had been gradually 

displaced: one no longer needed to make art to be an artist, but rather simply look and act 

like one.44 George Levitine first observes this phenomenon in a group of young artists who 

gathered around Maurice Quay (1779-1804) around 1800, and who were named the barbus 

by their contemporaries. Directory and Consulate fashion emulated English trends and 

favored double-breasted waistcoats and pantaloons paired with clean-shaven faces.45 The 

barbus mimicked historical costume, employing creative anachronism to render themselves 

visually distinct. They wore high trousers and waistcoats with short hair à la Titus, a long 

beard, and a cloth draped over their shoulders, recalling both Revolutionary Jacobin and 

classical Roman dress simultaneously.46 This distinctive mode of dress paved the way for 

the artist’s role within the urban landscape as a visible outsider in the popular imagination. 

Historical modes of dress, in particular, remained a strategy for distinction, as historians of 

bohemianism such as Jerrold Seigel, Elizabeth Wilson, and Gluck have explored.47 The 

                                                             
44 Mary Gluck, Popular Bohemia. Modernism and Urban Culture in Nineteenth-Century Paris 
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45 Ribeiro, The Art of Dress, 83–85. 
46 George Levitine, The Dawn of Bohemianism: The Barbu Rebellion and Primitivism in Neoclassical 
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47 Jerrold E. Seigel, Bohemian Paris : Culture, Politics, and the Boundaries of Bourgeois Life, 1830-1930 
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artist’s body thus became the canvas for a performance of “being an artist.” Bohemians of 

the early July Monarchy expanded upon the barbus’ preference for historical fashion. In 

concert with the popular taste for Troubadour imagery, Gothic novels, and melodrama, 

bohemians wore long hair and beards which were both still out of fashion, and donned 

eclectic dress with medieval and renaissance styles of hats and jackets. As bourgeois style 

became increasingly uniform—black trousers, vest, a starched collar or cravat, and a coat 

with a silk top hat and cane—bohemian subculture contrasted it all the more.48   

Gluck’s Popular Bohemia (2005) convincingly argues that the cultural dissemination 

of bohemia occurred first in popular print—panoramic writing and popular theater—which 

she argues proliferated in the 1830s with publications such as Théophile Gautier’s 1833 Les 

Jeunes France. She proposes that these early permutations of bohemia were tongue-in-

cheek and parodic in nature, and labels them “ironic bohemia.” Bohemianism here was 

represented as unheroic, and highlighted the “paradoxical nature of modern artistic 

identity” where the artist participated in a masquerade of artistry, thus commenting 

parodically on the nature of representation and artistic identity itself.49 Gluck’s compelling 

account of “ironic bohemia,” which will resurface in Chapter 5, diverges from other 

scholarship on bohemian representation—a field largely dominated by scholars of French 

history and literature.50 Scholars such as Seigel understand bohemianism as a subculture 
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constructed against bourgeois culture and that paved the way for forms of avant-garde 

identification in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries.51 

Gluck distinguishes this from the literature that followed, epitomized by Henri 

Murger’s 1845-49 Scènes de la vie de bohème, which she characterizes as promoting a 

nostalgic and romanticized “sentimental bohemia.” In both cases, writers 

adapted/appropriated the already current term “bohème,” which referred broadly to urban 

vagabonds believed to originate from the region of Bohemia. The term was adapted in the 

1830s and applied to the struggling young artist, who was also imagined to be itinerant, 

impoverished, marginalized, and eccentric and who, like the students of the Latin Quarter, 

capitalized upon this liminality to engage in licentious behavior. In Gluck’s account, authors 

like Murger described bohemia as a necessary stage in the life of the successful artist—a 

form of unstructured apprenticeship.  

Descriptions and images of bohemian artists, many examples of which are found in 

this dissertation’s satirical corpus, picture men who dress eccentrically and live in attic 

apartments or mansardes. Indeed, as we will discuss below, images of the artist as 

marginalized and eccentric became increasingly common from the late eighteenth century 

onwards, and were not exclusively a product of July Monarchy cultural production. 

Nonetheless, some of our most striking representations of the artist as eccentric, young, 

isolated, and impoverished can be found in painted and printed imagery in the July 

Monarchy. Octave Tassaert (1800-1874) and Eugène Delacroix (1798-1863) pictured the 

studio as a small, run down mansarde apartment in which the impoverished young artist 

both lived and worked (fig. 3.12). Tassaert’s 1845 painting Intérieur d’atelier captures a 

moment of exhaustion where the artist huddles next to his pot-au-feu, full of cheap potatoes, 
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during a day of work. Delacroix excluded the artist from his circa 1830 representation, Coin 

d’atelier. Le poêle, where the furnace is, again, the centerpiece of the artist’s studio and 

operates as a signifier of their poverty both in these sincere representations, and in satirical 

ones (fig. 3.13). 

 

We have here roughly sketched various representations of the artist across the eighteenth 

and nineteenth centuries, primarily in painted portraiture. These representations overlap 

considerably with Nathalie Heinich’s narrative of the progress of the artist’s social status 

from artisan to professional to vocational devotee, and with Thierry Laugée’s account of late 

eighteenth- and early nineteenth-century transformations in the representation of the artist 

as genius. The artist’s representation in painting adapts to reflect largely aspirational shifts 

in the artist’s social status and the evaluation of his genius. Whereas his corporate 

membership and Academic erudition are prioritized as he mounts a visual argument for his 

pseudo-noble status via fine dress and grooming in the early eighteenth century, by the late 

eighteenth century, representations mobilize a changing conception of genius as an innate 

quality, rather than a gift or a faculty. We thus observe a shift in the artist’s representation, 

where the able hand, fine dress, and intellectual accessories that adorned the fictional 

surroundings of the early and mid-century artist are swept away. The frame of the painting 

narrows upon the pensive face and mind of the artist, who is represented in a state of casual 

undress. These forms of representation are continuous with the representation of the artist 

as outsider, whose devotion to creative practice eclipses material concerns. However, in the 

representations of bohemia by artists such as Tassaert and Delacroix, we find the traces of a 

lingering concern with the material wellbeing of the liminal young artist. 
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THE UNEXCEPTIONAL ARTIST  

A small group of scholars have explored alternatives to the representation of the artist as an 

exceptional and unique genius. As George Levitine names it in his The Dawn of 

Bohemianism, “the artist’s tribulations told in a light vein” constitute a substantial corpus of 

primary literature which, like Gluck’s exploration of the notion of bohemianism, borrows 

from the formats, tropes, and characters of popular literature, theater, and imagery.52 

Levitine explores alternative constructions of the late eighteenth-century artist in a pair of 

works: his 1968 “The Eighteenth-Century Rediscovery of Alexis Grimou” and his 1978 The 

Dawn of Bohemianism: The Barbu Rebellion and Primitivism in Neoclassical France.53  

Levitine discovered a little-known artist whose biography achieved popular 

mythical status in the 1770s.  A French artist who painted in the Flemish style, Alexis 

Grimou (1678-1733) was known posthumously not for his artwork, but for his 

mythologized personality: he was characterized as always drunk and in debt, improperly 

dressed, lacking social decorum, aloof and unpredictable, delusional in his self-confidence, 

fiercely independent, and very eccentric. Anecdotes and biographical treatment appeared in 

the 1776 volume of Pierre-Jean-Baptiste Nougaret’s Anecdotes des beaux-arts, and were re-

published the following year in the Mercure de France. He reappears in Claude-Henri 

Watelet’s Dictionnaire des arts de peinture, sculpture et gravure where Pierre-Charles 

Levesque, the editor of the 1792 reprint, describes him as “romantique.”54 In passing, 

Levitine explains the creation of this poor artist type by arguing that the profession’s 
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economic status had drastically worsened, although he acknowledges that in the absence of 

reliable statistics he cannot provide an evidentiary basis.55 His contributions are, however, 

largely dedicated to fleshing out this new biographical type for the first time. 

Levitine notes that Grimou’s biographers credit firsthand accounts as their sources 

though all of these biographers were too young to have known Grimou personally. Their 

sources must in fact be the product of gossip, studio charges, and tales passed down within 

the arts community. Levitine argues that Grimou’s biography is in fact a product of his 

reputation as the “French Rembrandt”—a title awarded because of his subject matter and 

style. This reputation resulted in a conflation of his personality with the style he adopted: 

Rembrandt van Rijn was characterized as bizarre, vulgar, and independent and, in a nod to 

seventeenth-century Dutch painting, Grimou often depicted scenes of drinkers and 

portrayed himself drinking.56  

In sum, Levitine feels that Grimou became the face of an emerging type: the poor 

bohemian artist. A fabricated biography emerged around a little-known painter whose 

artistic production permitted late eighteenth-century amateurs to apply characterizations 

of Golden Age Dutch artists to contemporary French painters. This conflation produced the 

myth of the poor artist type, and biographies of Grimou generated some of the first tropes of 

this type: drunken, indebted, overly confident, and eccentric. We can here observe the 

beginnings of a fragmented biographical structure as new episodes are added to the 

unlikely life of Grimou: for instance, it was said that while the Académie Royale convened to 

consider Grimou’s admission, he noticed another successful candidate’s poor quality of 

work, elected to withdraw his application and instead sought out the Saint-Luke Academy; 
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it was also said that Grimou burned down his own apartment in an attempt to warm 

himself.57 In his The Dawn of Bohemianism, Levitine extends this analysis, and observes that 

the humorous artistic type embodied by Grimou reappeared in panoramic literature and 

popular theater in the early nineteenth century.58 

Levitine’s contributions challenge our understanding of the artist’s social status and 

changing representation over time by providing an alternative biographical type to that of 

the genius. While Levitine characterizes Grimou and the barbus as proto-bohemian types, he 

also reveals the cultural currency of humorous constructions of the ignoble artist. In other 

words, Levitine’s work is among the first to suggest that scholarship on the depiction of the 

artist has gravitated towards representations of those artists considered exceptional, 

whether because of their membership in the Académie Royale or Académie des Beaux-Arts, 

or because of their status as geniuses. Since Levitine’s contribution, a select group of 

scholars has revealed the value of looking more closely at ordinary, rather than exclusively 

extraordinary, artists. This alternative artist type has been characterized by Maria Ivens as 

the peuple-artiste—a mundane, every day, working, struggling, poor artist.  

Neil McWilliam’s article, “Art, Labor and Mass Democracy” (1989) notes that during 

the 1830s and 40s, artists increasingly characterized their relationship to work not as 

vocational, but in terms reminiscent of artisanship.59 Allying themselves with the workers’ 

movement through publications such as La Liberté, published briefly in 1832-3, some artists 

grouped together, as McWilliam shows, in an attempt to combat what they characterized as 

an elitist system that had monopolized institutional power to the benefit of a small number 
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of already successful artists. McWilliam and Maria Ivens note a series of short-lived 

attempts to provide a counterbalance to elitism in the art world by establishing mutual aid 

groups.60 Most importantly, McWilliam notes that on a discursive level, these movements 

effected a “symbolic proletarianisation of the artist,” which acted as an alternative to the 

more dominant representation of the artist as solitary genius.61 

Maria Ivens’s scholarship, most notably Le peuple-artiste, cet être monstrueux 

(2002), continues to explore the ambivalent place of the artist within social structures.62 

Ivens draws upon the Baroque notion of the monster to describe the paradox of the figure of 

the artist who is simultaneously a part of a communauté des génies and a communauté des 

pairs. Presenting the artist as both extraordinary and ordinary, solitary and collective, a 

genius and more than human but also profoundly human, Ivens juxtaposes what she deems 

the “art historical” representation of the artist as genius with the “everyday” reality of the 

ordinary  artist.63 To build their arguments, both Ivens and McWilliams draw upon a 

wellspring of July Monarchy periodicals authored and marketed to artists, such as Journal 

des artistes, La Liberté, and L’Artiste.64  

Ivens and McWilliam’s contributions resonate deeply with my examination of that 

published art-world caricature produced in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth 

centuries. This satirical imagery provides a visual counterpart to the struggling, ordinary 

artist and his “symbolic proletarianization” evoked in their scholarship. Where scholarship 
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has centered upon the representation of exceptionality, genius, bohemianism, and an 

increasingly autonomous and eccentric artistic figure, it has neglected to consider how, 

precisely, the art world might have represented that majority of artists that were not 

elevated to any of these primarily evaluative categories. Indeed, the satirical representation 

of artistic life in Paris visualized this ordinary peuple-artiste who struggled, as in Tassaert’s 

image, but for whom bohemianism and liminality may not simply be a necessary phase in 

the path to renown, as in Murger’s construction of young, eccentric artistic life. 

THE PEUPLE-ARTISTE IN ART-WORLD CARICATURE 

Satirical images of artistic life in Paris in large part visualize the peuple-artiste through the 

development of a variety of humorous types and topoi. As will be explored in greater depth 

in Chapters 4 and 5, these types and topoi intersect with the humorous representation of 

the artist in other genres of popular media, such as comic opera, vaudeville, panoramic 

writing, and short fiction. More significantly, my findings reveal that art-world caricature 

was overwhelmingly concerned with the artist’s structural relations to their art world.  

 Indeed, the literature surveyed above is also interested in these same structural 

relations and how they affected the professional or vocational identity of the artist. And, as 

we have explored, artists could represent their social status, perhaps aspiringly, through 

carefully constructed presentations of self, whether adorned in a silk habit or tending to 

their pot-au-feu. In this way, the artist’s self-representation participated in debates about 

the social status of their trade/profession/vocation by mounting visual arguments that 

drew upon the nomenclature of social life and the signifiers of fashion, grooming, and 

setting, to visualize their hopeful social status.  
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 As we will explore in this section, art-world caricature employed different 

iconography, placing the artist in a wider variety of milieus, and visualizing their 

relationships to a broader set of art-world agents. This imagery thus presents us with a 

daunting set of iconographic elements which will here be accounted for and decoded via a 

relatively “distant reading” of how satirical imagery collectively represented social types.65 

My goal here is to consider how a corpus of 486 iconographically dense satirical images 

represent artistic life in the aggregate. What, broadly, was the shape of art-world 

caricature? Which social types or individuals did it tend to satirize and target? How did it 

tend to satirize them? How did it envision these social types? How were types grouped 

together, where could they be found, and what activities did they engage in? How did these 

types and tropes transform over time? And, most importantly, how, precisely, was the 

ordinary, inglorious artist represented? 

SATIRIZING SOCIAL TYPES 

Overwhelmingly, art-world caricature favored social types rather than recognizable 

individual art-world figures. In rare cases, an individual political figure, artist, arts 

administrator, or connoisseur can be identified (with varying degrees of ease). Table 3.1 

displays the results of a query conducted in NVivo which asked whether those figures that 

had been identified and coded (or tagged) in the database were recognizable individual 

artists, politicians, and so on, or whether they stood in for a social type. In almost all 

periods, less than 15% of the figures in satirical images were recognizable individuals. 

Revolutionary through Consulate imagery constitutes a rare exception, with an abnormally 

high proportion of images satirizing recognizable individuals, though admittedly within a 

                                                             
65 Franco Moretti, Distant Reading (London: Verso, 2013). 
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very limited corpus. As we will explore in Chapter 4, this has primarily to do with 

controversies surrounding shifts in arts legislation, in particular the introduction of patent 

laws, and the systematic spoliation of Italian art during the Revolutionary wars. However, 

more often than not, art-world caricature in both the late eighteenth and early nineteenth 

centuries elaborated sets of stock character types and invested them with recognizable 

costumes, placed them in similar environments, had them engage in the same activities and 

interactions, and devised tropes which were also employed and promoted in other forms of 

popular media. As such, art-world caricature requires our collective analysis of how it 

presents and proliferates social types over time. 

Table 3.1. Proportional Percentages of Types versus Individuals by Period. 

 

MOST FREQUENT SOCIAL TYPES 

A variety of distinct social types recur throughout art-world caricature, and were coded 

hierarchically. By this I mean that general categories were defined, and populated with 

more precise sub-categories (such as, visual artist > painter or model > female).  This 

permits us to narrow in on social types in order to carefully consider the nature of those 

that appear most frequently within art-world caricature. Across this century, the relative 
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proportion of social types in graphic satire changed drastically; however, visual artists 

consistently remained the most frequent social type in art-world caricature by a significant 

margin (table 3.2 and 3.3.). The greatest changes from period to period occur in the relative 

presence of connoisseurs and art critics, and bourgeois figures. By examining the movement 

of these two categories of social types from period to period, we observe that while ancien 

régime imagery tends to present us with a very high number of connoisseurs and art critics 

in relation to visual artists, they are gradually eclipsed by the presence of bourgeois figures, 

who usurp them in the July Monarchy.  

Table 3.2. Quantity of Social Types from ancien régime to Consulate. 

Social Types  Ancien Régime Social Types 
 Revolution to 
Consulate 

 Visual Artist 32  Visual Artist 17 

 Connoisseur/Art Critic 15  Jobs/Professions 7 

 Jobs/Professions 7  Women 7 

 Women 7  Salon Audience 5 

 Model 5  Connoisseur/Art Critic 4 

 Children 4  Bourgeois 3 

 Art Seller 4  Children 3 

 Bourgeois 2  Other Artist 3 

 Other Artist 2  Model 1 

 Salon Audience 0  Art Seller 1 

Table 3.3. Quantity of Social Types from Empire to July Monarchy. 

Social Types  Empire, Restoration Social Types  July Monarchy 

 Visual Artist 113  Visual Artist 166 

 Women 39  Bourgeois 48 

 Jobs/Professions 33  Model 36 

 Model 24  Jobs/Professions 33 

 Connoisseur/Art Critic 21  Women 31 

 Bourgeois 16  Salon Audience 24 

 Salon Audience 14  Connoisseur/Art Critic 23 

 Children 10  Children 13 

 Other Artist 8  Other Artist 12 

 Art Seller 8  Art Seller 4 
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Connoisseurs and the Bourgeoisie 

In the section that follows, we will continue to probe the category of the visual artist social 

type to consider how, precisely, this broad category is treated. However, it is worth briefly 

examining how, precisely, the connoisseurial figure and the bourgeois figure are 

distinguished from one another across this century. Connoisseurs are generally identifiable 

by a core set of accessories with which they are almost always pictured: they are often 

bewigged, dressed in fine ancien régime clothing throughout this century (though their 

mode of dress becomes increasingly out-of-step with modern fashion) and they carefully 

inspect an artwork using a magnifying device, often a loop (fig. 3.14). In the Empire and 

Restoration, the connoisseur steadfastly adheres to his increasingly outdated mode of dress, 

as in L’amateur de Tableaux en Extase from 1815 (fig. 3.15). This connoisseur, with pince nez 

instead of a loupe, has modernized his clothing to some extent, exchanging his tricorn hat 

for a bicorn hat and replacing his habit with a coat. Nonetheless, he insists on his powdered 

wig when men increasingly wore their hair à la Titus, without powder or wig, and cropped 

short. This anachronistic connoisseur disappears almost entirely in the July Monarchy. 

Connoisseurial activities, as we will discuss further in Chapter 5, are overtaken by figures 

dressed distinctly in black, professional bourgeois attire (fig. 3.16).  

The Gawping Salon Audience 

The Salon audience became an increasingly prominent feature in art-world caricature from 

the Revolution onwards, though we know that the ancien régime Salons were also extremely 

well attended. Salon audiences in the Revolution, Directory, and Consulate differed 

markedly from their later appearance in the Empire through July Monarchy. For instance, in 

Le Musée Chinois, ou l’Exposition de l’industrie Nationale de Pekin, l’an 1er de la Folie, the 

Salon audience has been transformed into dogs and they crowd around a celebrated 
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painting that has been crowned with a wreath of laurels (fig. 3.17). The audience, however, 

is presented primarily as a feature that embellishes the Louvre’s salon carré, similar to late 

eighteenth-century representations of the Salon exhibitions by Pierre Antoine Martini (fig. 

3.18). 

From 1815 onwards, an entire subgenre of art-world caricature was dedicated 

exclusively to mocking the gaping mouths and wide-eyed stares of the bustling and socially 

diverse crowds that gathered before the paintings at the Salon exhibitions. In the Empire 

and Restoration, the Salon audience became a subject of mockery in its own right, and they 

were frequently represented squeezing into the overcrowded exhibition space and rushing 

the paintings (fig. 3.19). This trope is faithfully rehearsed in the July Monarchy. For instance, 

Charles-Joseph Traviès mocked a crowd of finely dressed bourgeois who crowd the 

paintings at the Salon (fig. 3.20). The fortunate few who have reached the bars that were 

erected to force viewers to retain a respectable distance smile in elation, and the crowds 

behind them angrily wait their turn as they are jostled and crushed by those further behind 

them. Illustrators such as Paul Gavarni and Honoré Daumier often employed the Salon 

audience as a backdrop to vignettes in which artists, audience members, and critics 

attempted to navigate the perplexing hang and overcrowded rooms of the exhibition, as in 

Gavarni’s image in which a pair of aspiring amateurs struggle to pair the Salon livret’s 

numbering system with the labels on each artwork (fig. 3.21).  

THE VISUAL ARTIST AS SOCIAL TYPE 

In NVivo, the visual artist as a social type was further broken down into more refined 

categories to describe their chosen medium, when evident within the image, and their role 

in the studio. Painters, sculptors, architects, printmakers, and visual artists whose medium 

of choice was not perfectly evident (“other visual artist”) were distinguished from one 
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another, although only two instances of architects were present and have thus been 

excluded from the Table 3.4, below. Painters were the most frequently represented visual 

artists in art-world caricature relative to other types of visual artists for each period, and 

sculptors were the least frequently represented. It is also interesting to note that in the 

Empire, Restoration, and July Monarchy, the relative presence of print makers gradually 

increased. As we discussed in Chapter 1 and will explore further in Chapter 5, this relative 

spike in the presence of the print trades in art-world caricature paralleled the growing 

popularity and viability of illustration as an alternative to fine arts production within Paris’ 

art world.  

 The art student became an increasingly popular figure in the satirical representation 

of Paris’ artistic milieu in the Empire and Restoration. They provided publishers an 

opportunity to inject titillating and romantic subject matter into their representations of the 

artist by pairing dashing young men or libidinous elderly ones as drawing tutors with 

beautiful young women. Younger male children are often pictured as well, where they serve 

to mock the rapid rise in the number of aspiring artists by satirizing those parents who 

mistakenly believed that the artistic profession could secure their children’s futures. In this 

satirical imagery, parents repeatedly misidentify their children’s doodles as the first 

portents of genius. In this way, images such as Edmé Jean Pigal’s Voici l’auteur knowingly 

mock the growing popularity of Renaissance artist’s miraculous origin stories (fig. 3.22), 

such as the origin story of Giotto, who, as Vasari recounts, was discovered doodling as a 

child by Cimabue.66   

 

                                                             
66 As Thierry Laugée reveals, this, and other Renaissance origin stories, were frequently the subject 
of re-publication, fictionalization, and anecdotal painting in the early nineteenth century. See Laugée, 
Figures du génie dans l’art français (1802-1855), 51–89, esp. 77-89. 
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Table 3.4. Relative Proportion of Visual Artist Types by Period. 

 

In keeping with our exploration of the studio as an increasingly important site for 

artistic sociability in the early nineteenth century, July Monarchy representations of the 

artist’s studio were preoccupied with studio charivari. They painted a portrait of an 

overcrowded and unsupervised space where indolent and raucous young men played 

pranks. For instance, in Hippolyte Bellangé’s 1832 Charge d’Atelier, young artists are packed 

into a room where they have been drawing from the nude model, whom they have sent to 

welcome a new addition to the studio (fig. 3.23). Meanwhile, they have prepared a multi-

stage hazing ritual for this new student: before he can recover from his surprise at the 

naked man who greets him, he will have a bucket of water poured over his head and an 

enema sprayed at him. Jean Pierre Moynet’s (1819-76) 1843 image in his series La Vie 

d’Artiste depicted a later phase in the initiation ritual of young artists, where the studio 
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rules, crafted by the senior students, are read aloud (fig. 3.24). In this fictional studio, its 

newest members are required to recount both how, precisely, they arrived at a career in the 

arts, and must also carefully narrate all of their early romantic conquests. 

Types of Painters: From Portraitist to Bohemian 

Within the dominant social type of “painters,” I have distinguished between the types of 

activities in which they engaged, their gender, their subject matter, and when possible, their 

style. As such, history painters and portrait painters are distinguished from one another, as 

well as painters playing the role of instructor, and women artists (though they are almost 

always amateurs and students).67 From the Restoration onwards, several graphic satires 

clearly labelled artists as either Classic or Romantic painters and, from the July Monarchy 

onwards, an eccentric  

painterly type emerged, though he did not always overlap perfectly with permutations of 

the bohemian painter elaborated by scholars such as Gluck, Seigel, and Wilson. In those 

cases where subject matter or style could not be determined with confidence, artists were 

instead labelled simply as “Other Painter” to differentiate them from the other sub-types 

that were coded for.  

 Tables 3.5 and 3.6 demonstrate that portraitists are the most frequent identifiable 

subgenre of painter present in art-world caricature across this century, providing satirists 

an opportunity to mock the artist’s prostitution of his abilities to the most profitable genre 

of painting which, as we will explore in Chapter 4, was increasingly derided for its 

exclusively private interest as opposed to history painting which, it was believed, could 

                                                             
67 It is important here, again, to underline that graphic satire participated in a project of erasing 
women’s increasingly important role in the profession of painting across the eighteenth and 
nineteenth centuries. For a recent and rigorous study that demonstrates the extent to which women 
artists both actively worked as painters and were disproportionately excluded from early 
nineteenth-century Salons, see Sofio, Artistes femmes. 
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provide general moral instruction and was thus more likely to contribute to the progress of 

the arts in France. History painters, on the other hand, are rarely mocked in art-world 

caricature, underlining, again, the medium’s preference for the ordinary rather than 

exceptional painter. Instead, we can also observe in the tables below that art-world 

caricature regularly mocked the fine artist turned shop-sign painter. Indeed, this social type 

appeared particularly frequently across the Empire and Restoration, where, for instance, 

ruddy, grizzled, and disheveled painters such as Nicolas-Toussaint Charlet’s middle-aged 

artist from Est-ce un Dindon? proudly gestures to his shop signs, a wine bottle conspicuously 

propped by his feet and a gnarled stick substituting for a mahlstick (fig. 3.25).  

Table 3.5. Quantity of Painter Social Types from the ancien régime to the Consulate. 

Painter Types  Ancien Régime Painter Types  Revolution to Consulate 
 Other Painter 13  Other Painter 6 

 Portraitist 4  Theatre or Literary Figure 3 

 Instructor 2  History Painter 2 

 Shop sign Painter 2  Portraitist 2 

 Theatre or Literary 
Figure 

2 
 Instructor 

1 

 Landscape 1  Shop sign Painter 1 

Table 3.6. Quantity of Painter Social Types from the Empire to the July Monarchy. 

Painter Types Empire, Restoration Painter Types July Monarchy 
 Other Painter 43  Other Painter 56 

 Portraitist 13  Portraitist 28 

 Shop sign Painter 13  Bohemian 22 

 Instructor 7  Landscape 14 

 Bohemian 5  History Painter 7 

 Landscape 5  Shop sign Painter 6 

 Romantic 5  Woman 6 

 Woman 5  Instructor 4 

 Classic 4  Classic 3 

 Theatre or Literary Figure 3  Romantic 3 

 History Painter 2  Theatre or Literary Figure 2 

 Door Painter 1 
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 A clearly recognizable bohemian type began to appear as early as the Restoration. In 

images such as Charles Aubry’s 1824 Les Peintres, we find this type epitomized (see fig 

3.26). The young, eccentric bohemian type and the struggling, middle-aged, eccentric type 

adjacent to him are satirized repeatedly in the July Monarchy, as we will explore further in 

Chapter 5.  

THE SATIRICAL SEMANTICS OF THE PAINTER’S SOCIAL TYPES 

In order to conduct a distant reading of the iconographic elements found in satirical 

representations of the painter, I conducted a specialized query in NVivo to return those 

iconographic elements that were paired with specific subtypes of painters. As outlined in 

Appendix 2, I developed an extensive list of symbols, broadly classified by activity, human 

figures, objects and attributes, setting, and allegorical and mythological iconography. I have 

been able to roughly determine, in the aggregate, what we generally find different types of 

painters doing, where, with whom, and accessorized with which types of objects. 

Unsurprisingly, across all periods, painters are most frequently found painting in their 

studio, though increasingly from the Empire onwards, we are likely to find them in the 

street, often in the humiliating act of moving after an eviction. As such, though, “activities” 

and “setting” are always dominated by “artmaking” or “painting” and “studio,” I have 

excluded these categories in order to consider other ways in which the representation of 

the painter changes across the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries.  

How does he look? 

The gap between the representation of the exceptional and ordinary artist widened over 

time. Indeed, in the ancien régime, artists were generally represented in very fine dress, 

though it often played an ironic role within the image’s joke. As shown in Table 3.7, ancien 

régime artists, even when satirized, rarely wore dress as casual as a painter’s smock, and 
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were instead depicted with sword, wig, tricorn hat, and habit. This representational mode 

changed rapidly from the Revolution onwards, when, increasingly, we find painters in 

modest and utilitarian painter’s smocks in the Empire and Restoration, and increasingly 

patterned and eclectic smocks during the July Monarchy (fig. 3.27). Simultaneously, artists 

young and old became more hirsute and disheveled from the Empire onwards. Indeed, in 

the July Monarchy, facial hair, men’s long hair, a painter’s smock, and an anachronistic and 

eclectic hat (not necessarily worn all at once) became the leading attributes of the painter as 

a social type (table 3.28). Recalling Tassaert and Delacroix’s images of the bohemian artist 

warming themselves by their fires and furnaces, this trope also regularly appeared in 

satirical images of the impoverished, eccentric artist.  

Table 3.7. Objects and attributes associated to ancien régime painter types.68 

 Objects/Attributes 

Painter Type 

Ancien 
Regime 
Dress 

 Wig  Tricorn 
 Painter's 

smock 
 Sword 

Instructor 1 2 0 0 0 

Landscape 0 1 0 1 0 

Other Painter 5 4 3 1 1 

Portraitist 3 2 0 0 1 

Shop-sign Painter 0 0 0 0 0 

Theatre/Literary 
Figure 

2 1 0 0 0 

TOTAL 11 10 3 2 2 

 

 

 

  

                                                             
68 This table has had conditional formatting applied to it so that cells with higher values are darker 
grey and lower values are lighter or are entirely white. 
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Table 3.8. Selection of Attributes associated to July Monarchy painter types. 

 Objects/Attributes         

Painter Type 

 
Facial 
hair 

 Long 
men's 
hair 

 Painter's 
smock 

 Eclectic 
Hat 

 Eccentric dress  Devil 
 

Furnace 
 Pipe 

Other 
Painter 

46 24 17 8 5 11 6 2 

Bohemian 14 19 7 7 4 0 1 1 

Classic 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 

Romantic 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 

History 
Painter 

5 3 2 1 0 1 0 0 

Instructor 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Landscape 8 6 2 2 3 0 0 0 

Portraitist 12 6 6 2 2 2 0 0 

Shop-sign 
Painter 

1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 

Woman 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL 91 62 35 20 17 14 7 3 

Who is he with? 

The artist’s most frequent interlocutors also shift from the ancien régime to the July 

Monarchy.69 In the ancien régime through the Consulate, artists were frequently pictured by 

themselves, or were being watched or harassed by an enthusiastic connoisseur (fig. 3.29). 

The artist’s harasser shifted in the Empire and Restoration, replaced instead by a creditor 

demanding debt repayment, such as a porter or a merchant. In several cases, the 

connoisseur was ironically swapped for a bohemian vagrant. The artist, displaced to the 

street to sketch or paint shop signs is admired instead by the true bohemian vagabonds 

after whom he has been named in both the Empire (fig. 3.30) and the July Monarchy (fig. 

3.31).  

                                                             
69 Other painter categories have been excluded from my query. NVivo is unable to exclude the code 
that one is searching for in its count. As such, a search for which painter types would be pictured with 
which painter types would yield a redundant response, since the query would double count that 
initial instance of a positive tag for a painter type. 
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What is he doing? 

Ancien régime and Revolutionary satirical images primarily captured artists painting or 

being counselled and admired by connoisseurs. From the Empire, we begin to encounter the 

rowdy, romancing, carousing artist that Murger drew upon, rather than invented, for his 

1845-9 Scènes de la vie de bohème. When we exclude art-making and connoisseurial 

endeavors, we find that the majority of activities in which Empire and Restoration painters 

engaged were libidinous, recreational, and gastronomic, with patron-client exchange and 

other forms of art peddling emerging gradually as an important feature in satirical 

representations (table 3.9).   

Henry Monnier, for instance, pictured a handsome artist who has lured a beautiful 

young woman back to his cramped mansarde for a glass of wine (fig. 3.32). They toast the 

painting and statuary littered about his apartment as they lounge suggestively in bed. The 

struggling artist’s banquet is equally bien arrossé in July Monarchy imagery. However, 

patron-client and art market activities overtook images of the wine-heavy dinners in the 

artist studio (table 3.10). Daumier’s crass bourgeois art buyers, for example, have invaded 

the artist’s studio here (fig. 3.33). Rather than inspect his paintings to choose the most 

compelling or excellent work, a bourgeois art buyer carefully measures artworks with his 

cane for fit in his home while his son rudely vandalizes a work in progress.  
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Table 3.9. Selection of Activities with which Painter Types engage in Empire and 

Restoration. 

 Activities 

Painter Type 
Romancing 

Food 
Consumption 

Drinking 
Art 

Market 
Activities 

Patron-
Client 

Exchange 

Bohemian 2 1 1 0 0 

Classic 0 0 0 0 0 

Romantic 0 0 0 0 0 

History Painter 1 0 0 1 1 

Instructor 1 0 0 0 0 

Landscape 0 0 0 1 1 

Other Painter 4 3 3 3 3 

Portraitist 0 1 1 1 1 

Shop-sign Painter 0 1 1 0 0 

Theatre/Literary 
Figure 

0 0 0 0 0 

Woman 0 0 0 0 0 

Total 8 6 6 6 6 

Table 3.10. Selection of Activities with which Painter Types engage in July Monarchy. 

 Activities 

Painter Type 

 Patron-
Client 

Exchange 

 
Submitting 

Art to 
Salon 

 Food 
Consumption 

 Drinking 
 

Romancing 

Bohemian 3 0 2 2 0 

Classic 0 1 1 1 0 

Romantic 0 1 0 0 0 

History Painter 4 0 0 0 0 

Instructor 0 0 0 0 1 

Landscape 0 0 0 0 0 

Other Painter 2 7 1 1 3 

Portraitist 3 0 1 1 1 

Shop-sign Painter 0 0 0 0 0 

Woman 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL 12 9 5 5 5 

§ 

By considering the subject matter and social types of art-world caricature in the aggregate, 

we can trace a rough trajectory of how it changed over time, as the figure of the painter 
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proletarianizes, as the connoisseur became increasingly bourgeois, and as art publics and 

taste were  

pictured as predominantly vulgar. These shifts were effected in the visual semantics of the 

satirical image by dressing the painter differently, situating him in new locales, altering his 

interlocutors, and modifying the nature of his exchanges. Most importantly, both late 

eighteenth- and early nineteenth-century satirical imagery were carefully constructed 

against the representations of the artist as possessing the faculty of genius and a 

professional affiliation, or as having been born with genius and thus responding to his 

calling as a vocational devotee.  

The study of the representation of the artist can suffer from a kind of tunnel vision if 

we consider the exceptional artist-genius exclusively. Scholarship tends to favor 

representations of renowned artist’s studios, high-ranking artists and administrators, and 

artists who, in their time, regularly secured illustrious patronage, achieved high market 

value, and have now often become canonical figures. However, art-world caricature reveals 

that publishers and artist-illustrators were deeply invested in depicting a categorical 

alternative to this highly successful exception, and generated a prolific visual counterpart 

which I have titled the inglorious artist. 

 It is important, however, to underline that this discovery of the inglorious artist in 

printed satirical imagery does not undermine the importance of the glorious artist whose 

historiography and visual representation the first half of this chapter outlined. An important 

component of satire’s critical and oppositional power is its tendency to behave 

parasitically—to identify a recognizable referent with high cultural currency to which it 
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applies a satirical transformation, whether caricatural, parodical, and so on.70 Indeed, 

graphic satire thrives upon these discursive battles over semantic territorial dominion. The 

instability of categories like genius, Classic, Romantic, bohemian, fine artist, liberal artist, 

and so on, underpin most of the satirical imagery here discussed. Indeed, satire capitalizes 

upon this instability to stretch these terms just a little too far, exposing the insufficiencies 

and paradoxes inherent in them. These images challenge our understanding of the social 

status and representation of the artist by suggesting that these constructs were not as 

stable and homogenous as scholars have often treated them. Simultaneously, satirical 

images reify those same categories they contest, demonstrating that the satirist could rely 

upon audiences to recognize them sufficiently to laugh at their subversion. 

                                                             
70 In his investigation of parody as a form of satirical transformation in French literature, Daniel 
Sangsue provides helpful definitions of a variety of satirical transformations, including pastiche, 
burlesque, and parody. See La Parodie (Paris: Hachette, 1994), see esp. 22-26. 
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CHAPTER 4 

Satirizing Paris’ Art World in the  

Late Eighteenth Century 

The general trends in the satirical representation of the artist rippled across literary and 

theatrical media in eighteenth- and nineteenth-century Paris, particularly in those media 

that parallel printed graphic satire. These include panoramic and short fiction, such as Louis 

Sébastien Mercier’s Tableau de Paris or the infinite nineteenth-century Physiologies, and 

popular theater or théâtre du foire and genres like opéra comique and vaudeville. In most 

cases, it is impossible to determine the supremacy of one form of medium over another; 

whether or not its articulation of a trope or type was inspired by or inspired the appearance 

of that same trope or type in another medium. In other words, we cannot determine a 

directionality to this “ripple effect.” Rather, image, stage, and page collaboratively provide a 

relatively coherent picture of the evolution of types and tropes for the satirical 

representation of artistic life in Paris. As indicated in Chapter 3, the visual artist in general 

and the painter in particular dominated these representations both in text and in image, and 

other social types were elaborated in relation to them. The artist was thus the central figure 

among these interweaving types and tropes for representing artistic life over time.  

 Here, we will contextualize the satirical representation of Paris’ art world within its 

broader media context, anchoring it within a less exhaustively culled corpus of panoramic 

writing, short fiction, and popular theater, all of which also comedically or satirically 

represent Paris’ artistic milieu. By moving through these works chronologically, this chapter 
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will develop more complete portraits of the types and tropes employed in the art world’s 

satirical representation, charting the overlaps and divergences between different media and 

exploring change over time across political regimes. My goal here is to establish that the 

satirical representation of the Parisian art world was not only a prolific topic within satirical 

imagery, but that satirical imagery in fact participated in a larger world of popular 

entertainment. It is only by putting satirical imagery into conversation with the popular 

media whose types and tropes it shared that we can develop a sophisticated and coherent 

set of historically contingent social types and tropes. 

INTER-MEDIAL TYPES AND TROPES 

Scholars have established that the figures of these alternative popular art worlds moved 

fluidly across media, from cultural periodicals to authors to artists to audiences to subjects 

represented and their treatment. The art critics heralded in the discipline of art history are 

also the theater and music critics of the history of literature and music, and the causes 

célèbres of the theatrical and literary worlds are populated by the artists, illustrators, and 

commentators of the art world. Most recently, Philippe Hamon and Mary Gluck, both 

historians of literature, have argued that the popular printed image, and the spectacular-

ocular approach to urban living and consumerism, rippled together across media and united 

both their creators and publishers, as well as their subject matter and treatment of it.1 As 

such, I do not imagine that I am contextualizing my satirical imagery alongside its theatrical 

and literary analogues. Rather, this chapter follows from the argument that since the 

Parisian art-world’s satirical representation occurred primarily in low, printed, and popular 

                                                             
1 Mary Gluck, Popular Bohemia. Modernism and Urban Culture in Nineteenth-Century Paris 
(Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 2005); Philippe Hamon, Imageries : Littérature et Image 
Au XIXe Siècle, 2nd ed. (Paris: J. Corti, 2007). 
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registers, that it is also necessarily inter-medial, given the fluidity and porosity of the image, 

stage, and page in late eighteenth- and early nineteenth-century artistic creation. 

In the sections that follow, we will dive deeper into the satirical imagery that targets 

artistic life in Paris, and bring it into conversation with cultural production on the same 

topic and in the same low register, but in other media. My goal here is to develop a holistic 

picture of how the art world, and the artist in particular, was approached satirically as a 

discursive object over time, to demonstrate the historical contingency of this discursive 

construction, and to trace those changes over time and across media. In general, there are 

far more overlaps than gaps, both vertically and horizontally: over time, certain types and 

tropes disappeared and appeared, but more often than not, we can establish a chronological 

lineage. As such, types and tropes tended to grow, change, and branch, and they were 

relatively consistent across media—they complemented, rather than contradicted one 

another. 

In our pursuit of the question of inter-mediality, we can carve out a register of 

cultural production that was bawdy, satirical, and subversive because it eschewed 

contributing to the progress of the arts and aimed self-consciously at entertainment, 

humorous critique, and gestures that felt illicit or subversive when considered in relation to 

those subjects and genres of cultural production that we could describe as official and 

institutionalized, such as opera, tragedy, history painting, or the novel. The feuilleton, the 

periodical, the vaudeville, and the graphic image cohere because they were serialized, brief, 

cheaply made and sold, and available in large numbers. Their materiality, as well as their 

frequently bawdy and satirical subject matter, exempted them from the criterion of 

distinction applied to Pantheonize cultural production. Its actors, authors, and illustrators 
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regularly betrayed their awareness that their participation in these genres compromised 

whether they could be perceived as contributing to the progress of the arts in other arenas. 

TARGETING THE ART-WORLD’S STRUCTURAL RELATIONS 

Within the broad range of approaches to art historical study grouped under the umbrella of 

“social history of art,” we can discern two strands: institutional histories that flesh out those 

structural elements of art worlds that determine where and how artists and artworks are 

produced, consumed, and exchanged; and what I would term cultural approaches to the 

social history of art that explore, for instance, the discourses, ideologies, and forms of 

representation of topics or figures. My goal in this and the following chapter is to straddle 

both of these strands. Art-world caricature is particularly well-suited to these aims. As I will 

here demonstrate, this inter-medial corpus of image, theater, and writing found 

representational means by which to interrogate the structural relations of Paris’ art world. 

In other words, the majority of satirical images on artistic life in Paris sought to make 

visible the invisible structural relations of the Parisian art world. Across these two chapters, 

we will find that strategies for making these structural relations visible multiplied, 

accumulated, branched, and in general, became more urgent and effective.  

These images overwhelmingly target position-taking within the economy of the 

artistic field.2 This is a central component of Pierre Bourdieu’s arguments around the notion 

of a field of cultural production. Bourdieu argues that membership to a cultural field, or in 

this case an artistic field, has to be adjudicated, and further concerns within that artistic 

field are constantly in debate. Position-taking describes the means by which incumbents 

                                                             
2 Pierre Bourdieu, The Field of Cultural Production: Essays on Art and Literature, ed. Randal Johnson 
(New York: Columbia University Press, 1993), 35–43. 
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seek membership in a field, and continue to negotiate the terms of their membership and 

success within that field once admitted. Bourdieu acknowledges, in his essay on the topic, 

that in liberal professions, these positions and the means by which they are taken are 

particularly “ill-defined […] elastic” and dispersed.3 Indeed, while scholars have explored 

the ways in which institutions (such as the Académie Royale),4 administrators (for instance 

the comte d’Angivillier),5 and artistic figures (such as Jacques-Louis David),6 accumulated 

and consolidated power and influence within Paris’ art world, we have not necessarily 

acknowledged that this struggle for position-taking remained indeterminate; the results 

inconclusive. From the mid-eighteenth century to the mid-nineteenth century, important 

periods of juridical and economic upheaval deeply affected the structural relations of Paris’ 

art-world, and as such, the means by which one engaged in position-taking in this artistic 

field were themselves thrown into question. The very criteria for membership in this 

artistic field changed frequently and suddenly across this politically turbulent century, and 

further, satirical imagery demonstrates that members and aspiring members of this artistic 

field found the criteria to be ambiguous, unclear, and most importantly, internally 

contradictory. 

These aforementioned foundational questions pertain to two concepts central to 

determining the nature of an artistic field in early modernity: the progrès des arts and the 

cursus honorum. What is Fine Art and what is the best Fine Art; and who is a Fine Artist 

much less the best of the Fine Artists? These criteria, and the means by which they were 

                                                             
3 Ibid., 43. 
4 Christian Michel, L’Académie royale de peinture et de sculpture (1648-1793) : la naissance de l’École 
française (Genève: Librarie Droz, 2012); Hannah Williams, Académie Royale: A History in Portraits 
(Surrey: Ashgate, 2015). 
5 Jean Locquin, La peinture d’histoire en France de 1747 à 1785 (Paris: Arthena, 1978). 
6 Thomas E. Crow, Painters and Public Life in 18th-Century Paris (New Haven: Yale University Press, 
1985). 
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created, maintained, and modified, were constantly under siege. For example, consider 

these subsidiary questions: Who decides that an artwork contributes to the progrès des 

arts? Is it the officers of the Académie Royale? The patronage of the Direction Générale des 

Bâtiments? Art critics of the biennial Salon exhibition? Or the private market? And what 

should the form of these accolades take? The doling out of prizes? The assignment of 

patronage? Membership within a corporation? Or the financial success of market 

prosperity? What career path does a young artist follow in order to become eligible for 

these ambiguous and undecided accolades? With whom should they seek apprenticeships? 

Which public or private art schools should they frequent in order to supplement their 

education with a newly required liberal arts curriculum? And then what? Should they 

attempt to climb the administrative ladder within the Académie Royale? Should they 

navigate a network of lucrative noble and bourgeois patronage? Should they establish a 

sought-after private studio frequented by many paying students? 

 This and the next chapter will explore the catalysts for these constantly shifting and 

ambiguous criteria for membership within Paris’ artistic field as they pertain to the progrès 

des arts and cursus honorum in particular. I will highlight the way in which satirical imagery 

and accompanying text-based popular media reinforced and nuanced satire’s special 

attention to shifting and unclear structural relations. Our object here is not to illustrate 

institutional history with satirical imagery, but rather to expose how this satirical imagery’s 

object is to make visible hotly contested and shifting structural relations whose nature was 

obscured not only to eighteenth- and early nineteenth-century art-world participants, but 

has in many ways remained obscured to art historians as well.  
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IN THE ANCIEN RÉGIME 

POPULAR MEDIA FROM CA. 1750-1789 

Image and text possessed a different relationship to the ancien régime’s privilege system 

than theater, whose reliance on venues or salles lead to a tighter regulation of which 

troupes could perform what, where, and when. Those theaters about which we know the 

most in the ancien régime were official institutions, meaning that they held a royal privilege 

to play comedy or tragedy and to sing on stage. The Académie Royale de musique, also 

known as the Théâtre de l’Opéra, as well as the Comédie-Française, which often went by 

Théâtre-Français, enjoyed these privileges and assiduously defended them, attempting to 

exclude others from performing on stage.7 A loophole to this privilege system existed: Paris’ 

seasonal religious fairs, presided over by the Church and its monasteries in particular, 

which had secured longstanding but short-term exemptions from these privileges.8 They 

became a breeding ground for commercial behavior like traffic in Flemish and Dutch 

contemporary painting, and for the establishment of théâtres de la  foire, the most notable of 

which is the genre and troupe referred to as the Opéra Comique, populated by foreign and 

especially Italian comedians, otherwise known as troupes foraines.9  

 The two most popular seasonal fairs were the Foire Saint-Germain and Foire Saint-

Laurent, both established in the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries to accommodate and 

entertain pilgrims. The Foire Saint-Laurent opened in late July and closed on the feast day of 

                                                             
7 Jean-Claude Yon, Une Histoire Du Théâtre À Paris : De La Révolution À La Grande Guerre, Collection 
Historique (Paris: Aubier, 2012), 11–13, 24–30. 
8 Robert M. Isherwood, Farce and Fantasy: Popular Entertainment in Eighteenth-Century Paris (Oxford 
University Press, 1986). 
9 Robert Isherwood, cited above, uses the Bakhtinian approach to the carnival to resuscitate the 
théâtres du foire as important cultural phenomenon. He is followed by two rigorous studies on this 
phenomenon and its position in relation to official institutions. See: David Trott, Théâtre du XVIIIe 
siècle. Jeux, écritures, regards (Montpellier: Editions espaces 34, 2000); Isabelle Martin, Le Théâtre de 
La Foire : Des Tréteaux Aux Boulevards, vol. 10, SVEC 2002 (Oxford: Voltaire Foundation, 2002). 
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Saint Michel in September and was located between the faubourg Saint-Denis and Saint-

Martin. The Foire Saint-Germain lasted from 3 February until Palm Sunday and was located 

in the contemporary Saint-Germain neighborhood around rue du Four and rue de Buci. In 

these locales, the théâtre forain eschewed the Comédie-Française and Opéra privileges by 

either avoiding song and speech entirely (for instance, by pantomiming), or by innovating 

hybrid and satirical theatrical genres.  

Two enduring genres were innovated in this context: opéra comique, where verse or 

prose comedy alternates with new vocal compositions; and vaudeville, where the vocal 

compositions are written to well-known tunes or airs.10  The genres of opéra comique and 

vaudeville that constitute this collection all feature artists romancing a young woman and 

overcoming obstacles. With few exceptions, every play across this century features this 

same story, employing a rigid comedic formula. The play opens with an intrigue where 

some initial obstacle is revealed to either the artist’s career and/or his pursuit of his 

romantic conquest. After these obstacles are introduced, the artist endeavors to overcome 

them. The nature of these obstacles change over time and will be detailed below. After these 

elements are introduced, the play elaborates a farcical comedic environment for the story’s 

unfolding, employing bawdy humor, wit, and persiflage. Finally, these obstacles reach their 

peak and in almost all cases, are resolved quickly and miraculously. The hero, our artist, 

wins his conquest and is either given permission to marry the female protagonist or marries 

her on stage. 

The troupe forain’s tendency to use its ribald platform satirically and critically 

frequently lead to the Comédie-Italienne’s closure. Though it sometimes enjoyed its own 

salle and great commercial success, Louis XIV shut it down at the end of the seventeenth 

                                                             
10 Yon, Une Histoire Du Théâtre À Paris, 12, 275–79, 293; Isherwood, Farce and Fantasy, 23. 
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century. They were re-established outside of the foires briefly at Louis XIV’s death, but the 

Opéra Comique troupe of the foires was suppressed in 1745, though re-established in 1752 

under the reign of Louis XV. Not coincidentally, historians of theater designate 1752 as the 

date in which France’s privilege system began to crumble: privately owned salles 

proliferated on the Boulevard du Temple, near the location of the Foire Saint-Laurent, and 

were run by entrepreneurial directors of various troupes and salles at the seasonal foires.11 

In 1762, after the Foire Saint-Germain burned down, the Opéra Comique and Comédie-

Italienne joined forces under a new banner, the Théâtre-Italien. Joining the ranks of 

France’s official and privileged institutions, their merger initiated a decades long battle 

where entertaining and comedic theater were pitted against France’s tradition of tragedy 

and opera.12 Meanwhile, the Boulevard du Temple and its environs were populated with the 

theaters that housed all of the plays that will be discussed here: the Théâtre de l’Ambigu-

Comique, the Théâtre Français Comique later renamed the Théâtre des Jeunes-Artistes, and 

the Théâtre de la demoiselle Montansier later renamed Théâtre des Variétés.13 

The foires and their antecedents—privately-owned and non-official theaters that 

lined the boulevards of the faubourgs of the Right Bank—were the home of the previously 

subversive opéra comique genre, and then the vaudeville genre that took its placed after the 

institutionalization of opéra comique in the 1760s. What I mean to emphasize here is that 

the comedic and satirical genres that form my inter-medial corpus together constituted a 

commercially-driven, scalable form of cultural production that was simultaneously 

constructed in opposition to official (and canonical) cultural production, and that catered to 

                                                             
11 Yon, Une Histoire Du Théâtre À Paris, 13–14, 58–59, 291–94; Trott, Théâtre du XVIIIe siècle. Jeux, 
écritures, regards, 137–82. 
12 This culminates in the musical and theatrical Classic-Romantic debates, explored most carefully 
throughout the scholarship of Olivier Bara, in particular. 
13 Yon, Une Histoire Du Théâtre À Paris, 13–14. 
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a broad social stratum but seems to have envisioned the middling and artisanal classes as 

their primary audiences.  

THE PRIVILEGE OF FINE ART IN ANCIEN RÉGIME PARIS 

The privilege regime at the center of Paris’ media environment extended much more 

broadly. In fact, historians of the cultural history of economics describe the privilege system 

as a key feature of French ancien régime governance, in which both guild or corporate 

rights, and individual rights, were doled out as the personal privilege granted them by the 

absolutist monarch to act on his behalf either individually or collectively.14 In the same way, 

the Académie Royale and its adjoining Academies, established as anti-frondeur measures 

circa 1648, represented, in many ways, a strategy for the King, as personal protector of 

these Academies, to introduce a privilege that circumvented the increasingly and 

dangerously powerful corporations, their juridical enforcers (the Châtelet),  

and their Parlementaire allegiances.  

In Christian Michel’s recent history of the Académie Royale, he highlights how the 

Académie was in fact founded in response to a petition from the Corporation des Maîtres 

Peintres. In 1647, the latter protested the doling out of individual privileges by the Maison 

du Roi to peintres du roi to act throughout the kingdom in circumvention of membership in 

the Corporation. These peintres du roi responded by submitting a request to the Maison du 

Roi that they should be permitted to found a semi-autonomous Académie Royale, run by the 

most talented of these peintres du roi, which included Charles Le Brun, and was much more 

                                                             
14 On the French early modern privilege system and the merchant courts, see: Gail Bossenga, The 
Politics of Privilege : Old Regime and Revolution in Lille (Cambridge; New York: Cambridge University 
Press, 1991); Michael Kwass, Privilege and the Politics of Taxation in Eighteenth-Century France : 
Liberté, Égalité, Fiscalité (Cambridge, U.K. ; New York: Cambridge University Press, 2000); Amalia D. 
Kessler, A Revolution in Commerce : The Parisian Merchant Court and the Rise of Commercial Society in 
Eighteenth-Century France (New Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press, 2007). 
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restricted in its admission of membership.15 This request was granted, and the Académie 

Royale’s administrative structures and royal funding were established between 1652 and 

1654, at the end of the Fronde.16 

 From this moment onwards, the Académie and the Corporation were locked into a 

jurisdictional and juridical battle that only ended in 1776, over a century later. Art 

historians have tended to overlook the preexistence of the Corporation, which we can trace 

back to 1391.17 The Académie and Corporation’s struggle for jurisdiction and superiority 

was, essentially, over who should determine the structural relations of Paris’, and by 

extension France’s, art world. The Académie, in its inception, represented a circumvention 

of Corporate privileges. This circumvention was permitted on the basis that some visual art 

should be distinguished from the rest and thus be considered a Liberal Art. This fine art and 

its practitioners should thus possess those structures befitting of a Liberal Art, which 

included an education that extended beyond mechanical practice to include intellectual 

formation, public lectures to foster amateur aesthetic expertise, and privileged patronage 

from the Maison du Roi to produce non-commercial, non-luxe artwork in the greatest and 

most intellectual of genres, the grand genre, or history painting. As a result, the status of 

artists and of those experts guiding them should be transformed from mechanical to liberal, 

or from artisanal to professional. In this newfound category of distinction, the Académie’s 

membership were thus prohibited from tenir boutique, meaning that while they could 

transact to sell their own artwork, but nothing else. Conventionally, we have presented this 

measure as a means by which Academicians differentiated themselves from the commercial 

                                                             
15 Michel, L’Académie royale de peinture et de sculpture (1648-1793), 22–24. 
16 Ibid., 25–26. 
17 Jules Guiffrey, Histoire de l’Académie de Saint-Luc (Paris: Champion, 1915), 1–16. 
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work of luxe so carefully charted by Natacha Coquery.18 However, it could equally be 

presented as a concession to the Corporation, which retained this one remarkable juridical 

advantage over the Académie until the French Revolution. Any artist aspiring to participate 

in the art market beyond that of practitioner required Corporate membership, most often in 

the Corporation des Maîtres Peintres with one competitor emerging across the eighteenth 

century with the Corporation of Marchand-Merciers, of which Edmé Gersaint is a famous 

example. With a privilege from this latter corporation, one could sell decorative objects, 

paintings, sculpture, furniture, and so on.19 

 As many art historians have demonstrated, the Académie Royale’s goals, which 

involved a process of cultural distinction in which manual labor and commercial exchange 

would be swapped for humanistic erudition and professional status, were largely 

aspirational. The Académie Royale’s school, housed in the Louvre, was poorly kept and 

poorly taught, with many of the Liberal Arts courses in mathematics and perspective 

chronically not on offer, and its instructors regularly absent from their own classes.20 A 

1654 arrêt required the delivery of lectures to form experts in aesthetics, but these were 

extremely short lived. And art exhibitions, a necessary criterion if the Académie Royale’s 

contribution to the progrès des arts was to benefit a broader public, were only regularized in 

1737, with annual exhibitions mounted in the salon carré of the Louvre.21 As such, in many 

                                                             
18 Natacha Coquery, “Les Hôtels Parisiens Du XVIIIe Siècle: Une Approche Des Modes D’habiter,” 
Revue D’histoire Moderne et Contemporaine 38, no. 2 (1991): 205–30; Natacha Coquery, Lh̓ôtel 
aristocratique : le marché du luxe à Paris au XVIIIe siècle (Paris: Publications de la Sorbonne, 1998); 
Natacha Coquery, Tenir boutique à Paris au XVIIIe siècle : luxe et demi-luxe (Paris: Comité des travaux 
historiques et scientifiques, 2011). 
19 Patrick Michel, Le commerce du tableau à Paris dans la seconde moitié du XVIIIe siècle: acteurs et 
pratiques (Villeneuve d’Ascq: Presses universitaires du Septentrion, 2007), 25–36; Guillaume 
Glorieux, A l’enseigne de Gersaint: Edme-François Gersaint, marchand d’art sur le Pont Notre-Dame, 
1694-1750 (Seyssel: Champ vallon, 2002).  
20 Reed Benhamou, Public and Private Art Education in France: 1648-1793, vol. 308, Studies on 
Voltaire and the Eighteenth Century (Oxford: Voltaire Foundation, 1993), 46–89. 
21 Gérard-Georges Lemaire, Histoire du Salon de peinture (Paris: Klincksieck, 2004), 41. 
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ways, the Académie was unable to strictly reinforce their dominance over a higher category 

of artistic creation and appreciation.  

The Corporation readily exploited this opening until the reign of Louis XVI, 

essentially arguing that if the King wanted to designate an institution to act on his behalf as 

ward of the progrès des arts, then the Corporation, possessing powerful protection and 

wealth, could serve this purpose even better than the chronically underfunded Académie 

Royale. The Corporation founded the Académie de Saint-Luc, a semi-autonomous corporate 

sub-structure with its own drawing school, exhibition, process of admission, and officiers.22 

Further, in their capacity as liberal artists, they secured tax exemptions for their members 

in the 1740s that brought them closer and closer to the status of the Académie Royale, and 

from 1751 to 1776, they secured permission to exhibit their members’ artworks. These 

exhibitions, held on alternate years from those of the then-biennial Académie Royale Salon, 

were also titled a Salon and opened on the very same day—Saint Louis day on 25 August.23 

As briefly discussed in Chapter 2, a series of internal conflicts between the Académie de 

Saint-Luc and the Corporation of Maîtres Peintres plagued the 1760s and 1770s. From 1766 

to 1776, the Académie de Saint-Luc’s officers complained that they were under-represented 

among the Corporation’s administrators. They argued that on the basis of their distinction 

                                                             
22 Three vastly different dates have been given for the establishment of the Corporation’s drawing 
school, named the Académie de Saint-Luc. Guiffrey dates the Académie de Saint-Luc’s statutes to 
1730 and 1738. Katie Scott more recently discovered that the Corporation was permitted to hold an 
academy on the liberal arts model from 1705. Most recently, Charlotte Guichard dates the drawing 
school to 1649. See: Guiffrey, Histoire de l’Académie de Saint-Luc, 20–28; Katie Scott, “Hierarchy, 
Liberty and Order: Languages of Art and Institutional Conflict in Paris (1766-1776),” Oxford Art 
Journal 12, no. 2 (1989): 60; Charlotte Guichard, “Arts libéraux et arts libres à Paris au XVIIIe siècle : 
peintres et sculpteurs entre corporation et Académie royale,” Revue d’histoire moderne et 
contemporaine 49, no. 3 (2002): 56. 
23 Séverine Sofio, Artistes femmes: la parenthèse enchantée, XVIIIe-XIXe siècles (Paris: CNRS Éditions, 
2016), 22–23. These privileges include exemptions from military service and from paying taxes 
d’industrie et de commerce. For a list of privileges, see Guichard, “Arts libéraux et arts libres à Paris au 
XVIIIe siècle,” 57–58. 
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as artists rather than artisans, they were categorically better qualified to lead in policy-

making. A set of factums that flew between both parties proposed markedly different 

approaches to the organization of labor: the Académie de Saint-Luc accused the Corporation 

of commercialism and luxe, valuing finances over merit, whereas the Corporation 

characterized the Academicians as insubordinate journeymen, attempting to buck the 

natural and virtuous hierarchy of order so carefully preserved among all trade guilds in 

early modern France.24 Most importantly, the Academicians of the Académie de Saint-Luc 

rehearsed pre-Revolutionary vocabulary such as despotism, enslavement, and tyranny, to 

accuse the Corporation of denying them the emancipation and autonomy entitled them as 

practitioners of a categorically different practice, which invested them with an evaluative 

superiority given their freedom from commerciality and luxe. In so doing, as both Katie 

Scott and Charlotte Guichard argue, the Saint-Luc Academicians developed a 

correspondence between the Liberal Arts and liberalization.25  

The Académie Royale, which had been struggling to establish a monopoly of fine 

arts privilege for over a century, capitalized upon this opportunity to dissolve their 

principal competitor. A mémoire and accompanying petition was produced by them and 

circulated in 1775, which also championed the liberty of the Liberal Arts, to which the 

Corporation responded that this form of liberty would result in a competitive individualism 

that would necessarily lead to “social incoherence and atomized communities” as every 

individual, motivated by selfish greed, sought after their own gain rather than the 

advancement of their entire trade.26 In this way, these three corporate interests, advocating 

for a necessary relationship between liberalization and the Liberal Arts on the one hand, 

                                                             
24 Scott, “Hierarchy, Liberty and Order,” 61–64.  
25 Ibid., 63, 67–68; Guichard, “Arts libéraux et arts libres à Paris au XVIIIe siècle,” 55. 
26 Scott, “Hierarchy, Liberty and Order,” 68. 
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and on trade stratification and social order on the other, participated in a much larger 

Enlightenment debate that criticized and sought to reform the structuring and ordering role 

of work in French social life.27 

 Shortly after Louis XVI’s ascension to the throne, everything changed. Anne Robert 

Jacques Turgot was appointed Controller-General of Finances and the position of Directeur 

Général des Bâtiments went to the comte d’Angivillier. Conventionally, French art historians 

have followed Jean Locquin’s emphasis on d’Angivillier’s role in reforming the arts. 

However, I would here like to emphasize Guichard’s contribution which points out that it 

was not until 1776 that the Académie Royale was actually given a complete monopoly over 

the ambiguous and ill-defined notion of fine art as a category distinct from decorative or 

luxury artistic production.28 This short lived post-1776 monopoly was a direct consequence 

of Turgot’s Six Edicts of 1776 which briefly abolished Paris’ corporations, including the 

Corporation des Maîtres Peintres. The re-establishment of corporate privileges in 1776 

brought with it substantial reforms to these corporations.29 The Corporation des Maîtres 

Peintres was denied the restitution of the Académie de Saint-Luc.  

Further, the longstanding jurisdictional overlap between the Corporation and the 

Académie was eradicated in the Académie’s favor.  This did not mean, however, that fine 

artists had to be a member of the Académie Royale to practice. Rather, the 1776 reforms of 

the corporations created the category of the artiste libre. In other words, fine arts practice 

became fully liberalized. The Académie Royale did not retain corporate privileges over this 

                                                             
27 James Farr’s scholarship is dedicated to exploring this in early modern Europe, and France in 
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practice, but was rather given a monopoly to determine whether or not artistic 

practitioners were fine artists. The terms of this distinction, as ratified in a Déclaration 

royale of 15 March 1777, were very unclear: those that were painters or sculptors of 

historical subjects, portraiture, landscape, flowers, miniatures, or any other genre of art 

making for which an understanding of drawing and study of nature is the basis and is 

esteemed of a talent considerable enough for admission to the Académie Royale did not 

have to seek membership from the Corporation des Maîtres Peintres.30 These artists, Liberal 

Artists, were also liberalized. Artists who felt they belonged to this new category, which 

Séverine Sofio terms the artiste libre, could and did appeal to the Académie Royale when the 

Corporation contested their right to free practice, but were otherwise not required to seek 

membership in that Académie to practice freely. Commerce, or to tenir boutique, was still 

prohibited, as a retained privilege of the Corporation and the Marchands-Merciers.  

Sofio, in particular, emphasizes that this gesture would have disenfranchised 

hundreds of Parisian artists, neither members of the exclusive Académie Royale, and now, 

no longer members of the Corporation. Sofio estimates, for instance, that only one in four 

artists active in ancien régime Paris was a member of the Académie.31 Exhibition 

opportunities for contemporary artists, which were already limited in eighteenth-century 

Paris, became all the more so. The Académie Royale’s biennial Salon was restricted to 

members of its corporation. Otherwise, young and foreign non-corporatized artists could 

exhibit works at the Expositions de la Jeunesse in the Place Dauphine on the Sunday of Fête-

Dieu, and at the aforementioned foires—home not only to non-privileged theatrical 

                                                             
30 Sofio, Artistes femmes, 27. 
31 Ibid., 24–25. 
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spectacle, but also to an illicit foreign art market. The Académie de Saint-Luc’s exhibitions 

had already been destabilized following their protracted debate with the Corporation.  

D’Angivillier’s reign can, on the one hand, be understood as an attempt to tighten up 

the increasingly lax and unimpressive state of the grand genre, and as such, the progrès des 

arts, in French artistic production. But on the other hand, d’Angivillier seems also to have 

conceived of his role as offering an alternative to an increasingly dominant private market 

for portraiture, miniature, sculpture, and lower genre easel painting (still life, landscape, 

etcetera). D’Angivillier invested in a program of annual history painting commissions from 

promising young and established older Académie Royale painters from 1774 onwards,32 

and simultaneously, the Parisian private art market experienced unprecedented growth. 

The nobility and financiers who were moving back to Paris, and increasingly came to 

perceive their property as an exchangeable commodity, became increasingly interested in 

artwork as a bien meuble. Accordingly, a record number of art auctions were held in the 

1770s.33 We can assume that these shifts in the market for luxury goods had important 

repercussions on the art market. Further, aspiring artists would have enjoyed an 

unprecedented freedom to practice, since from 1776 onwards, they were, for the first time, 

permitted to do so freely in Paris. All that was denied then were exhibition opportunities at 

the Académie Royale’s Salon and the Salons of the now defunct Académie de Saint-Luc. 

In sum, the growth of a private market in Paris and a private interest in art 

appreciation and collection seems highly correlated to the development of the category of 

the artiste libre, and to the juridical encouragement of competitive individualism that it 

elicited. D’Angivillier and the Académie Royale struggled to retain their newfound but 

                                                             
32 Barthélémy Jobert and Richard Wrigley, “The ‘Travaux D’encouragement’: An Aspect of Official 
Arts Policy in France under Louis XVI,” Oxford Art Journal 10, no. 1 (1987): 3–14. 
33 Michel, Le commerce du tableau à Paris. 
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limited monopoly. Their last substantial remaining advantage—a popular biennial 

exhibition of contemporary artwork—was jealously guarded by d’Angivillier in the face of 

proliferating alternative exhibition opportunities for contemporary art.34 It is not 

coincidental that these alternative exhibition opportunities multiplied from 1775 onwards, 

when peintres de la jurande’s exhibition opportunities were definitively shuttered. For 

instance, Marcenay de Ghuy and Jean Antoine de Peters organize exhibits at the Colisée in 

1776, which primarily attracted former members of the Académie de Saint-Luc. 

D’Angivillier managed to suppress its second exhibition in 1777.35 Pahin de la Blancherie 

picked up where de Ghuy and de Peters left off, founding his Salon de la Correspondance in 

1777 as an offshoot of his already successful circulating letter called Les Nouvelles de la 

République des Lettres et des Arts. Both Sofio and Laura Auricchio characterize this Salon as 

a revival of the cabinet of curiosities, where the boundaries between spectacle, luxury, and 

art were extremely fuzzy.36 Nonetheless, this exhibit also attracted artistes libres as well as 

artists of the Académie Royale who had abandoned the Salon exhibition and resorted 

primarily to the private market in the 1770s, such as Jean-Honoré Fragonard and Jean-

Baptiste Greuze.37 

The questions raised over the course of the ancien régime, in its fluctuating political 

economy of art, pertain to who exactly should determine the progrès des arts in France. 

From 1647 onwards, the Corporation and newly founded Académie matched each other 

step for step in debating whether or not trade interests or liberal arts interests should 

                                                             
34 The sale of the Salon’s livrets suggest a rapidly growing audience for this summer exhibition. See 
Udolpho van de Sandt, “Le Salon de l’Académie de 1759 à 1781,” in Diderot & l’Art de Boucher à David 
(Paris: Réunion des Musées Nationaux, 1985), 79–84, exh. cat. 
35 Sofio, Artistes femmes, 45–46. 
36 Ibid., 46–49; Laura Auricchio, “Pahin de La Blancherie’s Commercial Cabinet of Curiosity (1779-
87),” Eighteenth-Century Studies 36, no. 1 (2002): 47–61. 
37 Auricchio, “Pahin de La Blancherie’s Commercial Cabinet of Curiosity (1779-87),” 48. 
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represent the King’s patronage and encouragement, via their privileges from him. Louis 

XVI’s administrative reforms provided a window within which the artiste libre was given 

the juridical status of commercial freedom. But we know, at this point, that the Académie de 

Saint-Luc and the Académie Royale had been in support of this overlap between what 

Christophe Charle has recently categorized as contradictory notions: liberalization and the 

Liberal Arts.38 This gesture provided the Académie Royale with nothing more than the final 

say over who was or was not an artiste libre. This illusion of monopolization in fact opened 

up a window in which a third competitor for the progrès des arts could begin to encroach on 

this battle: the private market. The growing desire for easel painting over immobile 

decorative schemes accelerated, exacerbating the anti-luxe debates of French moralists and 

fomenting anxieties among participants in the private market who remarked an influx of 

fresh blood and speculative interests.39 

 

In the section that follows, we will explore the intersections and divergences between the 

19 pieces of fiction (14) and theater (5) dated to the ancien régime and the 62 satirical 

images that targeted artistic life in Paris discovered for the same period.40 When considered 

collectively, we can observe how they interacted with the institutional history elaborated 

                                                             
38 Christophe Charle, La Dérégulation culturelle. Essai d’histoire des cultures en Europe au XIXe siècle 
(Paris: Presse Universitaire de France, 2015), 65. 
39 Michael Kwass, “Consumption and the World of Ideas: Consumer Revolution and the Moral 
Economy of the Marquis de Mirabeau,” Eighteenth-Century Studies 37, no. 2 (January 1, 2004): 187–
213; Joëlle Raineau, “Le Discours Sur La Décadence de La Gravure de l’Ancien Régime À La 
Restauration,” in Interkulturelle Kommunikation in Der Europäischen Druckgraphik Im 18. Und 19. 
Jahrhundert/The European Print and Cultural Transfer in the 18th and 19th Centuries/Gravure et 
Communication Interculturelle En Europe Aux 18e et 19e Siècles, ed. Philippe Kaenel and Rolf 
Reichardt (Hildesheim, New York: Olms, 2007). 
40 It should be noted that the relatively high number of fictional pieces for this period can be 
attributed to Louis-Sébastien Mercier’s Tableau de Paris, where each article pertaining to artistic life 
was counted individually. If Mercier’s 12 articles were counted as a single entry, this number would 
only be 8.  
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above. Definitive social types and tropes began to emerge across image, page, and stage that 

paint a more nuanced portrait of the representation of artistic life, and the artist’s perceived 

relationship to the political economy of art. 

The Artist Enjoys an Elevated Social Status 

Visual artists are frequently at the center of our narratives, for instance in Louis Anséaume’s 

1757 play Le peintre amoureux de son modéle, which was represented frequently over the 

course of the eighteenth century, in Antoine-Alexandre-Henri Poinsinet’s 1758 Gilles, garçon 

peintre, z’amoureux-t-et rival, and Claude-Henri Watelet’s 1784 La maison de campagne à la 

mode, ou La comédie d’après nature (originally written in 1777).41 Among these three plays, 

we discern character types which appear singular when ancien régime cultural production 

is considered in a vacuum, but when put into conversation with the cultural representations 

that followed the Revolution, can be identified as the first appearances of a relatively stable 

set of social types and tropes for the representation of the artist. These signal the first 

appearances of types such as trickster art student and the shop sign painter with 

unattainable aspirations, in Gilles, garçon peintre; the romancing artist in Le peintre 

amoureux; and the emotionally disconnected visual artist who is disengaged from the 

turmoil that surrounds him and thinks only of how it will translate onto canvas in La maison 

de campagne. While these types will be developed further in later theater and short fiction, 

their ancien régime representations differ in one remarkable respect: the artist, in all of 

these cases, enjoys an elevated social status.  

 We find the same thing in humorous and satirical imagery of the artist in the ancien 

régime. A distinct cluster of nine satirical images show us the artist, and almost always an 

                                                             
41 Louis Anséaume, Le peintre amoureux de son modéle (Paris: Duchesne, 1757); Antoine-Alexandre-
Henri Poinsinet, Gilles, garçon peintre, z’amoureux-t-et rival (Paris: Duchesne, 1758); Claude-Henri 
Watelet, La maison de campagne à la mode, ou La comédie d’après nature (Paris: Prault, 1784). 
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easel painter, who is well dressed and in relatively comfortable environs. They are ridiculed 

occasionally through transformation into a monkey, recalling the mid-century vogue for 

singeries and criticisms of modes of transmission and artistic education in Academic 

instruction for its privileging of copying.42 For instance, Antoine Watteau’s images of the 

Singe Peintre and Singe Sculpteur from around 1710 are reprised by Jean-Siméon Chardin in 

1739 and then Jean-Baptiste Deshays.43 Around the same time, Jean-Baptiste Guélard 

engraved Christophe Huet’s series of monkey artisans and artists, including his Le Me. 

Peintre (1742) (fig. 4.1). Through the medium of the monkey-painter, where Chardin first 

aped Watteau and then Deshays aped Chardin, artists engaged in a cheeky debate about 

whether or not style was also imitated via the imitation of nature. In all of these earlier 

eighteenth-century instances, the artist is presented in a state of fine dress or semi-undress, 

sporting the ennobling clothing of an elevated status with silk habit and culottes, and often 

bewigged. 

 The same was true of that imagery which followed from 1750 onwards. The singe-

peintre conceit is jettisoned, with humor instead found in the addition of verse below the 

image to create an amusing text-image correspondence.44 Like the singe-peintre images, 

they are relatively gentle in their critiques and primarily question the artist’s talent itself 

rather than his social status. For instance, in La Peinture (1763) a young painter produces a 

small bambochade of putti lounging on a bank in an Italianate forest (fig. 4.2). Dressed in silk 

habit and stockings, his wig is fashionably tied into his cravat. The verse below the image, 

                                                             
42 Bertrand Marret, Portraits de l’artiste en singe: les singeries dans la peinture (Paris: Somogy éditions 
d’art, 2001): 59-66. 
43 Deshay’s Le singe peintre, in the musée des Beaux-Arts of Rouen, is undated but was likely painted 
in the 1740s.  
44 On verse in French prints more broadly, see W. McAllister Johnson, Versified Prints: A Literary and 
Cultural Phenomenon in Eighteenth-Century France (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 2012). 
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attributed to Henri Watelet, mocks the painter’s desire to imitate nature, suggesting that the 

exercise is useless if he does not possess any talent. The verse is adapted from Watelet’s 

L’art de peindre, in particular the poem contained therein, which reads: 

Vous qu’un secret desir d’imiter la nature, 

Dans l’empire des Arts, attache à la Peinture; 

Vous, qui brûlez d’offrir à mes yeux satisfaite, 

Les formes, les couleurs, les plans et les effets: 

D’un penchant qui vous flatte examinez la source; 

Le desir, sans talens, offre peu de ressource: 

Il faut être né Peintre; ei [sic] ce don précieux, 

Comme celui des vers, est un présent des Cieux.45 

The artist, though finely dressed, is confined to a windowless studio space, and we are given 

little other indication that the pairing of image and text is ironic. Nonetheless, the artist has 

selected cautionary verse, which shepherds the painter towards the faithful copying of 

nature and away from more dazzling showmanship, likely targeting François Boucher and 

his legacy—“les formes, les couleurs, les plans et les effets.” Certainly, the satirical 

engraving, which pictures a young artist producing a Boucher-like bambochade, interprets 

Watelet’s meaning in this way. This careful pairing of image and text may have added an 

ironic valence to the painting from which it is engraved, from the cabinet of le Chevalier de 

Damery (1723-1803) by a Delarue.46  

The image’s satirical or malicious intent is further enhanced by the appearance of 

another image: a graphic satire from 1743, conspicuously pinned to the door in the 

background which satirizes a little known Dean of the Corporation des Maîtres Peintres’ 

Académie Saint-Luc—Nicolas Bolureau (fig. 4.3). This image against Bolureau imagines him 

                                                             
45 This verse appears in Watelet’s poem: Claude-Henri Watelet, L’art de peindre: Poëme. Avec des 
réflexions sur les différentes parties de la peinture (H. L. Guérin & L. F. Delatour, 1760), 5–6. 
46 For more on the Chevalier de Daméry’s collection and engravings after it, see: W McAllister 
Johnson, Veronique Meyer, and Stéphane Roy, “Le Chevalier Damery (1723-1803) et la gravure de 
collections privees en France au XVIIIe siecle,” Nouvelles de l’estampe, no. 223 (2009): 9–49. 
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bedraggled, his clothing worn through and torn, and despite his advanced age, his need for a 

walking stick, and the mucous that dribbles from his nose, he still carries his canvas around 

with him though the frame and canvas itself have been several times broken and repaired. 

Advertised in the Mercure de France in 1743,47 the designer of the image, Jean-Jacques 

Spoëde, was also a master painter of the Académie Saint-Luc and, given that he exhibited in 

the Salon exhibitions of the 1750s, appears to have acquired Académie Royale membership 

as well between the production of his satire against a colleague and Delarue’s satirical 

image on genius. A distinction is clearly drawn here that reifies the professional and genteel 

status of the Academic painter, and that does so at the expense of those who continued to 

support a vocational model for painting.48 

 Le Peintre de Paysage (1765) is more direct in its criticism of the easel painter 

presented to us, who is also finely dressed with more elaborate powdered wig and lace 

ruffles poking out from underneath his heavy painter’s robe (fig. 1.7). Our painter, however, 

upon closer inspection, is hunched as he gazes too intently at his landscape painting, and 

when we closely examine his face we can see he has been rendered with pathognomic 

distortion, caricaturing him: he frets over his painting and expresses his worries with his 

posture and facial expression, having entirely abandoned his mahlstick which languishes in 

his other hand. This artist’s environs are much more comfortable—he seems to have 

repurposed another finely furnished room to use as a studio space. The verse below the 

image similarly suggests that though he aspires to copy nature, he lacks the talent of 

renowned geniuses, and names the celebrated landscape and port view painter, Claude 

Joseph Vernet: 

                                                             
47 Mercure de France November (1743): 27. 
48 A painting of the Spoëde caricature against Bolureau appeared on the private market at Collin du 
Bocage in Paris on the June 17 2009 as Lot 33.  
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Son attention fait comprendre 

Que la nature est son objet; 

Mais pour la saisir et la rendre, 

Il faut être Vernet. 

These images, from monkey painter to non-genius imitator, suggest that the Academic 

model of transmission does not itself ensure excellence; rather, the flame of genius with 

which one is born or gifted is a necessity. The humor in these images, I believe, can be found 

in the fact that these artists look and act the part of a professional fine artist but nonetheless 

lack a key ingredient that cannot be acquired through demeanor, grooming, or practice: 

genius.  

 The romancing artist also appears frequently in satirical and humorous imagery. For 

instance, Anséaume’s Le Peintre Amoureux initially presented at the Foire Saint-Laurent, 

was re-staged regularly over the course of the eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries. 

Indeed, Anséaume, at this point, had been appointed sub-director to the Opéra Comique 

upon its reopening in 1752 under Jean Monnet, positioning him as a powerful figure within 

this burgeoning environment for non-official, commercial theater.49 His play features a 

painting student, Zerbin, who steals Laurette, a beautiful model, away from the older 

painter, Alberti, who is courting her, and is illustrated in an undated engraving which may 

be clipped from one of the play’s livrets (fig. 4.4).  

 Anséaume’s wildly successful play and the image after it, which represents the scene 

in which Zerbin woos Laurette as she poses for Alberti, transports pseudo-pornographic 

petit cabinet imagery into the artist’s studio. The romancing artist, who takes advantage of 

the vulnerability of women in a space that sidesteps social codes, was elaborated more 

lasciviously in imagery for which I have found no theatrical or fictional equivalent. For 

                                                             
49 Trott, Théâtre du XVIIIe siècle. Jeux, écritures, regards, 161. 
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instance, Henri Bonnart’s much earlier c. 1680 Gallant Peintre shows us a fashionably 

dressed young man (fig. 4.5): his long flowing wig and large sleeve cuffs are reminiscent of 

earlier eighteenth-century fashion. The rhyming couplets below the image enhances its 

humor, relating the portraitist’s youth and fine dress to the image’s title: 

Tandis que de couleurs ma palette est remplie 

Vous dames qui voules qu’on vous voie en tableau 

Approches vous de moy ma maniere est jolie 

Je vous satisferay des coups de mon pinceau 

The word play here, which employs phrases like “je vous satisferay” and “approches vous de 

moy” suggest that the artist’s goal, while flattering his female sitter, is to take advantage of 

this unusually intimate setting to woo her. The gallant painter’s sexualization of the studio 

space becomes voyeuristic and pornographic in images like Le Dessinateur Anglois which 

features an older connoisseur, complete with loop and phallic rat-tailed wig peering down 

the shirt of the young woman who studies innocently, perhaps in his cabinet (fig. 4.6). 

 The aforementioned plays contemporary to these images—Anséaume’s Le peintre 

amoureux, Poinsinet’s Gilles, garçon peintre, and Watelet’s La maison de campagne—

similarly include visual artists who enjoy this professional social status. Most importantly, 

these plays present this social status casually, treating it as a given. It is significant, then, 

that these images and plays all predate 1776, the year in which the Académie Saint-Luc will 

be definitively closed, and the new category of artiste libre created. Before this watershed 

date, the artist, even when presented satirically, enjoyed an unquestionably professional 

status.  
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The Connoisseur in Text and Image 

Theater’s Bumbling Connoisseur 

The theatrical connoisseur tends to appear as bumbling rather than lascivious, with his 

characteristic myopia. In Guillaume-René Le Fébure’s Le Connoisseur of 1773 (which was 

plagiarized in 1789 by Rouillé and in 1793 by Benoit-Joseph Marsollier des Vivetères), 

connoisseurs are scathingly represented as myopic, disloyal, and vain.50 They look too 

closely at everything, speak in absurd detail about small subjects, and are extremely 

confident in their good taste and the truth of their judgments. Agathe, the niece of the play’s 

leading connoisseur, Fintac, wishes desperately that her uncle would abandon this pastime 

for his own health, which he does, eventually, when all of his friends scorn a play he has 

written and published. The equally benign “faux connoisseur” also appears in Watelet’s La 

maison de campagne in a character named Le Marquis. As the competitor to the preferred 

object of the heroine’s affections, Watelet represents him unfavorably by imaging him as 

one who overestimates the acuteness of his taste and delights in giving advice that is rarely 

ever heeded.   

The Connoisseur’s Nefarious Art Market Influence 

While overconfidence and myopia are consistent features in satirical representations of the 

connoisseur, graphic satire augments these criticisms. These traits seem to lead the 

connoisseur to fall prey to the nefarious new forces of decadence and dissipation in the art 

world: the market and art criticism. The most well-known example of this is the Comte de 

Caylus’ 1727 Assemblée de Brocanteurs which pictures connoisseurs as donkeys—

allegorical manifestations of ignorance—and applies the derisive title of brocanteur to them, 

                                                             
50 Guillaume-René Le Fébure, Le Connoisseur (Geneva: D’Houry, 1773); Rouillé, Le Connoisseur (Paris: 
Emmanuel Flon, 1789); Benoit-Joseph Marsollier des Vivetères, Le Connoisseur (Paris: Brunet, 1793). 
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associating them to lowly street speculation and bartering in trinkets (fig. 1.6).51 The line 

between the well-dressed connoisseur who closely inspects artworks, and the speculative 

trade of relatively valueless objects is blurred here. A similar criticism is mounted of the 

connoisseur, but with bawdier humor, in Della Valle’s undated but likely late eighteenth-

century image, Le Fin Connoisseur (fig. 4.7). An elderly and noble connoisseur, complete 

with chapeau bras, sword, and a large wig bow, is on his Grand Tour in Rome. He marvels at 

a painting he has discovered in the street shop of actual brocanteurs (properly, a second-

hand goods dealer or bric-a-brac dealer), unconcerned that this image depicts a working-

class woman baring her rear and flatulating. The verse below the image underlines the 

connoisseur’s delusional self-confidence:  

Sur cette Borne, au coin de cette Rue. 

Un Raphael! Ah la bonne recrue! 

Le Brun l’auroit manqué quoique grand Connoisseur. 

Il n’a que de bons yeux, je les sens à l’odeur. 

The verse refers to Jean-Baptiste-Pierre Le Brun, Élisabeth-Vigée Le Brun’s husband, who 

enjoyed a successful career selling and auctioning art work and lending his expertise for the 

conservation and evaluation of works.52 This elderly and anachronistically dressed 

connoisseur’s overconfidence in his taste and judgment is rendered especially absurd 

through this comparison to Paris’ most successful marchand de tableaux. More importantly, 

the line between connoisseur and market practice is blurred here, demonstrating the 

connoisseur’s desire to participate in a speculative marketplace for artwork, which he does 

in a dangerously ignorant way, given his gullibility.  

                                                             
51 For more on the Assemblée de Brocanteurs image see Kathryn Desplanque, “Repeat Offenders: 
Reprinting Visual Satire Across France’s Long Eighteenth Century,” RACAR 40, no. 1 (2015): 17–26. 
For an analysis of the donkey as ignorance in emblem books, see Kathryn Desplanque, “A Satirical 
Image against Jean-Baptiste Greuze: Celebrity, Printmaking, and the Public Woman,” Eighteenth-
Century Studies 50, no. 1 (2016): 32–34. 
52 For a thorough investigation of Le Brun’s career see: Fabienne Camus, “Jean Baptiste Pierre Le 
Brun: peintre et marchand de tableaux (16 février 1748 - 7 août 1813)” (PhD, Université Paris-
Sorbonne, 2000). 
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 In a drawn satirical image, dated to 1769-1774, Gabriel de Saint-Aubin satirizes 

another connoisseur turned market expert, Pierre-Jean Mariette (fig. 4.8).53 Upon Mariette’s 

death in 1774, the state offered to buy his collection for 100,000 écus, which is referenced in 

Saint-Aubin’s caption. Mariette’s family elected to sell the collection at private auction 

instead, believing they could better profit from its sale. Guichard argues that Mariette is 

here pictured as a connoisseur shopping for images in the streets of Paris, and is primarily 

concerned with the signatures visible in the lower right-hand corners of each image. 

Mariette, of modest book-seller origins, is here accused of speculative practices as he 

greedily drapes himself in artwork. It is equally possible, however, that Saint-Aubin has 

here imagined the greedy audiences of Mariette’s estate sale.  

The connoisseur was elsewhere imagined as particularly vulnerable to speculative 

market practices, either through greed or ignorance. The anonymous author of the 1776 La 

confession publique du brocanteur employed the conceit of a fictitious travel narrative to 

reveal the unfair games that a group of art sellers played on unsuspecting amateurs.54 An 

auctioneer (commissaire-priseur), originally from Paris, is sailing back from the Americas 

and has been roomed with what he calls a brocanteur—also a derogatory term for ignorant 

and dishonest art merchants. The brocanteur’s name further indicates that he will be the 

target of this fictional travel narrative’s bile: Ferre-la-Mule is a French proverb which 

literally means to shoe a mule, but figuratively indicates that one has charged much more 

for their work than its worth. 

                                                             
53 Charlotte Guichard makes this identification. See:  “Connoisseurship: Art and Antiquities,” in The 
Saint-Aubin Livre de Caricatures. Drawing Satire in Eighteenth-Century Paris., ed. Colin Jones, Juliet 
Carey, and Emily Richardson, SVEC 6 (Oxford: University of Oxford, 2012), 283–300.  
For more on Pierre-Jean Mariette’s diverse activities, see Kristel Smentek, Mariette and the Science of 
the Connoisseur in Eighteenth-Century Europe (Surrey: Ashgate, 2014). 
54 La confession publique du brocanteur (Amsterdam, 1776). 
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 When Ferre-la-Mule is fatally injured during a surprise attack off the coast of 

Newfoundland, he urgently confesses all of his sins, fearing death. For the next forty pages 

of La confession publique, Ferre-la-Mule inventories the many ways in which he and a secret 

association of art merchants conspired to seduce enthusiastic connoisseurs into spending 

ten to thirty times the true value of the artwork they purchased. For example, they 

simulated public auctions and planted members of their association in the audience to up-

bid the value of terrible artworks in order to drive the connoisseurs, who were also invited, 

into a frenzy. The connoisseurs would then appeal to the brocanteurs to help them secure 

these works.55 If a connoisseur attempted to buy artwork directly from a brocanteur in this 

association, he would be refused. This catalyzed a scheme in which this artwork would be 

talked up persistently to the connoisseur, who would go off in search of it. He would be sent 

from brocanteur to brocanteur, who would claim to have just sold the work, until the 

connoisseur was driven to such a state of desperation that he would offer at least thirty 

times its actual value.56  

 Ferre-la-Mule’s speculative schemes, of which he recounts about a dozen, continue 

on in this way, becoming more and more elaborate. To make matters worse, this brocanteur 

is exposed as ignorant: another passenger on their ship, Madame de Saint-Firmin, discovers 

Ferre-la-Mule’s lack of learning early on, having suspected it given that her connoisseur 

husband was often swindled by such brocanteurs. We thus discover that apart from the 

names of a few famous Dutch and Italian Old Master painters, Ferre-la-Mule is entirely 

ignorant of the individual artworks they produced. He says, “nous nous bornons 

uniquement à vendre & à acheter très-cher, une infinité de noms.”57 

                                                             
55 Ibid., 27–29. 
56 Ibid., 29–32. 
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 As such, in the 1770s, during a noticeable upswing in the private market for 

artworks, satirical writing and imagery discovered a new target: the gullible connoisseur 

swindled by the vulgar brocanteur. Both types are suspected of ignorance—of knowing far 

less about artists and aesthetics than they claim—and of valuing artwork for primarily 

financial reasons, since they desire to hawk it for a better price and to engage in speculation. 

These satires also coincided with a growing general interest in the arts of drawing, as 

discussed in chapter 2, which, as Charlotte Guichard revealed, promoted the popularization 

of general interest publications on the arts, such as  dictionaries of art terms, biographies of 

artists, and drawing manuals.58 Similarly, the sudden expansion of art enthusiasts, and the 

perception that selfish and private interests threatened to break down the bonds of trust in 

commercial relations, preoccupied vocal members of the art world such as François Charles 

Joullain. An art merchant from an art world dynasty, his 1786 Réflexions sur la peinture et la 

gravure expressed his concerns that avarice and decadence on the part of sellers and artists 

would corrupt the relationship of trust between buyer and seller of art.59 

The Connoisseur-Critic-Nouvelliste 

At no other time is the art critic satirized more than during the ancien régime. Both 

renowned Académie Royale artists and amateurs took up the etching needle to slander 

them. We will not find a comparable concentration of renowned artists wielding satire to 

ridicule their enemies as we do surrounding the multiplication of critical pamphlets in 

response to Salon exhibits. Art critics such as La Font de Saint Yenne, who embodied a 

particularly disconcerting hybrid of connoisseur and nouvelliste, lured François Boucher, 

Charles-Nicolas Cochin, Claude-Henri Watelet, and the Comte de Caylus to the genre of 

                                                             
58 For more on dictionaries and biographies as “ouvrages de vulgarization” see Pascal Griener and 
Cecilia Hurley, “Une Norme en transformation. La systématique du vocabulaire artistiqe au XVIIIe 
siècle,” in L’Art et les normes sociales au XVIIIe siècle, ed. Thomas W. Gaehtgens et al. (Paris: Editions 
de la Maison des sciences de l’homme, 2001), 3–14. 
59 François Charles Joullain, Réflexions sur la peinture et la gravure (Metz: C. Lamort, 1786). 
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satirical imagery. However, art critics are generally absent from panoramic writing and 

popular theater. 

 Most of these satirical images have benefited from brief but recent scholarly 

treatment, but we have yet to acknowledge their specificity: satires of Salon art criticism 

seems to have been the special purview of the printed image, where Cochin’s text Les 

Misotechnites aux Enfers is a notable, yet still heavily illustrated, exception.60 This 

anonymous and undated imagery tends to target La Font de Saint Yenne, whose large body 

of critical writings around the Salons of 1746 and 1752 questioned whether the Académie 

Royale’s members were truly contributing to the progress of the arts and lampooned the 

prominence of portraits in the Salon exhibition.61  

As such, this series of works is anchored in the Salon exhibition and the art criticism 

that it suddenly began to attract, and is generally targeted against La Font. For instance, in 

1747, François Boucher illustrated a frontispiece to the abbé Leblanc’s 1747 Lettre sur 

l’exposition. Conventionally titled Painting mocked by Envy, Stupidity and Drunkenness by 

Thomas Crow and Melissa Hyde,62 it pictures emblems of ignorance, wrath, and stupidity, 

with Bacchic figures, a fury and, in this larger copy of it (fig. 4.9), a spectacled connoisseur, 

mocking and deriding a canvas as the allegory of painting, unable to speak for herself, holds 

her head in her hands pensively. La Font’s L’Ombre du grand Colbert (1752) elicited a 

greater response from Academicians. An image attributed to Claude-Henri Watelet and 

dated to 1753 pictures La Font as a blind Jesuit with walking cane and dog who criticizes 

                                                             
60 Charles-Nicolas Cochin, Les misotechnites aux enfers, ou Examen des Observations sur les arts, par 
une société (Amsterdam, 1763).  
61 La Font de Saint-Yenne, Réflexions sur quelques causes de l’état present de la Peinture en France. 
Avec un examen des principaux ouvrages exposés au Louvre le mois d’août 1746. (La Haye, 1747); La 
Font de Saint-Yenne, L’Ombre du grand Colbert, le Louvre et la ville de Paris, dialogue: réflexions sur 
quelques causes de l’état présent de la peinture en France avec quelques lettres de l’auteur à ce sujet, 
1752. 
62 Crow, Painters and Public Life, 8–9; Melissa Lee Hyde, Making up the Rococo : François Boucher and 
His Critics (Los Angeles, CA: Getty Research Institute, 2006), 136–37. 
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artwork at the Salon despite his inability to see (fig. 4.10). An image attributed to the Comte 

de Caylus and likely also produced in response to La Font’s 1752 work, La Fon taine de St. 

Innocent pictures La Font as a gallant connoisseur who pauses in the streets of Paris to 

admire the Louvre, whose state of disrepair La Font harshly criticized in L’Ombre du grand 

Colbert (fig. 1.3). In his over-attention to detail, La Font is oblivious to the bustling streets 

behind him, and to the dog that pees on his shoe. Though it is clear that they target La Font 

de Saint Yenne, these criticisms are not, in fact, particularly specific to him. An undated and 

previously unknown image, Les Nouvellistes, is more biting: it pictures La Font de Saint 

Yenne alongside a group of gossiping and prominent nouvellistes lounging in a park, 

perhaps near the infamous tree of Cracow, a popular center for gossip (fig. 4.11).63 Their 

faces are distorted to reflect their malicious nature and nasty conversations, with brows 

furrowed and mouths gaping and frowning. La Font can be spotted in the center of the 

second row, prematurely aged with a now unfashionable and outdated wig, leaning forward 

to argue. 

These images rehearse the tropes of the myopic and ignorant connoisseur, wielding 

them against an emerging art critic avant la lettre who is rendered as malicious and nasty. 

Similarly, the vignettes to Cochin’s Les Misotechnites aux enfers imagines a dialog between 

the character Ardelion, La Font de Saint Yenne, and a younger more rambunctious art critic, 

Phylakei, who is the anonymous author of a 1759 article on the Salon in L’Observateur 

littéraire. In 1760, Cochin replied to this text in Le Mercure de France before mounting this 

satirical 1763 work which mocks all critics, whom, in his text, have increased in avarice and 

                                                             
63 On the tree of Cracow and its role in eighteenth-century gossip mongering, see Robert Darnton, 
“An Early Information Society: News and the Media in Eighteenth-Century Paris,” The American 
Historical Review 105, no. 1 (2000): 1–35. 
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decadence since La Font’s initial incendiary writings.64 Joullain’s 1768 text and Cochin 1763 

text both express concerns about the same phenomenon of decadence, in which a new crop 

of young art world participants, whether art critics or art sellers, participate primarily to 

become rich and famous.65 

In the vignettes to Les Misotechnites, the art critic is represented as victim of his own 

oblivion (fig. 4.12): he is surrounded by the adornments of foolishness (insects) and vanity 

(peacock feathers) (fig. 4.13), or with his writing inspired by an evil spirit (fig. 4.14). Cochin 

elaborates a series of visual tropes to apply to the connoisseur, who is accused of looking 

too closely and thus not seeing, and as a result, is susceptible to those nefarious forces that 

erode art, such as the art market. The connoisseurs’ relationship to criticism is more 

complicated, since they cannot be represented as victims of nefarious forces. Instead, 

Cochin imagines the connoisseur as susceptible to evil spirits, and Boucher attributes their 

destructive behavior to envy, since they are only amateurs.  

Satire against art critics represents a careful policing of boundaries on the part, 

primarily, of the Académie Royale and its affiliates. The Académie and its amateurs 

attempted to undermine the anonymous art critics’ claims that they could employ what was, 

by definition, a non-specialist’s goût naturel to ventriloquize a previously voiceless public—

politically loaded claims in the lead up to the Revolution as corporate and academic bodies 

were increasingly accused of the same despotism as the State in libelous pamphlets.66 

                                                             
64 Entry 0123 and 0125 in Neil McWilliam et al., A Bibliography of Salon Criticism in Paris from the 
Ancien Régime to the Restoration, 1699-1827 (Cambridge; New York: Cambridge University Press, 
1991), 37. 
65 For a complete analysis of Cochin’s arguments in his satirical text, see Stéphane Peltier, “Les 
Misotechnites aux enfers ou l’imposture de la critique selon Charles-Nicolas Cochin,” in L’invention de 
la critique d’art, ed. Pierre-Henry Frangne and Jean-Marc Poinsot (Rennes: Presses universitaires de 
Rennes, 2002), 107–20. 
66 Both Thomas Crow and Richard Wrigley’s work has established the terms of this debate about the 
art critic as representative of the public, and how these claims to possessing a goût naturel were 
contested. Crow, Painters and Public Life; Richard Wrigley, The Origins of French Art Criticism: From 
the Ancien Régime to the Restoration (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1993). 
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Cochin’s Les Misotechnites targets the claims to goût naturel directly, attempting to debunk 

any challenges to authority. Whereas the Académie Royale had long since begun to absorb 

connoisseurs into their numbers as experts, and the Corporation’s art merchants were 

billed as experts in the auction pamphlets they assembled,67 Cochin, then the 

historiographer of the Académie Royale, argued that one must possess an intimate 

knowledge of the practice of art making in order to judge it. This sentiment is echoed most 

strongly in Boucher’s earlier satire which accuses art critics of envy for not being able to 

practice what they criticize. The parameters that Cochin sets up can be interpreted, as 

Stéphane Peltier suggests, as an attempt to maintain the autonomy of artists in the face of 

competing outsider interests. Rather, Cochin imposes criteria for the right to judge—a kind 

of cursus honorum for critics and connoisseurs. It seems more likely that these categories of 

ancien régime images that target connoisseurs and art critics participated in a protracted 

struggle to assert the supremacy of the Académie Royale in art-world position-taking, 

whereas outside judges such as a growing private market for art and growing numbers of 

popular critical pamphlets threatened to undermine the Académie’s control over the 

parameters for success and failure through the admission and exclusion of artists and 

amateurs, the doling out of official patronage, and competitions among their students. 

The Beginning of the Struggling Artist 

The ancien régime’s best known and most successful panoramic writer, Louis-Sébastien 

Mercier, wrote frequently on artists and in particular art education and the art market in his 

expanded twelve-volume 1782 edition of Le Tableau de Paris. This text reflects Mercier’s 

pre-Revolutionary interpretation of the practice of the visual arts, where, in his article on 

                                                             
67 Charlotte Guichard, Les Amateurs d’art à Paris au XVIIIe siècle (Seyssel: Champ Vallon, 2008); 
Camus, “Jean Baptiste Pierre Le Brun.” 
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“Vente de Tableaux,” he rehearses Platonic critiques of art making as imitation of nature.68 

Elsewhere, his critique of the very essence of visual art making descends into bilious 

exclamations, for instance “Eh! Que d’or n’a-til pas fallu pour payer ces malheureux artistes, 

& leurs insipides images!” He also excoriates the newfound École gratuite du Dessin on the 

premise that “elle ne fera que multiplier ces inutiles artisans d’un luxe ruineux.”69 

Occasionally, Mercier strayed from deriding the multiplication of artists and their 

decadence to championing the nobility of art making. In particular, he advocates for a 

separation of market incentives from art making. It is in this separation that we discover the 

noble struggling artist, whose first articulations in image, stage, and page are concentrated 

at the end of the ancien régime, in the 1770s and 1780s—notably around the 1776 creation 

of the artiste libre category.  

In his article on “Les Greniers,” which Anton Balthasar Dunker later illustrated in 

1787 (fig. 4.15), Mercier describes the many types of inhabitants, all poor, of the attics of 

Parisian apartments. His estimation of artists themselves, whether writer, painter, or poet, 

is high, especially when they toil in ignobility and poverty: 

Comme dans la machine humain le sommet renferme 

la plus noble partie de l’homme, l’organe pensant, 

ainsi dans cette capitale le génie, l’industrie, 

l’application, la vertu occupent la région la plus 

élevée. Là, se forme en silence le peintre; là, le poëte 

fait ses premiers vers; là sont les enfans des arts, 

pauvres & laborieux, contemplateurs assidus des 

merveilles de la nature, donnant des inventions utiles 

& des leçons à l’univers; là, se méditent tous les chefs-

d’œuvres des arts […].70 

                                                             
68 Louis Sébastien Mercier, “Vente de Tableaux,” in Tableau de Paris. Nouvelle édition. Corrigée & 
augmentée, vol. 10 (Amsterdam, 1782-8), 80. 
69 Ibid., 85; Louis Sébastien Mercier, “Ecole gratuite de Dessin,” in Tableau de Paris. Nouvelle édition. 
Corrigée & augmentée, vol. 10 (Amsterdam, 1782-8), 99. The École gratuite was a private institution 
founded by Jean-Jacques Bachelier in 1766 to teach artisans to draw as a basis for craft applications. 
For more, see Benhamou, Public and Private Art Education in France, 308:13–42. 
70 Louis Sébastien Mercier, “Les Greniers,” in Tableau de Paris. Nouvelle édition. Corrigée & 
augmentée, vol. 1, Part 1 (Amsterdam, 1782-8), 6. 
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Anton Balthasar Dunker’s rendering of Mercier’s “Les Greniers” article visually bridges the 

humorous images of the noble and professional artist, described above, with the many 

images of the struggling artist that will follow. Sharing an attic apartment, with the 

chimneys of other buildings visible from the window, a painter has crammed his easel and 

prints into an attic apartment that he shares, apparently, with the author of Les Bijoux 

Indiscrets (here, Dunker seems to have levelled a jab at Denis Diderot). The artist and author 

demonstrate that they can still look presentable in public: the artist is bewigged, and the 

author’s bag-wig is pinned high on the wall. The artist in particular seems perfectly happy 

with his situation, though they toil in destitution and are only able to maintain a pretense of 

financial comfort. 

Though Mercier singles out the poor artist and his virtue, in keeping with other 

contemporary criticism, he frequently railed against portraiture which he felt only the lazy, 

idle, and non-Republican would commission, and which further were inappropriately 

displayed in the Salon to a public that had no reason to care for the sitter, nor did the sitter 

provide them with any notable example of virtue, talent, or service to the state.71 In an 

article, he singles out the “Peintres en portraits,” and accuses them of profiting from 

vanity.72 Finally, Mercier’s last major area of criticism is the art market, which he feels 

prices rather useless objects astronomically high, promotes speculation, and creates 

                                                             
By the 10th volume of the new edition of Le Tableau de Paris, Dunker’s engravings had been 
published. Mercier makes clear his disapproval of these engravings. Referring only to a Swiss 
engraving endeavour, he calls them “les plus plates & les plus discordantes […] un soufflet aux beaux-
arts […].” Louis Sébastien Mercier, “Graveurs,” in Tableau de Paris. Nouvelle édition. Corrigée & 
augmentée, vol. 10 (Amsterdam, 1782-8), 97. 
71 Louis Sébastien Mercier, “Oisifs,” in Tableau de Paris. Nouvelle édition. Corrigée & augmentée, vol. 1, 
Part 2, 12 vols. (Amsterdam, 1782), 233–34; Louis Sébastien Mercier, “Sallon de Peinture,” in Tableau 
de Paris. Nouvelle édition. Corrigée & augmentée, vol. 5 (Amsterdam, 1782), 319–20. 
72 Louis Sébastien Mercier, “Peintres en Portraits,” in Tableau de Paris. Nouvelle édition. Corrigée & 
augmentée, vol. 6, 12 vols. (Amsterdam, 1782), 14–17. 
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opportunities for scheming art sellers.73 His points rehearse decades-old critiques of the 

Académie Royale, as their public scrutinized the quantity of works displayed that only 

suited private interests, rather than the history or even moral genre paintings that could 

cater to public interests. But Mercier’s text, as well as the circa 1771 article “Abjuration d’un 

Vieux Peintre” in R. de S. J. Pingebat’s Tableaux d’un poète, poésies d’un peintre, suggest that 

desperate artists prostitute their art for short term gains.74 Pingebat’s text is accompanied 

by an image of the fictional artist of his text, who complains that visual art is “le plus noble 

de tous les arts, [et] le plus proxénète de tous les métiers” (fig. 1.5).75 Cramped in his studio, 

likely also in an attic, the artist’s fine accoutrements are hung on the wall behind him and he 

has begun to draft his “Abjuration d’un Vieux Peintre” as he destroys the canvas before him. 

This image is the unrecognized first of many that show the artist destroying his own 

artwork, overcome with frustration and anger at the prostitution of his art and the 

unattainability of success.  

These images present us with the artist who struggles in private, sometimes nobly, 

and sometimes desperately. In 1757 and 1760, Étienne Jeaurat and the anonymous author 

of an Arbre de Cracovie print showed us the artist whose financial struggles peek through 

their public veneer (figs. 4.16 and 4.17). Jeaurat presented the now lost painting after which 

this was engraved in 1755, to some praise but no further commentary. It was engraved in 

1757 by Claude Duflos with amusing verse added. It shows us a painter and his wife moving 

out of their attic apartment presumably for failure to pay rent, having only rescued 

furniture relevant to his painterly trade. A bread maker and wine merchant yell angrily at 

them as they depart and are perhaps the unpaid creditors of the unfortunate couple. The 

                                                             
73 Louis Sébastien Mercier, “Tableaux, Dessins, Estampes, &c.,” in Tableau de Paris. Nouvelle édition. 
Corrigée & augmentée, vol. 4, 12 vols. (Amsterdam, 1782), 54–57; Mercier, “Vente de Tableaux.” 
74 R. de S.J. Pingebat, “Abjuration d’un Vieux Peintre,” in Tableaux d’un poète, poésies d’un peintre 
(Pittorescofolis: J.-H. Marchand, 1771), 41–43. 
75 Ibid., 41. 
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painter and his wife are both finely dressed with the painter’s sword dangling between his 

legs. They hold their arms out, unable to pay the lowly artisans who scold them as 

bystanders laugh. The humor in this image is contingent upon the apparent difference in 

social status between the artisans and the liberal artist, and how this difference is inverted 

by the latter’s financial destitution. In other words, his status is “all show.” The verse below 

the image enhances its irony, playing upon the artist’s pursuit of glory at the expense of his 

finances: 

Léger d’Or et d’Argent, ainsi que de Cervelle, 

Sur ce char de triomphe un confrère d’Apelle 

Dans un grenier nouveau va prendre appartement: 

Ravi d’avoir sauvé son cher ameublement. 

Il sembleroit qu’il a gagné quelque victoire; 

Cequi rabat pourtant un peu son air hautain, 

C’est que la Boulangère et le Marchand de vin 

Ne chantent pas tous deux des hymnes à sa gloire. 

In L’Arbre de Cracovie, we find an array of gossiping figures. Among them is the young artist 

with a painting tucked under his arm. His clothing shows many signs of wear: the elbows of 

his habit are blown out, its hem is frayed, and his silk stockings sag. Though the artist 

maintains a veneer of elevated status, with a sword dangling from his waist, his destitution 

reveals itself nonetheless. Further, of the figures here presented—an astrologer, a dancer, 

students, a musician, and the portly and finely dressed engraver to the artist’s right, only the 

painter’s clothing shows any signs of wear.  

 We find here that while the noble artist who enjoys an elevated status tapered off 

entirely from the stage and page by 1776, replaced by images of the struggling artist in 

graphic satire and panoramic writing. In earlier permutations of these images, the artist’s 

social status is revealed as entirely aspirational, levelling a biting critique at both the 

Académie Royale and Académie de Saint-Luc’s pretensions to carve out a category for easel 

painting among the Liberal Arts. Significantly, our 1770s and 1780s images of the struggling 
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artist, both of which capture him in a mansarde apartment and dressed down, starkly 

contrast with their antecedents, which pictured the artist aspirationally, though 

unsuccessfully, dressed. The artist underwent a further transformation by Dunker and 

Parizeau: he became ugly. In Jeaurat and the Arbre de Cracovie figurations, the artist 

behaves badly or dresses badly but is still a handsome young man. Parizeau and Dunker’s 

figurations have aged and bloated the young artist, endowing him with features, highlighted 

in profile, that stray from Johann Lavater’s praise of Raphael’s beautiful profile, discussed in 

chapter 2.  

 Lavater’s correlation between physiognomic beauty and genius, which I suggest is 

negatively evoked in these late ancien régime satires, can also be found elsewhere. For 

instance, when d’Angivillier founded a petite école in 1777 to further encourage very 

promising young artists up to 15 years old, the selection of youngsters was made based on 

their ability, their social status, and their body, both in terms of health and beauty.76 The 

association implicitly made here between physical beauty, social status, and genius is 

reinforced by a genre of panoramic image making prevalent in early modern Europe—the 

Cris de Paris. This image type, which captured those street trades or petits métiers called, 

variably, gagne-deniers or gagne-petits, are necessarily also non-corporate trades. As 

Vincent Milliot has established, the gagne-deniers captured in the Cris de Paris were objects 

of fascination: they were visibly poor, and given their lack of corporate association, were 

also assumed to have escaped the social and moral order of urban life which largely relied 

on trade organization to enforce modes of moral social behavior.77  

                                                             
76 Reed Benhamou, Regulating the Académie: art, rules and power in ancien régime France (Oxford: 
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Though largely overlooked in Milliot’s treatment, the faces of these figures are 

heavily caricatured and correspond to Lavater’s descriptions of the physiognomic signs of 

stupidity, weakness, depravity, and criminality, which he described largely in terms of 

caricatural deformations and visualizations of meanness and nastiness, as in Jean-Baptiste 

Bonnart’s ca. 1680 image Revandeuse (fig. 4.18) or Edme Bouchardon’s ca. 1737-46 series 

(fig. 4.19).78 These subtle deformations introduced a shift in the visual vocabulary around 

the satirized artistes libres, who, from the 1770s onwards, are pictured with features that 

they share with other poor and marginal gagne-petits. These differences, which seem subtle 

to the modern eye and are often described by historians, including Milliot, with the all too 

broad brushstroke of “caricatural,” carried with them associations of weak moral fiber 

indelibly associated to cultures of organized labor. 

DURING THE REVOLUTION, DIRECTORY AND CONSULATE 

POPULAR MEDIA FROM CA. 1789-1803 

Theater produced from 1789-1803 has been distinguished from what precedes and follows 

it because a remarkable shift in the structure of comedy playwriting and the representation 

of the artist. Firstly, the number of theatrical works pertaining to French artists and the 

artistic milieu sharply increased, with a significant gap from 1789-1793. For instance, if we 

counted Mercier’s ancien régime entries as a single entry, only 8 pieces of popular literature 

and theater were found for 1750-1788 whereas we number 10 for the much shorter period 

of 1789-1803. Similarly, 34 pieces of satirical imagery representing Paris’ artistic milieu 

were found for the Revolution, Directory, and Consulate. 

                                                             
78 Milliot only briefly mentions the frequently caricatural faces of criers in Cris de Paris: Ibid., 176. 
Lavater’s writings were available to French audiences before their first translation. In that 
translation, interrupted by the French Revolution, most of Lavater’s reflections on the moral 
inferences we can draw from different forms of ugliness can be found in Essai sur la physiognomie. 
Destiné a faire connoître l’Homme & à le faire Aimer (Hague: Jaques van Karnebeek, 1803), vol. 4: 3-
17. 
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 The ancien régime paved the way for the proliferation of private, non-official 

theaters around the former famous foires in the neighborhood of the Boulevard du Temple 

and Boulevard Saint-Martin. When the entire privilege system was abolished between 

1791-3, leading to the closure of the corporations and guilds, theaters were suddenly given 

leave to enter into free competition, and greatly multiplied in number.79 The ten pieces of 

theater found for this period were all staged in private venues, with the Théâtre de 

Vaudeville, founded by Pierre-Yves Barré in 1792, leading the pack, and the Théâtre des 

Jeunes Artistes, which changed its name in 1794 from the Théâtre Français Comique et 

Lyrique, not far behind.80 The Théâtre de Mlle Montansier, which later became the Théâtre 

des Variétés, makes an appearance, as well as the Théâtre de Gaîté. Both of these theaters 

became even more dominant both in French vaudeville theater in general, and within this 

corpus specifically, from 1804 onwards. Theater was under closer surveillance during the 

Revolution, and especially the Terror, than before. During the Terror, theaters were only 

permitted to play three times a week, and were assigned Republican tragedies to play on 

certain key holidays. During the Directory and Consulate, this control relaxed but theaters 

were still censored since they were expected to participate in upholding morals and 

fostering Republican principals.81  

 The representation of artists in this period changed sharply: whereas, during the 

ancien régime, the poor artist was only romantically alluded to in Mercier’s writing, the 

impoverished artist became a central figure in comedy writing from the Revolution 

onwards. Across our ten plays, painters are central figures and all of them are poor, 

struggling, and proud. Similarly, the romantic interest so necessary to comedy writing was 

almost always a young woman with an interest in practicing the arts, who either practiced 
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80 Ibid., 13–14. 
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art-making clandestinely, assisted in the studio, or, it was implied, was a student of the 

painter master. The earliest post-Revolutionary theater thus sharply turned in the direction 

of romance and intrigue in the painter’s studio.  

THE ARTISTE LIBRE IN THE REVOLUTIONARY PERIOD 

The French Revolution further destabilized the late ancien régime’s dramatic shifts in the 

juridical status of artistic practice. The Académie Royale, in fact, only enjoyed a relatively 

brief 12-year monopoly as gatekeeper to the status of artiste libre and head of Paris’ most 

significant exhibition of contemporary art before it was called upon to submit proposals for 

Revolutionary restructuring.82 In proposing these reforms, the Académie Royale’s 

membership erupted into debates which endured from 1789-91 and produced three 

distinct factions. A little known engraver, Simon-Charles Miger, submitted a proposal in 

1789 calling for moderate reform, such as a better distribution of pensions and privileges 

among all ranks in the Académie and not just officiers, prompting the formation of a faction 

of radical dissenters which included Jacques-Louis David and Jean-Bernard Restout. This 

faction founded first the Société libre des beaux-arts in 1790, which soon after became the 

Commune des Arts, which sought to capsize the Académie’s elitist exclusion of non-

membership artists, to bar amateurs from joining, and to emphasize practice and 

apprenticeship over instruction and formation. The Commune attracted over 300 Parisian 

artists to it.83 The radical dissenters exited the joint attempts to reform the Académie in 

1790. Finally, the Académie’s officiers and its director, Joseph-Marie Vien, remained in a 
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conservative faction which likewise exited the debates and continued their sessions in 

Vien’s private home in 1790.84  

 Accounts of Paris’ Revolutionary art world tend to gravitate to these debates within 

the Académie without exploring their overlaps with the ongoing debate about the creation 

of a museum, the status of the Salon exhibition, the state of the art market, or the juridical 

status of the artist across the Revolutionary period. As we have established, from 1777 

onwards the Académie Royale had secured a prime position in determining droit d’entrées 

for most of these categories: d’Angivillier and the officiers of the Académie Royale were 

firmly in charge of putting on and jurying the Salon exhibition, accepting membership to 

their corporation, exempting artistes libres from the Corporation des Maîtres Peintres. 

D’Angivillier also had ambitions, unrealized at the time, to create a museum display of Old 

Master painters in the Louvre palace.85 In other words, the Directeur Général des Bâtiments 

and the Académie Royale, from 1777 onwards, enjoyed a privileged role in determining the 

criteria for position-taking within Paris’ art world. This included determining the droits 

d’entrées to the status of fine artist and acting as gatekeepers to the largest and best-

attended biennial exhibit of contemporary art in Paris. If all had gone according to plan, 

d’Angivillier would also have been able to curate the criterion for formation and emulation 

via his selections for a museum of historical artworks. All of this was thrown into question 

in 1789, and only exacerbated in 1790-91 as the Académie Royale’s membership fractured.  

 What, however, happened to the status of artiste libre—the very foundation upon 

which the Académie Royale’s newfound privileged position rested? Édouard Pommier has 

addressed how this category was called into question and remained deeply unstable from 
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1791-97, though his account is rarely integrated into discussions of art-world institutional 

history during the Revolutionary period.86 In 1791, the National Assembly abolished the 

French monarchy’s privilege system, which relied, as we have discussed, upon the generous 

personal allowance of a monarch. With this went France’s corporations and guilds, and all 

citizens were banned from creating societies or associations on the basis of a shared 

profession. In its place, a système de la patente was introduced, in which any citizen hoping 

to make anything or sell anything would pay an annual fixed amount to the state in order to 

obtain their license. That amount would be determined based on the rental value of their 

base of operations.87 

 This vastly unpopular system became the subject of much debate from 1792 

onwards. However, what interests us most is that artists were not given an exemption to 

the patente law, and indeed needed to be licensed in order to make artwork. The 

conservative faction of the Académie Royale, mentioned above, immediately sent an envoy 

in the form of its secretary, Auguste Renou, who in 1792 argued that the patente system 

could not possibly apply to products of genius, including the fine arts, letters, and sciences. 

The law would not, however, be revisited with artists in mind until 1795-7, during the 

Directory, where an exemption for letters and sciences was allowed, though not for the fine 

arts. Louis-Sébastien Mercier and Quatremère de Quincy argued in favor of exempting 

artists, though on wildly different grounds. Eventually, in 1797, on the basis that art does 

not possess a stable exchange value as do industrial goods, artists were exempted from the 

already poorly enforced patente law.88 
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 As such, in the background of the Académie Royale’s internal struggles, the category 

of artiste libre had, legally, ceased to exist and if it persisted at all, it did so primarily as an 

idea. Artists and amateurs presented themselves to the National Assembly, the Convention, 

and the Conseil des Cinq Cents and des Anciens to argue, on different grounds and with no 

success, for the nobility of the arts and the distinction of works of genius from works of the 

hands. In other words, as Pommier has argued, the Revolutionary juridical environment did 

not perceive a distinction between the mechanical and liberal arts. It instead understood 

the assertion of a distinction as the enforcement of an unjust hierarchy. By 1797, 

Quatremère’s arguments relied heavily upon the language of commerce and the nature of 

the art market, which had long since developed a strong speculative valence in relation to 

the value of individual works of art, in order to exempt makers of art.  

 This same spirit of equality which briefly denied artists a distinct societal status also 

opened the admissions of the Salon exhibition in 1791. For the Salon of 1791, any artist 

could exhibit works and not just members of the Académie Royale. Udolpho van de Sandt 

has found, for instance, that while 53 painters and 22 sculptors exhibited artwork in 1789, 

the number of painters on display more than tripled (172) and the number of sculptors 

more than doubled (53) in 1791. The number of artworks on display experienced a similar 

jump: 220 paintings in 1789 to 615 in 1791; and 108 sculptures in 1789 to 129 in 1791.89 

Further, the Salon jury of Académie officiers was abolished, resulting in a spike in artists 

exhibiting and artworks on display. Though the Académie Royale was still in existence, its 

state of administrative turmoil during the debates of 1790-91 necessitated that both Salons 

be mounted by the State. Even the Salon’s livret was up for debate—the conservative faction 

of the Académie Royale issued a livret that included only its membership, to which the 
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Commune des Arts replied with their own livret listing artistes libres—a category whose 

valences, at that moment, were clearly more political than juridical.90 

 Meanwhile, the review of each Académie Royale faction’s proposal was delayed by 

the flight of Louis XVI and his family, and the beginning of the Terror. In 1791 and 1792, as 

proposals languished in the National Assembly turned Convention, Sofio reports that 

members of the conservative and moderate factions within the Académie began to attend 

sessions of the increasingly powerful Commune des Arts. These included Miger and Vien, 

both ostensibly leaders of their factions.91 Their apparent hunches regarding a shift in 

power soon proved correct. In the summer of 1793, the last remnants of the privilege 

system were expunged, taking with them all of the Academies on 8 August. A month 

previously, the first decree granting artists intellectual copyright had been passed, giving 

them exclusive rights to sell and distribute their own artwork.92 This bait and switch, very 

similar to the 1791 replacement of the corporate system with the licensing or patente 

system, effectively liberalized the practice of both the mechanical and liberal arts by 

preventing those practitioners from gathering into powerful associations, instead requiring 

each practitioner to obtain the rights to practice individually, whether via a license or 

intellectual copyright. 

 That same year, as any hope of restoring the Académie Royale’s monopoly was 

extinguished, the Commune des Arts was assigned the Salon exhibition of 1793 to mount 

and organize93 The Salon of 1793 was again non-juried and non-exclusive, and continued 

the previous exhibition’s trend of bloating the number of artists and artworks on display, 

with the number of painters increasing by 50% and the number of paintings by 11%. The 
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Commune’s supremacy was extremely short lived. Quickly deemed to be far too similar to 

an Academy, it was shut down that same year and replaced with Antoine Sergent-Merceau’s 

Société populaire et républicaine des arts (SPRA) whose membership, since it did not 

discriminate against amateurs and included anyone claiming to practice the arts, reached 

600.94 Membership was contingent upon adherence to Republican values rather than 

professional association, and tended to exclude minor or decorative genres, demonstrating 

the enduring currency of fine art as distinct from luxe in aesthetic discourse.95 

 The many organizations that cropped up to replace the Académie Royale, in 

particular the SPRA, were partisans of the late ancien régime’s preference for history 

painting over other genres on the basis of its appeal to public and Republican, rather than 

private, bourgeois, and luxe values.96 However, the French Revolution had expunged the 

country of its primary base of patronage and connoisseurship for this same type of image: 

the monarchy, the aristocracy, and the church. The State continued along a line similar to 

d’Angivillier’s encouragements, designed to buoy up the status of history painting and 

strengthen State patronage but conducted in the Revolutionary vein of equalizing and 

democratizing access to this patronage.  

As such, during the Terror, the Committee for Public Safety ran concours where 

artists were invited to submit works to the Salon on a theme given by the State.97 Annie 

Jourdan, who has provided a rigorous account of these concours, characterizes them as a 

failure: artists provided material and labor costs to the concours in the hope of receiving a 
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commission, which often never arrived given the increasingly desperate state of France’s 

finances during the Revolutionary Wars.98 Further, Pommier has indicated that artists 

registered many complaints that their talents were primarily being used to produce largely 

ephemeral painted and sculptural objects for the Revolution’s many parades, but that this 

did not constitute a contribution to the stagnating progrès des arts.99 

While few robust and synthetic studies of the Revolutionary art market exist, those 

that have been produced paint a picture of a market that transformed and languished 

during the Revolutionary Wars.100 Burton B. Fredericksen and Steven R. Adams investigate 

the auction market, and both find that the total number of auctions, which, as we have seen, 

were reaching record highs at the end of the ancien régime, suddenly halved during the 

Revolutionary period, and halved again from 1794 onwards when the Terror was in full 

swing. Adams and Sofio suggest that this dip in the market, which can be credited largely to 

the expulsion of that market’s audience from France and to a prolonged depression of its 

economy, created a vacuum within which artists turned to gagne-pain works—cheap 

printed images, portraits, miniatures, and cheaper media like gouache in the minor 

genres.101 Similarly, scholars note that the auction market picked up in volume under the 

Consulate (1799-1804), but that the market had decisively turned towards genres mineures 

in cheaper media, and thus reflected a newfound bourgeois, rather than aristocratic, taste 
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for artwork in which the materiality of artworks was privileged above what he calls the 

“museological celebrity” of the artist.102 

This shift in the market for art was soon echoed in the composition of the Salon 

exhibitions of 1795, 1796, 1798, and 1799, where scholars such as Udolpho van de Sandt 

have observed that the number of history and landscape paintings, at the upper end of the 

hierarchy of genres, sharply declined, as the number of portrait and genre painting sharply 

increased. In 1795 and 1796, the number of history paintings, portraits, and landscapes 

reached roughly equal proportions of approximately 25% each, but this was their only 

meeting point. In 1798 and 1799, history painting and landscape painting dropped down to 

19% and 21%, respectively, and portraiture eclipsed them with 37% of paintings exhibited, 

while genre painting held steady at its record high for the fin-de-siècle at 16%.103 

1795 was not only a landmark year in the hotly contested ecology of painting 

subjects on exhibition and at market. This year also heralded the end of the Terror and the 

beginning of the much more moderate Directory government, which witnessed Napoleon 

Bonaparte’s rapid rise from popular star of the overseas Revolutionary Wars to leading 

political figure. The Directory backpedaled from its more radical antecedents, which, in 

France’s cultural sphere, had effectively obliterated the ancien régime’s Academies. In 1795, 

the Directory established the enduring Institut de France which largely re-established 

France’s previous Academic system but housed them within one umbrella entity. The Third 

Class of this entity contained the Fine Arts and appointed a limited number of artists to this 

category who held this position for life primarily on the basis of lifetime achievement.104 
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Though this Third Class was not given the title of an Académie until 1816, for purposes of 

clarity and consistency, I will here refer to them as the Académie des Beaux-Arts.  

A national school for the fine arts , was simultaneously established and named the 

École des Beaux-Arts. Though appointments were made exclusively to history painters, 

echoing the Académie Royale’s policy of only permitting history painters to hold positions 

as officiers, the Académie des Beaux-Art’s power over the terms of position-taking was 

tremendously limited. They could present candidates to teach at the École des Beaux-Arts to 

the Ministry of the Interior but had no say in making the final choice, and they presided over 

the Prix de Rome selections, but their hold over jurying the Salon and the concours and 

encouragements at the Salon was tenuous or non-existent and often shared or held instead 

by the Museum administration, as we will discuss below.105 

Rather, as we have established, the artistic cursus honorum during the 

Revolutionary period was more unclear than ever before. No institutional body existed 

within which artists could ensure a privileged position if they sought membership, and the 

clientele for Paris’ art market was in flux, alongside the artworks it desired. The 

establishment of the Académie des Beaux-Arts and École des Beaux-Arts went some way 

towards re-establishing a trajectory for an artist’s career, but the Académie des Beaux-Arts 

was not a corporation or association of artists: rather, it was a late-career wreath of laurels 

given exclusively to a select few history painters. France Nerlich has suggests that these 

destabilizations in Paris’ art system from 1776 onwards made the private studio an 

increasingly important and privileged site for artistic formation and continuation along the 

cursus honorum. The young students who apprenticed in the studios of leading painters 

multiplied and this became an increasingly important source of revenue for those painters, 
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who were paid by each student.106 The Académie des Beaux-Arts perhaps acted instead as a 

beacon indicating to young artists to which studios they should seek membership, which 

likely resulted in the bloated private studios of the Institut’s earliest members.107 

The French State’s long held dream of exhibiting Royal collections publically in the 

Louvre palace came to a head as that palace was seized and repurposed following the fuite 

royale.108 In 1792, a Museum Commission was appointed of, notably, Jean-Baptiste Regnault, 

François-André Vincent and others. The 1793 execution of Louis XVI accelerated a 

languishing timeline for the establishment of a public museum and that summer, the 

Muséum Français and Salon of 1793 were slated to open on 10 August, and scheduled to 

coincide with the Festival of National Unity.109 The Museum Commission’s tasks were 

initially limited to organizing and curating the museum. During the Terror, however, their 

administrative role and constitution were hotly contested in the Convention by prominent 

members like Jacques-Louis David who fought to have its membership replaced with a more 

radical set of artists, and bloated to ten artists rather than the previous six.110 His 

arguments, which were very much in line with the then dominant SPRA’s, lambasted the 

Museum for its preference for objects de luxe. When, in 1794, David’s wishes were put into 

action and the Museum Commission, renamed as the Conservatoire, was placed under the 

purview of the Ministry of the Interior, they set out to discard decorative objects and the 

minor genres, and any works that glorified the monarchy or church.111 By 1797, the 
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museum had been renamed the Musée central des arts, and the Conservatoire restricted the 

number of artist members, replacing them  with a set of full-time bureaucrats and the 

expert and connoisseur Jean-Baptiste LeBrun. By 1802, that panel of artists was excised 

from the Conservatoire entirely.112 

In this way, museum administration became the site of contestation between the 

Ministry of the Interior and artists who, long since unable to form an association, had little 

say in the constitution of this administration and were eventually excluded from it 

altogether. This lays the groundwork for Chapter 5, in which museum administration will 

play an increasingly important gatekeeping role within Paris’ contemporary arts milieu. 

Indeed, the 1795 and 1796 Salons were organized by the Conservatoire instead of the SPRA 

or the Académie des Beaux-Arts.113  

§ 

Over the course of the Revolutionary period and the first few years after Napoleon 

Bonaparte’s coup d’état, the French art world experienced a high degree of turbulence. The 

Académie Royale’s supremacy was immediately called into question, the juridical status of 

the artiste libre was overturned, and the connoisseurial and patronage base for fine art and 

the grand genre was expelled beyond France’s borders or rendered financially inept. By 

1793, when the Académie Royale was officially disbanded by the Convention, it was all but 

dead. Its previous monopoly over determining the criterion for the progrès des arts, the 

cursus honorum, access to the Salon exhibition, the jurying of prizes, and Liberal Arts 

formation had already been effectively contested by the Commune des Arts, SPRA, and 

Ministry of the Interior. In this way, Louis XVI and d’Angivillier’s hard fought supremacy in 
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Paris’ art world was carved up and doled out to a variety of competing institutions from 

1791 to 1799. 

 This enormous transition disrupts what had only briefly been a somewhat 

homogeneous art system. The logic of the patente or licensing system, from which artists 

were only exempted in 1797, espoused an “every man for himself” logic that befitted the 

Revolution’s equation of personal liberty and equality with and fiscal and economic 

liberalization. As such, though the Académie des Beaux-Arts imagined, and still imagines 

itself, as a continuation of the Académie Royale, the differences are much more significant 

than their similarities. Under the veneer of continuity, the Académie des Beaux-Arts’ central 

role was to enshrine the production of artists who were perceived to have contribution to 

the progrès des arts. While it pantheonized them metaphorically, the Académie des Beaux-

Arts had very little else it could do to ensure a young artist’s successful progression along 

the cursus honorum, apart from its role in judging the Prix de Rome. Even then, the 

Revolutionary period had impregnated the French public with the notion that State 

patronage was inadequate. The art market, as we have discussed, increasingly privileged 

minor genres, as did the Salon exhibition.  

 French graphic satire and popular theater explore the ramifications of this shifting 

system by visualizing the effect of these changes on the livelihood of the artist. They 

embody an ambivalent position regarding the central questions of the progrès des arts and 

the cursus honorum: this imagery presents to us an artist increasingly incapable of 

protecting himself from the necessity of prostituting his art to commercial ends, but 

ironically and stubbornly resolved to save himself from this prostitution nonetheless. They 

echo, too, a desire to locate those gate keepers who might police the path along the cursus 

honorum, and continue to identify the connoisseur and admission to the Salon as key 

milestones along this path, although the Salon exhibit was only juried in 1798 and 1803.  
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We thus find, in this imagery, a desire to preserve the apparent clarity of the cursus 

honorum as it existed in the ancien régime, an acknowledgment of its difference, and a fear 

of its newfound slipperiness and invisibility.  

The Noble, Struggling Artist 

A comedic version of the struggling artist that Mercier earlier described in his article, 

“Greniers,” reappeared throughout turn-of-the-century popular theater and began to 

appear more regularly in satirical imagery. In theater, this artist is subject to a kind of 

creative absorption that prevents him from connecting emotionally to the turbulent scenes 

that unfurl before him, making him perplexingly unconcerned by his own destitution. The 

absent-minded or overly absorbed artists’ families, made to suffer by this lack of concern, 

stand in for our more rational audience, who presumably share their confusion regarding 

the artist’s disregard for his family’s financial wellbeing. In all of these cases, both the family 

and by association, the rational audience, excuse the artist for these failings: his destitution, 

as Mercier previously explained, is the direct result of his unwillingness to compromise or 

“prostitute” his art for financial gain, as expressed by a stubborn commitment to the higher 

genres—history painting, or, in our Revolutionary and post-Revolutionary theater, military 

painting. This struggling painter with noble convictions is not always presented to us 

sympathetically, however, either in theater or in image. 

While the 1793 play, Nicaise, Peintre insinuates that Vermillion, the head of a small 

studio of two students, is a fairly unexceptional portrait painter,114 it is not until the 1799 Le 

peintre dans son ménage that the poverty of the painter figures prominently in the play’s 

dialogue.115 The play’s protagonist is Aufinello, whose poverty and inability to pay rent 

plays a central role in the intrigue. His wife, Marie, gently reproaches him for ignoring their 
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quotidian concerns and failing to ensure that the family has shelter and food. Aufinello, 

however, is committed to history painting and constantly silences his concerned wife, 

exclaiming “ma tête fermente.. mon génie s’allume!...”116  

This representation of the tension between the painter’s elevated ambitions and 

material circumstances heightens the ironic and satirical tone of representations like 

Jeaurat’s ca. 1755 image of the evicted painter. Rather, Le Peintre dans son ménage’s 

comedic and parodic portrayal of the delusional yet noble painter is matched by 

contemporary images like Le Peintre de Portraits tourmenté par ses Creanciers (fig. 4.20), 

where a young and very poor painter, wearing his jacket without waistcoat, shirt, or cravat, 

smiles peacefully as he paints though assailed by the bread maker to whom he is indebted, 

the portière who yells at him from the doorway, likely demanding he pay his rent, and a 

calmer and finely dressed officer who may be the painting’s patron. 

 This noble, struggling artist reappears in L’intrigue épistolaire and Le peintre 

français à Londres of 1802, and Clémence et Waldémar of 1803.117 In L’Intrigue épistolaire, 

the artist is our haute comique character with whom the audience sympathizes the least but 

laughs at the most. The infamous Monsieur Fougère finds himself in a situation identical to 

Aufinello. The antagonist of this play, a prosecutor named Clénard, decides to collect on 

Monsieur Fougère’s debts by sending bailiffs to his single-room apartment to confiscate 

Fougère’s possessions. Fougère, again, is entirely unconcerned, and his wife begs him to 

produce artwork that would make him more money, recommending that he paint portraits 

of the bourgeoisie. Fougère responds: 

Eh! Peins, peins nos bourgeois, et peins plutôt le diable, 
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Et gagne de l’argent. …118 

Monsieur Fougère became a celebrated comedic character, which earned him a 

place in Aaron Martinet’s endless series Petite Galerie Dramatique in 1799 (fig. 4.21). 

Fougère dresses finely under his eccentric and brightly colored painter’s robe, working 

carefully on a large military painting, his facial features betraying his concentration and 

total absorption. Martinet’s caption for the image, as in all images in the Petite Galerie 

Dramatique, draws from the play itself. The verse captures Fougère scolding his wife for 

having distracted him from painting, though audiences of the image familiar with the play 

would know that Madame Fougère could only have been speaking to her husband of her 

concern over their eviction and seizure of goods. With this representation of the noble 

struggling artist reinforced in printed image and on stage, Mercier’s vision of the artist who 

refuses to prostitute his work is quickly overturned: they are depicted here instead as 

having neglected family duties in pursuit of glory and the progress of the arts.  

 A contrasting, but equally popular representation of this same struggling, noble 

artist can be found in by Clémence et Waldémar and Le peintre français à Londres. 

Waldémar, of Clémence et Waldémar, is the clandestine lover turned husband of Clémence, 

who has run away from her father to marry him. Similarly, in Le peintre français à Londres, a 

poor but talented painter named Maurice, originally from Paris, who has been exiled in 

London, is approached by an esteemed British commander, Lord Solnen. Lord Solnen 

commissions a painting of the battle of Aboukir from Maurice and is prepared to pay very 

handsomely for it. Maurice, who is struggling under the debts owed to his art seller 

nonetheless refuses the commission since the subject matter would force him to commit an 

act of representational treason against the French.119  
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et al., Le peintre français à Londres, 23–25. 
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In both of these plays the painters’ adherence to the progress of the arts as 

expressed by their patriotism and commitment to history painting results directly in their 

salvation, as those around them swoop in to save them, inspired by the painter’s elevated 

principles. These sympathetic representations of the noble, struggling artist contrast with 

characters like Vermillion, Aufinello, Fougère, and the satire of the anonymous artist 

tormented by his creditors: whereas Waldémar and Maurice are rewarded for their nobility, 

our playwrights have their more sympathetic characters chastise Vermillion, Aufinello, and 

Fougère for neglecting their duties to their family in favor of the nobility of painting, and 

characterize these characters as unable to emotionally engage with anything outside of the 

realm of painting at all.  

The key to these differences lies primarily in plot structure and the role of these 

characters within that structure, since the genre of comedy in this period favors its young 

lovers and represents them sympathetically. Vermillion, Aufinello, and Fougère, however, 

do not occupy these roles within the structure of their plays and become marginal and 

comedic characters. Therefore, despite important discrepancies in the anticipated 

audience’s rapport with these characters, the “type” that they manifest is identical to the 

artist in the attic studio that Mercier earlier described in glowing terms: absorbed entirely 

or almost entirely by their art, they remain committed to the progress of the arts as 

embodied by history painting to the detriment of their material lives. We are told, or are left 

to assume, that these characters, though relatively unrecognized, are nonetheless talented. 

Trickster Painters: An Emerging Sub-Type 

The virtuous but struggling painter, whether a protagonist rendered sympathetically or a 

comedic character who imparts levity to our comedies, is the most dominant 

representational mode for painter characters in Directory and Consulate theater. An 

alternative character type, however, emerges at this time: the trickster painter, a charlatan 
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with either no formal training, an inflated sense of their talent, or who employs deceptive 

tactics to enhance the quality of their paintings. This type will become dominant and 

multiply from the Empire onwards, and will impart many of its tropes to the eccentric 

bohemian of the July Monarchy.  

The trickster painter appears in the 1798 Le déménagement du Sallon, ou le Portrait 

de Gilles, the 1801 Les portaits au Salon and again a year later in Croutinet, ou Le salon de 

Montargis.120 The malicious and greedy art seller and incompetent but confident 

connoisseur, who have been staples (though secondary characters) in the satirical 

representation of Paris’ artistic milieu across our period of inquiry, finally receive a visual 

arts parallel whose self-delusion is not apparent to the character, but clear to other 

characters in the play and certainly, to audiences.  

In Le déménagement du Sallon, the painter Arlequin and sculptor Gilles compete for 

the affection of Colombine, the daughter of Cassandre, a limonadier and art amateur. 

Cassandre has decided that the Salon will be their battleground: the painting most 

celebrated by the public will dictate to whom Cassandre gives Colombine’s hand. 

Throughout the play, Arlequin hints that Gilles produces his portrait sculptures in illicit 

ways, casting molds of his own body and passing them off as portraits of others. In the 

dénouement of the play it is revealed that Gilles’ portrait sculpture of Cassandre looks 

conspicuously like a self-portrait.121 

In Les Portraits au Salon, the young lovers, Pauline and Charles, struggle to gain the 

approval of Pauline’s father, Dumont, an older man and a painter who proudly declares at 

                                                             
120 François-Pierre-Auguste Léger et al., Le déménagement du sallon, ou Le portrait de Gilles (Paris: 
Libraire au Théâtre du Vaudeville, 1798); Michel-Nicolas Balisson de Rougement and Charles-
François-Jean-Baptiste Moreau de Commagny, Les portraits au Salon, ou Le mariage imprévu (Paris: 
Barba, 1801); Joseph Ernest Sutton de Clonard, Croutinet, ou Le salon de Montargis (Paris: Fages, 
1802). 
121 Léger et al., Le déménagement du sallon, ou Le portrait de Gilles, 43–44. 
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the beginning of the play that neither he nor his vain student, Floricourt, have bothered to 

learn to draw, finding instead that they were able to build their reputation both as painters 

and as learned men by avoiding any learning altogether: 

Pauline. 

Vous n’avez cependant jamais appris à dessiner. 

Dumont. 

Cela m’empêche-t-il de passer pour un bon peintre?122 

 
Similarly, in Croutinet, the title character, protagonist, and aspiring painter is pitted against 

rival painters Micmac, Carmin, Bleuet, Dublanc, Lapalette, and Colorin, in a provincial Salon 

organized by the connoisseur Dupinceau who has dangled his daughter as the prize for the 

best painting presented at the Salon of Montargis. Dupinceau tells us that the young 

painters he has supported and tried to educate are interminably lazy, and hopes that the 

prospect of his daughter Rose’s hand in marriage might motivate them to practice and 

improve their art. Dupinceau’s favorite, Micmac, returns from Paris with an affected accent 

and admits to having engaged in all sorts of licentious behavior—womanizing, dancing, 

gambling, theater, and so on—but never practiced his painting.123 Needless to say, Croutinet 

uses this to his advantage in the dénouement of the play, humiliating Micmac and winning 

Rose’s hand in marriage. 

 The trickster painters, however, never win the day. They are the easily vanquished 

competitors to our protagonists who, artists themselves, expose the charlatanry of the 

trickster through their own competence and hard work. Nonetheless, the trickster painter, 

absent from ancien régime theater and increasingly present thereafter, presents us with an 

entirely new character type as the representation of the artist stretches to accommodate an 

even more degrading version of itself. To the noble painter absorbed in their art to a fault 

                                                             
122 Balisson de Rougement and Moreau de Commagny, Les portraits au Salon, ou Le mariage imprévu, 
3. 
123 Sutton de Clonard, Croutinet, ou Le salon de Montargis, 13–14. 
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we have seen added the noble, absent-minded painter who struggles financially, and finally, 

the visual artist who illicitly co-opts the title of painter or sculptor but is revealed as a 

charlatan or trickster with no talent at all. This is perhaps an unsurprising development in 

the genealogy of the artist’s representation given that Revolutionary Salons would have 

exposed Parisian audiences to the full breadth of the artiste libre category, previously 

inadmissible to ancien régime Salons. Similarly, the increasing popularity of this type 

resonates with the apparent fractioning of, not only the Académie Royale, but equally arts 

education. 

 The trickster painters of satirical imagery depict these poor and struggling artists in 

a deeply unsympathetic way, rendering them with physiognomic indications of criminality, 

liminality, and malice that visually suggest to us that they do not deserve any of the socially 

elevated trappings of the professional and vocational title of artiste libre that they attribute 

to themselves. Le Citoyen Dupinceau is the most obvious example of this (fig. 4.22). This 

engraving shows a skinny, pointed artist with jutting jaw, protruding teeth, bulbous nose, 

and face so prune-like that it threatens to close over his eyes over which a Neanderthal-like 

brow looms. The artist’s ribs poke through his jacket, and his gangly limbs are 

overemphasized by the shortness of his sleeves and insufficiency of his culottes. The artist is 

covered in contradictory Revolutionary emblems: he wears a tricorn hat, evocative of the 

ancien régime, instead of a Phrygian cap; it is adorned with a cockade and a set of brushes; 

and he wears a single sabot.124 His malicious face has punctured his own easel painting, 

which he carries around with him while he drags a reluctant harpy—a mythological 

monster frequently employed to caricature ancien régime nobility and Marie Antoinette in 

                                                             
124 On the political and satirical valences of Revolutionary dress, see Richard Wrigley, The Politics of 
Appearances: Representations of Dress in Revolutionary France (Oxford, New York: Berg, 2002). 
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particular.125 This image both implies the destitution and stagnation of visual artists during 

the Revolution by depicting the artist as impoverished. 

Further, the image employs contrasting visual signs to suggest that these same 

artists straddle contradictory allegiances to Republican values and the declining nobility. 

Given the debates we have discussed in which, circa 1791-3, a variety of conflicting 

associations of artists developed, this image visualizes that conflict in the stature and dress 

of the artist: the SPRA’s values of Republican citizenship are embodied in the insignia of 

Revolution; whereas the Commune des Arts’ and patente laws’ privileging of art’s artisanal 

and laboring characteristics seem to manifest in the ugliness of the artist, which, recalling 

the visualizations of ancien régime gagne-deniers, stand as a visual short-hand for the 

juridical ramifications of being dispossessed of corporate rights. Meanwhile, the dragging 

harpy, the artist’s habit, and his tricorn hat recall ancien régime and noble modes of dress 

reminiscent of the conservative factions of the Académie Royale. 

 These themes are revisited in other Revolutionary imagery, most notable the 

popular theme of the diable d’argent (fig.4.23). In Le Grand Diable Mammon d’Argent: Patron 

de la Finance, social types rally around the devil to desperately collect the coins that pour 

from its bourses, mouth and tail. Favorite stock artisanal merchants—the wine merchant 

and bread maker—attempt both to reel in and domesticate the money devil and collect 

money. Meanwhile, a painter to the far left, laden with remarkably overdetermined 

iconography of delusion and derangement has instead tried to wound the money devil with 

his musket. His palette and brushes are perched precariously on his head and butterflies 

and mice sprout from this strange arrangement, indicating poverty and foolishness. The text 

bubble next to him suggests his motivations: “Je tire de fort près et ne puis rien avoir. Le 

                                                             
125 On Marie Antoinette’s representation as a monster, see Chantal Thomas, "The Female Monster," in 
The Wicked Queen: The Origins of the Myth of Marie-Antoinette (New York: Zone Books, 1999), 105–
36. 
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maudit Procureur aura tout.” The Prosecutor next to the painter is positioned as his natural 

enemy, recalling imagery and theater that depict the indebted artist subject to seizures and 

eviction.  

 In satirical imagery, the trickster painter is depicted as having prostituted his art, 

delusional and blissfully unaware of even having done so. For instance, the 1789 Je suis 

comme le Tems au Gagne Petit shows us an extremely poor and disheveled artist, again 

depicted with malicious features (fig. 4.24). His jaw is over extended, his lips widened, and 

his brow unnecessarily furrowed. His fine ancien régime dress has frayed, and his ennobling 

sword, now obsolete, dangles off the back of his broken chair. Nonetheless, he emulates the 

genteel and professional poses of Académie Royale portraits: his legs are delicately crossed 

and he peers coyly back over his shoulder as his brush hovers over an easel painting of a 

knife-grinder, otherwise known as a gagne-petit. This painter, whose decaying dress 

indicates to us former prestige and a professional affiliation long expired, is painting a 

version of David Teniers the younger’s ca. 1640 image, then in the Louvre collection, 

though, as we will discuss, the knife-grinder as gagne-petit appeared frequently in French 

graphic satire (fig. 4.25). Teniers’ painting later became the model for a well-known bas-

relief marble shop sign still visible on the avenue de l’Opéra at Au Gagne Petit. It was also 

the name of a shop on the rue Saint-Honoré in the 1780s.126 This satirical image’s caption 

and painting participate in a network of verbal-visual puns: the painter’s status can now be 

put in conversation with the free put poor and nomadic trades, such as knife-grinding, as 

the painter now suffers the monotony of his work in the same way as the grinder who 

endlessly watches his grinding stone spin; and the painter has now been reduced to 

producing shop signs, which also debase his liberal art to the status of a mechanical art.  

                                                             
126 Advertisements for items on sale there in the Mercure de France indicate as much. See Mercure de 
France, January 5, 1788, 96. 
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 Finally, the trickster painter as manifested in satirical imagery is not only celebrated 

for his poverty and derided for his questionable allegiances, but is also accused of 

prostituting his art. For instance, in the humorous composite images Paris tel quil [sic] est 

(fig. 4.26), a young well-dressed painter named Crouton whose clothing shows visible signs 

of decay can be found in the lower left hand corner. Our second instance of a painter named 

after some version of this insult, Crouton is off to visit a “maison de prêt” hoping to 

exchange his artwork for some money to live on. A similar joke about the lengths to which 

artists might go to profit from their trade, Martinet published an image entitled L’Artiste 

dans son coup de feu in the series Encore Une, Encore Une (fig. 4.27).127 Dressed in the 

English riding fashion popular in the Revolutionary period and with a cockade proudly 

pinned to his top hat, our first prosperous artist is not a painter, but an illustrator avant la 

lettre, as discussed in Chapter 1. He rushes with a folio of caricatures he has drawn, the top 

right of which is this very same caricature of himself rushing with his portfolio. The 

expression of “coup de feu” in relation to the artist indicates an impassioned and urgent 

series of brush marks, often celebrated as the expression of genius, and sometimes 

discouraged as likely to destroy a painting.128 Here, Martinet’s illustrator distorts the 

feverish gestures of genius; instead, they become the feverish scurrying of the artist 

peddling his satirical drawings. 

Deus ex Machina: Connoisseurs, Salon Admission, and Portraiture 

At the climax of almost every play from this period, an unlikely event for which the audience 

is just barely prepared reverses a previously impossible situation. This deus ex machina 

                                                             
127 Though the image is undated and its subject matter suggests it should be an Imperial or 
Restoration image, the letter states that it was D. à la Direction gl. (deposited to the Direction 
générale), an abbreviation only used from 1795-9. Antony Griffiths, Prints and Printmaking: An 
Introduction to the History and Techniques, 2nd edition (Berkeley: University of California Press, 
2010), 134. 
128 Literally translated, a “coup de feu” is a gunshot. Idiomatically, it can be used to refer to a period of 
intense activity.  
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takes many forms, but gradually centers upon the artistic cursus honorum: the reverence of 

an esteemed connoisseur, or admission to the Salon. These career-based dei ex machina 

persist after the Consulate through the July Monarchy, as we will discuss in Chapter 5. They 

also coincide with the power of portraiture within these stories: in these heavily character-

driven plays, a portrait, usually of another key character, is either exhibited in the Salon or 

acquired by a connoisseur, thus helping to overcome any obstacles to the union of the play’s 

two young lovers.129 

 The intercession of a benevolent connoisseur as deus ex machina overlaps with 

another type here discussed: the noble, struggling artist. The connoisseur thus provides the 

hitherto-unrecognized genius’ first instance of recognition, and through his recognition, any 

obstacles to our hero and heroine’s union are overcome. In Le Peintre dans son ménage, Le 

Peintre Français à Londres, and Clémence et Waldémar, the connoisseur’s intercession comes 

in the form of the purchase of a painting, and it is that purchase that permits the previously 

struggling artist to overcome any remaining obstacles to their romantic happiness. For 

instance, in Le Peintre dans son ménage, Aufinello, whose nobility and unwillingness to 

produce more profitable paintings is the root cause of his problems, is rewarded for his 

obstinacy and patience. The rich, bourgeois connoisseur, Dolban, saves Aufinello and his 

family from eviction and seizure. Thanks to their landlady’s schemes, Dolban discovers the 

genius of Aufinello’s artwork and advances him a generous sum for a future painting, 

simultaneously blessing his nephew Florval’s union with Agathe. In Le Peintre Français à 

Londres, something similar occurs: Lord Solnen’s awe at Maurice’s skill and his respect for 

his patriotism leads Solnen to commission a painting and advance a sum to Maurice which 

                                                             
129 Portraiture operates as deus ex machina in the following Revolutionary, Directory, and Consulate 
plays: Léger et al., Le déménagement du sallon, ou Le portrait de Gilles; Balisson de Rougement and 
Moreau de Commagny, Les portraits au Salon, ou Le mariage imprévu; Sutton de Clonard, Croutinet, ou 
Le salon de Montargis; Pelletier-Volméranges, Clémence et Waldémar ou Le peintre par amour. 
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the latter can use to pay his debts, avoid being imprisoned, and thus render himself worthy 

of Mme St. Clair’s affection.  

 In the space of only a few lines, the connoisseur thus recognizes the previously 

unacknowledged genius, saves the struggling artist from succumbing to debt and debtor’s 

prison, and forecasts their future success by promising them a reputation. Their patronage 

and recognition becomes not only the key to the artist’s success and posterity, but the 

solution to their impoverished material conditions. As such, they implicitly justify the 

nobility of the poor, starving artist by suggesting that the truly honorable artists could 

eventually be recognized and saved, so long as they do not succumb to avarice.  

 In contrast, the connoisseur, who figures only rarely in satirical imagery from 1789-

1803, is presented first and foremost as a nuisance—a strange vestigial limb that only 

encumbers the artist. In the 1795 Le professeur de Dessin, he peers over the shoulder of an 

art instructor counselling a student who seems to be measuring the Apollo Belvedere’s 

genitalia (fig. 4.28).130 This sculpture which had only very recently been removed from Italy 

and placed in the newly opened Louvre Museum, immediately serves the function that its 

spoliation and the Museum’s creation envisioned: it acts as a focal point for formation, 

emulation, and art appreciation, but all of a lascivious nature. The anachronistically 

bewigged connoisseur, hovering at the edge of a student-teacher encounter, has his 

umbrella conspicuously positioned between his legs. Pulling out his loupe, he exclaims 

“Quel beau morceau!!!” The connoisseur’s obsolescence is even more bitingly satirized in an 

unnamed image that pictures an ancien régime connoisseur, bewigged with chapeau bras 

                                                             
130 This likely imagines the Apollo Belvedere in its placement in the Vatican Museum. Shortly 
thereafter, it was taken in Napoleon Bonaparte’s spoliation of Rome and returned to Rome again 15 
years later. 
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tripping in the artist’s studio and piercing the artist’s portrait painting with his cane (fig. 

4.29).131  

 In those plays where the trickster painter type begins to emerge, the deus ex 

machina is of a far more public nature, and constitutes Salon admission and the accolades of 

the Salon’s audience. The centrality of the Salon to these stories is clearly stated in their 

titles: Le Déménagement du sallon, Les portraits au Salon, and Croutinet, ou Le salon de 

Montargis. In these plays, the trickster painter type is not only publically humiliated and 

triumphed over by the humbler yet competent protagonist; admission to and success at the 

Salon exhibition also wins the protagonist the object of his affection by either impressing or 

flattering her father or guardian. The Salon itself never actually features in the play. These 

cheap one-act plays peopled with very few actors were likely unable to recreate a busy, 

elaborate setting like the Salon exhibition. Admission to or success at the Salon occurs 

offstage and is reported to our actors and our audience.  

The mechanism for this important stage in the cursus honorum is thus rendered very 

abstractly: the jury, whose judgment is mentioned, is never embodied, nor is the Salon 

audience, whose accolades are sometimes the condition for the protagonist’s success. The 

relative abstraction of the Salon as plot device contrasts with the obstacles and other 

solutions in these plays, where debtors, connoisseurs, and art sellers are characters who 

appear and act within them. Revolutionary through Consulate playwrights treated 

institutional accolades and successes as un-representable, and as such they only occur 

offstage. However, our satirists adopt a much grimmer approach to the cursus honorum and 

refuse to represent it as all. 

 

                                                             
131 The sitter, who has dozed off nearby, seems to have let a piece of art criticism fall to his feet. The 
title, Nouvelles des Arts 
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Creditors and Art Sellers as Antagonists 

Two new types of antagonist emerged and appeared with increasing frequency from the 

Revolution onwards: the creditor and art seller. For instance, in L’Intrigue épistolaire, the 

obstacles which set the story in motion revolve around a prosecutor, Clénard, who prompts 

a bailiff (Michel) and notarial clerk (Guitard) to collect the debts and seize the good of the 

comical character, the artist Fougère, and his wife. Similarly, Le peintre français à Londres 

features a greedy art merchant named Durocher as its principal antagonist. Durocher 

occupies the position of an art-world “vulture,” preying on naïve and noble artists’ dire 

financial straits in order to force himself into the ecology of the art world as a middle man 

who makes much more profit than the artist himself. Further, echoing Martinet’s caricature 

above, Durocher’s ultimate goal is to force the protagonist into making political caricatures 

for Durocher to sell, indicating to us again the poverty of the art market and the means by 

which the artist’s hand is prostituted.132 His vulture-like position is epitomized in a song 

that he villainously chants: 

Je suis les peintres à la piste 

Cherchant leurs chef-d'oeuvres nouveaux, 

Je fais le destin d'un artiste 

Lorsque j'achete ses tableaux; 

Je revends ce qu'il a su peindre, 

Et tour-à-tour nous obligeant, 

Aucun des deux ne peut se plaindre, 

Il a la gloire et moi l'argent.133 

In satirical imagery, Le Peintre de Portraits tourmenté par ses Creanciers and Le 

Grand Diable Mammon d’Argent, discussed above, echo this theme of the creditor and 

prosecutor as the natural enemy of the heavily indebted and naïve artist, who delves deep 

                                                             
132 Barré et al., Le peintre français à Londres, 5. 
133 Ibid. 
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into his own pocket and the pockets of others in order to pursue a cursus honorum that will 

no longer provide him any financial stability. 

Targeting Administration 

Satirical imagery in the Revolutionary period was especially attentive to the action of the 

Directory government in relation to arts administration. In particular, the patente laws 

which we have discussed throughout this chapter attracted a significant concentration of 

satirical treatments. The 1796-8 spoliation of Rome by the French Revolutionary army and 

the triumphal procession of these thefts in Paris in 1798 were also the subject, not only of 

significant debates among men of letters and journalists in the lead up to their removal, 

presentation, and display in the Musée Central des Arts, but were also the subject of 

caricatural treatment.  

 This concentration of satirical imagery around topics of administrative concern is 

particularly interesting. We are witness here to a moment in which the conventions both for 

journalistic and visual criticism loosen to permit much more direct attacks upon 

administrative interventions in the art world. This is likely also a result of important 

reductions in the autonomy of artists to regulate their own juridical status, and to negotiate 

with governmental bodies about the production, display, and trade of artworks.  

The Muséum Central and Italian Spoliation 

In 1796, as Napoleon took command of the Revolutionary army during its invasion of Italy, 

a Commission des Sciences et des Arts was set up to decide and plan which works of art and 

agricultural technologies should be confiscated from these regions. As this Commission 

published and circulated its plans, Paris’ nascent world of cultural journalism erupted in 

debates, falling roughly but not exclusively upon radical Republican and Constitutional 
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Monarchy political lines, arguing for and against these spoliations, respectively.134 The 

Décade Philosophique, run by Claude Alexandre Amaury-Duval, came out strongly in support 

of these spoliations in its 29 May 1796 issue.  

The most effective criticisms of the spoliations were Quatremère de Quincy’s Lettres 

à Miranda sur les déplacements des monuments de l’art de l’Italie, published in 1796, which 

argued that Rome in fact acted as a total museum of the origins of Western civilization and 

could not be transferred elsewhere, not even on the grounds that the French Revolution 

epitomized the culmination of that civilization.135 Quatremère’s response inspired the 

creation of a petition submitted on 16 August 1796 by a group of artists, including David, 

Girodet, and Vincent, who argued that a committee of artists and men of letters should be 

selected by the Académie des Beaux-Arts and convened to decide whether it was truly 

advantageous to the arts and to artists to remove these objects from Rome.136 

Ultimately, however, these objects, which included antique statuary, were 

confiscated from the Vatican collections and transferred to the Musée Central des Arts in 

Paris. Among these objects were the Laocoön, Apollo Belvedere, and Raphael’s 

Transfiguration (1516-20). A triumphal entry for Bonaparte and the objects he had 

confiscated occurred on 27 July 1798, and the Fine Arts spoliations were accompanied by a 

procession of artists who had recently obtained prizes or won governmental contests, and 

were accompanied by the administrators of the museum, then known as the Conservatoire.  

                                                             
134 For a thorough account of this Commission’s activities and the debates surrounding them see 
Isabelle Richefort, “La Commission Centrale des Sciences et des Arts en Italie (1796-1798),” in De 
l’usage de l’art en politique, ed. Guillaume Glorieux et al. (Clermont-Ferrand: Presses Universitaires 
Blaise-Pascal, 2009), see esp. 114-120. 
135 Ibid., 117–18. This text would be revised and published more widely as Considérations morales sur 
la destination des ouvrages de l’art in 1815, during the Restoration. Richefort estimates that Lettres à 
Miranda were published between 5 April and July 1796. 
136 Ibid., 119. 
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Satirical imagery sardonically celebrates this entire episode as if it were the 

culmination of the regression of the arts that popular theater and satirical imagery had 

otherwise complained of by presenting audiences with the poor, prostituting artist. For 

instance, the ca. 1798 image Eh bien Messieurs! deux millions! (fig. 4.30) provides us an 

aquatint of Bonaparte in the Musée Central des Arts. He gestures to the Apollo Belvedere 

and the Laocoön behind it, which he auctions off to the deputies that trail behind him. This 

image suggests to us that the late Directory government’s Louvre Museum and spoliations 

did not evidence their appreciation for the arts, but rather suggested that they had 

fundamentally misunderstood the arts, valuing them primarily for their potential 

commercial value. The vulgarization of the arts is criticized in the anonymous image amour 

des arts (fig. 4.31) which presents one of the young painters, in his smock, who 

accompanied the Italian spoliations during their triumphal entry in 1798. His face has been 

rendered ugly and vulgar, with unkempt side burns, furrowed brow, and over pronounced 

philtrum columns. He exhibits an unnerving enthusiasm for the arts, by strapping down the 

Apollo Belvedere and waving one of his hands above his head.  

It is also on these grounds that the ca. 1798 L’organisateur targets Amaury-Duval of 

the Décade Philosophique (fig. 4.32).137 This image is one of few in this dissertation’s corpus 

which were found in numerous copies, all of which have had nearly identical lettering 

added in ink. A well-dressed connoisseur sits at a small desk in the Musée Central des Arts, 

apparent from the crowded hang of artworks behind him. He contemplates and writes 

about artworks recently taken from Rome. We can make out, most prominently, an 

apparently restored Apollo Belvedere, as well Raphael’s Transfiguration to its right. Amaury-

Duval, signalled by the La Décade written below him, has seated himself on top of the tools 

                                                             
137 This image was published, and assumed to target a connoisseur, but received no other comment 
in Dario Gamboni, “L’image de la critique d’art, essai de typologie,” Quarante-huit/Quatorze 5 (1993): 
48–49. 
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of the arts, and the artists and architects in support of them. His writing, it is implied, not 

only counteracts the efforts of the arts and its practitioners; it is also ignorant, as indicated 

by his donkey’s ears; misguided, as indicated by the blind and equally ignorant evil spirit 

that guides him with a telescope; and incorrect, as indicated by the cloud that obscures the 

artworks upon which he comments. This satire against Amaury-Duval was perhaps also in 

part inspired by his warning to artists in April 1798 that they should tremble in fear at the 

Salon of 1798 because they would be outshone by the nearby Roman artworks which had 

recently arrived.138 

The Patente Laws 

Apart from Pommier’s contribution to the scholarly record, the patente or licensing laws 

have remained surprisingly absent from accounts of French institutional history as it 

pertains to Fine Arts practice during the Revolutionary Period. However, four satirical 

images, one of which was counterfeit several times in copies still extant, appeared around 

1795 when the Directory excluded all other Liberal Arts from requiring a license while 

noticeably omitting Fine Arts practice. This is the largest concentration of images this 

author has discovered that target a single art world event. 

 Louis-Sébastien Mercier who, as we have explored here, was an ambivalent friend of 

the arts and Fine Arts in particular at the end of the ancien régime, inspired many satirical 

responses to his 1796 support of an exemption for artists from the patente laws. His 

argument was primarily based on the utility of drawing to industry and on the artist’s 

naïveté and inability to take care of himself commercially. He, however, did not feel that the 

Liberal and Mechanical arts should be distinguished at all.139 Satirists drew upon Mercier’s 

ancien régime arts controversies, namely his ca. 1773 publication of a critical piece, Du 

                                                             
138 Richefort, “La Commission Centrale des Sciences et des Arts en Italie (1796-1798),” 124.  
139 Pommier, “De l’art libéral à l’art de la Liberté,” 160–61. 
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théâtre, which praised Shakespeare’s violation of the principles of Aristotelian tragedy and 

criticized the greats of the Comédie Française’s repertoire, such as Racine and Crébillon, for 

their servitude to these principles.140  

The image En vain contre les Arts, ce vieux Roquet s’escrime, C’est le Serpent qui mords 

la Lime (fig. 4.33) pictures Mercier, as indicated by the M on his collar, as a bulldog with 

quill in hand. His jowls are agape and his tongue wagging as he approaches a monument 

with the names of celebrated artists listed in chronological order—ancient Greek, Italian 

Renaissance, and finally classical French visual artists—indicating a teleological progrès des 

arts that culminates in France. The image’s text and the snake at the base of the monument 

recall Jean de la Fontaine’s edition of Fables, in particular the serpent and the file, which 

targets commentators who endeavor to bite into or criticize objects that can withstand 

them and would break their teeth. The bulldog Mercier and his 1796 derision of the arts at 

the Conseil des Cinq Cents is manifested here in the same fable, as Mercier the bulldog 

approaches the monument of the progrès des arts to bite into it.  

The anonymous illustrator of Mr L’Ane comme il n’y en a point (fig. 4.34) provides a 

less erudite critique of Mercier. Mercier appears as a donkey and a gagne-denier, laden 

down with tools for cleaning as he pushes a wagon of vinegar. He kicks, stomps, and 

defecates on the finest works of Western arts and culture, including Raphael’s 

Transfiguration, and the works of Racine which he had previously criticized.141 Quixotic 

windmills populate the background, further underlining that Mercier’s stance is born of 

ignorance, insanity, and hubris. 

                                                             
140 Gregory S. Brown, A Field of Honor: Writers, Court Culture and Public Theater in French Literary 
Life from Racine to the Revolution (New York: Columbia University Press, 2005), 133–37. 
141 Donkey-Mercier has also been given the horns of light from the iconography of Moses, though the 
author has been unable to decipher how this relates to the caricature’s core insults. They are, 
perhaps, in this case being used to further debase Mercier by indicating cuckoldry. 
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The patente laws are decried in an image by an E. Le Sueur which can be dated to 

circa 1796-7 by an inventory recently discovered by Klaus Kiefer, in which Johann Wolfgang 

von Goethe discovered in Frankfort a collection of about 200 French satirical images, kept 

many of them, and carefully inventoried them in March 1797 (fig. 4.35).142 The image 

pictures a young artist whose Greek dress and long hair indicate he is a member of the 

barbus. In a tiny mansarde apartment, surrounded by the tools of his trade, he clings in fear 

to a statue of Apollo whose plinth features a rebus: “Celui qui méprise Les Arts et n’en Sent 

pas L’utilité est [cruche].” Another quatrain, copied down in Goethe’s inventory but cropped 

from the Bibliothèque nationale de France’s copy, reads 

Le Peintre Créateur, que le génie inspire, 

Par de Savants Tableaux peut Charmer et instruire; 

De l’immortalité, il s’ouvre le Chemin, 

En dépit des efforts d’un Jaloux Ecrivain. 

Its final line indicates that this image too is targeted against Mercier’s response to the 

patente laws. 

 Finally, the best known of these images is the1797 Decret pas-tenté sur les arts 

images (fig. 4.36), which was faithfully copied and reprinted as Les Arts Pa-tenté par le 

decret.143 It figures an image of the French Republic, with the veil of truth draped over her 

head, holding a spear topped by a Phrygian cap and holding the scales of Justice. Like the 

patente laws, the balance is weighted heavily in favour of the mechanical arts, indicated by a 

sabot, a pitchfork, a broom, and a shop sign that says “Boutique de Mercier”—likely another 

dig at Louis-Sébastien Mercier, as well as the trade of the marchand mercier who could also 

                                                             
142 Klaus H. Kiefer, “‘C’est incroyable’ ‒ Goethe et la gravure satirique du Directoire, ou :  La 
comparaison infinie,” in Comparables et incomparables? (XXe congrès de l’Association internationale 
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Goethe’s collection also includes Mr L’Ane comme il n’y en a point and Eh bien, Messieurs! deux 
millions! discussed above. 
143 Claudette Hould, Images of the French Revolution (Québec: Musée du Québec: Les Publications du 
Québec, 1989), 73, exh. cat. 
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trade in fine art. The statue’s plinth shows Apollo with his Lyre and another figure, perhaps 

Jupiter, approaching to crown a satyr playing a pan flute with a wreath of laurels.  

Satirical Imagery of Art Critics on the Decline 

Despite the general increase in satirical images of artistic life in Paris during the 

Revolutionary period over the late ancien régime, images that satirize art critics are eclipsed 

by satires of every other target. The well known but undated Le Sort des Artistes echoes 

Boucher’s ancien régime satire, picturing a tortured artist with his fingers in his ears as his 

history painting is criticized by an ignorant public of furies, donkey-eared critics, turkeys, 

and pigs as France looks on silently and pensively at the far right (fig. 4.37).  

It is unsurprising that imagery on this subject should become so much less popular 

and urgent during the Revolutionary period. As we have seen, ancien régime imagery 

against art critics was largely created by or attributed to consummate Académie Royale 

“insiders” such as Cochin and Boucher. Their images policed the boundaries of their royal 

privilege as the Académie Royale struggled to remain not only the arbiter of the droit 

d’entrée for fine artists, but also for connoisseurs and experts. The Académie Royale’s 

weakness would have been widely evident from 1791, and indisputable after its closure in 

1793. 

Women in the Painting Studio 

In this period, women begin to appear in the painting studio in theater, and theater alone. 

Though their role is primarily as object of the protagonist’s affection, the means by which 

they cross paths with the protagonist evolves. In half of these plays, women are apprentices 

or assistants in the artist’s studio, usually under the tutelage of their father.144 While stage 

directions never indicate that audiences witnessed women artists painting on stage, they 

                                                             
144 Léger, Nicaise, Peintre; Jacquelin and Lafortelle, Le peintre dans son ménage; Balisson de 
Rougement and Moreau de Commagny, Les portraits au Salon, ou Le mariage imprévu. 
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nonetheless have become the colleagues of aspiring male artists, though playwrights never 

invest them with greater career ambitions. Rather, we are left to assume that they are 

learning their father’s trade and are embroiled in a household economy.145 This learning is a 

necessary part of their education, but not necessarily one that will lead to an independent 

career in art making. 

 Nonetheless, it is worth indicating an important discrepancy, more evident here 

than in any other category, between the institutional history of the French art world and its 

satirical and popular representation. Despite the growing number of women artists in the 

late eighteenth century, from the creation of the category of the artiste libre in 1776 to 

women artists’ prominent role in debates around the reshaping of the Académie Royale 

from 1791-3,146 they are largely absent even from satirical imagery, and their role in 

popular theater, though it evolves slightly, is nonetheless relegated to romantic interest. 

THE UNSTABLE STATUS OF THE ARTISTE LIBRE 

Ancien régime and Revolutionary satirical imagery and popular theater indicate a significant 

degree of anxiety around the nature of the status of the artist, contradicting claims that this 

status gradually stabilized across this period. This imagery highlights important moments 

in the institutional history of Paris’ art world in which the political economy of the arts, the 

cursus honorum, and the trajectory of the progrès des arts destabilized and became 

uncertain, leading to ontological questions about the constitution of Paris’ artistic field: who 

is or is not an artist, who is or is not a connoisseur or expert, whether the market or 

                                                             
145 On the growing role of families in European household economies from early modernity through 
modernity, see Jan De Vries, The Industrious Revolution : Consumer Behavior and the Household 
Economy, 1650 to the Present (Cambridge, New York: Cambridge University Press, 2008). 
146 Sofio, Artistes femmes, 111–26. 
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exchange value of art is more important than its nobility and distinction, and who gets to 

decide all of this—the corporation, Liberal Arts institutions, or the Ministry of the Interior? 

 Satirical imagery and popular theater across the second half of the eighteenth 

century reveal a growing concern that the artist’s professional position and distinctiveness 

as a practitioner of the Liberal Arts have been compromised by a lack of patronage for the 

grand genre, the birth of a bourgeois private market, and financial insecurities to which the 

Fine Arts, as a luxury good, are particularly susceptible. We here witness the establishment 

of government and bureaucratic administration in the Ministry of the Interior as an 

increasingly important force as a gatekeeper in the art world. In just a few years, the art 

world witnessed the relatively rapid erosion of practitioners as gatekeepers in the career 

trajectories of the Fine Arts: as the Corporation lost its Fine Arts membership to the 

creation of an artiste libre category, the Académie Royale’s role in the important Salon 

exhibition eroded, and pseudo-corporate associations such as the Commune des Arts and 

SPRA became defunct by the end of the Consulate. The image of the struggling artist, which 

multiplied across the early nineteenth century, is born of this environment of increasing 

instability in which the very means by which position-taking was effected in the artistic 

field changed rapidly and unpredictably, rendering art’s already contradictory relationship 

to commerce more problematic as it was increasingly treated as a commodity with 

exchange value. 
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CHAPTER 5 

Satirizing Paris’ Art World in the  

Early Nineteenth Century 

From 1795 to the end of the July Monarchy , the central institutions that constituted Paris’ 

art world stabilized to a great extent. The Directory’s establishment of the Institut de France 

and its fourth Beaux-Arts class, as well as an École des Beaux Arts, seemed nominally at least 

to restore elements of the ancien régime’s Académie Royale. However, as discussed in 

Chapter 4, neither of these institutions enjoyed the monopoly status that the Académie 

Royale had acquired during the reign of Louis XVI after the Corporation des Maîtres 

Peintres was edged out and the Académie Royale given final say in any dispute relating to 

the new category of the artiste libre. Instead, a large share of power over determining droit 

d’entrée, the cursus honorum, and the direction of the progrès des arts was vested in the 

hands of the State as the Commission cum Convention of the Musée Central des Arts merged 

into a permanent and powerful administrative post in 1802, at the end of the Consulate: the 

Directeur des Musées.1  

 The Empire, Restoration, and July Monarchy thus enjoyed a relatively stable art 

system in terms of these benchmark institutions, their relationship to one another, and their 

relative domains of control. The Directeur des Musées retained the upper hand in 

                                                             
1 Marie-Claude Chaudonneret’s monumental study of the Restoration and early July Monarchy is the 
most in depth treatment of the role of the Directeur des Musées in this period. See Marie-Claude 
Chaudonneret, L’État et les artistes : de la restauration à la monarchie de Juillet (1815-1833) (Paris: 
Flammarion, 1999). 
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adjudicating the terms of position-taking within the Parisian art world, and transformed the 

Salon exhibition into a gateway that determined entry to the art world, thus elevating his 

post into that of gate keeper. However, as we will discuss, though this position and 

successive heads of state invested heavily and broadly in encouraging the arts—both the 

grand genre and the more commercially profitable genre mineurs—graphic satire and 

popular theater’s representation of the artist as destitute and inglorious only increased in 

the early nineteenth century. 

 Popular media thus signal to the historian a somewhat under-researched but 

evidently significant new determinant of position-taking occurring within the early 

nineteenth-century art world: the private market for art objects. Borrowing heavily from 

the visual vocabulary of ancien régime and Revolutionary popular media, satirists and 

playwrights fleshed out the tropes found in late eighteenth-century popular cultural 

production, developing them into robust vehicles for the critique of a centralized art system 

that, in the eyes of satirists and critics, was unable to control a private market which 

threatened to bring about a regression of the arts. The vulgarization and bourgeoisification 

of artistic production was harshly ridiculed in early nineteenth-century art-world satire, 

which largely brushed aside the Classic-Romantic debates of the 1820s. Instead it focused 

its energies on art’s ambivalent position in relation to luxe and commerce, and the artist’s 

increasingly ambiguous social position which, in the eyes of some satirists, looked 

vocational yet poor, and in those of others, was liminal and utterly destitute.  

 This increasingly dominant private market for art—which privileged the genres 

mineurs above the grand genre and treated art as a bien mobile and speculative good—

influences our narrative in more ways than one. Indeed, this middling market for visual 

culture, in which growing numbers of consumers were able and interested in purchasing 
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non-essential goods, also fostered the growth of a market for publishing amusing and 

humorous images and staging short, accessible, and funny theater. As we explored in 

Chapter 1, the object of this dissertation—graphic satire—and its subject—the art world—

circle around and meet one another as these two worlds become continuous and indeed 

constitutive of one another. In other words, as a growing number of artists were unable to 

benefit from a patronage system that could not possible support their volume, they sought 

out collaborations with image publishers. Indeed, some of these image publishers, as well as 

merchants of art supplies, became Paris’ first dealers of contemporary art in the 1820s. 

THE EMPIRE AND RESTORATION 

At the end of the Consulate, Napoleon Bonaparte, then the Premier Consul, created the 

position of Directeur des Musées and named Dominique Vivant Denon, an engraver of 

aristocratic origins, to the post in 1802. His responsibilities, and those of this enduring post, 

were to make purchases of Old Master and contemporary art; to populate and otherwise 

oversee the Musée du Louvre; to distribute artworks nationally across collections; to make 

state commandes or requisitions for new artwork; to organize the Salon exhibition; and to 

oversee the École des Beaux-Arts, which had its own Director and set of professors. This 

position, which oversaw much of France’s official art system, answered primarily to the 

Premier Consul and from 1804 onwards, to the Emperor, until the Restoration when it 

became a part of the Maison du Roi.  

 In contrast, the painters, sculptors, and architects of the Académie des Beaux-Arts 

gradually achieved some autonomy, though without regaining the privileges of the former 

Académie Royale. In 1803, the Consulate designated a Fine Arts class—the Fourth and last 

class—and the Bourbon Monarchy retitled these classes “Académies” in 1816, thus re-
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naming the Fourth Class the Académie Royale des Beaux Arts.2 Again, to avoid confusion 

with the ancien régime’s Académie Royale, the Institut’s Académie will be referred to as the 

Académie des Beaux-Arts. The Académie des Beaux-Arts retained control over the 

Académie de France à Rome, judged the Prix de Rome at the École des Beaux-Arts (EBA), 

and recommended all of the latter’s professors, almost all of whom, across this period, were 

either current members of the Académie des Beaux-Arts or former pensioners of the 

Académie de France à Rome.3 They selected their own membership to fill vacancies when 

they arose, and again exhibited the same circularity in their choices—almost all of its 

members had previously won a Prix de Rome.4 They thus retained control over a very 

limited and narrow path within the cursus honorum which pertained exclusively to those 

aspiring to be history painters: they presided over the most competitive and prestigious 

competition for aspiring history painters, over the institution where these painters stayed 

and trained if they won that prize, and rewarded its  winners with membership in their 

institutional body and professorship at an adjacent institutional body which, again, 

prepared students to compete for the Prix de Rome, and so on. 

 Though the École des Beaux-Arts, as discussed, was populated with professors 

drawn from the Académie des Beaux-Arts’ ranks, it still nominally retained administrative 

autonomy from this Académie. Treated as a “finishing school” more than a location for full 

artistic formation, the EBA’s Prix de Rome—the most prestigious and competitive of its 

contests—clearly promised a career trajectory of greatness and glory. This same trajectory 

is much less evident of its other many concours. The first of these was the concours des 

                                                             
2 Institut de France, Histoire des cinq académies (Paris: Librairie académique Perrin, 1995), 20–32. 
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places where students competed for admission to the roughly 100 spots available at the 

EBA, only after they had presented a letter of entry verifying their enrollment in a private 

studio. Every six months, all EBA students competed in the concours des places to see if they 

would retain their studentship at the EBA, and were only given “immunity” if they had won 

another of the internal concours. These were the concours d’émulation for the traditional 

stages of Academic learning—reproducing from an artwork, from a sculpture in the round, 

and then from the nude model; the concours spéciaux which tested Liberal Arts mastery 

(perspective, anatomy, history, and so on); and the concours d’exécution for specialized 

subjects such as expressive heads.5  

 Séverine Sofio is particularly attentive to the growing redundancy of the EBA within 

Paris’ artistic landscape, which, as we will discuss, quickly re-oriented its center of gravity 

to the Salon exhibition under the influence of the Directeur des Musées. In her 

prosopographic study, Sofio has found that in the early nineteenth century, only roughly a 

quarter of artists who exhibited at the Salon were ever enrolled at the EBA.6 Enrollment in a 

private studio, where the true “nuts and bolts” of artistic practice were passed on to 

students, was indisputably important. 

What, then, was the value of Institut membership and enrollment in the École des 

Beaux-Arts within the political economy of Paris’ early nineteenth-century art world? 

Institut membership, as mentioned in Chapter 4, signalled which private studios students 

ought to join if they aspired to national artistic renown. Indeed, young artists who trained in 

the studios of Académie des Beaux-Arts members were most likely to win the Prix de Rome. 

Under the Empire, François Vincent (elected in 1795) and Jacques-Louis David (elected in 

                                                             
5 Ibid., 160–61. 
6 Ibid., 163. 
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1803) had a near monopoly on the Prix de Rome. Under the Restoration, after David fled 

Paris, Antoine-Jean Gros became the leading producer of pensionnaires, followed by Pierre-

Narcisse Guérin, and Anne-Louis Girodet (all elected in 1816), Jean-Baptiste Regnault 

(elected in 1795), and a few others. The studios most likely to secure a Prix contracted 

slightly, but not significantly, in the July Monarchy.7 Perhaps for this reason above all others, 

the Académie des Beaux-Arts private studios tended to enroll the most students and were 

the most sought after.8 

Outside of this somewhat closed loop of private studio to École des Beaux-Arts to 

Académie des Beaux-Arts to Académie de France à Rome, however, the Institut exercised 

very little control over the art presented to Parisian publics in the Salon exhibition 

throughout the Restoration, nor did they gain significant influence in determining how the 

Directeur des Musées rewarded or patronized artists on behalf of the Empire or Bourbon 

Monarchy.  As such, scholars characterize the Académie des Beaux-Arts as increasingly 

redundant until the July Monarchy, when they began judging the Salon exhibition.  

Rather, under Denon and his Restoration successor Auguste de Forbin, the Directeur 

des Musées transformed the Salon exhibition into the major droit d’entrée for artists active 

in Paris. The exhibition had, however, lost significant ground in this respect during the Salon 

libres of the Revolutionary period, where any and all artists could show their work. As a 

result, they were poorly frequented by Paris’ most distinguished artists, who claimed that 

they preferred to be represented instead by their students, and attracted few visitors, as 

Udolpho van de Sandt has shown through the number of Salon livrets sold in ancien régime, 
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Revolutionary, Consulate, and Imperial Salons.9 The minister of the Interior sought to re-

establish the Salon as the premier art-world event by circulating a letter to leading artists 

such as David, Regnault, Vincent, Gérard, Guérin, Girodet, and Jean-Baptiste Isabey in 1802 

after the Salon’s opening notifying them that Napoleon himself would be visiting the show. 

The number of painters whose work was on exhibit at this Salon libre doubled.10 

Denon, who was appointed Directeur des Musées just after the Salon of 1802, 

instituted policies that placed the Salon exhibition at the center of Paris’ political economy 

of art, and, as such, rendered the Directeur des Musées and the head of state to whom he 

reported the chief gatekeepers in moderating this droit d’entrée to professional artistic 

practice. This was effected via a system of encouragements where artistic achievement was 

recognized and rewarded by the Directeur des Musées and the head of state at the Salon 

and the Salon alone, without consultation with the Académie des Beaux-Arts’ members.11 

This system of encouragements awarded cash prizes equivalent to the price of small or large 

format paintings to artists who displayed exemplary artworks at the Salon. This system 

promised to remunerate certain artists for material and labor costs without withdrawing 

their artworks from the private market. They also awarded rare Medals of Honor and, 

during the Bourbon Restoration, the Croix de la Légion d’Honneur to recognize significant 

career achievements. Young artists might receive a prix d’encouragements which 

commissioned them to produces copies of religious artwork or royal portraits destined for 

provincial churches or for diplomatic purposes. The State might purchase artworks or issue 

                                                             
9 For excerpts from Denon’s correspondence with Napoleon in which he outlines his intentions in 
positions himself and Napoleon as gatekeepers, and the Salon as the venue for this gatekeeping, see: 
Udolpho van de Sandt, “Le Salon,” in L’Empire des muses: Napoléon, les Arts et les Lettres, ed. Jean-
Claude Bonnet (Paris: Belin, 2004), 59–78. 
10 Ibid., 61–62. 
11 Ibid., 64–65. 
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commandes or requisitions for future artworks, based on their evaluation of those works on 

display at the Salon exhibition.12 

As such, established artists such as David and Vincent who had secured 

longstanding relationships with State patronage and had largely avoided the Salon 

exhibition for the better part of a decade (1791-1801) could now no longer avoid Salon 

exhibition if they hoped to benefit from official recognition or future employment. Denon 

originally envisioned his endeavors as fostering a much broader interest in the arts and in 

the private market by rewarding commercially viable genres of painting rather than only 

the grand genre, in particular the genres mineurs so reviled by d’Angivillier (portraiture, 

landscape, and genre painting). However, scholars such as Sébastien Allard, Marie-Claude 

Chaudonneret, Todd Porterfield, Susan Siegfried, and David O’Brien have demonstrated the 

extent to which Napoleon favored self-aggrandizing grand genre patronage that celebrated 

his personal intervention in France’s military victories during this period of international 

warfare and conquest.13 While this buoyed the careers of David and his leading students, 

namely Gros, Girodet, Guérin, and Gérard, it initially failed to support Denon’s broader goals 

of fostering a private market that could support the growing number of artists active in 

Paris. It did, however, accomplish Denon’s goal of placing the Salon exhibition at the center 

of Paris’ art world.14 As a result, the number of visitors who attended the exhibit increased 
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steadily during the Empire, with almost 10,000 more livrets sold between the struggling 

Salon of 1802 and the Salon of 1804 that followed the creation of the role of Directeur des 

Musées.15 Similarly, admission to the Salon exhibition itself became increasingly urgent. The 

average number of artists exhibited at each Salon in the Empire remained relatively stable 

with an average of 321 artists exhibiting works, though more and more artworks would be 

admitted to the Salon: 459 paintings in 1804 as opposed to 1,024 in 1812.16  

Similarly, as William Hauptman has demonstrated, artists became more concerned 

about the constitution of the Salon’s jury and the choices that they made in including and 

excluding artworks and artists to this exhibition.17 Under the Empire and Restoration, the 

Salon jury was composed of museum administrators, amateurs, and artists, with the latter 

outnumbered by this new bureaucratic class of art administrators. These jury members 

seemed often to have been selected largely from the ranks of the Académie des Beaux-

Arts.18 The quantity of works they refused was substantial: in the Salon of 1806, 20% of 

artists who submitted artworks were refused,19 and in 1827, 46% of artworks were 

excluded by the jury.20 Scholars such as Chaudonneret and Hauptman are careful to point 

out that, although critics accused the Salon jury of displaying favoritism towards their own 

students, or of participating unfairly in the Classic-Romantic debates of the 1820s, the jury’s 
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decision making and harshness can be most accurately explained by the overwhelming 

number of artworks submitted in relation to the limited places available to exhibit them. 

In 1806 and 1827, artists advocated for a parallel Salons of refusés to be staged on 

the model of the former Expositions de la Jeunesses of the Place Dauphine under the ancien 

régime. One was staged in 1806, and Jean-Baptiste-Pierre Le Brun took it upon himself to 

mount a very poorly received parallel exhibition in 1827.21 These requests demonstrate that 

Denon’s attempts to render both himself and the Salon central gatekeepers was extremely 

successful. Admission to the Salon became the key means by which artists could secure 

official patronage or receive accolades that might signal their value to audiences or render 

them eligible for future patronage. In other words, admission to the Salon and winning 

prizes and encouragements played an important role in a new cursus honorum that involved 

catering, not to the Académie des Beaux-Arts, but to the Directeur des Musées, whose 

attention could only be captured in this privileged venue. Consider, for instance, the 

potential impact of winning one of the aforementioned medals at the Salon exhibition: 

though only about 6% of artists who exhibited artwork received a medal in the early 

nineteenth century, almost all of those who did eventually had artwork purchased by State. 

42% of non-medalled artists also had work purchased, but no purchases were made of 

artists who did not show artwork at the Salon.22  

Similarly, in comparing the Salon livret to various almanacs and annuaires of 

artists, virtually all artists listed submitted artwork to the Salon, regardless of whether 

those works were exhibited or not.23 It seems implausible to assume that the urgency of 

exhibiting can be attributed exclusively to the Directeur des Musées’ policy of rewarding 

                                                             
21 Hauptman, “Juries, Protests, and Counter-Exhibitions before 1850.” 
22 Sofio, Artistes femmes, 285. 
23 Ibid., 221. 
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successful exhibitors with encouragements. Further, the Salon and its livret, which published 

the addresses of artists, not unlike an almanac or classifieds listing, provided public and 

critical exposure and the opportunity to recruit patronage—essential given that the Empire 

and Restoration preceded the growth of specialized dealers in contemporary art, and artists 

remained the chief negotiators of their own commerce.  

Though Denon, under the Empire, envisioned an encouragements policy that would 

also equally stimulate the growth of the private market, which favored the genres mineurs, it 

was not until Auguste de Forbin succeeded him under the Bourbon Restoration that this 

policy was systematically advanced. To some extent under Denon, but moreso under Forbin, 

genre painting, including the style now known as Troubadour painting but known by 

contemporaries as genre historique or genre anecdotique, as well as landscape painting, 

were greatly encouraged. Denon and Forbin’s encouragement of the genres mineurs on this 

ground reifies their privileged role within the private market for images. We can appreciate 

the extent to which the genres mineurs grew to dominate the Salon exhibitions thanks to 

Eva Bouillo’s thorough study of the Salon of 1827. The most dominant genres mineurs on 

display were portraiture (272 paintings), genre (341 paintings), and landscape (383) in 

comparison to the 52 history paintings, 71 religious paintings, and 29 mythological 

paintings. These figures are even more significant when compared to the total number of 

works submitted: it is evident that the Jury endeavored to admit between 40-50% of 

paintings per genre submitted, so that the works on display in fact represent the relative 

proportions of works submitted. In other words, the Salon Jury was not in fact harsher in its 

selection of grand genre paintings. Of 376 grand genre paintings submitted, 152 were 

exhibited (40%) and of 2, 364 genres mineurs paintings submitted, 1036 were exhibited 

(43%). The visual effect for a Restoration public, however, not privy to the total numbers of 
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works admitted in relation to those refused, was simply that only 14% or roughly 1 in 7 

paintings on display at the Salon exhibition were in the grand genre.  

Burton Fredericksen confirms that the art market behaved similarly to the Salon 

display: the ancien régime taste for Flemish and Dutch images on the secondary (or auction) 

market carried over into the Revolution, Consulate, Empire, and Restoration.24 In particular, 

Fredericksen finds that Napoleon’s conquests stimulated the market for Flemish and Dutch 

paintings, and their proportion increased relative to paintings from other countries in the 

Empire’s rebounding auction market. Auctions fluctuated with the state of the Napoleonic 

Wars, with their number dropping at the end of the Empire and spiking again with a 

renewal of peace at the beginning of the Restoration.25  

Significantly, Fredericksen finds that contemporary French artists begin fetching 

record prices at auction from 1818 onwards, and similarly, Chaudonneret notes an increase 

in speculative purchasing practices among bankers who began buying up works of public 

and critical note on display at the Salon before the Directeur des Musées could purchase 

works for the State at the close of the Salon in the 1820s.26 Scholars agree that this boost in 

the market for contemporary art can be credited to the 1818 establishment of a Musée des 

Artistes Vivants at the Luxembourg Palace. This permanent exhibit only displayed the works 

of living painters, whose artworks, once deceased, were transferred to the Musée du 

Louvre. Works by established painters were displayed in the highest quantities: for 

instance, under Louis XVIII, David and Guérin were the best represented artists of their 

                                                             
24 Burton B. Fredericksen, “Survey of the French Art Market Between 1789 and 1820,” in Collections 
et Marché de L’art En France 1789-1848, ed. Monica Preti Hamard and Philippe Sénéchal (Rennes: 
Presses universitaires de Rennes, 2006), 19–34. 
25 Ibid., 26–28. 
26 Marie-Claude Chaudonneret, “Collectionner l’art contemporain (1820-1840). L’exemple des 
banquiers.,” in Collections et marché de l’art en France 1789-1848, ed. Monica Preti Hamard and 
Philippe Sénéchal (Rennes: Presses universitaires de Rennes, 2006), 273–82. 
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generation, though younger artists such as Horace Vernet were also well represented.27 

Though little work has been done on the acquisitions and display strategies of the 

Restoration and July Monarchy Musée des Artistes Vivants, acquisitions were equally made 

at the Salon exhibition, further consolidating its central position while positively affecting 

the development of a specialized market for contemporary artists and fostering the 

multiplication of “middle men” who could intervene between buyer and artist in the sale of 

their artworks.28 

The popularity of the genre mineurs among a growing bourgeois class was 

characterized by many as a vulgarization of art appreciation and the progrès des arts—

criticisms which were continuous with anxieties around the popularity of Flemish and 

Dutch painting and prominence of portraiture at the Salon exhibitions in the eighteenth 

century, also stimulated by the belief that patronage of these genres of works constituted 

the treatment of art as an objet de luxe or a commodity and signalled a regression of the arts 

and distraction from the grand genre.29 These concerns, in the eighteenth century, were 

                                                             
27 Chaudonneret, L’État et les artistes, 34–35. 
28 Geneviève Lacambre, “Les achats de l’Etat aux artistes vivants: le musée de Luxembourg,” in La 
Jeunesse des musées : les musées de France au XIXe siècle, ed. Chantal Georgel (Paris: Editions de la 
réunion des musées nationaux, 1994), 269–77, exh. cat.; Luc Alary, “L’art Vivant Avant L’art Moderne. 
Le Musée Du Luxembourg, Premier Essai de Muséographie Pour L’‘art Vivant’ en France,” Revue 
D’histoire Moderne et Contemporaine 42, no. 2 (1995): 219–39. 
29 For eighteenth-century art markets and the taste for Flemish and Dutch genre and landscape 
painting, see: Patrick Michel, Le commerce du tableau à Paris dans la seconde moitié du XVIIIe siècle: 
acteurs et pratiques (Villeneuve d’Ascq: Presses universitaires du Septentrion, 2007); Patrick Michel, 
Peinture et plaisir: les goûts picturaux des collectionneurs parisiens au XVIIIe siècle (Rennes: Presses 
universitaires de Rennes, 2010). 
The early nineteenth-century art market has not benefitted from synthetic, archival studies of the 
same depth, though scholars, particularly Nicholas Green, have established the continued popularity 
of the genres mineurs in the Empire, Restoration, and July Monarchy. See: Linda Whiteley, 
“Accounting for Tastes,” Oxford Art Journal 2 (1979): 25–28; Linda Whiteley, “Art et commerce d’art 
en France avant l’époque impressionniste,” Romantisme 13, no. 40 (1983): 65–76; Nicholas Green, 
“Circuits of Production, Circuits of Consumption: The Case of Mid-Nineteenth-Century French Art 
Dealing,” Art Journal 48, no. 1 (1989): 29–34; Nicholas Green, The Spectacle of Nature: Landscape and 
Bourgeois Culture in Nineteenth-Century France (Manchester: Manchester University Press, 1993); 
Monica Preti Hamard and Philippe Sénéchal, eds., Collections et marché de l’art en France 1789-1848 
(Rennes: Presses universitaires de Rennes, 2006). 
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borne of a desire to develop a category of distinction for the production of fine art that was 

not echoed by patrons of the arts for whom artworks were, functionally, decorative. Richard 

Wrigley and Pierre Vaisse note the persistence of these concerns into the early nineteenth-

century, when critics derided the influence of bourgeois classes on the art market. The stock 

depiction of bourgeois taste accused them of being ignorant and narrow-minded, 

materialistic and commercial, and intellectually incapable of promoting the progrès des 

arts.30 

These concerns were likely exacerbated in the eighteenth century by the 

prominence of figures such as marchands merciers like Edmé Gersaint and auctioneers such 

as Jean-Baptiste-Pierre Le Brun, who dealt in a variety of objects that adorned the 

household. Similarly, early art dealers of the Restoration, who begin to crop up in higher 

volumes in the 1820s, look much more like marchands merciers than the specialized dealers 

of contemporary art of the late nineteenth century. Notable Restoration examples include 

Alphonse Giroux, Goupil and Rittner, and Durand Ruel, for whom art dealing was a 

secondary and incidental aspect of their commercial practices: each was, primarily, a 

publisher of images, a seller of art supplies, or a merchant of papeteries or stationery.31 In 

the Restoration, the market for contemporary artworks was thus largely subsidiary to a 

market for luxury commodities and supplies concentrated around the neighborhood of the 

                                                             
30 Pierre Vaisse, “Annexe sur l’image du marchand de tableaux pendant le XIXe siècle,” Romantisme 
13, no. 40 (1983): 77–86; Richard Wrigley, “The Class of ’89?: Cultural Aspects of Bourgeois Identity 
in the Aftermath of the French Revolution,” in Art in Bourgeois Society, 1790-1850, ed. Andrew 
Hemingway and William Vaughan (Cambridge, U.K.; New York: Cambridge University Press, 1998), 
130–53. 
31 Whiteley, “Art et commerce d’art en France avant l’époque impressionniste”; Green, The Spectacle 
of Nature; DeCourcy E. McIntosh, “The Origins of the Maison Goupil in the Age of Romanticism,” 
British Art Journal 5, no. 1 (2004): 64–76. 
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new bourse—not coincidentally, the very same neighborhood that housed the publication 

and staging of popular imagery and theater. 

SATIRIZING PARIS’ ARTISTIC MILIEU IN PRINTED TEXT AND IMAGE 

Shortly after Napoleon named himself Emperor of the French, Paris’ proliferating non-

official theaters were rapidly shuttered. The historically privileged and official theaters, to 

which was added the Théâtre de l’Impératrice, retained their rights to stage performances. 

However, after 1806, only five private theaters were invested with the privilege to stage 

performances: the Variétés, Vaudeville, Porte-Saint-Martin, Gaîté, and Variétés-

Étrangères.32 The Restoration Monarchy upheld this return to the privilege system, which 

was only abolished in 1830 under the July Monarchy. However, Restoration enforcement of 

this privilege system was much looser than under the Empire, and private theaters began to 

proliferate along the Boulevards once more.33 Accordingly, I have found fourteen 

performances between 1808 and 1828 that represent Paris’ visual arts milieu. 

Performances before 1814 are limited to the Variétés, Vaudeville, and the Opéra-Comique, 

whereas after this date non-privileged theaters resurface, namely Théâtre du Gymanse 

Dramatique and Théâtres des Nouveautés.  

These are outstripped by 168 satirical images for the same period. As discussed in 

Chapter 1, during this period the market for satirical and humorous images began the 

upwards trajectory that would lead into the satirical periodicals that proliferated in the July 

Monarchy. Satirical imagery of the Empire and Restoration, often overlooked by scholars of 

the more prolific July Monarchy satirical periodicals, laid the foundations for the visual 

                                                             
32 Jean-Claude Yon, Une Histoire Du Théâtre À Paris : De La Révolution À La Grande Guerre, Collection 
Historique (Paris: Aubier, 2012), 49. 
33 Ibid., 56–60. 
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language that would follow it. We find here important and rich resonances between 

humorous representation in popular theater and satirical representation in graphic 

imagery, as these worlds become a viable and lucrative money-making alternative to the 

increasingly saturated world of Fine Arts and literary production whose stagnation, critics 

felt, was reified in the gerontocratic Institut de France. 

Criticizing Arts Administration and Aesthetics in Graphic Satire  

As we observed in Chapter 4, graphic satire remained a privileged medium, alongside art 

criticism and especially what Bernadette Fort has called “carnavalesque” art criticism, for 

mounting critiques regarding the political economy of art. As such, in Empire and 

Restoration graphic satire, we find biting critiques of Dominique Vivant Denon’s arts 

administration, in particular in 1814 and 1816 as the Musée Napoléon is dismantled under 

the Bourbon Monarchy, and of the Classic-Romantic debates around the Salons of 1824 and 

1827. 

The Musée Napoléon under the Restoration 

In 1802, the position of Directeur des Musées was created, and the Musée Central des Arts 

was renamed the Musée Napoléon the following year. It collections were continuously 

enriched by the spoliations from both the Revolutionary and Napoleonic Wars, which 

Denon inventoried and displayed.34 In 1807, for instance, he unveiled the “Salle de la 

Victoire” in which a colossal bronze bust of Napoleon, sculpted by Lorenzo Bartolini, was 

crowned with a wreath of laurels as it surveyed the cultural spoils of war which surrounded 

                                                             
34 Philippe Bordes, “Le Musée Napoléon,” in L’Empire des muses: Napoléon, les Arts et les Lettres, ed. 
Jean-Claude Bonnet (Paris: Belin, 2004), 79–90. 
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it (fig. 5.1), as captured by watercolorist and painter Benjamin Zix (1772-1811) in an image 

entitled Visite de personnages étrangers dans le Museum National (fig. 5.2).35 

 A series of satirical images between 1814 and 1816 delighted in ridiculing both 

Dominique Vivant Denon and his general secretary, Athanase Lavallée. Denon retained his 

position during the Restoration of the Bourbon Monarchy, and after Napoleon’s Hundred 

Days and subsequent Denon’s departure, Lavallée stayed on in his place until Auguste de 

Forbin was named Directeur des Musées.36 A set of four images, which all quote one 

another, appeared one after the other, mocking the dismantling of a museum whose 

magnificence was twenty years in the making.  

 The first of these (fig. 5.3), untitled but with verse, celebrates the return of the 

Bourbon Monarchy and the downfall of the Musée Napoléon and Denon, suggesting that he 

had privileged “primitive” art forms, such as ancient Egyptian art, over the works of 

classical Greek and Roman sculpture. The verse below the image suggests that with 

Napoleon’s downfall and the restoration of the Bourbon Monarchy, this wrong would be 

righted again: 

Dans l’enfance des arts on adoroit apis, ibis, chats. Et 

magots. Trop illustres de Nom. On les fêtoit encor avec 

Napoleon. Mais les arts pour fleurir, n’attendoient que les 

Lys. 

The image apes some of the papyri that Denon described in his 1802 publication Voyage 

dans la Basse et la Haute Égypte, instead picturing Denon as a satyr who presents incense to 

a monumental sculpture of Isis suckling Horus as he steps on a classical torso in his 

                                                             
35 Régis Spiegel, “Le Louvre en 1810: de l’Histoire au mythe,” in Dominique-Vivant Denon et Benjamin 
Zix: témoins et acteurs de l’épopée napoléonienne 1805-1812 (Paris, France: L’Harmattan, 2000), 150–
62. 
36 Chaudonneret, L’État et les artistes, 11–14. 
It is in fact Lavallée who suggests the creation of a Musée des Artistes Vivants to make up for the 
forced restitution of the French cultural spoliations. 
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scramble to idolize ancient Egyptian statuary. The satire accuses Napoleon of having 

permitted works of classical antiquity to languish in ruins behind Denon’s burning incense 

and a drop wall. 

 This satire reappears in the background of an image titled Le figaro de La Valée (fig. 

5.4) which pictures Denon, with the same balding pattern, seated for a shave from Figaro, 

the barber of Seville, as drawn from the successful 1772 play by Pierre Beaumarchais. The 

addition La Valée in the title indicates to us that Athanase Lavallée plays the role of Figaro 

and is poised to shave Denon who reminisces with Lavallée, the latter of whom will succeed 

him upon the former’s departure. Denon says, “Mon cher nous avons brillé ensemble dans le 

grand siecle.” Lavallée reappears as Figaro, with a comb stuck in his hair, in two further 

prints that mock the Imperial duo’s brief shift of allegiances to the Bourbon monarchy. In 

Saute pour Le Roy (fig. 5.5), Denon is pictured as a monkey who dutifully obeys the arbitrary 

commands of his master, the King, as he leaps over a regal fleur-de-lis. In the background, 

Lavallée as Figaro removes Bartolini’s bronze bust from the Museum formerly known as the 

Musée Napoléon. Indeed, the name has been roughly scratched off of the façade of the 

museum in this satirical engraving. 

 The saute pour le roi theme, here employed to ridicule Denon and Lavallée, was also 

used to mock Napoleon upon his first exile to the island of Elba in Royalist imagery that has 

been preserved in the Collection de Vinck, where Napoleon, pictured as a performing 

animal, is ordered to obediently jump onto the island upon which he will be (briefly) 

exiled(fig. 5.6). The theme is reprised for Lavallée and Denon in L’Ane Noir et le Singe Vivant 

avec son Chat (fig. 5.7). A donkey here labelled as “Black Ass” and covered with the insignia 
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of the Bourbon monarchy represents the duc de Blacas, minister of the Maison du Roi 

during the first Bourbon Restoration, but dismissed after the Hundred Days.37  

Lavallée, whose face and characteristic barber’s brush has been faithfully copied 

from earlier satires, entertains himself at Blacas’ side by toying with his Legion of Honor 

cross, while Denon, adorned with an array of medals, once again performs his saute pour le 

roi in the guise of a monkey. Denon’s relatively brief service to the Bourbon Monarchy 

evidently prompted a hefty satirical response from Monarchists and Republicans alike. His 

and Lavallée’s satirical representations render them the single most caricatured individuals 

within this corpus, where most figures caricatured are social types, and those individuals 

who do appear almost never figure more than once.  

The Classic-Romantic Salons of 1824 and 1827  

The Restoration Salons of 1824 and 1827, which scholars acknowledge constituted the first 

publicly recognized displays of a “new school” of painting, elicited commentary in satirical 

imagery to accompany the debates that raged among art critics.38 Notably, however, 

Restoration satirical imagery that targeted the Classic-Romantic debates seems much more 

interested in simply noting and mocking its existence rather than taking sides. Further, the 

relative quantity of this imagery (six sets of prints) pales in comparison to the hundred or 

so more that target the artist as a social type or mock the state of the art market.  

                                                             
37 Blacas’ unfortunate name was deployed satirically in the same way when Louis XVIII fled upon 
Napoleon’ Hundred Days.  
38 For an exploration of the critical appraisal of the Classic-Romantic debate, see in particular Pontus 
Grate, Deux critiques d’art de l’époque romantique : Gustave Planche et Théophile Thoré (Stockholm: 
Almqvist & Wiksell, 1959); Eva Bouillo, Le Salon de 1827. Classique ou Romantique? (Rennes: Presses 
universitaires de Rennes, 2009). 
Bouillo in particular points out that the 1827 Salon Jury admitted a disproportionate quantity of 
painters in the new school (84% were admitted as opposed to 47% of Classical painters), 35.  



270 
 

 Alexandre-Joseph Desenne’s pair of lithographs, published in 1825 and again in 

1826, picture Le Peintre Classique (fig. 5.8) and Le Peintre Romantique (fig. 5.9). Both 

painters differ in age and dress. The classical painter is an older man who sports pince-nez 

and leans into his painting, refining microscopic details. His mode of dress recalls the ancien 

régime, bewigged and in culottes with a decorated vest. However, he lives in destitution in a 

dirty attic apartment infested with mice. The romantic painter is significantly younger and 

more modern in his dress. He worked a larger canvas and leans forward, indicating a 

different approach in painterly gesture. Though his apartment seems slightly better 

furnished, it is also a mess, and he has mistaken a cleaning lady for a model. Desenne sneaks 

in a further jab against the recently deceased Théodore Géricault, who had enlisted in Louis 

XVIII’s short-lived musketeers. Indeed, this Romantic painter wears the emblazoned cross 

and riding pants characteristic of musketeer uniform (fig. 5.10).  

Similarly, the 1828 Album Classico-Romantique, printed by Marlet and published by 

Chaillou Potrelle pictures an elderly Classical painter and a young Romantic painter jousting 

with their mahlsticks (fig. 5.11). The album goes on to imagine a series of subjects as 

depicted by the Classical and Romantic schools, and once compares either’s hypothetical 

treatment of the same subject: Achilles dragging the body of Hector triumphantly behind his 

chariot (fig. 5.12 and 5.13).39 The treatment in the ancienne école is absurdly ordered: the 

horses gallop in perfect unison, Achilles pulls at their reigns calmly, standing perfectly erect, 

and Horace, though he is being dragged, maintains an impossibly elegant posture. Even 

Achilles’ army cheers in perfect unison, neatly arranged along the horizon and conveniently 

gathered in the single corner visible to the viewer from this angle. The nouvelle école differs 

                                                             
39 There was no Prix de Rome near these dates that called for this subject matter. See Philippe 
Grunchec, The Grand Prix de Rome: Paintings from the École Des Beaux-Arts, 1797-1863, 2 vols. 
(Washington, D.C.: International Exhibitions Foundation, 1984). 
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in every conceivable way. The perfectly flat scene presented in the ancienne école image has 

been rotated to strike the picture plane at a diagonal. Achilles’ horses are so frantic and 

excited that it seems implausible that Achilles could maintain any control of his chariot. And 

Hector has been so contorted and twisted by being dragged that his behind is now 

humiliatingly bared to the viewer.  

§ 

Though the aforementioned satirical images add to our understanding of Dominique Vivant 

Denon’s role as Directeur des Musées, and to critical responses to the Classic-Romantic 

debates in the 1820s, these prints are greatly outnumbered by satirical images much more 

concerned with the livelihood of the artist, his social status, and the dominance of the 

private market. These caricatures, which will be explored thematically below, picture an 

artist who is absent from other media and from dominant art-historical narratives: the 

artists outside of that 6% who received a medal at the Salon exhibition, and those that 

perhaps consistently failed to achieve even this first droit d’entrée to the French art world 

via Salon admission. The actual gap between artists who submitted works and artists who 

had work admitted widened considerably over the course of this period (Table 5.1). In the 

first Empire Salon of 1806, 431 artists submitted work and 367 had work accepted; 

whereas in the last Restoration Salon of 1827, 1, 226 artists submitted work and 732 had 

work admitted. The number of artists who submitted work nearly tripled in these 21 years, 

whereas the number of artists with work on display in the Salon only doubled.  
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Table 5.1. Artists who Submitted works to Salon v. Artists with works admitted to 
Salon in Empire and Restoration.40 

 

These trend lines will only continue in the same directions, with the number of artists 

submitting works increasing at a steeper incline than the proportion of artists with work 

admitted to the Salon. As such, it is not the Salon, but the artist’s mansarde, the bourgeois 

living room, and the Musée du Louvre lined with copistes that constitute the milieu in which 

graphic satire prefers to visualize and satirize those artists that, increasingly, were the rule, 

rather than the exception: artists who struggled to gain their droit d’entrée in a heavily 

centralized Salon system.  

All Artists are Poor 

From the Revolution onwards, and certainly from the Empire, all artists represented in 

popular theater are impoverished, indebted, and living in attic apartments. Whether they 

support families or are young and unmarried, by the Empire, it becomes conventional for 

characters who are visual artists to signal their poverty to theatrical audiences in some way, 

and this is chiefly how they are shown in satirical imagery. The artist’s destitution becomes 

                                                             
40 Data is drawn from Sofio’s careful tabulations, listed in Tables 1 and 2 of her Appendix. See 
Séverine Sofio, “‘L’Art ne s’apprend pas aux dépens des meours!’ Construction du champ de l’art, 
genre et professionnalisation des artistes (1789-1848)” (PhD, EHESS, 2009), 678–80. 
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more pervasive around the Restoration. For instance, in Eugène Scribe’s play La Mansarde 

des artistes (1824) the painter Victor claims “être artiste, et mourir de faim… j’aime à vivre 

comme cela.”41 Artists’ inability to pay for anything, to feed themselves, or to live in 

luxurious settings has at this point become a given as in Le Lithographe, ou les Scènes 

populaires (1823) when the artist and illustrator Charles wants to purchase a portrait from 

the image merchant Normand but, lacking any funds, has to make an exchange instead, 

promising to produce drawings and caricatures.42 Whereas in earlier popular theater, the 

artist’s poverty also provided the intrigue or obstacle for the play, in Empire and 

Restoration theater the artist’s poverty is simply a feature of the character’s material 

wellbeing and playwrights looked elsewhere for those obstacles that the lovers must 

surmount to be together. 

 We notice a similar shift in satirical imagery of artists in the Empire and Restoration. 

While ancien régime imagery introduced us to the struggling artist, and Revolutionary 

imagery developed and multiplied representational types and tropes, the quantity of 

representations of poor artists surged alongside the relative number of commercially 

available satirical images. Here, the artist’s poverty and indebtedness are equally taken as a 

given, and a variety of tropes is developed to mock the artist’s desperation and destitution, 

the most popular of which is to present him as a shop-sign painter, which recalls and 

develops the 1789 Je suis comme le tems au Gagne-Petit. The destitute shop-sign painter 

appeared in such great numbers in graphic satire that it requires that we consider it as a 

                                                             
41 Eugène Scribe, Henri Dupin, and Antoine-François Varin, La Mansarde des artistes (Paris: Pollet, 
1824), 9. 
42 Charles-Auguste Sewrin and Léonard Tousez, Le lithographe, ou Les Scènes populaires (Paris: Huet, 
1823), 13. 
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separate social type. Here, I will discuss other ways in which the artist’s poverty is 

visualized and mocked. 

 In Revolutionary to Consulate imagery, we saw how the artist’s poverty earned him 

membership among those that solicited the attention of the great money devil, Mammon. 

Similarly, he joins the debtors responsible for the death of credit in Crédist est Mort imagery, 

notably a print from 1817 published by Genty, which pictures a painter to the left, a 

musician and composer in the center, and a fencing master on the right (fig. 5.14). All of 

them employ the tools of their trade to strike at a dying figure splayed on the ground 

beneath them: the painter winds up to spear credit through with his mahlstick, the 

composer will use his violin to deal a blow, and the fencing master sticks credit through 

with his foil. In the background, a knife-grinder toils away with a duck by his side.  

This image type, Jules Champfleury later claimed, appears from the seventeenth 

century onwards in connection to financial crashes, and the Épinal printhouse founded by 

Nicolas Pellerin reproduced this image type in the 1840s.43 It is, however, unclear whether 

the knife-grinder participates in the destruction of credit or continues his banal trade 

without participating in financial speculation or becoming indebted. The duck which 

accompanies him, however, carries a small bourse or purse in his mouth. In other 

permutations of this popular image type, the goose is labelled with “Mon oie fait tout.” In a 

clever pun, the image claims that money solves all, whereas in the foreground, arts, culture, 

and recreation are identified as perpetually insolvent yet likely to borrow and never repay, 

and are thus linked to whichever financial collapse the image’s publication accompanies. 

Surviving examples of the Crédit est mort type demonstrate that the cast of characters 

responsible for the death of credit changed over time. A seventeenth-century Crédit est mort 

                                                             
43 Champfleury, Histoire de l’imagerie populaire (Paris: Dentu, 1869), 191–211. 
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engraving in the Hennin Collection features middle-class merchants as credit’s debtors—

rotisseurs, hosteliers, charcutiers, boulangers (fig. 5.15). Alexis Piron, a celebrated playwright 

of the Opéra-Comique at the théâtres du foire in the early eighteenth century staged a Crédit 

est mort play in 1726.44 The characters directly responsible for the death of credit-giving in 

good faith are writers, actresses, middle-class merchants, and a rich Marquis. It is likely after 

the French Revolution that painters figured among this stock cast of characters. The indebted 

artist reappears in an 1824 lithographic series, Vie d’un Artiste. In plate 11, La ressource, an 

artist, identifiable by his palette and easel, arrives at the Commissionnaire au Mont-de-

Piété—a commission agent service that lent money to the destitute, established in Paris in 

the fifteenth century and active through the twentieth century (fig. 5.16).  

 The trope of the artist forced to move because he could not pay his rent persists on 

stage and in imagery. The anonymous 1824 lithographic series La vie d’un Artiste pictures as 

one of its stages a finely dressed young man with top hat moving in the dead of the night, 

hoping, as the caption indicates, that “Personne ne m’a vu” (fig. 5.17). Almost all of his 

personal effects, which are limited to the tools of his trade, are being carried by a hired 

mover. This image type rehearses the humor we witnessed in Étienne Jeaurat’s painting and 

print from Chapter 4: though the artist’s mode of dress is intended to dissimulate, these 

snapshots of his life reveal his destitution, rendering him a hypocrite. Similarly, the image 

from the Miroir Grotesque published by Traviès and printed by Ratier in 1829, and likely 

illustrated by Grandville, pictures a rabbit-artist startled in his apartment when a braying 

donkey-porter pounds angrily at his door (fig. 5.18). The image’s caption, partnered with 
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the rolled document in the porter’s hand, suggest that the artist will be evicted for failure to 

pay rent and that the porter has finally come to collect the proprietor’s dues. 

 In contrast, Edmé-Jean Pigal’s well known image of 1822, Chien de métier!, pictures 

the same subject matter seemingly in the genre of tragedy rather than comedy (fig. 5.19). A 

carefully drawn artist has leapt up from his stool in a fit of rage. He has already broken his 

palette in two, dismantled his easel, and overturned his box of pigments. His face is 

distorted with a complex expression of anger pushed to the point of insanity and he wields 

his palette knife as a weapon. In his hand, he holds a small painting upon which he was 

working and is poised to slice it through having already carved out several healthy gashes in 

the canvas. Upon closer inspection, we can guess what pushed the artist over the edge, 

leading him to spit and swear at the nature, not of his vocation, but of his trade (métier): he 

has been toiling over a rather small portrait. We can laugh at the artist here for his poverty, 

and for the prostituting of his artwork to which he must resort, and which nonetheless does 

not permit him to work on the larger more ambitious works propped up against the wall in 

the background. 

The Noble Artist as Dissipate and Comical 

The noble, struggling artist discussed above splits into a series of different social types in 

the world of theater from the Empire onwards. Nobility can still be found in his resolve not 

to prostitute his artistic creation to market quiddities and financial gain, but the moral 

purity that previously accompanied these principles frays. The Consulate character Maurice 

of the play Le peintre français à Londres (1802) sets the stage for us, so to speak: despite his 

noble resolve not to prostitute his art, he has begun to gamble in order to pay off an 

unnamed list of debts. The playwrights represent Maurice’s poor choice rather 
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sympathetically, as a short-sighted but nonetheless somewhat reasonable attempt to repay 

the kindness of his hostess and love interest, Mme. St Clair.45 

 The Empire and Restoration are much less sympathetic in their treatment of the 

noble artist who becomes dissipate. Their dissipation renders them increasingly comical, 

obliterating the sympathy and even reverence with which they were previously treated. 

George Levitine has explored the mythical biographies developed around two little known 

ancien régime painters after their death: Alexis Grimou (1678-1733) and Simon-Mathurin 

Lantara (1729-1778).46 Levitine demonstrates that forty years after Grimou’s death, in the 

1770s, mythical constructions of his personality began to emerge: he was characterized as 

drunken, constantly in debt, with no respect for social decorum, incorrigibly aloof, 

unpredictable and eccentric, inefficient, extremely independent and delusionally self-

confident. Stories circulated in which he destroyed unfinished paintings for no reason other 

than boredom.47 Grimou’s characterization, Levitine believes, had little to do with the 

painter himself and more to do with an accidental conflation of representational tropes 

Grimou employed in self-portraiture with his actual personality: Grimou portrayed himself 

painting and drinking, echoing seventeenth-century Dutch paintings.  

 This mythical presentation of Grimou’s life coincided with the death of the 

landscape painter Lantara whose biographies also imagined him as a vice-ridden smoker 

and drinker, much like Grimou. Lantara’s works were posthumously exhibited in the 1780s 

at the Salon de la Correspondance, and Pahin de la Blancherie accompanied them with a 
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biographical representation of Lantara as a poor, unrecognized genius and autodidact.48 He 

reappears in graphic satire and popular theater. In 1778, just after his death, an engraving 

with verse below it pictures Lantara in his studio (fig. 5.20). A consummate gourmand, he is 

surrounded by appetizing food and drink and is well-dressed with a chapeau bras and bag 

wig. He marvels at two formerly caged birds which he has freed in his studio, suggesting 

that Lantara also values his own freedom above all else - thus explaining his libertine 

lifestyle. Lantara was resuscitated a generation later in an 1804 play Le Peintre Lantara 

which was staged at the Théâtre Montansier-Variétés.49  

This representation of Lantara as a dissipated, eccentric, yet noble artist who 

refuses to compromise his freedom and prostitute his art persists across the early 

nineteenth century, and Levitine identifies this as the first major articulation of proto-

bohemianism in the representation of the artist. For instance, in the 1809 Lantara, ou Le 

peintre au cabaret, Lantara, an eighteenth-century impoverished artist (“Oh! L’argent, 

qu’est-ce que l’argent?”)50 discovers that his daughter, Thérèse, has fallen in love with a 

young man named Victor, who is the son of a greedy art seller named Jacob. The play 

revolves around Lantara’s attempt to convince Jacob to let their children marry; however, 

Lantara is set back by his own dissipated gourmandise and racks up a hefty debt before the 

audience’s eyes by drinking and eating beyond his means in order to forget his sorrows. To 

repay the debt had accumulated in so doing, he attempts to sell drawings to Jacob and his 

cabal of brocanteurs. At first, Lantara sends a drawing of his model, Belletête, which fails to 

fetch his asking price. Lantara rips up the drawing in rage, shocking bystanders who realize 

                                                             
48 Levitine, “Lantara,” 53–54. 
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into print. 
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that this is the equivalent of tearing up money. His second drawing whips Jacob and his 

fellow art sellers up into a frenzy. They begin bidding for the drawing, but Lantara, who has 

already evaluated his work, refuses to sell it for more than he has determined. In these 

cases, Lantara’s nobility is expressed by his disinterest in financial gain since he refuses to 

falsely inflate the exchange value of his artworks. However, at each turn, his principles are 

rendered comically: bystanders gawk at Lantara’s terrible business acumen and 

disinterestedness, and though it wins him the day, it does so accidentally and not 

deliberately. Lantara is thus depicted as a noble and inglorious artist simultaneously, who 

refuses to prostitute his artworks but lives an impoverished and dissipated life for it, which 

he underlines when he declares:  

Des connaisseurs je cherche les suffrages; 

Pour eux seuls je veux réussir. 

Plutôt cent fois détruire mes ouvrages 

Qu’un instant les voir avilir.51 

 

 Lantara’s gourmandise is emphasized when he is added to Martinet’s Petit Galerie 

Dramatique (fig. 1.9). Lantara’s dress has half-modernized, since he wears a waistcoat and a 

cravat. But he still has buckled shoes, a bow-wig, lace sleeve ruffles, and a sword dangling 

from his waist. He adopts a contemplative pose as he looks into his red wine, with the 

detritus of his debauchery scattered about him: a cork lies on the ground and we can see 

that the table is covered in bottles and plates as his traiteur strolls by in the background. 

The vaudeville verse selected to accompany this comical image highlights the discrepancy 

between Lantara’s lofty and noble values as a liberal artist, and his recourse to wine to 

sweeten his mood: 

A jeûn je suis trop philosophe 

Le monde me fait peine à voir: 
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Je ne rêve que catastrophe. 

A mes yeux, tout se peint en noir. 

Mais quand j’ai bu, tout change de figure 

     La riante couleur du vin 

Prête son charme à toute la nature, 

     Et j’aime tout le genre humain. 

 Similarly, the 1824 La vie d’un Artiste presents the noble and youthful modern artist 

in this same ironic and lightly hypocritical way. In plate 10, Le feu de la Composition, the 

artist sits in his apartment in his bedclothes (fig. 5.21). He sketches on a desk that hides his 

chamber pot and pauses to evoke Raphael, asking him to lend him his genius. A smiling 

studio assistant in tattered clothing dutifully crushes pigments in anticipation of the artist’s 

future masterpiece. The image’s humor derives from the discrepancy between the artist’s 

ignoble condition and his suggestion that he is the inheritor of the Old Masters’ legacy. The 

noble artist, here, only believes himself to be such. Similarly, the last image in the series, 

Misère et Famine, pictures a young artist who beckons the allegorical figure of Glory to open 

the door of his mansarde to Misery and Famine, whom he accepts as necessary partners to 

renown and glorious artistic production (fig. 5.22). 

 Though we cannot see what the artist is working on, the great size of the canvas 

indicates that he is practicing the grand genre. On the other hand, an 1827 image by Auguste 

Raffet pictures an eccentric artist dressed up in layers of clothing with a toque on (fig. 5.23). 

Nestled by his furnace and a pot au feu, he works on a much smaller easel painting. He is 

surrounded by plaster casts of antique models, but works on small military paintings which 

he refers to as “croûtes” in the caption below the painting, explaining that “Ces Croûtes là en 

font manger d’autres.” Behind the painting to which our eccentric, exhausted, wrinkled, and 

rough artist refers, a young boy snacks on said edible croûtes for which the painted croûtes 

will be exchanged. This last image is characteristic of what is to follow: whereas in 1824, the 
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young artist of Misère et Famine is willing to accept his destitution as the price for producing 

grand genre art, Raffet’s eccentric artist happily prostitutes his production to defray his 

destitution, though his surroundings indicate to us that he is poor and needy nonetheless.  

The Trickster Painter becomes the Sans Souci 

In the A.B. (perhaps A. Barincou) and Cheyère lithographic series of 1824, the comical noble 

artist and the trickster blend together. The artist we are following is also a coy and 

dissipated womanizer in plate 3, Premiers amours, sidling up to the beautiful model of his 

portrait under the pretense of better representing her (fig. 5.24). In the following plate, he 

attempts to seduce his laundress when she brings him his linens, though she rebuffs him, 

aware that young artists like himself are inclined to seduce women without making any 

guarantees (fig. 5.25). In both cases, the young, good looking, and well-dressed artist takes 

advantage of every opportunity where he is alone with a woman to flirt and make advances, 

though he does not play the role of the romantic young artist we have discussed throughout 

this chapter and the last. Rather, I argue that in these cases, we are presented with the artist 

as trickster, whose allegiance to his art, in these cases, has primarily to do with the liberties 

permitted by his ambiguous social status.  

The trickster painter type develops and multiplies across the Empire and 

Restoration, and becomes associated to the descriptor sans souci or care-free. This care-free 

artist presents us with an alternative to the dissipated or noble artist, both of whom lust 

after glory by virtuous or misguided means. Rather, the care-free artist delights in the 

culture and lifestyle of the artist which allows for looser social mores, inappropriate 

relations with women, and, for the first time, a disregard for securing one’s financial 

wellbeing. They seem to have also become equally nonplussed regarding the attainment of 

artistic glory, or even the production of artworks at all. The late Empire and Restoration 
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theatrical trickster painter is a charlatan in disguise whose surreptitious means to attain 

artistic glory are revealed during the play. I will here demonstrate that in both theater and 

satirical imagery, the trickster painter or sans-souci type is also often embroiled in the 

world of lithographic illustration and the production of caricature, in particular. As such, 

this type proliferates after 1816, when lithography is more thoroughly incorporated into 

French visual culture at the end of the Napoleonic wars.  

 In 1818 the character Monsieur Sans-Souci appears in M. Sans-Souci, ou Le peintre en 

prison.52 His is the first theatrical instance in which an artist is described as a caricaturist.53 

Sans-Souci is characterized by his indifference to his own fate, his nonchalance, and his 

levity, which de la Rapinière, the prison’s concierge, feels are the causes of Sans-Souci’s 

irresponsible and unpatriotic caricaturing.54 He is in debtor’s prison, where we are told he 

frequently returns, and has been wooing the daughter of the prison’s concièrge, Agathe. 

Despite his unsuitability as a future husband, M. Sans-Souci woos her with confidence. 

Eventually, he wins Agathe’s hand by deception, impersonating an older rich veteran who 

was supposed to marry her and forging their wedding contract before finally revealing 

himself. 

 Ten years later, the character Ducroquis in M. Ducroquis, ou Le peintre en voyage 

(1828) is characterized very similarly to the earlier M. Sans-Souci.55 Ducroquis, who is a 

chronic gambler, is described as facétieux.56 He plays the same trickster role as M. Sans-

Souci, though he does not realize for most of the play that he has been mistaken for a rich 
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amateur named Norlis. When he discovers that his identity has been mistaken, Ducroquis 

uses his power to marry the aging model, Henriette. Though Ducroquis claims he desires 

renown, he demonstrates through his actions that he spends most of his time chasing 

women, gambling, and taking advantage of any opportunity to cheaply enjoy himself, for 

instance, explaining to his interlocutors that “le plaisir, j’aime ça moi.. surtout quand ça ne 

coûte rien.”57  

 Both characters live their lives on the edge of acceptable society, employing 

opportunism and trickery to make ends meet and enjoy themselves, living primarily for 

pleasure, carousing, womanizing, and failing to prioritize the production of serious 

artworks above their loose and free lifestyles. They are both unperturbed by obstacles or 

financial ills throughout both plays. And in both cases, it is insinuated that these artists 

spend more time producing political caricatures than they do making serious artwork.   

 It is not a coincidence that the care-free, and caricaturing, trickster should appear 

among our artistic social types at this precise juncture. Indeed, printed imagery began to 

appear more frequently in theater in relation to the sans-souci and other artist types. For 

instance, in Le Lithographe, ou Les Scènes populaires (1823), the scene opens on audiences 

looking at caricatures in a print shop window—a popular image type in England in the late 

eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries, and of increasing interest for the self-promotion 

of Parisian image publishers. It is revealed that the play’s honest young protagonist, Charles, 

produces caricatures in his spare time for extra cash.  

 Similarly, the frontispieces of Parisian satirical albums by publishers like Gihaut and 

Genty became a site for the exploration of the artist-turned-caricaturist. The ravenous 

audiences of lithographic illustrations, all pictured as young bourgeois men, and the greedy 
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publishers of these images are also satirized in these frontispieces, which, we must assume, 

are the product of a collaboration between lithographic illustrator and publisher. The 

Gihaut brothers and their most successful illustrators, Auguste Raffet and Nicolas-Toussaint 

Charlet, produced scathing satires of the artist-caricaturist and their publishers in the 

1820s, at the height of the Gihaut brothers’ success.58  

 Of special note is the frontispiece of Hyppolite Bellangé’s 1824 album (fig. 5.26). It 

pictures the Gihaut brothers as street performers, playing trumpet and gesturing to a series 

of crowd-stopping images. They have just pulled the curtains back on a series of automata 

who, upon closer inspections, are all young artists slaving over lithographic stones to 

produce annual albums. The image’s long caption imagines that the lithographic illustrators 

are exotic foreign individuals and the basis for the masses’ attraction to this spectacle: 

Entrez Messieurs et Dames, C’est ici là dedans que se fait 

voir la famille des fameux Lithographantoccini apporté 

du Sénégal par le célèbre Capitaine Crayonizinkhvtzp! Ces 

petits animaux sont parvenues à force de privations de 

sommeil et surtout de nourriture à former une très belle 

collection d’Albums, Recueil de Croquis, Paysages, Sujets 

civil et militaires, Carricatures, Scènes populaires, Idem 

de Sociétés, Principes de dessins, Portrait au grainé doux, 

à l’hachure, au pointillé. Entrez Messieurs et Dames. C’est 

le moment de leurs exercices. 

Similarly, Auguste Raffet’s 1828 album for Chabert pictures a printer and his shop hand 

lighting a mortar which is packed with lithographic albums and evil spirits blowing 

trumpets of fame (fig. 5.27). A bourgeois and working-class audience ogles at the spectacle 

and a drunkard in the foreground steals an album. In the background, we can make out the 

distinctive cupolas of the Institut de France and the Pantheon.  
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 Though neither of these images characterizes the artist as a trickster or a sans-souci, 

they both help us to determine the way in which these types were elsewhere related to 

lithographic illustration and satirical image-making in particular. Bellangé and Raffet’s 

images suggest that lithographic illustration is the ultimate form of artistic prostitution, 

surpassing even portraiture. This prostitution, as in Bellangé’s image, extends so far as to 

render the artist a puppet of the publishers that profit from them and enslave the artist’s 

originality, debasing them to the servile execution of mechanical and technical expertise—

like a trade, rather than a vocation. Raffet’s image explores the ramifications of this act, 

suggesting, on the one hand, that lithographic imagery and comic albums are in and of 

themselves offenses to the world of Fine Arts as represented and reified by the Institut and 

Pantheon. Interpreted more pessimistically, his image also suggests that artists destroy 

their own chances of gaining membership or receiving accolades from either institution 

when they participate in the production of comic albums.  

 The trickster and sans-souci artist, thus reinterpreted by considering the satirical 

frontispieces to comic albums, is an artist who has forfeited his search for glory and is 

perfectly happy to prostitute his art-making in the basest of ways. What is most fascinating 

about this characterization, however, is that the sans-souci artist is not depicted as greedy 

and sly, but rather as perfectly care-free. In other words, they prostitute their art not 

because they desire a faster trajectory to renown nor because they aspire to great wealth, 

but rather because neither of these aspirations holds any weight with them: neither 

financial security, nor renown, nor the production of great artwork are convincing 

motivators for the sans-souci type. Nonetheless, the sans-souci identifies as an artist, and is 

an artist who has made a choice, as in the young painter, working at his easel with palette in 
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hand who has been crushed by a stack of albums (fig. 5.28). We will see this formulation 

recur in July Monarchy imagery. 

The Delusional Shop-sign painter: Monsieur Crouton 

While the term crouton appears in popular theater as early as the 1776 La confession 

publique du brocanteur, we encounter it as a character’s name for the first time in the 1814 

vaudeville Monsieur Crouton, ou L’aspirant au Salon.59 This figure, who appears regularly on 

stage and in imagery from 1814 onwards, draws upon some of the other artistic types here 

elaborated but sheds artistic nobility and virtue. Crouton is a shop-sign painter who 

believes his works to be worthy of the upper echelons of fine artistic production and aspires 

to glory via this much lower medium. He lives in an attic apartment and is pursued by his 

creditors, all of whom are merchants—fruit sellers, wine merchants, color merchants, and 

so on. Though Crouton only paints golden arms, he still feels that Rubens, Raphael, and 

Poussin should be invoked for his artistic production, and also feels his work should be 

exhibited in the Salon exhibition, though he has never been successful.60 

 Crouton later benefits from the same forms of deception as the sans souci, discussed 

above. The difference however is that until the play’s end Crouton is entirely unaware that 

his success is the result of a deception. Crouton and the sincere protagonist both submit 

their work to a Salon exhibition judged by a connoisseur named de Blainville, who mistakes 

Jules, a talented landscape painter, for Crouton and his golden arm and erroneously admits 

Crouton to the Salon. Once the error is righted, Crouton immediately renounces art making 
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and after Jules generously pays off Crouton’s many debts, the latter submits himself to 

lifelong servitude to Jules.61 

 Before Crouton’s error is revealed, the comedy of his character and situation 

depends upon our juxtaposing him to the noble, genius high artist as referent. Crouton is a 

pastiche of the great artist, according the definition that Daniel Sangsue gives where the 

style or register of the referent is preserved, but the subject adjusted.62 In this case, Crouton 

behaves in a way that pastiches the fine artist and the genius, invoking the canon of Old 

Masters, demanding deference from those around him, and expecting his work to be 

exhibited in privileged milieu. The satiric transformation can be found in his subject matter: 

in a liberalized market for art, no one can convince Crouton that shop signs of repetitive 

golden indexical markers are categorically different from landscape paintings.  

 Crouton first appears in imagery in Hippolyte Flandrin’s 1815 satire Lady-Formité et 

Fidele en Séance chez Mr. Crouton (fig. 5.29). It would appear from this print that Crouton as 

a type was still up for grabs. Rather, in this case, the name Crouton has been applied to 

describe the portraitist who produces croûtes, forced as he is to paint ugly and ignoble 

models. The same is true of the 1822 L’amateur chez Crouton, where a middle-aged painter 

produces lewd artwork as an amateur peers at this croûte over his shoulder (fig. 5.30). In 

these images, Crouton is the name assigned to any artist whose work is unworthy of the 

attention it is given by either the artist or the connoisseur. 

The Crouton type is alternatively invoked, as in the 1814 vaudeville, to satirize the 

noble painter debased to the act of shop sign painting. For instance, the 1814 image Le 

désarroi pictures a bewigged shop-sign painter whose mahlstick gives away his academic 
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training (fig. 5.31). His ladder has been knocked over by a carriage that has spun out of 

control while trying to avoid a connoisseur ogling the painter’s debased creation through 

his loupe. The Crouton type articulated in the 1814 vaudeville seems to have been captured 

quite faithfully in 1816 by Martinet, whose work, as we have established, frequently drew 

upon popular theater (fig. 5.32). This bedraggled Monsieur Crouton has set up an atelier in 

his mansarde, complete with plaster casts of classical statuary, however he produces shop 

sign after shop sign, only capable of drawing golden arms and shepherding audiences into 

boutiques and stores. 

 The name “Crouton” thus only briefly sits at the intersection of two satirical 

representations of the artist type. On the one hand, the name Crouton or mention of the 

word croûtes recalls aspiring yet untalented artists who capitalize upon the naïveté of 

connoisseurs unable to recognize the poverty of their artistic production. On the other hand, 

the aspiring artist turned shop-sign painter emerges as a popular trope for the 

representation of the noble artist forced to prostitute his talents at the basest possible level: 

by exiting the category of fine art and producing purely commercial shop-sign paintings. It 

is this second type that proliferates from 1822 onwards, continuing through the July 

Monarchy.  

This image type captures both the disillusioned artist, aware of this prostitution and 

deeply discomfited by it, and the delusional artist who fails to recognize the depths to which 

he has fallen. For instance, the 1822 L’Homme de l’art dans l’embarras de son métier 

captures a young artist carrying shop signs for butchers under his arm (fig. 5.33). Similarly, 

the 1822 La dernière touche captures an eccentric and long-haired artist who steps back 

from his artwork triumphantly, dramatically contemplating it from afar, though his pride is 
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disproportionate to the base nature of his work—a simple shop sign, which he has painted 

drunk, at that (fig. 5.34).  

Later permutations of this image type enmesh destitution and delusion with the 

poor artist turned shop-sign painter. Charlet, in 1823, represented a veteran shop-sign 

painter with bicorn hat laid aside who proclaims J’aime la couleur as he lifts up a glass full of 

wine (fig. 5.35). Barincou, in an 1824 play entitled Les Arts et la Misère shows an eccentric 

painter in his robe, again perhaps a veteran with a bicorn hat draped over his easel (fig. 

5.36). He has turned to ask a young street crier behind him about the chambre garnie she is 

advertising. In all of these cases, the ruddy and weather-worn artist seems perfectly happy 

with his lot, though the image’s caption and the artist’s dress indicate his destitution. An 

image by Charles Joseph Traviès from 1825 captures a healthy young artist, similar to A.B.’s 

La Vie de l’Artiste series, who paints in the street (fig. 5.37). We can just make out a ladder 

behind him, suggesting that he is also painting a shop sign. The image recommends the 

proper connoisseur for the works of such a painter: a vagrant who, peering out of his one 

good eye, offers to make recommendations to improve both the painting and the material 

condition of the artist, in a subtle word play: “C’est pas pour dire! Mais j’crois que j’aurais de 

l’idée pour vot état.”  

Transformed Dei ex Machina in a Salon-dominated System 

Our dei ex machina shift slightly in this period. Portraiture and the intercession of a 

connoisseur were prominent plot elements previously, and provided a very personal 

dimension to the resolution of the play since the connoisseur was a recurring character 

throughout, or the portrait depicted a protagonist in the play. However, in theater, dei ex 

machina from the Empire onwards become less personal, more careerist, and more 

frequently, the play’s obstacles are resolved off stage. As such, connoisseurs no longer 
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intercede personally by patronizing the artist. Rather, they intercede primarily as judges of 

a prize or contest, when they appear at all. We thus witness in the deus ex machina of these 

plays and imagery a shift that parallels transformations in the political economy of art, 

whose center of gravity in this period is the Salon exhibition, prizes, and contests. 

 In Angela, ou L’Atelier de Jean-Cousin (1814) and L’Atelier de peinture (1823), both 

protagonists overcome the obstacles to their love by winning a drawing prize or the Prix de 

Rome itself.63 Similarly, in Monsieur Crouton, Crouton and Jules apply to the connoisseur 

de Blainville for admission to the Salon exhibition. Jules’ petition is motivated by his love for 

Colette, the daughter of his master Lacolle, who is a paper decorator. In Les dames peintres, 

ou l’Atelier à la mode (1827), a different Jules proves much the same. One of the only male 

students of a studio run by a Madame Palmer, Jules hopes to earn Madame Palmer’s 

approval by winning the Prix de Rome so that she will give him the hand of Lucile, a student 

over whom she is guardian. Jules wins the Prix de Rome and thus earns Lucile’s hand, again 

because this contest either ensures or reveals that he has a promising future artistic 

career.64  

 In these plays, we are unsure of the causal relationship between the artist’s success 

and the prize or contest. Is winning a proof of artistic ability and genius, and thus simply 

symptomatic of it? Or does it actually cause and determine future success, and thus, 

regardless of the presence or absence of genius, ensure a profitable career and future glory 

and renown? Derban, when justifying his desire to give his daughter’s hand to the winner of 

the Prix de Rome, sings: 

                                                             
63 G. Montcloux d’Epinay, Angela, ou L’atelier de Jean-Cousin (Paris: Mme Masson, 1814); Charles-
Augustin Sewrin and Léonard Tousez, L’atelier de peinture (Paris: Bezou, 1823). 
64 Moreau de Commagny and Lafortelle, Monsieur Crouton, ou L’aspirant au Salon; Gabriel de Lurieu, 
Armand d’Artois, and Francis, Les Dames peintres, ou l’Atelier à la mode (Paris: Duvernois, 1827). 
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Il faut avoir les talens, la science, 

Pour se monter un jour avec éclat; 

Par son génie ou bien par sa vaillance, 

Autant qu’on peut il faut servire l’état. 

Mais au besoin secourir son semblable, 

A l’orphelin servir d’appui surtout, 

Voilà mon cher, un titre indispensable, 

Pour être artiste, un bon cœur avant tout.65 

Similarly, when Jules applies to Madame Palmer for permission to marry Lucile, she 

interrupts him, informing him of his reputation in the studio as lazy and prone to playing 

pranks on his classmates. She will only accept as proof of transformation and of future 

success the procurement of a Prix de Rome.66 In both cases, winning prizes and contests is 

solicited as proof of character, virtue, future success, and, to some extent, genius. The 

relationship between prizes and genius is, however, weaker than the relationship between 

prizes and success.  

 A. Barincou encapsulates the ambiguity of the cursus honorum poignantly in his 

1824 Vive la Peinture (fig. 5.38). The lithograph shows the doors of the Salon exhibition, 

where a chaotic melée of artists and hired movers rush to submit artworks to the exhibition. 

In the front right-hand corner we can make out a distraught artist who has paused to 

contemplate his painting with exasperation. Just above him, another artist has tripped and 

fallen and his submission tumbles to the ground. To the left, artists feed their works to a 

giant smoking furnace labelled “le 3 août 1824” and their works are spit out again on 

baker’s palettes to the right on a door marked “le 25 août 1824.” Alongside these works, 

round bread, serving as wreaths of laurels, are being distributed on the one hand while 

                                                             
65 Charles-Auguste Sewrin and Léonard Tousez, L’atelier de peinture (Paris: Bezou, 1823), 13. 
66 de Lurieu, d’Artois, and Francis, Les Dames peintres, ou l’Atelier à la mode, 12–13. 
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faulty artworks are being discarded on the other. The breaded laurels are hot to the touch, 

and one has burned the hair of a young artist being crowned with it.  

In Barincou’s image, the Salon of 1824 is represented as an arena in which the glory 

and obscurity of artists are decided. But Apollo, atop the building, is the only Grecian 

element who might indicate the nobility of the arena comparison, which Richard Wrigley 

has determined featured prominently throughout Salon criticism, rendering it the 

battleground for the progress of the arts in France.67 Instead, the Salon-as-arena is rendered 

a baker’s furnace which doles out meaningless and misleading accolades and 

condemnations. The product of this furnace is deceptive, since true glory is not produced by 

it. Rather, the byproduct of this furnace—the smoke it generates—buoys up the already 

glorious, such as David and his students. If we follow the smoke of the burning artworks to 

the obscured building’s top, we find a circular temple festooned with the names and 

artworks of old and recent masters: Gros, David, Gérard, Guérin, François Picot, and Nicolas-

André Monsiau can be made out, among many others. Apollo with his lyre stands among 

them, liberally doling out true wreaths of laurel. 

The Bourgeois Connoisseur 

The ancien régime and Revolution’s connoisseur-as-patron disappears from the stage, 

replaced instead by the anonymous doling out of prizes and winning of contests. In graphic 

satire, the connoisseur persists, but is transformed from the annoying bewigged, chapeau 

bras and sword-sporting rickety connoisseur with loupe, to the middle-aged bourgeois 

aspiring connoisseur. The means by which their ineptitude is visualized remains consistent: 

they look too closely, wielding magnifying devices; they exhibit inappropriate enthusiasm 

                                                             
67 Richard Wrigley, The Origins of French Art Criticism: From the Ancien Régime to the Restoration 
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1993), 51. 
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for lewd imagery; or they are easily duped by brocanteurs into accepting discarded items as 

works of genius. Increasingly, at the end of the Restoration and with greater frequency into 

the July Monarchy, the bourgeois connoisseur is depicted not only as a judge whose opinion 

is irrelevant or dangerous, but also as shallow and inept, incapable of exclaiming anything 

but a deeply affected “cha’mant!” [charmant] before unworthy works of art. We must wait 

until the July Monarchy before the judges of prizes or contests become recurring figures in 

satirical imagery.  

No longer uninvolved or disinterested, the bourgeois connoisseurs of graphic satire 

are presented more as charlatans whose upward social mobility is hindered by the financial 

means by which this mobility is enabled. They are speculators rather than inheritors of 

wealth, and thus cultural capital does not accompany their social capital. Not coincidentally, 

this is the first instance in which women feature among our connoisseurs, all otherwise 

exclusively male. Connoisseurship becomes a characteristic of the new bourgeois class, and 

in this process, the connoisseur becomes more inept and noisome than ever. For instance, in 

an 1824 image by Pigal, an elderly middle-class man adopts a connoisseurial demeanor to 

impart advice to a painter—a painter of doors (fig. 5.39). 

This trend is particularly evident in Bellangé’s 1825 image of an elderly and scruffy 

painter in his drafty mansarde, who paints right next to his furnace (fig. 5.40). He has a 

visitor: an immaculately dressed and coiffed dandy, dressed in a way reminiscent of the 

fashionable calicots, with a cinched waist that dramatically contrasts against his puffed 

chest and flowing coat tails.68 Either a connoisseur or the patron of the portrait, the visitor 

adopts the affectations of connoisseurship, saddling up to the painting and wielding a 

                                                             
68 Peggy Davis, “Entre la physiognomonie et les Physiologies: le Calicot, figure du panorama parisien 
sous la Restauration,” Etudes françaises 49, no. 3 (2013): 63–85. 
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monocle to peer at it more closely. The painter behind him holds his hand pensively to his 

chin, prepared to receive the wisdom of this connoisseurial figure. However, the caption, 

which contains the punchline to this image’s joke, ventriloquizes the faux connoisseur’s 

vacuous commentary: “Mon cher!... c’est cha’mant!..” 

The vacuity of the bourgeois connoisseur reappears in Jules-Joseph-Guillaume 

Bourdet’s 1828 C’est un Morceau Capital (fig. 5.41). A fashionable and devilish painter, again 

with the overly cinched waist of the calicots, leans against a tiny landscape encased in an 

absurdly large and ornate frame which overpowers his artwork both in terms of its scale 

and its gaudiness. A bourgeois connoisseur, having lifted his monocle to his eye, is delighted 

by the painting and deems that “il fera le plus grand effet au salon.” Interestingly, he is 

accompanied by a fashionable and beautiful young woman, who recurs throughout the 

Restoration as the bourgeois connoisseur’s attractive companion, as in Louis-Léopold 

Boilly’s Les amateurs de tableaux, where the beautiful young woman is associated to the 

distorted and maligned bourgeois speculator beside her (fig. 5.42). 

The Prostituting Portraitist 

A distinctive social type emerges in graphic satire exclusively: the well-to do portraitist who 

prostitutes his artistic creation at the expense of his glory and at the profit of his financial 

well- being. This artistic type parallels the destitute shop-sign painter. The latter is 

relegated to shop-sign painting despite their efforts to achieve renown and glory through 

the production of the higher genres, whereas the prostituting portraitist succumbs to 

market demand and toils in mediocrity, suffering absurd and demanding sitters and patrons 

but in a comfortable abode and fine clothing. As discussed, the Crouton type briefly overlaps 

with the prostituting portraitist in the 1815 Lady-Formité et Fidèle. Otherwise, this type 

recurs with startling regularity: a caricatured set of sitters happily pose for a well-dressed 
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painter, as in Basset’s 1806 Le Tableau de Famille, which counterfeits and appropriates the 

1781 English satire by Henry Bunbury, A Family Piece (figs. 5.43 and 5.44).    

Women Artists  

In general, satirical imagery employs women’s infiltration into the art world as a device that 

signals the vulgarization and bourgeoisification of art appreciation. In the 1826 series 

Anciens et Modernes illustrated by A.S., (fig. 5.45) and in the 1829 series Les Inspirés du 

Musée by Camille G. F. (fig. 5.46), for instance, they participate in invading the Louvre with 

amateur artists set up to study from great artworks . Their engagement in more sustained 

artistic practice is ridiculed, as their study of the male model is employed by satirists to 

suggest the corruption and perverting effects of exposure to the naked male body. For 

example, in the 1815 Atelier de Peinture, printed by Langlumé, an ancien régime connoisseur 

offers instruction to a beautiful young woman who paints in a studio (fig. 5.47). He counsels 

her to “Songez bien que vous peignez l’histoire” and gestures to the genitalia, hidden from 

our view but exposed to the young lady, of a grotesquely rendered nude male model with 

protruding belly. In a lightly satirical and anonymous image from the same year, the studio 

of a dame peintre is depicted for us, again with a nude male who exposes himself to the 

woman painter’s two younger students (fig. 5.48). Barincou’s 1824 Les arts et la décence 

reinforces this theme (fig. 5.49). He pictures a governess and chaperone at the Louvre 

museum with her beautiful teenage daughter, who expresses her confusion as the 

governess covers the genitalia of a Roman discus thrower.69 

 By comparison, women’s appearance in popular theater is much less condemnatory. 

We witnessed a similar discrepancy in Revolutionary to Consulate image and stage 

                                                             
69 This is likely the Athlète au disque dit “le Discophore” in the Louvre collection, acquired in 1807 
from the Borghese collection (MR 159).  
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representation, where women appeared in the studio as assistants to their fathers, offering 

a pretense for an acceptable relationship between a young male stranger and a young 

female. They are otherwise largely absent from satirical imagery. In the Empire and 

Restoration, women play a more active role as artists in popular theater than they do in 

graphic satire, even producing artwork on stage. Nonetheless, they never aspire to artistic 

glory, nor is any mention made of the possibility of their having an independent career in 

artmaking, whether the female artist is designated as talented or whether this goes 

unmentioned. Sofio’s scholarship, in particular, demonstrates that women’s presence in 

Salon exhibitions grew with each passing year. Though they were most prominent in the 

genres mineurs, they were enrolled in artist’s studios, won encouragements at the Salon 

exhibition, and had work purchased and ordered from them with growing frequency.70  

 For instance, in M. Dupinceau, Dupinceau’s daughter, Manette, and niece, Gogo, who 

are also the love objects of the play, are shown on stage assisting with shop sign installation 

and retouching.71 Similarly, in Lantara, his daughter Thérèse appears in the Jardin des 

Plantes and is seen sketching flowers, though as a pretense to invite her lover, Victor, to 

assist her. The first female students of painting who appear painting on stage take longer to 

emerge: Angela, of Angela (1814) retouches her instructor Jean Cousin’s paintings, and 

indeed, it is the quality of her artistic creations that is at the very center of the play and is 

the means by which she finally seduces her instructor. In Les Dames peintres whose 

significant subtitle, L’Atelier à la mode indicates to us the reasons for our women artist’s 

presence, Jules is the only artist who is designated as having a potential future career. In 

                                                             
70 Sofio, Artistes femmes. See especially part two, which offers a demographic and prosopographic 
study of women artists at various stages of their careers in the first half of the nineteenth century.  
71 Armand Croizette and Antoine Jean-Baptiste Simonnin, M. Dupinceau, ou Le peintre d’enseigne 
(Paris: Barba, 1808). 
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contrast, the male model Beaubuste dismisses the careers aspirations of all of Madame 

Palmer’s other female students. Hortense, in particular, wishes to make the Grand Tour and 

study from Raphael and Titian. Clara and Virginie desire the same, and to learn different 

languages. Beaubuste, mumbling under his breath in response, asks “Que f’ront-ell’s de tout’ 

ces lang’s-là.”72 Beaubuste, in this moment, stands in for the audience, underlining for them 

the humor of this scene in which Madame Palmer’s students, who are actually just acquiring 

socially desirable amateur skills, as discussed in Chapter 3, have mistaken their activities for 

a pathway to a greater career. The possibility of a career never, however, occurs to the 

earlier Angela, whose sole object is to demonstrate her love to Jean-Cousin using the only 

language that he recognizes: visual art. 

§ 

With relatively few exceptions, artists in Imperial and Restoration imagery are depicted as 

impoverished and indebted, living in cheap attic apartments; as dissipated drunks, 

gamblers, or womanizers; as preyed upon by art sellers or image publishers; and as waging 

war against the inevitable prostitution of their artwork as they succumb to portraiture, 

shop sign painting, or the production of political caricatures. Increasingly, we are 

introduced to the formation of an artist type which we will later come to know as 

“bohemian,” but which, at this moment, can more accurately be described as young and 

eccentric.  

 Rather than weigh in on Classic-Romantic debates or engage in attempts to dispute 

the dominant position of David’s students and their students’ students, satirical imagery 

and popular theater is much more interested in capturing the struggling, unexceptional 

artist; a category quite distinct from the unrecognized genius, who is remarkably absent as 
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a type from all of the satirical images here presented. Rather, popular media are much more 

concerned with visualizing a now forgotten artistic type: the many who struggled and failed 

to enter Paris’ artistic field at all, and who instead toiled on its margins, and became 

increasingly visible signs of urban anomie and social blight.  

THE JULY MONARCHY 

Paris’ art system changed little under the July Monarchy, though many hoped for sweeping 

changes to the Salon exhibition, its jury, and the École des Beaux-Arts in 1830. The structure 

of the Directeur des Musées’ access to the head of state had in fact shifted under Charles X, 

with the Direction des Musées answering to the Département des Beaux-Arts rather than 

the Maison du Roi directly. Under the July Monarchy, these two departments answered to 

the intendant général of the Liste Civile instead. However, Auguste de Forbin stayed on in his 

role, succeeded upon his death in 1841 by Alphonse de Cailleux though many of his duties 

were usurped by Cailleux when Forbin succumbed to illness in 1828.73 The structure of the 

Institut saw almost no change—rather, in 1832, Louis-Philippe reintroduced a class that 

Napoleon had previously eradicated: moral and political sciences.74 And the Académie des 

Beaux-Arts’ tight control over the École des Beaux-Arts and its contests and prizes, though 

very briefly in question, remained stable.75 Salons would generally be held annually, 

opening in March, from 1831 onwards, but the most significant change was to its jury: the 

Académie des Beaux-Arts would now form the jury of the Salon exhibition.76 

                                                             
73 Chaudonneret, L’État et les artistes, 17, 24–26. 
74 France, Histoire des cinq académies, 34–35. 
75 Bonnet, L’enseignement des arts au XIXe siècle, 146–49. 
76 Chaudonneret, L’État et les artistes, 62–68; Sofio, Artistes femmes, 251–52. 
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 The most significant changes that marked Louis-Philippe’s eighteen-year reign 

happen, rather, outside of Paris’ official art system. By the opening of the 1831 Salon, Paris’ 

publishing landscape, already ripe with pamphlet format art criticism, was joined by a 

series of weekly periodicals dedicated exclusively to the arts and written explicitly both for 

amateurs and for practicing artists.77 These include the Journal des Artistes (1827), L’Artiste 

(1831), and the short-lived and radical La Liberté (1832), all three of which joined in the 

chorus of deriding the Académie des Beaux-Arts’ selection as jury to the Salon exhibition.78 

As inheritors of a Salon system in which the Académie des Beaux-Arts and École des Beaux 

Arts tended to reward its own within a closed loop, and the gap between the number of 

artists exhibiting at the Salon and the number submitting for exhibition was widening, these 

journals began to articulate a corporatist interest in the material well-being of its 

practitioners, and of their autonomy over the management of the art system. 

 Indeed, the Salon remained the gate keeper and the perceived droit d’entrée to Paris’ 

art system, though now presided over by the Académie des Beaux-Arts rather than the 

Directeur des Musées. When comparing almanacs of artists to those artists who exhibited at 

the Salon, we find that artists refused by the Salon jury in the July Monarchy were unlikely 
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to ever exhibit or attempt to exhibit at another Salon.79Arts administration endeavored to 

increase the relative proportion of artists exhibiting at the Salon, and as such, the rejection 

rates of the Empire and Restoration Salons decreased. However, the number of artists who 

submitted works annually grew so quickly that, though the percentage of artists with works 

rejected declined, the total number of artists rejected still became more and more 

impressive year over year. As shown in Table 5.2, in 1806 85% of artists who submitted 

work had work shown. This number stayed relatively stable until the devastating Salon of 

1827, where only 59% of artists who submitted work had work shown. These numbers 

drastically improved in the Salon of 1831, which, in response to the petitions and 

recommendations of the July Monarchy’s growing periodical press, accepted 90% of artists’ 

works. By 1836, however, this number declined and by 1847—the last July Monarchy 

Salon—only 57% of artists who submitted works had works accepted.80 

Cailleux, in his “Rapport à M. l’Intendant général sur l’exposition” for each Salon 

revealed a different approach to the encouragement system conceived by Denon and 

instated by Forbin. Cailleux instead repeatedly expressed his concern that artists too 

quickly abandoned their studies, eager to exhibit commercial genres (portraiture, genre, 

landscape) in the Salon, thus treating art as a “moyen d’existence” instead of as a vocation 

and expecting the state to “faire honneur de sa médiocrité.”81 

 

 

                                                             
79 Sofio, Artistes femmes, 284. Sofio also points out that during the July Monarchy, the Institut was 
systematically more likely to reject women artists than men. See 251–72. 
80 Data is drawn from Sofio’s careful tabulations, listed in Tables 1 and 2 of her Appendix. See Sofio, 
“‘L’Art ne s’apprend pas aux dépens des meours!’ Construction du champ de l’art, genre et 
professionnalisation des artistes (1789-1848),” 678–80. 
81 Sofio, Artistes femmes, 260–61. 
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Table 5.2. Artists with works Submitted and Accepted to Salon Exhibition  

(1806-1847).  
# of 
Artists 
Submitted 

# of 
Artists 
Accepted 

% 
Accepted 

1806 431 367 85 

1808 454 404 88.98 

1810 588 534 90.8 

1812 630 557 88.4 

1814 640 507 79 

1817 602 438 72.75 

1819 714 628 87.95 

1822 
 

586 
 

1824 993 790 79 

1827 1226 732 59.7 

1831 1305 1180 90.4 

1833 1528 1190 77.87 

1834 1259 1079 85.7 

1835 1454 1231 84.6 

1836 1611 1078 66.9 

1837 1544 1065 68.97 

1838 1549 1023 66 

1839 1652 1249 75.6 

1840 1817 1010 55 

1841 1536 1241 80.79 

1842 1840 1158 62.9 

1843 1853 896 48 

1844 1793 1316 73 

1845 1734 1237 71 

1846 2127 1192 56 

1847 2159 1250 57.89 

 It should, however, be noted that State support of the arts via the Liste Civile and the 

Directeur des Musées did not dwindle, but rather attempted to keep pace with the growing 

number of artists who submitted artworks to the Salon. To the Musée des Artistes Vivants 

in the Luxembourg was added the Musée historique de Versailles, which opened in 1837 
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and continued to patronize leading history painters such as Horace Vernet. Denon and 

Forbin’s encouragement system persisted at the Salon, doling out medals, making 

acquisitions, and issuing commissions. The percentage of artists exhibiting at the Salon who 

received medals averaged 8% in the Empire and Restoration.82 This average dropped to 5% 

in the July Monarchy; however, given the exponential increase in the number of exhibitors, 

the Directeur des Musées still issued a growing number of encouragements to keep abreast 

of the increase in artists submitting and exhibiting.83 

Nonetheless, writers in the aforementioned journals made clear their discomfort, in 

more or less radical terms, with the extent to which artists’ fates were controlled by their 

entry to the Salon, thus revealing a lack of alternative exhibition spaces or options for 

commerce. In fact, writers characterized the art world as having been divided between an 

artistic aristocracy and, implicitly, a downtrodden proletarian community of artists, the 

former of which controlled the means of advancement. In 1832, Pétrus Borel called for the 

end of privileges and the “aristocratie dans les arts;” a cry that was repeated at the end of 

the July Monarchy in an 1847 letter by S.L., published in L’Artiste that bemoaned the unfair 

Salon admission system, which, the anonymous letter writer argued, favored “notre 

aristocratie artistique.”84 Unresolved and indeed exacerbated during the July Monarchy, the 

perceived arbitrariness and incoherence of the jury’s choices were remarked upon and 

reviled, in particular during the Salons of 1840 and 1843, in which record low percentages 

of artists were admitted to the Salon.85 

                                                             
82 Sofio, “‘L’Art ne s’apprend pas aux dépens des meours!’ Construction du champ de l’art, genre et 
professionnalisation des artistes (1789-1848),” 682. 
83 Ibid., 683. 
84 Pétrus Borel, “Bruit que ces messieurs font courir,” La Liberté : journal des arts, no. 2 (1832): 6–10; 
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85 Hauptman, “Juries, Protests, and Counter-Exhibitions before 1850,” 98–106. 
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Though the admission rate for the 1839 Salon hit an eight-year high, the satirical 

press was especially condemnatory of the jury this year. Reviving tropes of eighteenth-

century caricatures of connoisseurs, the jury was pictured as donkeys adorned with the 

crosses of the Legion of Honor (fig. 5.50). Honoré Daumier’s contribution imagined the 

Académie des Beaux-Arts’ jury inundated by unqualified members of the Académie, namely 

musicians and architects (fig. 5.51). Though only the Académie des Beaux-Arts juried the 

Salon exhibitions, an 1840 satire by Vertbleu imagined several classes present (fig. 5.52). 

Platier’s critiques of the Jury of 1843 recycles the accusation of blindness used previously 

against La Font de Saint Yenne: the entire jury has their eyes covered and are led by guide 

dogs (fig. 5.53).  

It is clear, in the July Monarchy, that the art system had reached an impasse. 

Growing numbers of artists submitted to exhibit at the Salon, and though the Directeur des 

Musées continued to find space in the Louvre palace to accommodate greater numbers of 

works, the sheer quantity of artists and artworks refused increased while the relative 

proportion of artists admitted decreased. In a system so carefully designed, over the 

previous thirty years, to orbit around the Salon exhibition as a droit d’entrée to the art 

world, glory, and commercial success, few reliable alternatives exist before 1848 for 

alternative exhibition and sale of artworks.86 Andrew Carrington Shelton points out that the 

Salon was increasingly perceived as a bazaar or market-place, lamented by critics, yet 
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highly sought after by artists.87 Again, proto-dealers such as Alphonse Giroux, Paul Durand-

Ruel, Goupil and Rittner, and the Galerie Susse, trafficked in items best described as objets 

de luxe or objets d’art, within which fine art fit as a bien mobile—small and mobile easel 

paintings with no pre-determined destination necessarily reigned in these consumer-driven 

environments, and at the Salon. In fact, it is in these very terms that L’Artiste hesitantly 

celebrated the Galeries Susse near the Bourse, which on the one hand provided artists 

opportunities to earn money, but at the cost of blurring the lines between art and 

industry.88 

This inhibited access to the Salon, and to exhibition in general, prompted the 

publication of an 1847 pamphlet entitled De l’oppression dans les arts et de la composition 

d’un nouveau jury d’examen pour les ouvrages présentés au Salon de 1847. This pamphlet,  

penned by Louis Clément de Ris with the assistance of Honoré Daumier, the painter Auguste 

Jeanron (formerly of La Liberté), Fréderic Villot (of L’Artiste) and others,89 provides a 

succinct history of the Académie de Saint-Luc and Académie Royale as oppressive ancien 

régime institutions only vanquished during the Revolutionary period during the triumph of 

the “artistes libres” and the Salons libres.90 The pamphleteers argue that the July Monarchy 

has restored the Académie Royale of the ancien régime to its traditional domain of control, 

by permitting the Académie des Beaux-Arts to preside over both the École des Beaux-Arts 

and the Salon exhibition. The authors, however, point out that the Académie Royale 
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numbered over a hundred at its 1793 suppression, whereas the Académie des Beaux-Arts 

numbers a tiny fraction of this number. It closes by declaring that “la majorité ne soit plus la 

victime de la minorité.”91 

 This pamphlet further allied itself with institutions, established in 1830 and 1844, 

that attempted to provide financial assistance and exhibiting opportunities to 

disenfranchised artists:92 the Société libre des Beaux-Arts in 1830, announced in the Journal 

des Artistes, and the Union des Arts, announced in 1844 and joined by an announcement by 

Baron Taylor for another affiliated association.93 Indeed, through the formation of 

associations and radical writing in a growing number of artists’ periodicals, we discover an 

identification of artists with the language of labor percolating across France’s world of work 

in the lead up to 1848, fostering the artist’s identification as artisans or workers rather than 

members of an atomized vocation.94 As we will explore, July Monarchy caricatures drew 

upon an already rich visual language established since the birth of the artiste libre category 

in 1776 in which satirists had long since voiced concerns about their material wellbeing and 

vulnerability to the commercial prostitution of their profession. 

 

                                                             
91 Ibid., 14–15. 
92 These communities and the journals with which they were allied espouse elements of Saint-
Simonian, but especially Fourierist and republican notions of art, as explored most carefully by Neil 
McWilliam in Neil McWilliam, “A Revolutionary Aesthetic? The Politics of Social Art in France C. 
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SATIRIZING PARIS’ ARTISTIC MILIEU IN PRINTED TEXT AND IMAGE 

As we have already indicated, early art dealers began in the fields of popular print 

publishing, as scholars such as Stephen Bann, DeCourcy McIntosh, and Hélène Lafont-

Couturier have acknowledged in their work on late Restoration and July Monarchy image 

publishing and art dealership.95 As a result, in the Restoration, we witnessed the growth of 

lithographic illustration as a supplement to an aspiring artist’s career among artists such as 

Auguste Raffet and Nicolas-Toussaint Charlet. In the July Monarchy, this trend continued, 

fostered by the expansion of satirical periodicals which could provide artist-illustrators 

with regular employment.  

Our two worlds thus come full circle and become relatively continuous in the July 

Monarchy. We could conceivably describe the world of popular print media as a catch basin 

for the demographic spillover caused by the growing number of artists in Paris.96 It thus 

provided necessary alternatives to an increasingly competitive and commercial artistic 

sphere by catering to a growing audience for entertaining spectacle. It also increasingly 

became a site in which artistic glory of a different kind could be attained. Simultaneously, 

the popular media which will be discussed below participated in a construction of the 

representation of the artist that advanced a republican project in the arts that attempted to 

visualize the artist’s proletarianization and art’s commercialization—emblematic of a 

systemic failure to provide for a truly noble and vocational status of the art and artist. It also 
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encouraged the artist’s identification with the laboring and liminal peuple increasingly 

visible across Paris’ rapidly growing urban landscape.97 Apart from the image and 

periodical publisher Victor Ratier’s sardonic declarations in La Silhouette that the 

Romantics were winners of the Classic-Romantic debates in images such as the 1830 Eclipse 

totale du Classique (fig. 5.54), or that the debate itself seemed unimportant (fig. 5.55), the 

Classic-Romantic debates were generally not reprised in satirical imagery in the July 

Monarchy.98  

 Instead, this imagery favored the laboring and liminal peuple and their bourgeois 

counterparts. It explored these social types via a relatively new genre of short fiction that 

was derisively labelled “industrial fiction” by its detractors who loathed its commercialism, 

brevity, and serial or periodical publication. We now more neutrally label it “panoramic 

fiction.”99 Panoramic fiction includes works such as the popular physiologies pamphlets 

which, in the words of Martina Lauster, parody encyclopedic and taxonomic study by 

painting amusing, incisive, yet disordered and somewhat incoherent portraits of urban 

social types—their appearance, pastimes, mannerisms, forms of sociability, neologisms, 

urban milieu, and so on. This form of “sketch writing” offered a natural counterpart to their 
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visual equivalent—graphic satire—and the two often appeared together from the hand of 

the same publisher.  

 Indeed, panoramic writing seems to have supplanted the popularity of vaudeville 

and opéra comique during the July Monarchy: among twenty works of popular fiction 

discovered for this period, fourteen are works of fiction and only six of theater.100 Further, 

those six works of theater are concentrated between 1830 and 1838, after which point the 

baton is decisively passed to panoramic fiction and the Maison Aubert, Curmer, and 

Kugelmann publishers who produced the 1839-40 Le musée pour rire, the 1841-42 Les 

Français peints par eux-mêmes, and the 1844 Les rues de Paris, respectively. These are 

surpassed by 214 works of graphic satire, most of which were illustrated by J.J. Grandville, 

Charles-Joseph Traviès, Paul Gavarni, Honoré Daumier, and Jules Platier.  

The Poor Artist Vacillates between Delusion and Disillusion 

In July Monarchy theater and popular fiction, the noble, poor artist of previous periods has 

almost vanished entirely. The artists with whom we are now presented are invariably poor 

and desperate, though they agree on the nobility of their artistic endeavor. They vary 

primarily in their understanding of this poverty and destitution: is it in the service of 

something attainable or beyond reach? The latter of the two, the disillusioned poor artist, is 

unconvinced that they will eventually attain glory, and their former convictions about the 

nobility of their refusal to prostitute their work have become shaky. This character type is 

echoed satirically in the delusional artist who still believes in glory, despite his poverty. The 

delusional artist is generally rendered more comedically and less sympathetically than the 

disillusioned one.  
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 In these early July Monarchy plays, artists are reduced to comical and youthful 

drunkards, as is the case in Dorvigny et Lantara (1831), where the eighteenth-century 

Lantara character reappears, or Les débardeurs ou L’Atelier, le bal et l’étude (1844), where 

artistic careers are barely discussed, nor is the traditional romantic plot arc presented with 

two young lovers and obstacles to overcome.101 Rather, in response to a growing general 

interest for the care-free and vivacious sociability of young artists, both plays simply 

present audiences with lively cabaret and ball scenes. Poverty is always present as the 

foundational cause of this bohemian lifestyle. Though otherwise celebrated as youthful, 

care-free, and subversive, in that the artist’s liminality permits for types of social 

encounters otherwise restricted or discouraged, poverty recurs as a central feature of these 

representations. 

 The casual nature of the artist’s poverty is especially significant here: it is generally 

presented as a given that the artist is poor, and is reinforced in just a line or two within each 

play. For the first time, however, we begin to encounter artists who are disillusioned, and 

who betray their flagging faith that the prospect of artistic glory is worthy of suffering 

poverty. In Le Rapin, Scènes d’atelier (1836), for instance, the studio’s artists pause to reflect 

on the occasional need to produce poor work for the sake of making money to survive, and 

suggest that artists should proudly sign those works that will bring them renown and avoid 

signing those produced just for survival.102 Similarly, in Le Modèle, Croquis d’atelier (1831), 

the protagonist Eugène Valin opens the play by renouncing art making, finding that it costs 

too much to achieve glory: 

Ah! C’en est fait, je renonce à la gloire; 

                                                             
101 Nicolas Brazier, Jean-Toussaint Merle, and Frédéric de Courcy, Dorvigny et Lantara, ou Les Artistes 
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Pour l’obtenir, on court trop de hasards: 

A ce vain mot, non, je ne veux plus croire.103 

 Satirical imagery evidences a similar shift in the representation of the artist. Across 

214 satirical images, young and old artists alike are almost always destitute and eccentric, 

with the exception of portraitists. Similarly, whereas the artist’s poverty was more likely to 

constitute the joke or the punchline of images previously, this is less often the case in the 

July Monarchy, where the artist’s poverty, again, is axiomatic and the illustrator must look 

elsewhere for a viable source of humor. When the humiliation of the artist is at the center of 

an image’s humor, it is generally age rather than poverty that provides the punchline. For 

instance, an anonymous 1830s series, published by Charles Engelmann, called Tableau des 

Vicissitudes de la Fortune showcases creative trades, juxtaposing the successful and the 

unsuccessful. For the Lithographe and Sculpteur categories (figs. 5.56 and 5.57), we find 

young, handsome artists on the right at the tender age of twenty. The lithographer is an 

illustrator who happily sharpens his crayon, exclaiming “Je veux les surpasser tous!”, and 

the sculptor chips away at a statue, sharing his conviction that “Je serai de l’Institut.” 

Reading these images left-to-right, the viewer first stumbles upon the sixty-year-old artists 

in the same fields as their younger, hopeful counterparts to the right. The grizzled and 

disgruntled lithographer justifies his lowly work, reduced to simply graining the 

lithographic stones to prepare them for new illustrations, saying “Il faut vivre.” Meanwhile, 

an equally elderly sculptor wearing wooden shoes now makes sabots and wooden wig 

heads for a living.  

The series’ premise is that some artists, whether journalists or actors, are successful 

while others perish. The lithographer in particular has a different fate forecasted. Behind 
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the hopeful twenty-year-old lithographic illustrator, we find an illustration of the 

seventeenth-century fable by Jean de la Fontaine of “La laitière et le pot au lait.” In this 

image, she carries her pot of milk to market and dreams of the many things she will buy 

with it. However, when we scan over to the sixty-year-old lithographic grinder, the laitière 

has now dropped her pot of milk on the ground, shattering it precisely because she 

neglected to watch her step as she dreamt about her future. Raffet’s frontispiece to his 1832 

album pictures the aging lithographic illustrator similarly (fig. 5.58). He wears a cap in his 

mansarde to keep himself warm, is missing teeth, and has a wrinkled, angular face and 

angry eyebrows. His pot-au-feu has been transformed by an evil spirit, and out of it pours a 

set of lithographic albums which visualize the aging, poor artist’s alternative, and much 

more successful, means by which they can actually gain enough to feed themselves, given 

that painting alone no longer suffices. 

 This juxtaposition between the enthusiasm of youth and the reality evidenced over 

time reappears in Clément Pruche’s 1837 lithograph where a young, eccentric artist stops in 

the street to have his shoe shined by an older, disheveled and weathered man who pauses 

to warn the artist that since he has abandoned form for color, that the arts eventually 

“feront diablement user de chaussures!...” (5.59). The quill in the décrotteur or shoe shiner’s 

hat suggests that he was formerly a writer. He seems to occupy the same role of foreboding 

forecast as the optimistic young artists of the Tableau des Vicissitudes de la Fortune. 

 This juxtaposition of youth to age is accompanied by another important visual 

difference reminiscent of Empire to Restoration graphic satire: the handsome, plump, and 

healthy young noble artist is juxtaposed to a ruddy, grizzled, disheveled older one. Again, 

the visual language of the peuple is rehearsed in what Georges Vigarello has called a 

“grammar of appearances” in which the early nineteenth-century peuple are ruddy, 
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hunched, drab, emaciated, and worn, bearing the visual markers of their class.104 In this 

way, satirists could construct “before” and “after” parallels of a regression from, rather than 

a progression towards, the nobility of artistic practice. Further, through the visual language 

of ugliness, they visualized a process of proletarianization where the artist became peuple. 

Shop-sign painters and the Cursus Honorum 

Monsieur Crouton reappears in 1837 in the play Crouton chef d’école, ou Le Peintre 

véritablement artiste.105 The story and character echoes the Crouton of 1814: Monsieur 

Crouton is a shop-sign painter who aspires to renown and glory as a painter of fine art. 

Through some kind of mix up, he is able to fleetingly scale the cursus honorum by gaining 

admission to the Salon exhibition. The Monsieur Crouton of 1837, also a shop-sign painter, 

thus rehearses Monsieur Crouton of 1814’s story arc, to which is added a much more 

extensive chain of events following his erroneous moment of glory. The later Monsieur 

Crouton believes that his painting has been admitted to the Salon by the jury, and further 

still, that it is a great success and is applauded by its audience. From there, the following 

ensues: an art amateur named Stupidorff hopes to buy artwork from Crouton and 

enthusiastically offers to purchase all of his shop signs; the Minister of the Interior invites 

Crouton to dinner; waves of young students arrive at Crouton’s studio and desire to be 

trained by him; and they organize a triumphal procession for him complete with laurels, 

palms, and music.106 In the end, it is revealed that the painting believed to be Crouton’s, 

since it is signed with his name, is actually a painting by Crouton’s studio hand Colibri and 

which was only signed Crouton as a cruel and jealous joke by Colibri’s former art instructor, 
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Girodet.107 Further, the amateur, Stupidorff, is revealed to be a local fool who is only barely 

aware of the generous offers he has made Crouton.  

 By comparing these two Crouton storylines, we see several elements at play. The 

Crouton character hopes to be a fine artist but does not paint with enough nobility and 

elevation, nor in the correct genre, to actually attain this title. Crouton thus acts as an 

example of the ambiguous separation of the decorative, functional, and fine arts. He also 

demonstrates the mechanisms by which these fields of artistic production were separated. 

In the Crouton storyline, the gatekeepers previously discussed as the agents of the deus ex 

machina in our theatrical plots are also the judges of these distinctions: both Croutons, and 

indeed all of the artists in these theatrical productions, submit their works to the judgment 

of a higher authority and their success is contingent upon that authority’s estimation of that 

work. Further, Salon exhibition success is presented as a sure way to propel an obscure and 

unknown artist into overnight success, and that success is marked by official recognition 

(by the Minister of the Interior) and a bloated studio.  

 Though the Monsieur Crouton character enjoys this one last glorious gasp on stage, 

he can no longer be found in satirical imagery in the July Monarchy. References to croûtes 

and to bad artists as Croûtons abound, but Crouton as a distinct type—a delusional shop-

sign painter—has dissolved. Important elements of the type formerly known as Crouton 

survive and persist, but the shop-sign painter as trope is appropriated in the republican 

satirical press to more acerbically critique the unattainability of the cursus honorum. The 

shop-sign painter recurs constantly in the July Monarchy as a disillusioned, disgruntled, 

often alcoholic, and always emaciated and weathered figure who bemoans that his careful 
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work and search for accolades has concluded in such an ignoble trade. Honoré Daumier’s 

1843 shop-sign painter explicates this critique most pointedly, as he gestures to a ladder 

from which he had been painting a shop sign and exclaims (fig. 5.60):  

Désillusion! Et dire que j’ai passé quinze ans de ma vie à 

copier la jambe de l’Apollon du belveder pour arriver à 

peindre un pain de sucre sur l’enseigne d’un épicier!....... 

j’espérais grimper autrement au sommet de l'échelle 

sociale…...  

 Throughout July Monarchy theater and imagery, we find serious doubts expressed 

about whether the cursus honorum can actually be scaled by passing through the thresholds 

of its various gatekeepers, namely winning prizes and contests, and Salon admission. This 

doubt is expressed more frequently by our disillusioned artists who proclaim that winning 

the listed achievements actually yield no further gains. For instance, in Le Rapin, Scènes 

d’atelier, the young students training in the studio lust after exhibition in the Salon, but they 

all admit that “ça ne nourrit pas… la gloire!”108 Lottin de Laval underlines this point in his 

contribution to Les Rues de Paris (1844) when he says “la misère tue et n’inspire pas!”109 

These are remarkable departures from Mercier’s late eighteenth-century conviction that the 

artist’s struggle is a necessary condition of his glory since it signals a refusal to prostitute to 

commercial and luxe genres. 

These same sentiments are echoed more forcefully in a small set of images which, 

like A. Barincou’s Restoration lithographs, attack the false promises of the cursus honorum 

with surgical precision. The Salon, in particular, is represented as an event to which crowds 

of desperate artists submit rushed artworks that are likely to be rejected. For instance, 
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Eugène Le Poittevin’s 1833 satire for L’Artiste shows a series of young men carrying their 

Salon submissions who chase desperately after the Louvre museum in an attempt to submit 

their artworks. A devilish figure has laid a trap for them and waits for enough artists to step 

into it. The devil carries the museum itself on his back and stays just out of reach of the 

artists that chase it (fig. 5.61). Meanwhile, in the upper left hand corner, another artist uses 

his plaster casts of antique statuary as a makeshift chair and his unsold paintings serve only 

as kindling for a fire as he attempts to warm himself in his apartment. This theme is 

reprised in Daumier’s 1846 Le Dernier de la Réception des Tableaux, where a crowd of 

artists queue to submit their paintings to the Salon. An eccentric, long-haired artist in 

unusual hat, who has forgotten his coat at home, has his palette and brush out, and finalizes 

his painting as a hired mover carries it on his back (fig. 5.62). An 1847 image signed R.J. 

pictures an artist who has arrived to submit their work Cinq minutes trop tard (fig. 5.63). 

Several more images capture the experience of rejection: in 1839, Paul Gavarni’s two 

flamboyantly dressed artists excoriate the Salon exhibition while admitting that neither has 

had any works accepted to it (fig. 5.64), while in 1840, an artist illustrated by Daumier 

destroys a painting that has been refused by the Salon jury (fig. 5.65). 

The cursus honorum is also visualized more abstractly, with careful attention paid, 

again, to discrepancies in age. Daumier’s 1842 images, Les Illusions d’artistes—les Grands 

Prix shows a variety of middle-aged artists—a composer, a painter, and an architect—

milling about with laurels on their heads (fig. 5.66). The subtitle “Tous rêvent les honneurs, 

la gloire, l’Immortalité,” helps to explain the Institut de France which hovers behind them. 

Joining the ranks of its immortalized membership is their goal. Again, like the Tableau des 

Vicissitudes de la Fortune, the dreams of the young, or in this case middle aged, are dashed 

twenty years later. The lengthy and revealing caption, characteristic of 1840s graphic satire 
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generally and Daumier’s image production in particular, suggests that each of these artists 

will be reduced to ignoble applications of their skills in their old age, and will be forced to 

produce the most commercial and base manifestations of their artistic production: the 

painter will produce shop signs, the musician will produce popular dance music, the 

sculptor will produce ceramic garden ornaments, and the architect will make Quixotic 

Spanish castles. In all of these cases, both the desire to achieve artistic glory and the means 

by which one is expected to attain it, are the subject of mockery. It is not that artistic glory 

itself or the trajectory by which one achieves it is inherently wrong, but rather that it is so 

unattainable and arbitrarily doled out that it is foolish to even make the attempt. 

In general, the deus ex machina that ran rampant in ancien régime through 

Restoration popular theater disappeared almost entirely in the July Monarchy.110 The 1836 

Le Rapin, Scènes d’atelier is the last of this corpus to sincerely present us with a deus ex 

machina, where a young aspiring painter’s problems vanish after a sudden miraculous turn 

of events—off stage, he is awarded a Prix de Rome.111 Crouton’s 1837 faux-victory does not 

actually perform the function of deus ex machina, but does serve to highlight and ridicule 

the cursus honorum as a condition for success and solvency.  

Painters in Name Alone: Tricksters, Sans Souci, and the Rapin  

 The lazy bohemian is eclipsed in quantity by the lazy art student, labelled the rapin 

in July Monarchy image and text. The trickster and sans souci type that we have already 

discussed begin to merge with this new character, which is described as the newest art 

student in a studio setting who is also, ostensibly, the laziest, most rebellious, and least 
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talented. This July Monarchy material makes a more coherent argument as to what 

motivates these types to pursue the arts at all. They suggest that by adopting the title of 

artist or aspiring artist, young men gained access to a form of liminal and unsupervised 

lifestyle, permitting for laziness and womanizing. Generally, they were accused of avoiding 

commitments, both financial and romantic.112 

 The rapin is briefly mentioned in the 1823 L’Atelier de peinture as an insult meant 

for the newest and laziest student in the studio.113 This type reappears with force in the 

1830s, in the 1836 play Le Rapin, Scènes d’Atelier, and in short fiction by Louis Huart, 

entitled “Le Rapin” (1839) and by Jacques-Germain Chaudes-Aigues in Les Français Peints 

par Eux-Mêmes (1841).114 In Le Rapin, Scènes d’Atelier, the rapin, named Pingot, is the 

antagonist and attempts to lure the protagonist’s love away from him. As the rapin, it is 

written in the studio’s rules that he has additional modeling and domestic duties which he 

performs poorly and venomously.  

 The rapin type is elaborated by Huart and Chaudes-Aigues. Huart describes him as a 

youth—18 to 25 years old—who dresses eccentrically with long, unkempt hair. He is 

completely oblivious to politics, news, or the government, and is generally untalented. He 

has wound up in the studio because one of his small insignificant doodles inspired his 

mother to designate him a future artist. Huart provides a grim forecast of the rapin’s 

success: he may become an artist, but is more likely to become a shop-sign painter, and 

barring that, could become an inexpensive model for artists. However, the rapin seems to 

                                                             
112 This is particularly evident in the secondary character, Rodrigues, a caricaturist sans souci who is 
jailed and flirts incorrigibly with women throughout the play, all of whom are aware that they cannot 
expect him to propose marriage: E. F. Varez et al., Tout pour ma fille (Paris: Bezou, 1832). 
113 Sewrin and Tousez, L’atelier de peinture, 17. 
114 Cogniard and Cogniard, Le Rapin, Scènes d’atelier; Louis Huart, “Le Rapin,” in Le Musée Pour Rire 
(Paris: Aubert, 1839); Jacques-Germain Chaudes-Aigues, “Le Rapin,” in Les Français Peints par Eux-
Mêmes, vol. 1, 9 vols. (Paris: Curmer, 1841), 49–56. 
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consider himself with an assurance and nobility that contrasts with his station, and enjoys 

peacocking. For instance, Huart suggests that the rapin particularly enjoys the performance 

of “the artist” at the Salon exhibition and behaves in a princely manner.115 This vision of the 

rapin has its visual counterpart in Daumier’s 1836 lithograph Le Rapin where a long haired 

young man with a baguette protruding from his back pocket carries a sketch through the 

Louvre museum (fig. 5.67). The caption describes the rapin as adopting “airs de génie” 

though he is otherwise a misanthrope: he hates la foule, following the fashion of other 

rapins he hates Raphael and Watteau, and he even hates the wealth he will never attain. 

Again, Daumier forecasts the ignoble fate of the rapin, who will become a minor drawing 

instructor of a college in a small provincial town and “il y meurt inconnu.” 

Chaudes-Aigues’ picture is fairly similar, though he imagines the rapin to be 

significantly younger—12 to 18 years old. He fleshes out some of the areas that Huart leaves 

vague. Huart’s rapin becomes an artist because his mother, presumably in ignorance, saw 

talent. Chaudes-Aigues specifies further that the rapin is lower middle class and the son of a 

porter or an artisan. Huart’s eccentric and unkempt rapin has poor hygiene and dresses as 

painters did in the sixteenth century, wearing his hair long in hopes he will seem like a 

Renaissance master.116 He is not only ignorant of politics, as Huart points out, but also of the 

Liberal Arts and literature in general.117 The rapin devotes more energy to seeming inspired 

while drawing than to drawing something inspired, but nonetheless maintains a rigorous 

day of artistic education with his mornings spent in his master’s studio, his afternoons 

                                                             
115 Huart, “Le Rapin,” np. 
116 Chaudes-Aigues, “Le Rapin,” 51. 
117 Ibid., 54. 
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copying artwork at the Louvre museum, and his late afternoons at the École des Beaux-

Arts.118 

 The trickster, sans souci, and rapin types imply a type of artist whose claim to the 

title is entirely performative. For instance, Paul Gavarni’s 1837 Disciplines des Maîtres 

pictures two young artists who clutch drawings and mahlsticks under their arms (fig. 5.68). 

However, we are struck first and foremost by their odd hats, unique facial hair and coiffure, 

and strange dress. The artist on the left wears a cape and a double-breasted jacket with 

oversized buttons, and on the right, the pipe-smoking artist has a cropped jacket with broad 

lapels pulled back to reveal the ultra-tight tailoring of his waist coast, resulting in an 

unseemly and prominent crinkling at the waist he hoped to emphasize. In other words, the 

satire implicit in this type is that they have aped the behaviors, dress, gestures, and 

activities of artists, but through their many other inadequacies, they reveal that they are not 

committed to artistic production and have no hopes of contributing to the progress of the 

arts or of achieving glory and renown. They clog up the works, multiplying the numbers of 

artists while not actually meriting the honorific title of “artist” at all, and instead doing it a 

disservice through their laziness, trickery, subversion, and libidinous behavior. 

The Bohemian Artist 

Bohemianism, though rarely so labelled, is given its ironic manifestation in image and text 

most markedly in the July Monarchy. Artists in satirical imagery are increasingly youthful 

and eclectic in dress and grooming, with long hair, anachronistic hats, and orientalist house 

coats and painter’s smocks. However, in relatively few images are these artists mocked 

primarily for their appearance, though their eccentricity certainly played a role in 

augmenting the humor and legibility of many of these images as, from the Battle of Hernani 
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(28 February 1830) onwards, the bohemian writer, artist, and musician became an 

increasingly visible subculture in urban Paris. 

In several cases, bohemian artists are ridiculed for privileging style over substance, 

or in the words of Vincent Laisney, for prioritizing art après tout instead of the inverse, art 

avant tout.119 For instance, in Maurice Alhoy’s piece of short fiction “Causerie Artistique” 

(1839), two artists criticize the bourgeoisie and herald the artist as “le Juif errant 

moderne.”120 Each proclamation celebrating their care-free and liminal lifestyle, their 

“double nature, notre multiple essence,” is counter-balanced with an admission of their 

poverty and especially, of their reliance upon the bourgeoisie itself. For instance, they 

mention that their rent is unattainable, and they conclude their conversation by agreeing to 

visit a bourgeois (whom they loathe) around dinner time so that he will offer to feed them 

free of charge. Alhoy’s story is accompanied by a lithograph by Gavarni that shows a pair of 

eccentrically dressed, emaciated, and quite hirsute artists who sit and chat, leaning on their 

portfolios as they admire a landscape that they were presumably supposed to be studying 

and drawing (fig. 5.69).121 Similarly, in an image like the 1839 Les Génies méconnus, a 

cénacle of artists lounge in disgruntled silence in their salon, surrounded by artwork and 

festooned with the accoutrements of their intellectually distinct lifestyle (fig. 5.70). They, 

however, accomplish nothing and are overpowered by their malaise as they, presumably, 

bemoan the fact that they have not achieved renown and glory yet.  

 

                                                             
119 Vincent Laisney, “De la socialité bohémienne à la sociabilité cénaculaire (les Scènes de la vie de 
bohème de Henry Murger,” in Le Mythe des Bohémiens dans la littérature et les arts en Europe (Paris: 
L’Harmattan, 2008), 311. 
120 Maurice Alhoy, “Causerie artistique,” in Le Musée Pour Rire (Paris: Aubert, 1839), np. 
121 It should, however, be noted that throughout Le Musée pour Rire, it is more likely that the story in 
fact illustrates the image—Gavarni’s image was published by Aubert a year earlier in 1838 with a 
different caption. 
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The Eccentric Artist toils for the Bourgeoisie 

Between the rapin and the stylish bohemian, satirists proposed a class of artists who are 

artists in name alone. This growing type, which I have loosely labelled the “trickster” artist, 

began to appear in the Revolutionary period, growing and developing over fifty years. In 

large part, this social type constituted a response to the perplexing growth of Paris’ artistic 

community, under which the state’s attempts to patronize and support them quickly 

buckled. However, this representation of the bohemian artist, as we will discuss below, has 

been over emphasized in large part because of Henry Murger’s Scènes de la vie de bohème 

(1845-9-).  

 Under the lithographic crayon of Gavarni, Daumier, Charlet, and Platier, the 

eccentric artist’s poverty and prostitution to ignorant bourgeois patronage was a topic 

much more regularly represented. In July Monarchy fiction and image, the bourgeois patron 

became the principal antagonist of the eccentric artist, but not because the latter’s style of 

living was constructed against the former. Instead, in ways analogous to the representation 

of ancien régime and Revolutionary connoisseurs, the artist relies so heavily upon this 

newfound but ignorant connoisseurial figure who pesters, chastises, and neglects them. 

 Alhoy criticizes the bourgeois patron for his ignorance and vanity throughout Le 

Musée pour Rire. In Alhoy’s treatment, we can compile a picture of the bourgeois patron and 

his negative impact on the arts in France: he is responsible for the absurdly large number of 

portraits shown at the Salon exhibition through their vanity and the honor of being able to 

say they were on display there,122 and though he is the natural enemy of the bohemian artist 

that same artist relies on him for material wellbeing,123 The bourgeoisie—these “sous-chefs 

                                                             
122 Maurice Alhoy, “A Propos de ce portrait et beaucoup d’autres,” in Le Musée Pour Rire (Paris: 
Aubert, 1839); Maurice Alhoy, “Les Séances de l’Atelier,” in Le Musée Pour Rire (Paris: Aubert, 1839). 
123 Alhoy, “Causerie artistique.” 
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de l’ordre administratif, des officiers de la garde nationale avec le hausse-col, d’escompteurs 

en activité et d’épiciers en retrait”—are “sur terre pour faire le désespoir de l’artiste.”124 

 Gavarni, in his 1838 series “Les Artistes,” imagines the awkward commercial 

exchanges between young, scruffy bohemians and this class of bureaucrats, bankers, and 

administrators, visualizing the disconnected sociability of a class whose mores were ill 

suited to accepting the loose, disheveled lifestyles of Paris’ young eccentric painters.125 For 

instance, a patron who has respectfully removed his top hat struggles to enter the studio of 

a painter in ill-fitted clothing because the large history painting he is working on blocks the 

front door (fig. 5.71), or a smartly dressed middle-aged patron skeptically eyes a large 

portrait as the painter, exhibiting a complete lack of decorum, slouches in his chair, and 

unknowingly insulting the sitter (fig. 5.72). In other images, the bohemian artist suffers the 

vicissitudes of prostituting their art to portraiture. For instance, in an 1839 print by Platier 

(fig. 5.73), a baker makes off with an image he has purchased and jokes on his way out, 

stating “Le pain peut devenir rare; l’ami, ça peut manquer, mais la croûte ne manquera 

jamais…. Quand la disette sera chez les boulangers, on fera queue à votre porte… (l’Artiste 

ne goûte pas cette plaisanterie.)” Or, in an 1840 image, also by Platier, a bourgeois 

connoisseur peers over the shoulder of a long-haired bohemian, bemoaning that he did not 

pursue his amateur interest in painting and insinuating that he could have been equally as 

talented as the painter he has visited (fig. 5.74).  

 Recalling, however, the representation of the artist overwhelmingly as poor, our 

illustrators provide images that recall the artist’s indebtedness. In 1835, Charlet’s bohemian 

                                                             
124 Alhoy, “Les Séances de l’Atelier,” np. 
125 Manuel Charpy assumes that in the July Monarchy, young painters’ mansarde studios would have 
been fatally ill-suited to accommodating a bourgeois clientele. Charpy, “Le théâtre des objects. 
Espaces privés, culture matérielle et identité  bourgeoise. Paris, 1830-1914.,” 1085–1150. 



323 
 

painter is evicted from his chambre garnie (fig. 5.75), Daumier’s painter attempts to trade a 

painting for a tailor’s services (fig. 5.76), and Gavarni’s bohemian desperately calls upon his 

bourgeois patron attempting to seek overdue payment for a painting produced (fig. 5.77). 

These images visualize the poverty of the artist and their proletarianization, rehearsing 

themes from the beginning of the juridical status of the artiste libre. Though we have 

elsewhere been beckoned to revere the Liberal Artist, the artist’s social status is here 

represented as ambivalent, instead capsized as illustrators construct scenes for us in which 

they suffer, or worse yet, appeal desperately, to their nominal inferiors: merchants and 

administrators.  

THE INGLORIOUS ARTIST AND THE APOTHEOSIS OF BOHEMIA 

Scholars have emphasized a history of nineteenth-century bohemianism that pivots around 

Henry Murger’s Scènes de la vie de bohème, originally published between 1845 and 1849 in 

Le Corsaire-Satan. Murger follows four artists—Marcel, a painter; Schaunard, a painter and 

musician; Colline, an intellectual and scholar; and Rodolphe, a writer—through their trials 

and tribulations in urban Paris. They romance women, are evicted from their chambre 

garnie, trick bourgeois patrons into overpaying them for their portraits, spend any money 

they earn on food and wine, and constantly struggle to find appropriate dress for events 

they are surprisingly invited to. In 1851, when his serialized stories were published 

collectively for the first time, Murger appended a new synthetic first story and a 

conclusion.126 In its new conclusion, entitled “La jeunesse n’a qu’un temps,” Murger’s 

characters reminisce about their bohemian days, which they have long since escaped, 

                                                             
126 See Sandrine Berthelot’s encyclopedic modern edition of Murger’s text: Henry Murger, Scènes de 
la vie de bohème, ed. Sandrine Berthelot (Paris: Flammarion, 2012). 
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trading them in for the comforts of the adult “monde officiel” instead.127 Bohemia, and its 

charmingly rendered struggles, are reduced, in 1851, to a mere phase in the life of the artist. 

 Murger’s text is deeply indebted to the satirical images explored here, and nearly 

every scène can be paired with an equivalent vaudeville or image that depicts a similar 

episode in the life of the struggling young artist. Indeed, in 1844, Albéric Second commented 

in his contribution to Les Rues de Paris that the struggling artist had already become a well-

rehearsed trope, and he felt, somewhat mythical:  

Croiriez-vous qu'à Paris, dans la capitale du monde 

civilisé, en plein dix-neuvième siècle, il se trouve des 

propriétaires barbares qui refusent l'hospitalité, 

moyennant six cents francs par an, a des hommes, leurs 

freres devant Dieu, sous le vain prétexte qu'ils sont 

peintres. Voila pourtant ce qu'on produit les vaudevilles 

contemporains, ou il est d'usage immémorial de 

représenter les artistes sous les couleurs les plus 

extravagantes et les plus fausses…128 

Murger drew from a well developed satirical tradition to assemble these satirical and 

humorous representations of the life of the artist for his wildly popular Scènes, which, in 

addition to the augmented 1851 edition, were transformed into a five act comedy by 

Théodore Barrière in 1849,129 and illustrated in 1850 by André Gill. His text, I believe, draws 

most heavily upon the celebrated Eugène Scribe’s 1824 La mansarde des artistes,130 which 

also assembles a ragtag group of cohabiting bohemian artists. Unlike Murger’s rather 

buoyant foursome who never bemoan their poverty or lament the prostitution of their craft, 

                                                             
127 Ibid., 394. 
128 Albéric Second, “Rue Notre-Dame-de-Lorette,” in Les Rues de Paris. Paris Ancien et Moderne. 
Origines, Histoire, Monuments, Costumes, Moeurs, Chroniques et Traditions, ed. Louis Lurine, vol. 1 
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129 Théodore Barrière and Henri Murger, La Vie de Bohême (Paris, 1849). 
130 Scribe, Dupin, and Varin, La Mansarde des artistes. 
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Scribe’s artists are, as Jean-Claude Yon has highlighted, always disillusioned by their 

destitution.131 

 Murger’s anodyne vision of the struggling artist was not appreciated by all of his 

colleagues.132 Indeed, in 1862, shortly after Murger’s death, his July Monarchy cénacle—the 

Buveurs d’eau—released a disapproving rebuttal entitled Histoire de Mürger pour servir à 

l’histoire de la vraie Bohème.133 The authors derided Murger’s satirical representation of 

their “immobilité systématique” and their “parti pris d’obscurité”; for his accusation that 

artists toiling in their mansarde facilitate their obscurity and wrongfully blame others when 

they should blame their own pride. The former buveurs point out that they had in fact 

formed an association that collected together their assets into a communal pot, and that 

during their meetings, they supped on water because they could not afford wine.134 

 Before the society’s formation, the restaurant-dwelling artist who can afford to 

drink nothing but water was itself the subject of graphic satire. In 1830, J.J. Grandville’s 

Carte Vivante du Restaurateur captures “trois croutons” in a wordplay on this derisive 

nickname for poor mediocre artists and artworks, and food (fig. 5.78). Grandville returned 

to the same topic in 1835 in a piece entitled L’Eau where a group of bohemians remark that 

sponges, too, are like artists since they also only drink water (fig. 5.79). These images, when 

considered collectively, demonstrate a concerted and protracted effort to render the 

eccentric, impoverished, prostituting artist in a way that drew attention to their 

                                                             
131 Jean-Claude Yon, “‘Le talent est aussi une noblesse’: les artistes dans l’oeuvre de Scribe,” in Eugène 
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la vraie bohème, par trois buveurs d’eau, contenant des correspondances privées de Mürger, 2nd ed. 
(Paris: Collection Hetzel, 1862). 
134 Ibid., 9-15. 



326 
 

impoverished material conditions and to the absence of opportunity to produce ambitious 

works. Most importantly, Empire, Restoration, and July Monarchy satire argues, with 

increasing urgency and desperation, that a discordance existed between the grand genre 

that artists dreamed of and the reality that befell them, which Jean Eloi Ferdinand 

Malenfant’s 1829 Songe flatteur d’un peintre Romantique pokes fun at (fig. 5.80). A young 

artist neglects his medium-sized painting to work on a lithographic illustration, but dreams 

of producing monumental artworks for the Restoration monarchy. By 1843, Daumier’s 

shop-sign painter (fig. 5.60) reiterates the same but more urgently: despite having studied 

and trained according to academic doxa, this elderly artist, past his prime, must resort to 

shop-sign painting.  

 These are not anodyne representations of the struggling artist, romanticized and 

depoliticized as in Murger’s representation of them. Though their subjects are similar, 

privileging the inglorious artist who is and will remain unknown, this imagery instead 

encouraged its contemporaries, and indeed encourages us, to consider the artist as peuple, 

rather than as a category of distinction. Satire was here wielded as a tool to subvert the 

representation of the artist as genius, and partnered with more polemical texts such as the 

opening battle cry of La Liberté (1832), to adopt a class consciousness positioned with the 

peuple of Paris and against its bourgeoisie and aristocracy.  
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CONCLUSION 

In the opening scene of Crouton, chef d’école, ou le peintre véritablement artiste (1837), 

Crouton laments another unsuccessful attempt to have his work admitted by the Salon jury 

to the Louvre exhibition, which, he was certain, would have finally signaled his exit “de mon 

illustre obscurité!”1 In this phrase, Crouton captures the internal contradictions of a social 

type elaborated across the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries. This type 

departed from representations of the exceptional and renowned painter, capturing instead 

the unknown, ordinary, and mediocre artist. Crouton the shop sign painter is obscure but, 

ironically, describes his obscurity as an illustrious trait; he is an artisan, but feels he should 

be recognized as an artist. Most importantly, he operates in complete ignorance of any 

essential difference between these categories. He, and the social types that grew up 

alongside him, straddle the categories of high and low, elite and popular, artistic and 

artisanal, and exceptional and ordinary. In so doing, they reveal the fundamental 

importance of processes of distinction and evaluation within the political economy of art, 

which sought to separate the wheat from the chaff, the peintre from the peintre 

véritablement artiste. 

In the mid-eighteenth century the artist’s aspirations to an elevated social status 

were ridiculed in satirical imagery. Following the introduction of the new juridical category 

of the artiste libre in 1776, the trope of the struggling artist overtook the image of the artist 

aspiring to emulate his social betters. Approaches to the representation of the struggling 
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véritablement artiste (Paris: Nobis, 1837), 6. 
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artist multiplied from the Revolution onwards. In some cases, he nobly triumphed in his 

struggle, or was even blissfully unaware of it, so intent was he on pursuing the most 

elevated but least financially secure genre of painterly production. His noble triumph 

became increasingly delusional from the Empire onwards, and the shop-sign painter type 

emerged to better ridicule the discrepancy between the artist’s aspirations, on the one 

hand, and his material conditions and lowly artistic production on the other. Increasingly, 

however, despair and disillusionment replaced delusion, as epitomized by Honoré 

Daumier’s 1843 shop-sign painter (see fig. 5.62). The portraitist who happily prostituted his 

artistic production to the emerging bourgeoisie remained a staple in the satirist’s arsenal, 

acting as a counterbalance to representations of the destitute artist’s growing sense of 

betrayal at the promised illustriousness of genius which contrasted sharply with the 

obscurity within which he toiled.  

 These social types criticized an art system by accusing it of fostering wildly unequal 

access to glory and renown, exposure and advancement, or even stable work and material 

wellbeing. To borrow the favored term of the authors of La Liberté, it was a system that 

promoted an aristocracy: a small and elite group of the favored, a distinct set of “winners.” 

Satirical imagery, through the inglorious artist, developed a social type that instead 

visualized the much more numerous “losers,” who struggled to triumph within an art 

system that, from 1776 onwards, allowed any and all supplicants to petition for entry. This 

fostered a very wide base of aspiring artists from which, in the eyes of our critics, it only 

deigned to select a very small few to promote to glory and renown.  

Crouton, however, qualifies his obscurity with the descriptor “illustrious.” This 

gesture was multiplied by satirical illustrators and reproduced across the prolific medium 

of graphic satire. Indeed, the image of the inglorious artist wrests a sardonic laugh from his 
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audience precisely because of the discrepancy between his actual destitution and his 

aspirations to genius and renown. In this way, art-world caricature attacked the artistic 

field in terms later echoed by Pierre Bourdieu, who described it as an economy of symbolic 

goods.2 An economy of symbolic goods, in Bourdieu’s description, traffics in an object which, 

despite having actual monetary value, is supposed to transcend the market economy. This 

type of system thus participates in assigning an exchange value to symbolic goods albeit 

while disavowing economic rationality and its applicability to those same goods. Instead, at 

least nominally, economies of symbolic goods prefer the exchange value of “legitimate 

capital called ‘prestige’ or ‘authority’,” or, in our case, glory.3 What happens, however, when 

growing numbers of supplicants hope to participate in an economy of symbolic goods and 

aspire to a glory that, by definition, can only be made available to a limited few lest it cease 

to be a category of distinction?4  

In the July Monarchy, in particular, republican artists, critics, and illustrators 

explored the possibility of an alternative to this structural logic by encouraging the artist’s 

identification with his status as proletarian.5 Though these alternatives were amorphously 

and often confusingly expressed, they unanimously reviled the Academic system and 

advocated for artists’ autonomous self-regulation via democratic processes. Nascent within 

this was a desire to improve the general material wellbeing of artists. For instance, by 

February 1848 when the July Monarchy was overturned in bloody revolution, Baron 

                                                             
2 Pierre Bourdieu, The Field of Cultural Production: Essays on Art and Literature, ed. Randal Johnson 
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4 Arguably, contemporary academia currently bears witness to the ramifications of cultivating an 
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Taylor’s Association de secours mutuels des artistes peintres, sculpteurs, architectes, graveurs, 

et dessinateurs, discussed in Chapter 5, had a membership of over 3,000.6 Indeed, the 

Second Republic served as a brief trial of what these alternatives should look like and what 

their goals should be.7 Should all aspiring artists be able to earn enough to secure a 

minimum standard of living? Should access to opportunities for renown and glory, still 

concentrated in the annual Salon exhibition, be rendered more accessible to a larger 

number of supplicants? Should the gatekeeping stages of the cursus honorum be given over 

to the peuple-artiste, and taken from the hands of the connoisseurs, the “artistic aristocracy” 

of the Académie des Beaux-Arts, and administrators? 

During the Spring of 1848, the toil and struggle of the satirical imagery and 

accompanying criticism explored throughout this dissertation culminated in an opportunity 

to effect real social change within the profession of art-making in Paris. Alexandre Auguste 

Ledru-Rollin, minister of the Interior for the provisional government of 1848, initiated three 

endeavors that test-trialed a new art system. Firstly, after recommending the selection of a 

democratically elected jury, he  instead asked artists to assign a hanging committee for the 

first Salon libre since 1793, to open on 15 March 1848, where every artist’s submission was 
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guaranteed exhibition.8 On 14 March, he asked artists to devise an allegorical 

representation of the French Republic to be selected democratically in emulation of the 

Revolutionary concours.9 And on 18 April, he gave leave to a little-known painter, Paul 

Chenavard, to employ a workshop of artists who, with guaranteed employment for a period 

of eight years, would collectively produce a fresco of the history of civilization for the 

Pantheon.10  

Ledru-Rollin’s hanging committee for the 1848 Salon would, for the first time, be 

comprised entirely of artists. His proposed commission of forty artists included 15 painters, 

11 sculptors, 5 engravers, 5 architects, and 4 lithographers, the latter of whom had been 

systematically excluded from the Académie des Beaux-Arts.11 Days after Ledru-Rollin’s 29 

February arrêté announcing the Salon libre and commission of forty, a delegation of artists 

and a separate petition signed by Eugène Delacroix, Auguste-Dominique Ingres, and others 

protested that any one individual should appoint this commission.12 Instead, a large and 

anarchic group of artists met to collectively and democratically elect representatives to the 

commission to hang the Salon libre, which later became a Permanent Commission for Fine 

Arts.13 The resulting exhibit of over 5,000 artworks crammed into the Louvre Museum 

miraculously opened on time. But it was universally panned, derided mercilessly for the 

poor quality of the works exhibited and the preference among exhibitors for genre and 

animal painting. Damage control was urgently enlisted through the naming of a directeur 

                                                             
8 Georgel, 1848, la République et l’art vivant, 12–26. 
9 Chaudonneret, La figure de la République. 
10 Marie-Claude Chaudonneret, “Le Décor inachevé pour le Panthéon,” in Paul Chenavard, 1807-1895: 
le peintre et la prophète, ed. Marie-Claude Chaudonneret (Paris: Réunion des musées nationaux ; 
Musée des beaux-arts de Lyon, 2000), 67–79, exh. cat. 
11 Bernard Zehrfuss, “L’Académie des Beaux-Arts,” in Histoire des cinq académies (Paris: Librairie 
académique Perrin, 1995), 279–338. 
12 Georgel, 1848, la République et l’art vivant, 20–26. 
13 Vaisse, “Considérations sur la Seconde République et les beaux-arts,” 67. 
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des Beaux-Arts, Charles Blanc, who, upon his 1 April appointment, closed the Salon to re-

hang its contents, re-opening the exhibition on 26 April.14 

Cham (Amédée de Noé, 1818-1879), illustrating for the centrist weekly 

L’Illustration, ridiculed the principles of universal suffrage and equitable access to exposure 

championed by the corps entier des Artistes which appointed the commission of forty to 

hang the Salon exhibition. In the 11 March 1848 issue, he mocked those artists who believed 

that their status as practitioners were sufficient credentials to take charge of arts 

administration (see fig. 6.1). Upon the Salon’s re-hang, Cham’s 29 April Salon caricatural 

pictured the Salon audience, who, for the first time in art-world caricature, collapse in 

laughter at the works on display instead of gawking in wonderment (see fig. 6.2). On the 

facing page, a peddler of the monumental Salon livret struggles to lift the ridiculously large 

list of artists and artworks on display at the Louvre exhibition (see fig. 6.3).15 Cham, 

L’Illustration, and Salon audiences voiced their unwillingness to abandon an economy of 

symbolic goods, in which excellence and exceptionality should be privileged above 

equitable access to opportunity. Instead, illustrators such as Cham proposed that the 

boundaries of the category of “artist” be more stringently policed, as implied by his 29 April 

image L’avenir des artistes, which forecasted the future of the majority of the Salon’s 

exhibitors whose petitions to join the artistic field, he proposed, would be unceremoniously 

rejected. Instead, these artists would be forced to enlist and would, instead, serve in the 

National Guard (see fig. 6.4). 

                                                             
14 Georgel, 1848, la République et l’art vivant, 25–26. 
15 Scholars of the Salons caricaturaux have neglected to consider the conservative strain that 
underwrites this imagery, which may have been equally as intent on deriding principles of 
equitability and its potential to foster mediocrity, as it was on providing a visual form of more 
accessible and entertaining art criticism.  
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Chenavard and Ledru-Rollin’s attempts to transform his Pantheon commission into 

a make-work opportunity for artists experienced a similar, though less public, failure. 

Though he received generous sums with which to employ others to produce designs for the 

fresco, artist after artist withdrew from the project, protesting that they were underpaid, 

that primary authorship would be given to Chenavard alone, and bristling at the violation of 

their independent creative authority. By the time of Napoléon III’s 1851 coup d’état, when 

the Pantheon was returned to the église St-Geneviève, Chenavard’s compositions had not 

been finalized much less applied to the building’s interior walls.16  

A collective resistance, among both art publics and practitioners themselves, 

demonstrated a tenacious ideological investment in those very notions that art-world 

caricature had worked to undermine: the inalienable association between liberty and 

individualism, and a belief in the genius artist’s semi-divine powers of revelation.17 In sum, 

Paris’ art world was not yet ready, even in the socialist euphoria of 1848, to collectively 

abandon the art world’s status as an economy of symbolic goods. The art world, however, 

was infused with more democratic processes. For instance, a jury was elected for the 

following Salon, which was held in the Tuileries palace before being moved to the Palais-

National (Palais-Royal),18 and the number of works exhibited returned to late July 

Monarchy levels.  

Indeed, we can also find the traces of this tenacious ideological investment in earlier 

art-world caricature via the popular social type of the trickster artist, of which Crouton is an 

                                                             
16 Chaudonneret, “Le Décor inachevé pour le Panthéon.” 
17 On the association between the social status of the artist and the notion of revelation in Saint-
Simonian, Fourierist, and republican notions of art social, see McWilliam, Dreams of Happiness. 
18 Patricia Mainardi, Art and Politics of the Second Empire: The Universal Expositions of 1855 and 1867 
(New Haven: Yale University Press, 1987); Patricia Mainardi, The End of the Salon: Art and the State in 
the Early Third Republic (Cambridge; New York: Cambridge University Press, 1993). 
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example. In many ways, Crouton and the trickster artist epitomized anxieties around the 

dangers inherent in fostering a more equitable art world. Could the democratization and 

increasing accessibility of artistic formation and exhibition pave the way for mediocrity, 

even delinquency, among artists and their productions by diluting excellence and fostering 

complacency? The left was seemingly fractured on these questions of precisely which 

aspects of the rallying cry of liberté, fraternité and égalité should be prioritized: universal 

suffrage or equitability.  

Louis Reybaud, political economist on the center-left, provided an answer in his 

popular character of 1846, Jérome Paturot, who resurfaced in 1848 to give voice to 

Reybaud’s comments on the Second Republic.19 The fictional Paturot’s friend, the painter 

Oscar, leaps at the opportunity to display his art at the Louvre. As Paturot explains:  

L’aristocratie du pinceau avait fait son temps; c’était au tour 

du tiers-état de la roture. Oscar appartenait à cette dernière 

expression de l’art; il était l’un des héros obscurs de la 

peinture plébéienne.20 

However, upon suffering the Parisian public’s laughter and derision at his Salon submission, 

Oscar is enraged and vows to abandon the paint brush. Paturot unsympathetically remarks 

to himself in response: “je n’en persistais pas moins à voir dans cet étalage de médiocrités 

un symptôme irrécusable de décadence. Les arts on besoin surtout d’une règle respectée 

[…] Où est la limite assignée au caprice?”21 Oscar, however, drags Paturot to a second 

exhibition to which he has submitted his work: the competition for the allegorical 

representation of the French Republic. His submission is equally mediocre but he insists on 

                                                             
19 Louis Reybaud, Jérome Paturot à la recherche d’une position sociale, 2 vols. (Paris: Paulin, 1846); 
Louis Reybaud, Jérome Paturot à la recherche de la meilleure des républiques, 3 vols. (Paris: Michel 
Lévy frères, 1848). 
20 Louis Reybaud, “L’Art républicain,” in Jérome Paturot à la recherche de la meilleure des républiques, 
vol. 2 (Paris: Michel Lévy frères, 1848), 41–42. 
21 Ibid., 53. 
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wresting a positive evaluation from Paturot, whom he strong-arms into declaring his 

grotesque work the best in the competition.22 

 This chapter from Reybaud’s satirical novel affirms what Maria Ivens has described 

as the impossibility of the peuple-artiste category.23 Oscar, an inglorious artist, is incapable 

of recognizing that he has only been included in these two exhibitions thanks to a trial run 

in which artists tentatively and briefly considered abandoning their ideological investment 

in an economy of symbolic goods, instead creating opportunities for the expansion of the 

artistic field and the participation of any aspiring artist. Though he is the beneficiary of this 

equitable and inclusive art world, Oscar can only understand his newfound public exposure 

in the terms of position-taking, and wants to be applauded by the public and outcompete his 

peers. Reybaud, through Oscar, reveals the tenacity of a cultural sphere that relied upon 

championing a select few from among a sea of mediocrity.  

 Popular media, and satirical imagery in particular, created both the inglorious artist 

and the trickster artist types to criticize the invisible structural relations of Paris’ art world. 

These social types revealed the hypocrisy of an art world that increasingly conceived of 

artists and artworks as existing outside of a market economy, while simultaneously 

anchoring the success of artists and value of artworks to the mechanisms of a private art 

market. They also simultaneously lamented the precarious material conditions of the 

majority of artists, while voicing deeply-felt suspicions that the artistic sphere was being 

invaded by charlatans. Satirical criticism thus simultaneously contained both the means by 

which to creatively propose an equitable alternative to an economy of symbolic goods, and 

arguments that reinforced the policing of symbolic goods by evaluative committees of 

                                                             
22 Ibid., 56–60. 
23 Maria Ivens, Le Peuple-artiste, cet être monstrueux : la communauté des pairs face à la communauté 
des génies (Paris: Harmattan, 2002), 11. 
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experts. It chafes, however, against the nature of graphic satire to expect it to innovate 

ideologies, to carefully construct alternative systems, and to propose new utopias. Satire is 

categorically most effective when it is also at its most corrosive and destructive.   
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APPENDIX 1 

BIBLIOGRAPHIC METADATA AND CALL NUMBERS FOR CORPUS OF ART-WORLD 

CARICATURES 
 

Exact 
Date 

Date 
Range Title Author Publisher Call Number Library 

1680 
1700-
1800 Gallant Peintre 

Henri 
Bonnart 

Henri 
Bonnart KC 164 T. 4 BnF 

1700 
1700-
1800 

Agli Amatori 
delle buone Arti 

Nicolas 
Dorigny  KC 164 T. 1 BnF 

1700 
1700-
1800 

Piece relative a 
Nicolas Poussin 

Antoine 
Rivalz  KC 164 T. 1 BnF 

1700 
1700-
1800 

Triomphe des 
Arts Modernes 
Carnaval de 
Jupiter   KC 164 T. 1 BnF 

1724 
1700-
1800 

Maurice Quentin 
De la Tour Schmidt  

German 
XVIIIth C 
Mounted 
Imp 

British 
Museum 

1727 
1700-
1800 Singe peintre 

James 
Bulcock 

Gaspard 
Duchange KC 164 T. 2 BnF 

1727 
1700-
1800 Singe sculpteur 

James 
Bulcock 

Gaspard 
Duchange KC 164 T. 2 BnF 

1727 
1700-
1800 

Assemblee de 
Brocanteurs 

Comte de 
Caylus  

Ed 98 B2 
(Caylus) BnF 

1740 
1700-
1800 

Le Doreurs 
Cynique  Gournay Tf 17 Pet Fol BnF 

1742 
1700-
1800 Le Me. Peintre 

Jean 
Baptiste 
Guelard 

Jean Baptiste 
Guelard 

Arsenal- EST- 
206 BnF 

1742 
1700-
1800 Le Sculpteur 

Jean 
Baptiste 
Guelard 

Jean Baptiste 
Guelard KC 164 T. 2 BnF 

1743 
1700-
1800 

Le Doyen des 
Me. Peintres J.Guelard Basset l'ainé 

Moeurs 
107/2 

Musée 
Carnaval
et 

1747 
1700-
1800    KC 164 T. 2 BnF 
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1750 
1700-
1800 

Les Moderns 
Connoisseurs 
aux Pilliers d'or 

Charles 
Nicolas 
Varin  KC 164 T. 10 BnF 

1752 
1700-
1800 

La Fon Taine de 
St. Innocent 

Comte de 
Caylus  KC 164 T. 10 BnF 

1757 
1700-
1800 

Demenagement 
d'un Peintre 

Claude 
Duflos  

Db- 27 - Fol 
(Jeaurat) BnF 

1757 
1700-
1800 

Enlevement de 
Police 

Claude 
Duflos 

Claude 
Duflos 

Ed- 88 (3)- 
Fol (Duflos) BnF 

1760 
1700-
1800 

Le Dessinateur 
Anglois   

Arsenal- EST- 
204 BnF 

1760 
1700-
1800 

L'Arbre de 
Cracovie   

Arsenal- EST- 
204 BnF 

1760 
1700-
1800 

Il y'a encore de 
grands Artistes   

Hennin 
RESERVE 
FOL-QB-201 
(104) BnF 

1762 
1700-
1800 

Peintre douvient 
que ton 
Pinceau…   

Hennin 
RESERVE Fol-
QB-201 (105) BnF 

1763 
1700-
1800 La Peinture 

Claude 
Duflos 

Claude 
Duflos 

Ed- 88 (3)- 
Fol (Duflos) BnF 

1763 
1700-
1800 

Les 
misotechnites 
aux enfers 1 

Charles-
Nicolas 
Cochin  

Res 8-Ya3-27 
(8, 103) BnF 

1763 
1700-
1800 

Les 
misotechnites 
aux enfers 2 

Charles-
Nicolas 
Cochin  

Res 8-Ya3-27 
(8, 103) BnF 

1763 
1700-
1800 

Les 
misotechnites 
aux enfers 3 

Charles-
Nicolas 
Cochin  

Res 8-Ya3-27 
(8, 103) BnF 

1763 
1700-
1800 

Les 
misotechnites 
aux enfers 4 

Charles-
Nicolas 
Cochin  

Res 8-Ya3-27 
(8, 103) BnF 

1763 
1700-
1800 

Les 
misotechnites 
aux enfers 5 

Charles-
Nicolas 
Cochin  

Res 8-Ya3-27 
(8, 103) BnF 

1763 
1700-
1800 

Les 
misotechnites 
aux enfers 6 

Charles-
Nicolas 
Cochin  

Res 8-Ya3-27 
(8, 103) BnF 

1763 
1700-
1800 

Les 
misotechnites 
aux enfers 7 

Charles-
Nicolas 
Cochin  

Res 8-Ya3-27 
(8, 103) BnF 
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1763 
1700-
1800 

Les 
misotechnites 
aux enfers 8 

Charles-
Nicolas 
Cochin  

Res 8-Ya3-27 
(8, 103) BnF 

1763 
1700-
1800 

Les 
misotechnites 
aux enfers 9 

Charles-
Nicolas 
Cochin  

Res 8-Ya3-27 
(8, 103) BnF 

1763 
1700-
1800 

Les 
misotechnites 
aux enfers 10 

Charles-
Nicolas 
Cochin  

Res 8-Ya3-27 
(8, 103) BnF 

1765 
1700-
1800 

Le Peintre de 
Paysage   KC 164 T. 5 BnF 

1771 
1700-
1800 

Abjuration d'un 
vieux peintre Parizeau  

KC-MAT-11 
Boite PET 
FOL 577 BnF 

1775 
1700-
1800 

Le Scribe, 
Marchand 
d'Images a la 
Grecque   

Arsenal- EST- 
204 BnF 

1776 
1700-
1800    

KC-MAT-11 
Boite PET 
FOL 577 BnF 

1778 
1700-
1800 

Je suis le peintre 
Lentara G… 

Campion 
frères 

MRF.1984.15
4 MRF 

1780 
1700-
1800 

A qui 
resemblons 
nous?   KC 164 T. 2 BnF 

1780 
1700-
1800    KC 164 T. 2 BnF 

1782 
1700-
1800 

Caricature 
against Greuze   KC 164 T. 2 BnF 

1787 
1700-
1800 

Chapitre XXXVI. 
Esquisses pour 
les Artistes et 
amateurs des 
arts sur Paris 

Anton 
Balthasar 
Dunker  

Folio DC729. 
M565 D86 
1787 

Universi
ty of 
Pennsylv
ania 
Rare 
Books 
Room 

1787 
1700-
1800 

Chaptire II. 
Esquisses pour 
les Artistes et 
amateurs des 
arts sur Paris 

Anton 
Balthasar 
Dunker  

Folio DC729. 
M565 D86 
1787 

Universi
ty of 
Pennsylv
ania 
Rare 
Books 
Room 
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1787 
1700-
1800 

Chapitre CXXIX. 
Esquisses pour 
les Artistes et 
amateurs des 
arts sur Paris 

Anton 
Balthasar 
Dunker  

Folio DC729. 
M565 D86 
1787 

Universi
ty of 
Pennsylv
ania 
Rare 
Books 
Room 

1787 
1700-
1800 

Chapitre DXCII. 
Esquisses pour 
les Artistes et 
amateurs des 
arts sur Paris 

Anton 
Balthasar 
Dunker  

Folio DC729. 
M565 D86 
1787 

Universi
ty of 
Pennsylv
ania 
Rare 
Books 
Room 

1787 
1700-
1800 

Chapitre DCXVIII. 
Esquisses pour 
les Artistes et 
amateurs des 
arts sur Paris 

Anton 
Balthasar 
Dunker  

Folio DC729. 
M565 D86 
1787 

Universi
ty of 
Pennsylv
ania 
Rare 
Books 
Room 

1789 
1700-
1800 

Je suis comme le 
Tems au Gagne 
Petit   KC 164 T. 5 BnF 

1789 
1700-
1800 

Convoi de tres 
haut et tres 
puissant 
seigneur des 
Abus  

Antoine 
Francois 
Sergent 

Arsenal EST- 
219 (2) - FOL BnF 

1789 
1700-
1800 

Convoi de tres 
haut et tres 
puissant 
seigneur des 
Abus   

Arsenal EST- 
219 (2) - FOL BnF 

1789 
1700-
1800 

Convoi de tres 
haut et tres 
puissant 
seigneur des 
Abus   

Arsenal EST- 
219 (2) - FOL BnF 

1790 
1700-
1800 

Le Colporteur 
d'Images 

Claude 
Richard 
abbe de 
Saint Non  KC 164 T. 3 BnF 
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1791 
1700-
1800 

Les Arts sortant 
du Temple du 
Gout vont faire 
leur petition…   

De Vinck 
Reserve Qb-
370 (16)- Ft 4 BnF 

1791 
1700-
1800 

Mr. L'Ane 
comme il n'y en 
a point   

Hennin 
RESERVE 
FOL-QB-201 
(142) BnF 

1791 
1700-
1800 

En vain contre 
les Arts, ce vieux 
Roquest 
s'escrime (…)   

Arsenal EST- 
219 (2) - FOL BnF 

1792 
1700-
1800 

Le Peintre 
Amoureux de 
son modele   

De Vinck 
Reserve Qb- 
370 (24)- Ft 4 BnF 

1795 
1700-
1800 David Mignard  KC 164 T. 5 BnF 

1795 
1700-
1800 

Le professeur de 
Dessin  Basset KC 164 T. 2 BnF 

1796 
1700-
1800 

Celui qui 
meprise les arts E. Le Sueur  KC 164 T. 2 BnF 

1797 
1700-
1800 

Decret Pas-Tenté 
sur les Arts   

Qb- 1 (1797, 
juin - 
decembre) BnF 

1798 
1700-
1800 

Eh bien 
Messieurs! Deux 
millions!   

De Vinck 
Reserve Qb-
370 (50)- Ft 4 BnF 

1799 
1700-
1800 

Girodet et 
Madame Simon 
Condeille   KC 164 T. 10 BnF 

1799 
1700-
1800 

Dugazon role de 
Mr Fougere dans 
l'Intrigue 
Epistolaire, 
comedie Maleuvre Martinet 

KC-MAT-11 
Boite PET 
FOL 577 BnF 

 

1700-
1800 Le Md. D'Images   Moeurs 6/1 

Musée 
Carnaval
et 

 

1700-
1800 

Le Peintre 
Amoureux de 
son modele 

Jean-
Baptiste 
Michel  KC 164 T. 2 BnF 

 

1700-
1800    KC 164 T. 10 BnF 

 

1700-
1800    KC 164 T. 5 BnF 
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1700-
1800 

Le Peintre de 
Portraits 
tourmente par 
ses Creanciers   KC 164 T. 5 BnF 

 

1700-
1800 

Bonus Bona 
Bonum   KC 164 T. 2 BnF 

 

1700-
1800 

Le Citoyen 
Dupanceau   KC 164 T. 2 BnF 

 

1700-
1800    KC 164 T. 3 BnF 

 

1700-
1800 

Le Fin 
Connoisseur Della Valle  TF 18 Pet Fol BnF 

 

1700-
1800    Tf 17 Pet Fol BnF 

 

1700-
1800 Le Peintre   

Arsenal- EST- 
204 BnF 

 

1700-
1800 La Peintresse   

Arsenal- EST- 
204 BnF 

 

1700-
1800 Le Modele   

Arsenal- EST- 
204 BnF 

 

1700-
1800 Les Nouvellistes   

Arsenal- EST- 
204 BnF 

 

1700-
1800 

Portrait du 
Peintre   

Arsenal EST- 
203 (v.1) - 
FOL BnF 

 

1700-
1800 

Le peintre 
d'enseignes   

KC-MAT-11 
Boite PET 
FOL 577 BnF 

 

1700-
1800 

Le musée chinois 
ou l'exposition…   

MRF.1984.16
2 MRF 

 

1700-
1800 

La Plus prompte 
facon de faire un 
portrait 

Charles-
German de 
Saint-Aubin  675. 247 

Waddes
don 
Manor 

 

1700-
1800 

L'avez vous 
reconnu? 1769. 
On vendit son 
cabinet en Bloc 
100000 Ecus… 

Charles-
German de 
Saint-Aubin  675. 288 

Waddes
don 
Manor 

 

1700-
1800 

Salon de 1757. 
La verite 
surmonte 
l'Autorite 

Charles-
German de 
Saint-Aubin  675. 303 

Waddes
don 
Manor 

 

1700-
1800 

Memoires de 
l'academie 

Charles-
German de 
Saint-Aubin  675. 341 

Waddes
don 
Manor 
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Royale de 
Peinture 1758.  

 

1700-
1800 

Portrait Sans 
trait d'un 
armenien de 
geneve grand… 

Charles-
German de 
Saint-Aubin  675. 253 

Waddes
don 
Manor 

1800 
1800-
1850 L'Organisateur  Juvenal TF 18 Pet Fol BnF 

1801 
1800-
1850 

Claude Rozet St 
Genest 

Matthieu 
Fessart  KC 164 T. 2 BnF 

1801 
1800-
1850 

Le peintre venge 
et le dindon 
humilie   

RESERVE Fol-
Qb-201 (145) BnF 

1802 
1800-
1850 

Le Figaro de la 
Valee   KC 164 T. 2 BnF 

1802 
1800-
1850 

Le Penitre 
d'Histoire 
encourager par 
le Gouvt   Qb1- 1802 BnF 

1804 
1800-
1850 

Encore des 
Musards du Rue 
de Coq  Michel 

Arsenal- EST- 
204 BnF 

1805 
1800-
1850 

Saute pour Le 
Roy   KC 164 T. 2 BnF 

1806 
1800-
1850 

Le Grand 
Chiffonier-
Critique du Salon 
de 1806 Fidelis 

Momus-
Justus KC 164 T. 10 BnF 

1806 
1800-
1850 

Le Tableau de 
Famille  Basset 

Arsenal- EST- 
206 BnF 

1808 
1800-
1850 

L’entrée au 
musee   

Moeurs 
105/5 

Musée 
Carnaval
et 

1809 
1800-
1850 

La Cage Ouverte 
ou le Desordre 
dans l'attelier du 
peintre  Basset 

Arsenal- EST- 
206 BnF 

1809 
1800-
1850 

Lantara ou Le 
peintre au 
cabaret  Martinet  BnF 

1814 
1800-
1850 Sortie du Salon   

Moeurs 
105/5 

Musée 
Carnaval
et 
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1814 
1800-
1850 

La Famille 
anglaise au 
Museum a Paris F. D.  

Veuve 
Chereau 

Moeurs 
105/5 

Musée 
Carnaval
et 

1814 
1800-
1850 

L'artiste et 
l'amateur au 19e 
siecle Henri Plattel Genty 

Moeurs 
106/2 

Musée 
Carnaval
et 

1814 
1800-
1850 

Les caricatures a 
la porte  J.B. Imbert Moeurs 6/1 

Musée 
Carnaval
et 

1814 
1800-
1850 Studio de David   KC 164 T. 2 BnF 

1814 
1800-
1850 

Les Conoisseurs 
Les Brocanteurs 
et les Juges au 
Salon Caylus 

Caroline 
Naudet 

Arsenal- EST- 
204 BnF 

1814 
1800-
1850 

L'Ane Noir, et le 
Singe Vivant 
avec son Chat   

Hennin 
RESERVE 
FOL-QB-201 
(156) BnF 

1814 
1800-
1850 

Les Anglais au 
Salon de 1814   Tf- 21- FOL BnF 

1814 
1800-
1850 

La rencontre a la 
sortie du 
museum  Genty Tf- 21- FOL BnF 

1814 
1800-
1850 Le desarroi  Beauble fils Tf- 21- FOL BnF 

1815 
1800-
1850 

Atelier de 
peinture  V. Ratier 

Moeurs 
107/4 

Musée 
Carnaval
et 

1815 
1800-
1850 

L'amateur de 
Tableaux en 
Extase V.A.? 

Gault de St 
Germain KC 164 T. 10 BnF 

1815 
1800-
1850 

Lady-Formite et 
Fidele en séance 
chez Mr Crouton 

Hippolyte 
Flandrin  Tf- 21- FOL BnF 

1815 
1800-
1850 

Atelier d'un 
dame peintre   

KC-MAT-11 
Boite PET 
FOL 577 BnF 

1816 
1800-
1850 

Monsieur 
Crouton dans 
son Attelier, ou 
le Triomphe des 
Arts  Martinet 

Moeurs 
107/4 

Musée 
Carnaval
et 
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1817 
1800-
1850 

Credit est Mort. 
Les Mauvais 
Payeurs l'on Tue  Genty Ef- 196- FOL BnF 

1818 
1800-
1850 Le Connaisseur B. P. /P.B.  KC 164 T. 10 BnF 

1818 
1800-
1850 

Le peintre en 
Campaigne   KC 164 T. 6 BnF 

1819 
1800-
1850 

Le Retour du 
Musee ou le 
Mari Pigmalion  Barré KC 164 T. 2 BnF 

1819 
1800-
1850 

Enseignement 
Mutuel de 
Dessin Choron?  

TF- 50- pet. 
Fol. BnF 

1819 
1800-
1850    

TF- 50- pet. 
Fol. BnF 

1820 
1800-
1850 Les Amateurs  Martinet KC 164 T. 10 BnF 

1820 
1800-
1850 

Le Moderne 
Samson ou les 
Effort 
impuissants   

TF- 50- pet. 
Fol. BnF 

1820 
1800-
1850 Jeannot et Suzon   

TF- 50- pet. 
Fol. BnF 

1821 
1800-
1850 Les Amateurs  Martinet 

Tf- 51- Pet. 
Fol.  BnF 

1822 
1800-
1850 

L'amateur chez 
Crouton   

Moeurs 
106/2 

Musée 
Carnaval
et 

1822 
1800-
1850 

Le Peintre 
Amoureux de 
son modele Dauzele Basset 

Moeurs 
107/4 

Musée 
Carnaval
et 

1822 
1800-
1850 

A bon 
entendeur… 
Salut!   KC 164 T. 2 BnF 

1822 
1800-
1850 

L'Apollon du 
Cimetiere   KC 164 T. 2 BnF 

1822 
1800-
1850 Chien de metier! 

Edmé Jean 
Pigal Mlle Huttin 

Tf 41 
Caricatures 
Intellectuelle
s BnF 

1822 
1800-
1850 

L'Homme de l'art 
dans l'embarras 
de son metier   

Tf 41 
Caricatures 
Intellectuelle
s BnF 



346 
 

1822 
1800-
1850 

La derniere 
touche   

Arsenal- EST. 
-208 BnF 

1822 
1800-
1850 

Toilette a la 
porte du musee Louis Gudin  

Hennin 
RESERVE QB-
201 (162)- 
FOL BnF 

1822 
1800-
1850 L'Antiquaire   

Arsenal EST- 
207 - FOL BnF 

1822 
1800-
1850 

Quel gaillard! 
Qu'n dis-tu, ma 
femme? - he! 
He! He! 

Edmé Jean 
Pigal Gihaut frères 

Tf- 28- PET 
FOL BnF 

1822 
1800-
1850 

Bernard Leon 
dans l'Artiste Chasselat  

KC-MAT-11 
Boite PET 
FOL 578 BnF 

1822 
1800-
1850 

Les jeunes 
amateurs au 
Salon de 1822   Tf- 41- FOL BnF 

1823 
1800-
1850 La petite Bouche 

Caroline 
Naudet 

Alexandre 
Tessier 

Moeurs 
107/4 

Musée 
Carnaval
et 

1823 
1800-
1850 

Les Amateurs du 
Tableau 

Louis 
Leopold 
Boilly  KC 164 T. 10 BnF 

1823 
1800-
1850 

L'atelier de 
l'artiste  Martinet Tf- 26- pet fol BnF 

1823 
1800-
1850 

C'est beau les 
arts 

Hippolyte 
Bellange Gihaut frères Dc- 175- FOL BnF 

1823 
1800-
1850 J'aime la couleur 

Nicolas-
Toussaint 
Charlet Gihaut frères 

Dc- 102 (3)- 
FOL BnF 

1823 
1800-
1850 

La forme avant 
la couleur 

Nicolas-
Toussaint 
Charlet Gihaut frères 

Dc- 102 (3)- 
FOL BnF 

1823 
1800-
1850 

Seriez vous 
sensible? 

Nicolas-
Toussaint 
Charlet Gihaut frères 

Dc- 102 (3)- 
FOL BnF 

1823 
1800-
1850 

Quand il n'y en 
aura plus, il y en 
aura encore 

Nicolas-
Toussaint 
Charlet Gihaut frères  BnF 

1823 
1800-
1850 Entrez entrez 

Nicolas-
Toussaint 
Charlet Gihaut frères  BnF 
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1824 
1800-
1850 

La Gravure aux 
prises avec la 
Lithographie Henri Plattel Genty 

Moeurs 
106/1 

Musée 
Carnaval
et 

1824 
1800-
1850 

Les arts et la 
décence A. Barincou Mlle Jaquit 

Moeurs 
107/4 

Musée 
Carnaval
et 

1824 
1800-
1850 

La Vie d'un 
Artiste (series) A.B.  

Moeurs 
107/4 

Musée 
Carnaval
et 

1824 
1800-
1850 

La Vie d'un 
Artiste (series) A.B.  

Moeurs 
107/4 

Musée 
Carnaval
et 

1824 
1800-
1850 

La Vie d'un 
Artiste (series) A.B. Martinet 

Moeurs 
107/4 

Musée 
Carnaval
et 

1824 
1800-
1850 

La Vie d'un 
Artiste (series) A.B. Tessier 

Moeurs 
107/4 

Musée 
Carnaval
et 

1824 
1800-
1850 

La Vie d'un 
Artiste (series) A.B.  

Moeurs 
107/4 

Musée 
Carnaval
et 

1824 
1800-
1850 

La Vie d'un 
Artiste (series) A.B.  

Moeurs 
107/4 

Musée 
Carnaval
et 

1824 
1800-
1850 

La Vie d'un 
Artiste (series) M.B.  

Moeurs 
107/4 

Musée 
Carnaval
et 

1824 
1800-
1850 

La Vie d'un 
Artiste (series) M.B. Martinet 

Moeurs 
107/4 

Musée 
Carnaval
et 

1824 
1800-
1850 

La Vie d'un 
Artiste (series) A.B. Tessier 

Moeurs 
107/4 

Musée 
Carnaval
et 

1824 
1800-
1850 

La Vie d'un 
Artiste (series) A.B.  

Moeurs 
107/4 

Musée 
Carnaval
et 

1824 
1800-
1850 

La Vie d'un 
Artiste (series) A.B.  

Moeurs 
107/4 

Musée 
Carnaval
et 

1824 
1800-
1850 

La Vie d'un 
Artiste (series)   

Moeurs 
107/4 

Musée 
Carnaval
et 

1824 
1800-
1850 

La Vie d'un 
Artiste (series) A.B.  

Moeurs 
107/4 

Musée 
Carnaval
et 
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1824 
1800-
1850 

La Vie d'un 
Artiste (series) A.B.  

Moeurs 
107/4 

Musée 
Carnaval
et 

1824 
1800-
1850 

Et la gloire… 
Monsieur? D.N.L.? Martinet KC 164 T. 5 BnF 

1824 
1800-
1850 

Les Peintres 
1760 

Charles 
Aubry  

Tf 41 
Caricatures 
Intellectuelle
s BnF 

1824 
1800-
1850 

Les Peintures 
1824 

Charles 
Aubry  

Tf 41 
Caricatures 
Intellectuelle
s BnF 

1824 
1800-
1850 

Les amateurs de 
plafonds au 
Salon 

Bernard 
Gaillot Sazerac 

Tf 41 
Caricatures 
Intellectuelle
s BnF 

1824 
1800-
1850 Vive la Peinture! A. Barincou Martinet 

Tf 41 
Caricatures 
Intellectuelle
s BnF 

1824 
1800-
1850 

Les Arts et la 
Misere. A. Barincou  

Dc 221 a 
(Barincou) BnF 

1824 
1800-
1850 

Ca veut 
raisonner 
peinture 

Edmé Jean 
Pigal Gihaut frères Tf- 29- 4 BnF 

1824 
1800-
1850 

Et la 
concurrence! 

Edmé Jean 
Pigal Gihaut frères Tf- 29- 4 BnF 

1824 
1800-
1850 Voici l'auteur 

Edmé Jean 
Pigal Gihaut frères Tf- 29- 4 BnF 

1824 
1800-
1850 

Je ne suis 
qu'amateur 

Edmé Jean 
Pigal Gihaut frères Tf- 29- 4 BnF 

1824 
1800-
1850 Macedoine no. 6 

Caroline 
Naudet 

Caroline 
Naudet 

Tf- 94- PET 
FOL BnF 

1824 
1800-
1850 

Ah! Jeune 
homme quel ete 
vous 
entreprenez la 

Hippolyte 
Bellange Gihaut frères Dc- 175- FOL BnF 

1824 
1800-
1850 

Lithographauccin
i 

Hippolyte 
Bellange  Dc- 175- FOL BnF 

1824 
1800-
1850 

Donnez moi z'en 
un pourvoi qu'il 
soit francais! 

Nicolas-
Toussaint 
Charlet Frerot 

Dc- 102 (3 
bis)- FOL BnF 
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1824 
1800-
1850 

C'est la fin du 
monde! 

Nicolas-
Toussaint 
Charlet Gihaut frères 

Ad- 75 (1-7)- 
Pet Fol BnF 

1824 
1800-
1850 

Il meconnait un 
ancien 
Camarade 

Nicolas-
Toussaint 
Charlet Gihaut frères 

Ad- 75 (1-7)- 
Pet Fol BnF 

1824 
1800-
1850 

Le Petit crapu 
est fierement 
rageur… 

Nicolas-
Toussaint 
Charlet Gihaut frères 

Ad- 75 (1-7)- 
Pet Fol BnF 

1824 
1800-
1850 

C'est mon chef 
d'oeuvre!   Tf- 41- FOL BnF 

1824 
1800-
1850 

Exposition de 
1824   Tf- 41- FOL BnF 

1825 
1800-
1850 

Le Peinture 
console le 
Malheur 

Philippe-
Auguste 
Hennequin  KC 164 T. 2 BnF 

1825 
1800-
1850 

C'est bien 
entendu, 
Messieurs?... Jules Z  KC 164 T. 10 BnF 

1825 
1800-
1850 

Mon cher!... 
C'est 
cha'mant!... 

Hippolyte 
Bellange Gihaut frères KC 164 T. 10 BnF 

1825 
1800-
1850 

C'est du Poussin 
tout pur! Patisserie?  KC 164 T. 5 BnF 

1825 
1800-
1850 

Eh bien l'ami… 
comment va la 
Vente; … A. Barincou  

Tf 41 
Caricatures 
Intellectuelle
s BnF 

1825 
1800-
1850 

Le Diable 
emporte les 
Albums 

Nicolas-
Toussaint 
Charlet Gihaut frères 

Tf 41 
Caricatures 
Intellectuelle
s BnF 

1825 
1800-
1850 

Si l'Bourgeois y 
est pas 

Nicolas-
Toussaint 
Charlet Gihaut frères KC 164 T. 3 BnF 

1825 
1800-
1850 Jocko Artiste  Genty Tf- 26- pet fol BnF 

1825 
1800-
1850 

Macedoine 
no.16 

Caroline 
Naudet 

Caroline 
Naudet 

Tf- 94- PET 
FOL BnF 

1825 
1800-
1850 

Vous avez beau 
faire, vous ne 
l'echapperez 
pas! 

Hippolyte 
Bellange Gihaut frères Dc-175a-FOL BnF 

1825 
1800-
1850 

Tableau de Paris 
no. 15 Travies  

Dc- 200 (1)- 
FOL BnF 
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1825 
1800-
1850 

Un Peintre de la 
nouvelle ecole Travies Aubert 

Dc- 200 (1)- 
FOL BnF 

1825 
1800-
1850 

Il y en aura 
toujours des 
artistes  Genty Ef- 196- FOL BnF 

1826 
1800-
1850 

Le Peintre 
Classique 

Alexandre-
Joseph 
Desenne 

Giraldon 
Bovinet 

Moeurs 
106/1 

Musée 
Carnaval
et 

1826 
1800-
1850 

Le Peintre 
Romantique 

Alexandre-
Joseph 
Desenne 

Giraldon 
Bovinet 

Moeurs 
106/1 

Musée 
Carnaval
et 

1826 
1800-
1850 

Anciens et 
Modernes A.S.  KC 164 T. 5 BnF 

1826 
1800-
1850 

Anciens et 
Modernes A.S.  KC 164 T. 5 BnF 

1826 
1800-
1850 

Anciens et 
Modernes   KC 164 T. 5 BnF 

1826 
1800-
1850 

Anciens et 
Modernes A.S.  KC 164 T. 5 BnF 

1826 
1800-
1850 

Anciens et 
Modernes   KC 164 T. 5 BnF 

1826 
1800-
1850 

Anciens et 
Modernes A.S.  KC 164 T. 5 BnF 

1826 
1800-
1850 

Tout ce qui est 
nouveau est 
toujours beau Raffet Moyon 

Tf 41 
Caricatures 
Intellectuelle
s BnF 

1826 
1800-
1850 

Le Peintre 
Artiste 

Bernard 
Gaillot  

Dc 89 
(Gaillot) BnF 

1826 
1800-
1850 

Macedoine no. 
20 

Caroline 
Naudet 

Caroline 
Naudet 

Tf- 94- PET 
FOL BnF 

1826 
1800-
1850 

Recretions. 
Interieur d'un 
Atelier 

Henri 
Monnier 

Giraldon 
Bovinet 

KC-MAT-11 
Boite PET 
FOL 577 BnF 

1826 
1800-
1850 Récréations 

Henri 
Monnier 

Giraldon 
Bovinet 

Dc- 202(b)- 
FOL T. 2 BnF 

1826 
1800-
1850 Récréations 

Henri 
Monnier 

Giraldon 
Bovinet 

Dc- 202(b)- 
FOL T. 2 BnF 

1827 
1800-
1850 

Le Chevalet 
devenue Peintre E.T.  

Moeurs 
107/4 

Musée 
Carnaval
et 

1827 
1800-
1850 

Oh bon! Ca ne 
sera pas manque 
au maitre… 

Hippolyte 
Bellange  KC 164 T. 5 BnF 
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1827 
1800-
1850 

Grand Combat 
entre le 
Romantique et le 
Classique…   

Tf 41 
Caricatures 
Intellectuelle
s BnF 

1827 
1800-
1850 

Au diable les 
tragedies!...   Gihaut frères 

Tf 41 
Caricatures 
Intellectuelle
s BnF 

1827 
1800-
1850 

Pegase 
Romantique   Tf- 40- FOL BnF 

1827 
1800-
1850 

Ces croutes en 
font manger 
d'autres Raffet  

KC-MAT-11 
BOITE PET 
FOL 426 BnF 

1827 
1800-
1850 

Vous qui aez fait 
les portraits Raffet Moyon 

Dc- 189 (4)- 
FOL BnF 

1827 
1800-
1850 

Il y a du plaisir a 
voire manger les 
Artistes Raffet Moyon 

Dc- 189 (5)- 
FOL BnF 

1827 
1800-
1850 

Bon Vin et 
Fillette 

Henri 
Monnier Bernard 

Dc- 202(b)- 
FOL T. 3 BnF 

1827 
1800-
1850 

Decouverte de 
cauchemar Raffet Moyon 

Dc- 189 (4)- 
FOL BnF 

1827 
1800-
1850 

Histoire de Jean-
Jean Raffet Frerot 

Dc- 189 (5)- 
FOL BnF 

1828 
1800-
1850 

Un mauvaise 
rencontre 

Francois 
Grenier  KC 164 T. 5 BnF 

1828 
1800-
1850 

Les Amateurs de 
Paysage 

Eugene 
Lami 

Lami 
Denozan KC 164 T. 5 BnF 

1828 
1800-
1850 

Album Classico-
Romanticque  

Chaillou 
Potrelle 

Moeurs 
106/1 

Musée 
Carnaval
et 

1828 
1800-
1850 

Album Classico-
Romanticque  

Chaillou 
Potrelle 

Moeurs 
106/1 

Musée 
Carnaval
et 

1828 
1800-
1850 

Album Classico-
Romanticque  

Chaillou 
Potrelle 

Moeurs 
106/1 

Musée 
Carnaval
et 

1828 
1800-
1850 

Album Classico-
Romanticque  

Chaillou 
Potrelle 

Moeurs 
106/1 

Musée 
Carnaval
et 

1828 
1800-
1850 

Album Classico-
Romanticque  

Chaillou 
Potrelle 

Moeurs 
106/1 

Musée 
Carnaval
et 



352 
 

1828 
1800-
1850 

Album Classico-
Romanticque  

Chaillou 
Potrelle 

Moeurs 
106/1 

Musée 
Carnaval
et 

1828 
1800-
1850 

Album Classico-
Romanticque  

Chaillou 
Potrelle 

Moeurs 
106/1 

Musée 
Carnaval
et 

1828 
1800-
1850 

Album Classico-
Romanticque  

Chaillou 
Potrelle 

Moeurs 
106/1 

Musée 
Carnaval
et 

1828 
1800-
1850 

Album Classico-
Romanticque  

Chaillou 
Potrelle 

Moeurs 
106/1 

Musée 
Carnaval
et 

1828 
1800-
1850 

Album Classico-
Romanticque  

Chaillou 
Potrelle 

Moeurs 
106/1 

Musée 
Carnaval
et 

1828 
1800-
1850 

Album Classico-
Romanticque  

Chaillou 
Potrelle 

Moeurs 
106/1 

Musée 
Carnaval
et 

1828 
1800-
1850 

C'est un 
morceau capital Bourdet Aubert 

Moeurs 
108/1 

Musée 
Carnaval
et 

1828 
1800-
1850 

Est-ce un 
dindon? 

Nicolas-
Toussaint 
Charlet Gihaut frères 

SNR-3-
CHARLET BnF 

1828 
1800-
1850 Gares les Albums Raffet Chabert 

Dc- 189 (5)- 
FOL BnF 

1828 
1800-
1850 

Bon Vin et 
Fillette 

Henri 
Monnier  

Dc- 202 (b)- 
FOL T. 4 BnF 

1828 
1800-
1850 

La Mansarde des 
Artistes 

Henri 
Monnier  

Dc- 202(b)- 
FOL T. 4 bis BnF 

1828 
1800-
1850 

Marchand 
d'Estampes 

Henri 
Monnier Delpech 

Dc- 202(b)- 
FOL T. 4 bis BnF 

1829 
1800-
1850 

Les Inspires du 
Musee (series) Camille G. F.  

Moeurs 
107/4 

Musée 
Carnaval
et 

1829 
1800-
1850 

Les Inspires du 
Musee (series) Camille G. F.  

Moeurs 
107/4 

Musée 
Carnaval
et 

1829 
1800-
1850 

Academie de 
dessin Grandville Bulla KC 164 T. 2 BnF 

1829 
1800-
1850 

Songe flatteur 
d'un peintre 
Romantique 

Jean Eloi 
Ferdinand 
Malenfant  

Tf 41 
Caricatures 
Intellectuelle
s BnF 



353 
 

1829 
1800-
1850 

Demenagement 
d'un Peintre 
dans la maison… G. de Galard  

Arsenal- EST. 
-208 BnF 

1829 
1800-
1850 

Miroir 
Grotesque no 9 Travies Travies 

Dc- 200 (2)- 
FOL BnF 

1829 
1800-
1850 

Miroir 
Grotesque no 16 Travies Travies 

Dc- 200 (2)- 
FOL BnF 

1829 
1800-
1850 

Les 
Metamorphoses 
du Jour no. 33 Grandville Bulla 

Dc- 199 (D 
1a)- FOL BnF 

1829 
1800-
1850 

Les 
Metamorphoses 
du Jour no. 65 Grandville Bulla 

Dc- 199 (D 
1b)- FOL BnF 

1829 
1800-
1850 

Album 
lithograhique 
pour 1829  

Henry 
Gaugain 

Ad- 68 (1-6)- 
Pet Fol BnF 

1829 
1800-
1850 La Jeunesse 

Henri 
Monnier Delpech 

Dc- 202(b)- 
FOL T. 5 BnF 

1830 
1800-
1850 

Eclipse Totale du 
Classique  

Hautecoeur-
Martinet 

Moeurs 
106/1 

Musée 
Carnaval
et 

1830 
1800-
1850 

Caricatures 
d'Aubert Auguste  Moeurs 6/1 

Musée 
Carnaval
et 

1830 
1800-
1850 

Dejeunez avec le 
Classique, et 
dinez avec le 
Romantique… 

Hippolyte 
Bellange  KC 164 T. 10 BnF 

1830 
1800-
1850 Dialogue   KC 164 T. 5 BnF 

1830 
1800-
1850 

Oui, f…, Mosieu, 
je viens de 
porter plainte 
contre les 
polissons 
d'artistes  H. Robillard  

Tf-52-Pet. 
Fol.  BnF 

1830 
1800-
1850 

F… atiste faut 
qu'ca finisse E. Forest Aubert 

Tf-52-Pet. 
Fol.  BnF 

1830 
1800-
1850 

Ah f… on nous 
dessine H. Robillard Aubert 

Tf-52-Pet. 
Fol.  BnF 

1830 
1800-
1850 

Camées antiques 
des Artistes 
modernes   

Arsenal EST- 
207 - FOL BnF 
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1830 
1800-
1850 

Nouvelle 
Lanterne 
Magique no. 38 Paul Gavarni Aubert 

Dc- 218 (1)- 
FOL BnF 

1830 
1800-
1850 

Petits 
Fashionables par 
Gavarni pl. 35 Paul Gavarni Aubert 

Dc- 218 (1)- 
FOL BnF 

1830 
1800-
1850 Doubles Visages Travies Aubert 

Dc- 200 (3)- 
FOL BnF 

1830 
1800-
1850 

crenom d'un 
petit bonhomme 

Nicolas-
Toussaint 
Charlet  

Dc- 102 (5)- 
FOL BnF 

1830 
1800-
1850 

Carte Vivante du 
Restaurateur. 
Trois Croutons! Grandville Aubert 

1886, 
1012.404 

British 
Museum 

1830 
1800-
1850 Le Lithographe   Tf- 41- FOL BnF 

1830 
1800-
1850 Le Sculpteur   Tf- 41- FOL BnF 

1830 
1800-
1850 

Un Grand 
Personnage. 

Henri 
Monnier Delpech 

Dc- 202(b)- 
FOL T. 6 BnF 

1830 
1800-
1850 Paris Vivant 

Henri 
Monnier Bernard 

Dc- 202 (b)- 
FOL T. 6 BnF 

1830 
1800-
1850 

Fac-similé d'un 
charge de L. 
David faite par 
lui-même en 
1786 David  

MRF.1984.21
8 MRF 

1830 
1800-
1850 

Deposez, ou 
vous ne passez 
pas Raffet  

Dc- 189 (5)- 
FOL BnF 

1831 
1800-
1850 

Eh bien 
Classique?... -eh 
bien 
Romantique?... 
Enconfes!!  

Hautecoeur-
Martinet KC 164 T. 10 BnF 

1831 
1800-
1850 

C'est b… 
d'artistes, ca me 
croit panade 
comme le 
gouvernmenet   

Tf 41 
Caricatures 
Intellectuelle
s BnF 

1831 
1800-
1850 Tu meurs de fain  Martinet 

Tf 41 
Caricatures 
Intellectuelle
s BnF 
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1831 
1800-
1850 

Je crois que ces 
matins la se f… 
de moi me tired 
en caricature 
nom de D…!  

Hautecoeur-
Martinet 

Tf 41 
Caricatures 
Intellectuelle
s BnF 

1831 
1800-
1850 

Mayeux peintre 
Classique Travies Aubert KC 164 T. 6 BnF 

1831 
1800-
1850 

Je suis encore au 
dessus de vous Travies  

Tf-52-Pet. 
Fol.  BnF 

1831 
1800-
1850 

Produit 
enchanteur de 
mon rare talent Travies Coron 

Tf-52-Pet. 
Fol.  BnF 

1831 
1800-
1850 

Au feu cochons 
d'artistes! H. Robillard Aubert 

Tf-52-Pet. 
Fol.  BnF 

1831 
1800-
1850 

Ces T… F… 
d'artistes ont 
tous rate ma 
ressemblance Co. V. Bosco  

Tf-52-Pet. 
Fol.  BnF 

1831 
1800-
1850 

Ces Nom de D… 
d'artistes m'ont 
assez fait 
hausser les 
epaules Co. V. Bosco  

Tf-52-Pet. 
Fol.  BnF 

1831 
1800-
1850 

Ah tu te permets 
de me chanter H. Robillard Martinet 

Tf-52-Pet. 
Fol.  BnF 

1831 
1800-
1850 La Caricature Grandville Aubert 

Dc- 199 (D 
8)- FOL BnF 

1831 
1800-
1850 Album 1831 Raffet Gihaut frères 

Dc- 189 (5)- 
FOL BnF 

1832 
1800-
1850  

Pierre-
August 
Buffet  KC 164 T. 10 BnF 

1832 
1800-
1850 

Charges d'Atelier 
n. 1 

Hippolyte 
Bellange  KC 164 T. 5 BnF 

1832 
1800-
1850 

Petites Scenes 
Diaboliques, pl. 
29 Paul Gavarni Charles Tilt 

Tf- 66- pet. 
Fol.  BnF 

1832 
1800-
1850 

Groupes de 
Petites Figure pl. 
55 Travies Charles Tilt 

Tf- 66- pet. 
Fol.  BnF 

1832 
1800-
1850 

Reveries 
Diaboliques no. 
4 Ch. Ramelet Dauty 

Tf- 66- pet. 
Fol.  BnF 

1832 
1800-
1850 

Singeries 
Morales Travies Aubert 

Tf- 66- pet. 
Fol.  BnF 
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Politiques etc. Pl. 
2 

1832 
1800-
1850 

Singeries 
Morales 
Politiques etc. Pl. 
4 Grandville Aubert 

Tf- 66- pet. 
Fol.  BnF 

1832 
1800-
1850 Les Importuns 

Hippolyte 
Bellange Gihaut frères 

Dc- 175c- 
FOL BnF 

1832 
1800-
1850 

T'as beau rire 
Toussaint 

Hippolyte 
Bellange  

Dc- 175c- 
FOL BnF 

1832 
1800-
1850  

Frederic 
Bouchot Aubert 

SNR-3-
Bouchot BnF 

1832 
1800-
1850 

Marche de gros 
gras et bete no. 
2 Grandville Aubert 

Dc- 199 (D 
8)- FOL BnF 

1832 
1800-
1850 

A la source des 
douceurs Grandville Aubert 

Dc- 199 (D 
8)- FOL BnF 

1832 
1800-
1850 

Cauchemars 
(Récréations) 

Henri 
Monnier Aubert 

Dc- 202 (b)- 
FOL T. 7 BnF 

1832 
1800-
1850 Album 1832 Raffet Gihaut frères 

Dc- 189 (5)- 
FOL BnF 

1833 
1800-
1850 Les Paysagistes Giraud  KC 164 T. 6 BnF 

1833 
1800-
1850 1833  KC 164 T. 6 BnF 

1833 
1800-
1850 

Tirez, tirez 
pauvres artistes Bourdet Aubert 

Arsenal- EST- 
204 BnF 

1834 
1800-
1850 Bonjour, Ami! Paul Gavarni Aubert 

Dc- 218 (3)- 
FOL BnF 

1834 
1800-
1850 

Atelier de la 
Caricature et du 
Charivari Travies Aubert 

Dc- 200 (6)- 
FOL BnF 

1834 
1800-
1850  

Honoré 
Honoré 
Daumier  5063 

Daumier 
Register 

1835 
1800-
1850 Quelle Horreur! 

Frederic 
Bouchot Aubert KC 164 T. 6 BnF 

1835 
1800-
1850 

Les Bigarrures de 
l'esprit humain 

Jules-Joseph 
Bourdet 

Hautecoeur-
Martinet KC 164 T. 6 BnF 

1835 
1800-
1850 Demenagement 

Nicolas-
Toussaint 
Charlet  KC 164 T. 6 BnF 

1835 
1800-
1850 

Le Petit Fils de 
Callot  Arsenal- EST. -208 BnF 



357 
 

1835 
1800-
1850 

L. Lecon de 
Peinture 

Nicolas-
Toussaint 
Charlet  

KC-MAT-11 
Boite PET 
FOL 578 BnF 

1835 
1800-
1850 

Breuvages de 
l'homme. L'eau Grandville Neuhaus 

Dc- 199 (D 
4)- FOL BnF 

1835 
1800-
1850 

Parisiens 
Pittoresques no 
2 Grandville Aubert 

Dc- 199 (D 
4)- FOL BnF 

1835 
1800-
1850 

Parisiens 
Pittoresques no 
4 Grandville Aubert 

Dc- 199 (D 
4)- FOL BnF 

1835 
1800-
1850 

Album 
Lithograhique Raffet Gihaut frères 

Dc- 189 (5)- 
FOL BnF 

1836 
1800-
1850 Types: Le Rapin 

Honoré 
Honoré 
Daumier Aubert KC 164 T. 6 BnF 

1836 
1800-
1850 

La manie des 
beaux arts Ch. Nanteuil 

Hautecoeur-
Martinet KC 164 T. 6 BnF 

1836 
1800-
1850  

Honoré 
Honoré 
Daumier  5308 

Daumier 
Register 

1837 
1800-
1850 

Je saute a pieds 
joints par dessus 
tous les peintres  Veuve Jobard KC 164 T. 2 BnF 

1837 
1800-
1850 

Galerie 
Physionomique. 
No 29 Habitue 
des ventes 
public Travies Aubert KC 164 T. 10 BnF 

1837 
1800-
1850 

Mefiez-vous 
jeune homme! Pruche Dupin KC 164 T. 6 BnF 

1837 
1800-
1850 

Le Carrousel. 
Disciples des 
Maitres Paul Gavarni  

Dc- 218 (4)- 
FOL BnF 

1838 
1800-
1850 

Une victime des 
arts Jules David  KC 164 T. 10 BnF 

1838 
1800-
1850 

Artistes et 
ecrivains devant 
la boutique 
d'Aubert Grandville  KC 164 T. 6 BnF 

1838 
1800-
1850 

Croquis 
d'Expressions 
no. 80 Jules Platier Aubert 

Tf- 90-PET 
FOL BnF 

1838 
1800-
1850 

La Boite aux 
Lettres. No. 11 Paul Gavarni  

Dc- 218 (4)- 
FOL BnF 
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1838 
1800-
1850 

La Boite aux 
Lettres. No. 32 Paul Gavarni Aubert 

Dc- 218 (4)- 
FOL BnF 

1838 
1800-
1850 

Miscellanea. 
Tete a tete Paul Gavarni 

Caroline 
Naudet 

Dc- 218 (6)- 
FOL BnF 

1838 
1800-
1850 Les Artistes no. 1 Paul Gavarni Aubert 

Dc- 218 (8)- 
FOL BnF 

1838 
1800-
1850 Les Aristes no. 2 Paul Gavarni Aubert 

Dc- 218 (8)- 
FOL BnF 

1838 
1800-
1850 Les Artistes no. 3 Paul Gavarni Aubert 

Dc- 218 (8)- 
FOL BnF 

1838 
1800-
1850 Les Artistes no. 4 Paul Gavarni Aubert 

Dc- 218 (8)- 
FOL BnF 

1838 
1800-
1850 Les Artistes no. 5 Paul Gavarni Aubert 

Dc- 218 (8)- 
FOL BnF 

1838 
1800-
1850 Les Artistes no. 6 Paul Gavarni Aubert 

Dc- 218 (8)- 
FOL BnF 

1838 
1800-
1850 Les Artistes no. 7 Paul Gavarni Aubert 

Dc- 218 (8)- 
FOL BnF 

1838 
1800-
1850 Les Artistes no. 8 Paul Gavarni Aubert 

Dc- 218 (8)- 
FOL BnF 

1838 
1800-
1850 Les Artistes no. 9 Paul Gavarni Aubert 

Dc- 218 (8)- 
FOL BnF 

1838 
1800-
1850 

Les Artistes no. 
10 Paul Gavarni Aubert 

Dc- 218 (8)- 
FOL BnF 

1838 
1800-
1850 

Les Artistes no. 
11 Paul Gavarni Aubert 

Dc- 218 (8)- 
FOL BnF 

1838 
1800-
1850 

Les Artistes no. 
12 Paul Gavarni Aubert 

Dc- 218 (8)- 
FOL BnF 

1838 
1800-
1850 

Les Artistes no. 
13 Paul Gavarni Aubert 

Dc- 218 (8)- 
FOL BnF 

1838 
1800-
1850 

Les Artistes no. 
14 Paul Gavarni Aubert 

Dc- 218 (8)- 
FOL BnF 

1838 
1800-
1850 

Les Artistes no. 
15 Paul Gavarni Aubert 

Dc- 218 (8)- 
FOL BnF 

1838 
1800-
1850 

Les Miseres. Pas 
d'argent Paul Gavarni 

J. Cabache & 
Cie 

Dc- 218 (9)- 
FOL BnF 

1838 
1800-
1850 

Croquis 
Fantastiques no. 
5. Un portrait 
flatte. Paul Gavarni Banger 

Dc- 218 (9)- 
FOL BnF 

1838 
1800-
1850  Travies  

SNR-3-
TRAVIES BnF 

1838 
1800-
1850  

Honoré 
Honoré 
Daumier  5130 

Daumier 
Register 
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1838 
1800-
1850 

Dieu! Quel nez 
vous me faites! 

Honoré 
Honoré 
Daumier Aubert 474 

Daumier 
Register 

1839 
1800-
1850 Les Experts 

F.J. 
Collignon  KC 164 T. 10 BnF 

1839 
1800-
1850 

Un Jury des 
Beaux-Arts a 
Pekin 

Aug. 
Crapaud Aubert KC 164 T. 10 BnF 

1839 
1800-
1850 

Les Genies 
Meconnus  Zinco KC 164 T. 6 BnF 

1839 
1800-
1850 

Gravure a la 
pointe seche sur 
pierre 

Theodore 
Maurisset  KC 164 T. 3 BnF 

1839 
1800-
1850 Le Salon 1 Paul Gavarni  

Dc- 218 (10)- 
FOL BnF 

1839 
1800-
1850 Le Salon 2 Paul Gavarni  

Dc- 218 (10)- 
FOL BnF 

1839 
1800-
1850 

Le comte T. et sa 
famille Paul Gavarni  

Dc- 218 (10)- 
FOL BnF 

1839 
1800-
1850 

Les Muses. La 
Peinture Paul Gavarni  

Dc- 218 (11)- 
FOL BnF 

1839 
1800-
1850 

Les Martyrs. 
Deux heures de 
pose hors de 
tour Paul Gavarni Aubert 

Dc- 218 (11)- 
FOL BnF 

1839 
1800-
1850 

Le Salon 3 Le 
Figaro trouve 
encore du bois 
vert Paul Gavarni  

Dc- 218 (10)- 
FOL BnF 

1839 
1800-
1850 

Lecons et 
Conseils 13 Paul Gavarni Bauger 

Dc- 218 (15)- 
FOL BnF 

1839 
1800-
1850  Travies  

SNR-3-
TRAVIES BnF 

1839 
1800-
1850  

Honoré 
Honoré 
Daumier  

SNR-3-
TRAVIES BnF 

1839 
1800-
1850  

Honoré 
Honoré 
Daumier  

SNR-3-
TRAVIES BnF 

1839 
1800-
1850 

Les Jolis Petits 
Visages no. 7 Jules Platier Aubert 

Dc- 218 (a) - 
PET FOL BnF 

1839 
1800-
1850 

Paraphrase des 
caracteres de la 
Bruyere Travies Bauger 

Dc- 200 (6)- 
FOL BnF 
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1839 
1800-
1850 

Musee pour rire 
no. 7 C'est 
vraiment une 
chose… Paul Gavarni  Tf- 294- 4 (1) BnF 

1839 
1800-
1850 

Musee pour rire 
no. 14 Le Rapin 

Honoré 
Honoré 
Daumier  Tf- 294- 4 (1) BnF 

1839 
1800-
1850 

Musee pour rire 
no 15 Les 
seances de 
l'atelier 

Honoré 
Honoré 
Daumier  Tf- 294- 4 (1) BnF 

1839 
1800-
1850 

Musee pour rire 
no 55. Cette tete 
n'est pas 
m'inconnue 

Frederic 
Bouchot Aubert Tf- 294- 4 (2)  BnF 

1839 
1800-
1850 

Celebrrrrre Jury 
de peinture. 
Composé d'un 
compositeur, 
d'un astronome, 
d'un 
mathematicien, 
de plusieurs 
architectes et 
d'un chimiste. - 
Le chimiste 
(baillant) en 
der…nie…re 
ana…lyse…puisq
ue dans le Jury 
de peinture il n'y 
a pas de Peintre! 
Si nous allions 

Honoré 
Honoré 
Daumier Aubert 557 

Daumier 
Register 

1839 
1800-
1850  

Honoré 
Honoré 
Daumier  5300 

Daumier 
Register 

1839 
1800-
1850 

Tailleur vous me 
demandez de 
l'argent, mais je 
n'en fais pas et 
je fais des 
portraits… 
prenez ça c'est 
Mme votre 
épouse que j'ai 
faite de souvenir 

Honoré 
Honoré 
Daumier Bauger 734 

Daumier 
Register 
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1839 
1800-
1850 

Oh! C'est 
admirable!...seul
ement..la 
bouche me 
semble un peu 
grande… le nez 
un peu lourd. Et 
les yeux, ne les 
ai-je pas plus 
grands? Du reste 
c'est d'une 
ressemblance 
parfaite. 

Honoré 
Honoré 
Daumier Aubert 730 

Daumier 
Register 

1839 
1800-
1850  

Honoré 
Honoré 
Daumier  5327 

Daumier 
Register 

1840 
1800-
1850   Martinet KC 164 T. 10 BnF 

1840 
1800-
1850 

Lecons et 
Conseils 4 Paul Gavarni Bauger KC 164 T. 10 BnF 

1840 
1800-
1850 

Fameux Jury de 
Peinture Salon 
de 1840 Vertbleu Bauger KC 164 T. 10 BnF 

1840 
1800-
1850 L'Avis du Maitre 

Nicolas-
Toussaint 
Charlet Gihaut frères KC 164 T. 10 BnF 

1840 
1800-
1850 

La Vielle 
Aristocratie 

Nicolas-
Toussaint 
Charlet Gihaut frères KC 164 T. 10 BnF 

1840 
1800-
1850 Un Mecene 

Nicolas-
Toussaint 
Charlet Gihaut frères KC 164 T. 10 BnF 

1840 
1800-
1850 Actualites no. 19 Henri Plattel Bauger 

Tf- 84- PET 
FOL BnF 

1840 
1800-
1850 

Croquis 
d'Expressions 
no. 90 Jules Platier Aubert 

Tf- 90-PET 
FOL BnF 

1840 
1800-
1850 

Miroir 
Caricatural no. 
53 Cham Aubert 

Tf- 91- PET 
FOL BnF 

1840 
1800-
1850 

L'atelier du 
lithographe Paul Gavarni 

Beauger et 
Cie 

Dc- 218 (18)- 
FOL BnF 

1840 
1800-
1850 Mr Loyal 5 Paul Gavarni 

Beauger et 
Cie 

Dc- 218 (19)- 
FOL BnF 
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1840 
1800-
1850 

Physionomie de 
Paris. Le faux 
modele Travies Bauger 

KC-MAT-11 
Boite PET 
FOL 577 BnF 

1840 
1800-
1850 

Lecon de 
Peinture  Godoni 

KC-MAT-11 
Boite PET 
FOL 578 BnF 

1840 
1800-
1850 

Souvenirs 
d'atelier no. 22   

KC-MAT-11 
Boite PET 
FOL 581 BnF 

1840 
1800-
1850 

Silhouette de 
l'Atelier   

KC-MAT-11 
BOITE PET 
FOL 426 BnF 

1840 
1800-
1850 

Un delit 
champetre   

KC-MAT-11 
BOITE PET 
FOL 426 BnF 

1840 
1800-
1850 l'Artiste s'epuise  Bauger 

KC-MAT-11 
BOITE PET 
FOL 426 BnF 

1840 
1800-
1850 

Physiologie du 
Portier, no 28 Jules Platier Aubert 

Dc- 218 (b 1) 
- PET FOL BnF 

1840 
1800-
1850 

Les Gens Sans 
Façcon 

Henri 
Monnier Aubert 

Dc- 202 (b)- 
FOL T. 9 BnF 

1840 
1800-
1850 

Le grand 
magasin 
d'images. 
Premier 
dimanche: 
Cinquante-cinq 
degrés 

Honoré 
Honoré 
Daumier  5062 

Daumier 
Register 

1840 
1800-
1850  

Honoré 
Honoré 
Daumier  5346 

Daumier 
Register 

1840 
1800-
1850 

Ingrate patrie, tu 
n'auras pas mon 
oeuvre!... 

Honoré 
Honoré 
Daumier Bauger 719 

Daumier 
Register 

1841 
1800-
1850 Actualites no. 43 Pruche Bauger 

Tf- 84- PET 
FOL BnF 

1841 
1800-
1850 Actualites no. 45 Pruche Bauger 

Tf- 84- PET 
FOL BnF 

1841 
1800-
1850 Actualites no. 82 Pruche Bauger 

Tf- 84- PET 
FOL BnF 

1841 
1800-
1850 Actualites no. 85 Pruche Bauger 

Tf- 84- PET 
FOL BnF 
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1841 
1800-
1850 

Croquis 
d'Expressions 
no. 96 Jules Platier Aubert 

Tf- 90-PET 
FOL BnF 

1841 
1800-
1850 

Les Amateurs de 
Tableaux   

KC-MAT-11 
Boite PET 
FOL 577 BnF 

1841 
1800-
1850 

Les Femmes 
Artistes 

Ersent 
d'Henouville  

KC-MAT-11 
Boite PET 
FOL 581 BnF 

1841 
1800-
1850  

Honoré 
Honoré 
Daumier  5414 

Daumier 
Register 

1841 
1800-
1850 

Le Distrait. Cet 
artiste revient 
du salon, et saisi 
d'une inspiration 
sublime Il 
s'approche de sa 
toile; tout à coup 
les tons les plus 
suaves; les effets 
les plus piquans, 
la touche la plus 
délicate 
promettent un 
chef-d'oeuvre; 
deux, trois, 
quatre heures s 

Honoré 
Honoré 
Daumier Aubert 857 

Daumier 
Register 

1841 
1800-
1850  

Honoré 
Honoré 
Daumier  5413 

Daumier 
Register 

1841 
1800-
1850  

Honoré 
Honoré 
Daumier  5747 

Daumier 
Register 

1842 
1800-
1850 

Le Peintre de 
Portrait R.P. Aubert KC 164 T. 2 BnF 

1842 
1800-
1850 

Le Peintre 
d'Histoire R.P. Aubert KC 164 T. 2 BnF 

1842 
1800-
1850 

Le Lion 
Artistique Jules Platier Bauger 

Dc- 218 (a) - 
PET FOL BnF 

1842 
1800-
1850 

Profils 
Contemporains. 
L'imprimeur Jules Platier Bauger 

Dc- 218 (b 1) 
- PET FOL BnF 
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1842 
1800-
1850 

Profils 
Contemporains. 
Le Professeur Jules Platier Bauger 

Dc- 218 (b 1) 
- PET FOL BnF 

1842 
1800-
1850 

Profils 
Contemporains, 
Le Peintre. Jules Platier Bauger 

Dc- 218 (b 1) 
- PET FOL BnF 

1842 
1800-
1850 

Les Quatres 
saisons. L'hiver Jules Platier Bauger 

Dc- 218 (b 1) 
- PET FOL BnF 

1842 
1800-
1850 

Revue Comique 
no 22 Jules Platier Bauger 

Dc- 218 (b 2) 
- PET FOL BnF 

1842 
1800-
1850 Le droit de visite Travies Aubert 

Dc- 200 (7)- 
FOL BnF 

1842 
1800-
1850 

Blagualites. 
Gloire a la 
Domicile Travies Bauger 

Dc- 200 (7)- 
FOL BnF 

1842 
1800-
1850 Le Salon de 1842 Travies  

Dc- 200 (7)- 
FOL BnF 

1842 
1800-
1850 

Qui se rassemble 
s'assemble no. 8 Grandville  

Dc- 199 (D 
5)- FOL BnF 

1842 
1800-
1850 

L'esprit et le 
caractere juges 
par l'exterieur 
no. 17 Grandville  

Dc- 199 (D 
5)- FOL BnF 

1842 
1800-
1850 

Le Bourgeois au 
Salon. Voyons 
donc un peu…  

Honoré 
Honoré 
Daumier Bauger 986 

Daumier 
Register 

1842 
1800-
1850 

Les Illusions 
d'artistes.Les 
grands prix… 

Honoré 
Honoré 
Daumier Bauger 988 

Daumier 
Register 

1842 
1800-
1850  

Honoré 
Honoré 
Daumier  5760 

Daumier 
Register 

1843 
1800-
1850 

Les Victimes du 
peintre de la rue 
des Martyrs Moynet Aubert KC 164 T. 6 BnF 

1843 
1800-
1850 La Vie d'Artiste Moynet Aubert KC 164 T. 6 BnF 

1843 
1800-
1850 La Vie d'Artiste Moynet Aubert KC 164 T. 6 BnF 

1843 
1800-
1850 La Vie d'Artiste Moynet Aubert KC 164 T. 6 BnF 

1843 
1800-
1850 La Vie d'Artiste Moynet Aubert KC 164 T. 6 BnF 

1843 
1800-
1850 La Vie d'Artiste Moynet Aubert KC 164 T. 6 BnF 
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1843 
1800-
1850 

Les Petits 
Mysteres de 
Paris 5 

Frederic 
Bouchot Pannier Dc- 177 (d)- 4 BnF 

1843 
1800-
1850 

Caricatures du 
Jour. Jury de 
Peinture Jules Platier Pannier Dc- 238 a BnF 

1843 
1800-
1850 Désillusion!... 

Honoré 
Honoré 
Daumier Aubert 999 

Daumier 
Register 

1844 
1800-
1850 

Nouvelle 
Lanterne 
Magique no. 51 Ch. Vernier?  

Tf- 92- PET 
FOL BnF 

1844 
1800-
1850 

L'artiste m'a 
représentée au 
moment ou 
j'écris mon 
sombre volume 
intitulé… 

Honoré 
Honoré 
Daumier Aubert 1243 

Daumier 
Register 

1844 
1800-
1850 

Le Premier 
Portrait Payé. 
Cela vient assez 
bien…  

Honoré 
Honoré 
Daumier Aubert 1102 

Daumier 
Register 

1845 
1800-
1850 

Etudes de 
Paysage 

Henri 
Monnier Aubert 

Dc- 202 (b)- 
FOL T. 8 BnF 

1845 
1800-
1850 

Une Visite a 
L'Atelier. - Je vais 
l'envoyer au 
Louvre dans un 
instant, …  

Honoré 
Honoré 
Daumier Aubert 1128 

Daumier 
Register 

1845 
1800-
1850 La visite au Salon 

Honoré 
Honoré 
Daumier  1473 

Daumier 
Register 

1845 
1800-
1850 

Quand on a son 
portrait au 
Salon…. 

Honoré 
Honoré 
Daumier Aubert 1147 

Daumier 
Register 

1845 
1800-
1850 

La Dame qui 
cultive les arts… 

Honoré 
Honoré 
Daumier Aubert 1175 

Daumier 
Register 

1846 
1800-
1850 

Baliverneries 
Parisiennes no. 3 Paul Gavarni Aubert 

Dc- 218 (27)- 
FOL BnF 

1846 
1800-
1850 

Baliverneries 
Parisiennes no. 6 Paul Gavarni Aubert 

Dc- 218 (27)- 
FOL BnF 

1846 
1800-
1850 

Baliverneries 
Parisiennes no. 7 Paul Gavarni Aubert 

Dc- 218 (27)- 
FOL BnF 
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1846 
1800-
1850 

Mission pénible 
et délicate du 
professeur de 
dessin… 

Honoré 
Honoré 
Daumier Aubert 1468 

Daumier 
Register 

1846 
1800-
1850 

Votre tableau 
me plairait 
assez…  

Honoré 
Honoré 
Daumier Aubert 1495 

Daumier 
Register 

1846 
1800-
1850 

Mais si, ma 
femme, je 
t'assure que 
monsieur 
dessine un 
paysage…  

Honoré 
Honoré 
Daumier Aubert 1499 

Daumier 
Register 

1846 
1800-
1850 

Le Dernier Jour 
de la Réception 
des Tableaux… 

Honoré 
Honoré 
Daumier Aubert 1472 

Daumier 
Register 

1847 
1800-
1850 

Le Peintre 
Marine 

John 
Quarterly  KC 164 T. 4 BnF 

1847 
1800-
1850 

Cinq minutes 
trop tard Raffet?  

KC-MAT-11 
Boite PET 
FOL 581 BnF 

1847 
1800-
1850 

Ouverture du 
Salon de 1847   

KC-MAT-11 
Boite PET 
FOL 581 BnF 

1847 
1800-
1850 

Des meres de 
famille no. 3 Paul Gavarni Aubert 

Dc- 218 (27)- 
FOL BnF 

1847 
1800-
1850 

Ces artistes sont 
presque tous 
fous… ma parole 
d'honneur!...  

Honoré 
Honoré 
Daumier Aubert 1527 

Daumier 
Register 

1847 
1800-
1850 

Entrez donc, 
monisuer… ne 
vous gêez pas… 
c'est un tableau 
vivant…  

Honoré 
Honoré 
Daumier Aubert 1538 

Daumier 
Register 

1847 
1800-
1850 

Un véritable 
amateur 

Honoré 
Honoré 
Daumier Aubert 1542 

Daumier 
Register 

1847 
1800-
1850 

Monsieur 
Filochard, ex-
marchand… 

Honoré 
Honoré 
Daumier Aubert 1544 

Daumier 
Register 

1847 
1800-
1850 

Comment 
trouvez-vous ce 
Saint là… 

Honoré 
Honoré 
Daumier Aubert 1556 

Daumier 
Register 
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1847 
1800-
1850 

Oui c'est bien 
feue ma 
femme!...  

Honoré 
Honoré 
Daumier Aubert 1657 

Daumier 
Register 

1847 
1800-
1850 

Seule manière 
de faire poser un 
enfant avec fruit 

Honoré 
Honoré 
Daumier Aubert 1582 

Daumier 
Register 

1847 
1800-
1850 

Est-il dieu 
permis…fendre 
du bois dans ma 
salle à manger!...  

Honoré 
Honoré 
Daumier Aubert 1596 

Daumier 
Register 

1848 
1800-
1850 

Madame, j'ai 
bien 
l'honneur!... 

Honoré 
Honoré 
Daumier Aubert 1721 

Daumier 
Register 

1848 
1800-
1850 

Faudra que je 
vous fasse faire 
un jour mon 
protrait dans ce 
genre là 

Honoré 
Honoré 
Daumier Aubert 1726 

Daumier 
Register 

1848 
1800-
1850 

A la recherche 
d'une forêt en 
Champagne 

Honoré 
Honoré 
Daumier Aubert 1723 

Daumier 
Register 

1848 
1800-
1850 

Inconvénient 
d'envoyer un 
mauvais tableau 
à l'exposition… 

Honoré 
Honoré 
Daumier Aubert 1728 

Daumier 
Register 

1849 
1800-
1850 Actualites no. 52 Cham Aubert 

Tf- 85- PET 
FOL BnF 

1849 
1800-
1850 

Croquis du Jour 
no. 12 Ch. Vernier? Aubert 

Tf- 90-PET 
FOL BnF 

1849 
1800-
1850 

Un français peint 
par lui-même 

Honoré 
Honoré 
Daumier Aubert 1722 

Daumier 
Register 

1850 
1800-
1850 

V'la mon 
petit…s'il n'a pas 
assez de moyens 
pour être avec 
moi…  

Honoré 
Honoré 
Daumier Aubert 1703 

Daumier 
Register 

1850 
1800-
1850 

Manière polie de 
mettre un 
bourgeois à la 
porte d'un 
atelier… 

Honoré 
Honoré 
Daumier Aubert 1723 

Daumier 
Register 

1850 
1800-
1850 

Comment, St. 
Gervais a pris 

Honoré 
Honoré 
Daumier Aubert 1724 

Daumier 
Register 
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cette position 
là… 

 

1800-
1850 

Caricature 
contre un 
critique d'art   

Moeurs 
106/1 

Musée 
Carnaval
et 

 

1800-
1850 

Piquemalin ou 
les singeries du 
jour   

Moeurs 
107/4 

Musée 
Carnaval
et 

 

1800-
1850 

Le Peintre et son 
Modèle A. R.   

Moeurs 
107/4 

Musée 
Carnaval
et 

 

1800-
1850 

Une Poussee 
d'Artistes chez 
l'Editeur A. Gobert Genty 

Tf 41 
Caricatures 
Intellectuelle
s BnF 

 

1800-
1850 

Le sort des 
artistes   KC 164 T. 2 BnF 

 

1800-
1850 

La Marchande 
de Tableaux ou 
les Amateurs en 
Plein Vent 

Pierre 
Alexandre 
Wille  KC 164 T. 10 BnF 

 

1800-
1850 Amour des arts N.C.D.  KC 164 T. 10 BnF 

 

1800-
1850    KC 164 T. 5 BnF 

 

1800-
1850    KC 164 T. 2 BnF 

 

1800-
1850    KC 164 T. 2 BnF 

 

1800-
1850 

Triomphe de la 
Peinture   

Arsenal- EST. 
Pet. Fol. E 3 
Imagerie 
Populaire BnF 

 

1800-
1850 

Le Grand Diable 
Mammon 
d'Argent  Basset 

Arsenal- EST- 
204 BnF 

 

1800-
1850 

Les Artistes du 
18eme siecle   

Arsenal- EST. 
- 209 BnF 

 

1800-
1850 

Le coup de feu 
de l'artiste   

Arsenal- EST- 
206 BnF 

 

1800-
1850 

L'Artiste dans 
son coup defeu  Martinet 

Arsenal- EST- 
206 BnF 

 

1800-
1850 

Vous faites 
beaucoup de  Benoit 

Arsenal- EST. 
-208 BnF 
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progres mon 
Chere 

 

1800-
1850 

L'Heureuse 
Artiste   

TF- 5- Pet. 
Fol.  BnF 

 

1800-
1850 

Diables de 
Lithographie, no. 
4 Aumont Dc- 205 (b) BnF 

 

1800-
1850 

Diables de 
Lithographie, no. 
10 Aumont Dc- 205 (b) BnF 

 

1800-
1850 Paris tel quil est   Charon Tf- 21- FOL BnF 

 

1800-
1850 

Bizarerries 
Diaboloiques no. 
1 

Caroline 
Naudet  

Tf- 94- PET 
FOL BnF 

 

1800-
1850  Gerard  

KC-MAT-11 
Boite PET 
FOL 577 BnF 

 

1800-
1850 Atelier de M***   

KC-MAT-11 
Boite PET 
FOL 577 BnF 

 

1800-
1850    

KC-MAT-11 
Boite PET 
FOL 578 BnF 

 

1800-
1850  Grandville  

Dc- 199 (D 
5)- FOL BnF 

 

1800-
1850 

Le Figaro de la 
Valee   Tf- 41- FOL BnF 

 

1800-
1850  

Honoré 
Honoré 
Daumier  5455 

Daumier 
Register 
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APPENDIX 2 

BIBLIOGRAPHIC METADATA FOR THEATRICAL AND LITERARY ART-WORLD SATIRE  

Exact 
Date 

Object 
Type 

Theater 
Presented Title 

First 
Author Call Number Library 

1757 Theatre 

Foire 
Saint-
Laurent 

Le Peintre 
Amoureux de son 
modele 

Louis 
Anséaume 

NUMM-
567500 BnF 

1758 Theatre 

Foire 
Saint-
Germain 

Gilles, garcon 
peintre, z-
amoureux-t-et 
rival 

Antoine-
Alexandre-
Henri 
Poinsinet 

NUMM-
5774303 BnF 

1771 Fiction  

Abjuration d'un 
Vieux Peintre 

R. de S.J. 
Pingebat 

NUMM-
111795 BnF 

1773 Theatre  Le Connoisseur 

Guillaume-
René Le 
Fébure ARS THN-5399 BnF 

1776 Fiction  

La confession publique du 
brocanteur 

NUMM-
6254860 BnF 

1782 Fiction  Architecture 

Louis-
Sébastien 
Mercier 

DC729 .M55 
1782 

Rubenstei
n 

1782 Fiction  

Ecole gratuite de 
Dessin 

Louis-
Sébastien 
Mercier 

DC729 .M55 
1782 

Rubenstei
n 

1782 Fiction  Graveurs 

Louis-
Sébastien 
Mercier 

DC729 .M55 
1782 

Rubenstei
n 

1782 Fiction  Les Greniers 

Louis-
Sébastien 
Mercier 

DC729 .M55 
1782 

Rubenstei
n 

1782 Fiction  

L'orthographe 
publique 

Louis-
Sébastien 
Mercier 

DC729 .M55 
1782 

Rubenstei
n 

1782 Fiction  Musées 

Louis-
Sébastien 
Mercier 

DC729 .M55 
1782 

Rubenstei
n 

1782 Fiction  Oisifs 

Louis-
Sébastien 
Mercier 

DC729 .M55 
1782 

Rubenstei
n 
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1782 Fiction  

Peintres en 
Portraits 

Louis-
Sébastien 
Mercier 

DC729 .M55 
1782 

Rubenstei
n 

1782 Fiction  Sallon de Peinture 

Louis-
Sébastien 
Mercier 

DC729 .M55 
1782 

Rubenstei
n 

1782 Fiction  Sybarites 

Louis-
Sébastien 
Mercier 

DC729 .M55 
1782 

Rubenstei
n 

1782 Fiction  

Tableaux, 
Dessins, 
Estampes, &c 

Louis-
Sébastien 
Mercier 

DC729 .M55 
1782 

Rubenstei
n 

1782 Fiction  

Vente de 
Tableaux 

Louis-
Sébastien 
Mercier 

DC729 .M55 
1782 

Rubenstei
n 

1783 Theatre Italien 

Le 
Demenagement 
d'Arlequin, 
Marchand de 
Tableaux 

Charles-
Nicolas-
Joseph-
Justin 
Favart ARS GD-8526 BnF 

1784 Theatre  

La Maison de 
campagne a la 
mode ou la 
comedie d'apres 
nature 

Claude-
Henri 
Watelet 

NUMM-
108860 BnF 

1789 Theatre Versailles Le Connoisseur Rouillé ARS GD-7976 BnF 

1793 Theatre Vaudeville Nicaise, Peintre 

François-
Pierre-
Auguste 
Léger ARS THN-1342 BnF 

1793 Theatre 

Mlle 
Montansi
er Le Connoisseur 

Benoit-
Joseph 
Marsollier 
des 
Vivetères ARS GD-7979 BnF 

1798 Theatre Vaudeville 

Le 
Demenagement 
du Salon ou le 
Portrait de Gilles 

François-
Pierre-
Auguste 
Léger IFN-10524289 BnF 

1799 Theatre 
Jeunes 
Artistes 

Le Peintre dans 
son menage 

Jacques-
André 
Jacquelin ARS GD-15753 BnF 

1801 Theatre Gaité 

Les Portraits au 
Salon ou le 
Mariage Imprévu 

Michel-
Nicolas 
Balisson de IFN-10527705 BnF 
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Rougemon
t 

1802 Theatre Vaudeville 
Le Peintre 
francais a Londres 

Pierre-Yves 
Barré 8-RF-16392 BnF 

1802 Theatre 

Français 
de la rue 
Richelieu 

L'intrigue 
epistolaire 

Philippe-
François-
Nazaire 
Fabre 
d'Eglantine ARS GD-12049 BnF 

1802 Theatre 
Jeunes 
Artistes 

Croutinet, ou le 
Salon de 
Montargis 

Joseph 
Ernest 
Sutton de 
Clonard IFN-10527780 BnF 

1803 Theatre  

Clemence et 
Waldemar, ou Le 
peintre par 
amour 

Benoit 
Pelletier-
Volmérang
es 

NUMM-
5813406 BnF 

1808 Theatre Variétés 

M. Dupinceau, ou 
Le Peintre 
d'Enseigne 

Armand 
Croizette ARS GD-14406 BnF 

1809 Theatre Vaudeville 

Lantara, ou Le 
Peintre au 
cabaret 

Pierre-Yves 
Barré 

8-RF-32454 (6, 
42) BnF 

1809 Theatre Vaudeville 

Le Peintre 
francais en 
Espagne, ou le 
Dernier soupir de 
l'Inquisition 

Pierre-Yves 
Barré 8-RF-16409 BnF 

1814 Theatre Variétés 

Monsieur 
Crouton, ou 
L'Aspirant au 
Salon 

Charles-
Francois-
Jean-
Baptiste 
Moreau de 
Commagny ARS THN-3474 BnF 

1814 Theatre 
Opéra-
Comique 

Angela, ou 
l'Atelier de Jean-
Cousin 

G. 
Montcloux 
d'Epinay 

NUMM058536
02 BnF 

1816 Theatre Variétés 

Le peintre et le 
comedien ou 7 et 
2 font 3 Saint-Félix ARS GD-15754 BnF 

1818 Theatre Variétés 

M. Sans-Souci, ou 
le Peintre en 
Prison 

Paul 
Ledoux ARS GD-14480 BnF 
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1823 Theatre Vaudeville 

Le Lithographe ou 
les scenes 
populaires 

Charles-
Augustin 
Sewrin ARS GD-20148 BnF 

1823 Theatre 

Gymnase 
Dramatiqu
e 

L'atelier de 
peinture 

Charles-
Augustin 
Sewrin 

NUMM-
5529938 BnF 

1824 Theatre Variétés 

La Jeunesse d'un 
Grand Peintre, ou 
Les Artistes a 
Rome 

Jules 
Vernet ARS GD-12438 BnF 

1824 Theatre 

Gymnase 
Dramatiqu
e 

La Mansarde des 
artistes Eugène Scribe BnF 

1827 Theatre Variétés 

Les Dames 
Peintres, ou 
l'Atelier a la 
Mode 

Gabriel de 
Lurieu ARS GD-8363 BnF 

1828 Theatre 
Nouveaut
és 

M. Ducroquis, ou 
le Peintre en 
Voyage 

Emmanuel 
Théaulon ARS GD-14403 BnF 

1828 Theatre 
Nouveaut
és 

Le Peintre et le 
courtisan 

Joseph-
Mathurin 
Brisset 8-RF-30145 BnF 

1830 Theatre 
L'Ambigu-
Comique 

La Lecon de 
dessin ou Mon 
ami Polycarpe 

Charles 
Desnoyer ARS GD-12818 BnF 

1831 Theatre 
Nouveaut
és 

Le Modele, 
Croquis d'Atelier 

Théodore 
Cogniard ARS GD-14217 BnF 

1831 Theatre Variétés 

Dorvigny et 
Lantara, ou Les 
Artistes au 
cabaret Nicoolas Brazier BnF 

1832 Theatre Gaité Tout pour ma fille E.F. Varez ARS THN-6147 BnF 

1836 Theatre 
Palais-
Royal Le Rapin 

Théodore 
Cogniard 

NUMM-
5813320 BnF 

1837 Theatre Variétés 

Crouton chef 
d'ecole, ou Le 
peintre 
veritablement 
artiste 

Emmanuel 
Théaulon ARS THN-3933 BnF 

1839 Fiction  

L'Atelier de 
Dantan Jeune 

Henry 
Berthoud 4-EGC-1061 BnF 

1839 Fiction  

Causerie 
artistique 

Maurice 
Alhoy 

PQ1295. M7 
1839 t.1 

Rubenstei
n 
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1839 Fiction  Le Rapin Louis Huart 
PQ1295. M7 
1839 t.1 

Rubenstei
n 

1839 Fiction  

Les Seances de 
l'atelier 

Maurice 
Alhoy 

PQ1295. M7 
1839 t.1 

Rubenstei
n 

1839 Fiction  

A propos de ce 
portrait et 
beaucoup 
d'autres 

Maurice 
Alhoy 

PQ1295. M7 
1839 t.2 

Rubenstei
n 

1841 Fiction  Le Rapin 

Jacques-
Germain 
Chaudes-
Aigues 

DC33.6 F82 
1841 t.1 

Rubenstei
n 

1841 Fiction  L'ami des artistes 
Francis 
Wey 

DC33.6 F82 
1841 t.1 

Rubenstei
n 

1841 Fiction  Le Modèle 
Emile de La 
Bédollière 

DC33.6 F82 
1841 t.2 

Rubenstei
n 

1841 Fiction  

Les Visiteurs du 
Salon 

Francis 
Guichardet 

DC33.6 F82 
1841 t.9 

Rubenstei
n 

1842 Fiction  Les Artistes 
Paul de 
Kock 

DC715. K6 
1842 t.1 

Rubenstei
n 

1843 Fiction  

L'Hotel des 
Comissaires-
Priseurs 

Charles 
Ballard 

DC715. K6 
1842 t.2 

Rubenstei
n 

1844 Fiction  

Rue et Faubourg-
Saint-Honoré 

Lottin de 
Lavl 

DC761 .L96 
1844 

Rubenstei
n 

1844 Fiction  

Rue et Faubourg-
Saint-Denis 

Arsène 
Houssaye 

DC761 .L96 
1844 

Rubenstei
n 

1844 Fiction  

Rue Notre-
Damde-de-
Lorette 

Louis 
Lurine 

DC761 .L96 
1844 

Rubenstei
n 

 Theatre  

Les debardeurs 
ou l'atelier, le bal 
et l'etude 

Saint-
Amand 

NUMM-
6547883 BnF 
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APPENDIX 3 

HIERARCHICAL CODING OR CONTROLLED VOCABULARY IN NVIVO 

Name Sources References 

Iconography 0 0 

Activities 0 0 

Art Market Activities 41 53 

Auction 2 2 

Boutique Sales 2 2 

Other Art Market Activities 12 12 

Patron-Client Exchange 19 19 

Street Sales 6 6 

Artmaking 209 237 

Destroying Artwork 4 4 

Drawing 36 38 

Graffiting 2 2 

Other Artmaking 2 2 

Painting 145 154 

Pigment grinding 3 3 

Printmaking_Illustrating 11 12 

Sculpting 10 11 

Submitting Art to Salon 9 9 

Bodily Functions 12 15 

Administering Enema 2 2 

Defecating_Peeing 4 4 

Flatulating 3 3 

Other Bodily Functions 2 2 

Shaving 2 2 

Connoisseurial 140 150 

Counselling_Instructing 20 20 

Evaluating 10 10 

Other Connoisseurial 1 1 

Viewing 113 117 

Food Consumption 17 19 

Drinking 15 15 

Eating 4 4 

Moving (demenagement) 4 4 



376 
 

Procession 10 10 

Quarreling 14 14 

Romancing 18 28 

Fondling 1 1 

Kissing 5 5 

Other Romancing 10 10 

Sitting on Lap 2 2 

Tail Pulling 2 2 

Tending Fire 7 7 

Writing 13 13 

Human Figures 0 0 

Individual 44 53 

Artists 13 18 

Arts administrators 6 6 

Critics_Connoisseurs 6 6 

Other 1 1 

Political figures 11 12 

Publishers 10 10 

Types 434 1117 

Art Seller 17 25 

Colporteur 10 10 

Other Art Seller 7 7 

Bourgeois 69 103 

Art Buyer 25 25 

Hunchback, Mayeux 14 15 

Other Bourgeois 30 30 

Children 27 31 

Connoisseur_Art Critic 60 63 

Jobs_Professions 74 81 

Model 67 69 

Female 21 21 

Male 9 9 

Portrait Sitter 38 38 

Other Artist 23 37 

Actor, Street 2 2 

Musician 11 11 

Other other Artist 8 8 

Writer 7 7 

Salon 39 44 

Audience 33 38 
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Jury 6 6 

Visual Artist 321 578 

Architect 2 2 

Other Visual Artist 25 25 

Painter 266 436 

Bohemian 27 27 

Classic 7 7 

Door Painter 1 1 

History Painter 11 11 

Instructor 15 15 

Landscape 19 20 

Other Painter 120 120 

Portraitist 48 48 

Romantic 8 8 

Shopsign Painter 20 22 

Theatre_Literary Figure 10 10 

Woman 11 11 

Printmaker 17 20 

Engraver 4 4 

Lithographer 15 16 

Sculptor 10 11 

Student 33 53 

Children 13 14 

Other Student 14 14 

Woman 7 7 

Women 64 86 

Objects_Attributes 0 0 

Alcohol bottles 20 20 

Animals 100 228 

Bird 15 40 

Other Bird 10 10 

Parrott 1 1 

Peacock 6 10 

Feather 5 6 

Other Peacock 2 2 

Turkey 5 5 

Cat 12 16 

Dog 32 35 

Donkey 27 57 

Ears 6 7 
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Head 3 4 

Other Donkey 20 20 

Frog_Toad 1 4 

Insects 7 7 

Lobster 1 1 

Monkey 22 39 

Other Animals 8 8 

Pig_Boar 4 4 

Ram_Goat 1 1 

Snake 1 1 

Antique objects 17 31 

Egyptian 3 6 

Greco-Roman 14 19 

Other Antique Objects 3 3 

Art making Objects 322 1039 

Frame 4 5 

Print-related 87 160 

Album 17 31 

Caricatures 13 25 

In this collection 3 3 

Other Caricatures 10 10 

Folio 47 53 

Lithographic stone 12 20 

Physiologie 1 3 

Prints 19 27 

Shopsign 21 26 

Tools 267 846 

Brush 135 163 

Easel 169 181 

Mahlstick 99 108 

Other Tools 18 18 

Palette 171 188 

Statuary 72 156 

Armor 13 16 

Mannequin 12 12 

Other Statuary 51 51 

Skull 6 6 

Art Object 285 711 

Other Art Object 2 2 

Painting 263 620 
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Lewd 3 3 

Other Painting 260 260 

Statuary 34 81 

Lewd 5 5 

Other Statuary 31 31 

Arts_Culture signs 26 36 

Arts symbol pile 11 11 

Great-artist burst 4 4 

Laurels 16 21 

Books 9 12 

Cuckold's horns 1 1 

Don Quixote symbolism 6 8 

Castle 1 1 

Windmill 5 7 

Enema syringe 2 2 

Furnace 18 18 

Guitar 6 6 

Ladder 18 21 

Lamp_lantern 2 2 

Magnifying Device 96 112 

Loop 18 18 

Monocle 10 10 

Other Magnifying Device 2 2 

Pince-nez_Glasses 69 76 

Telescope 4 4 

Mirror 5 5 

Newspaper 7 7 

Outfit Accessories 301 712 

Cane 35 40 

Hair 170 295 

Facial hair 95 136 

Long men's hair 78 98 

Wig 50 61 

Hat 150 252 

Bicorn 26 30 

Bohemian_Eclectic Hat 26 31 

Top hat 106 178 

Tricorn 12 13 

Medal 3 10 

Painter's cap 2 2 
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Painter's smock 67 69 

Robe 0 0 

Sword 17 17 

Umbrella 24 27 

Outfit Type 155 183 

Ancien Regime_Noble 41 46 

Bohemian_eccentric 22 25 

Bourgeois_Professional 79 89 

Military 23 23 

Pear 3 3 

Pipe 5 6 

Salon livret 16 20 

Silhouettes 1 4 

Violin 3 3 

Setting 0 0 

Indoors 235 277 

Library 1 1 

Other Indoors 38 38 

Restaurant 4 4 

Studio 192 196 

Museum 20 20 

Outdoors 122 165 

Country 26 26 

Other Outdoors 37 37 

Street 62 62 

Salon exhibition 39 39 

Storefront 29 49 

Bouquiniste 6 6 

Caricatures in window 4 4 

Other Storefront 19 19 

Unclear 68 68 

Symbols 0 0 

Allegorical_Mythological 73 129 

Concepts 31 51 

Evil spirit 7 8 

Fame 10 10 

Bum trumpet 1 1 

Mouth trumpet 9 9 

Fine Arts 7 7 

France_Athena 4 4 
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Glory 1 1 

Ignorance 10 10 

Justice 2 2 

Misfortune 2 2 

Theatre 0 0 

Time 5 5 

Trades 0 0 

Truth 2 2 

Devil 18 24 

Figures from Theatre_Literature 33 54 

Commedia dell'Arte 11 13 

Crouton 10 15 

Don Quixote 3 3 

Figaro 3 3 

Jester_Bouffon 8 12 

Jocko 2 2 

Other Figures from Theatre 3 3 

Greco-Roman Gods_Monsters 23 38 

Apollo 8 8 

Bacchus 1 1 

Chimera 4 4 

Fortuna 2 2 

Fury 7 8 

Jupiter 4 4 

Mercury 5 5 

Putti 1 1 

Satyr 5 5 
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424 
 

FIGURE 1.11 

 

Hippolyte Bellangé, published by Gihaut frères. 1833. Album Lithographique. Lithograph. 

BnF, Paris. 

 

  



425 
 

FIGURE 1.12 
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François-André Vincent. “Pierre-Charles Jombert.” ca. 1774. Grey crayon and brown wash 

counter-proof on paper. 124 by 39.5 cm. Département des Arts graphiques, Musée du 

Louvre, Paris. 
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FIGURE 1.17 

 

Thomas Rowlandson. ca. 1800. The Sculptor. Hand-colored etching. 29.2 by 22.3cm. British 

Museum, London. 
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FIGURE 1.18 

 

Henri Monnier. 1826. Récréations. Hand-colored lithograph. 21.5 by 16.5cm. BnF, Paris. 
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FIGURE 1.19 

 

J.J. Grandville. 1829. Académie de dessin. Hand-colored lithograph. 30 by 22.9cm. BnF, Paris. 
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FIGURE 1.20 

 

Paul Gavarni. 1838. Les Artistes No. 1. Lithograph. 18.5 by 25.6cm. BnF, Paris. 

 



434 
 

FIGURE 1.21 

 
 

Honoré Daumier. 1839. Musée pour rire no.15, Les séances de l’atelier. Lithograph. 20.5 by 

27.5cm. BnF, Paris. 
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FIGURE 1.22 

 

Early 18th century. Les cris de Paris. Etching. BnF, Paris. 
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FIGURE 1.23 

 

1804. Encore des Musards du Rue de Coq. Hand-colored etching. 34 by 25.9cm. BnF, Paris. 
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FIGURE 2.1 

 
 

William Hogarth. 1743. Characters and Caricaturas. Etching. 25.8 by 20.3 cm. British 

Museum, London.  
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FIGURE 2.2 

 
 

Joshua Reynolds. 1751. Parody of Raphael’s ‘School of Athens.’ Oil on canvas. 97 by 135cm. 

National Gallery of Ireland, Dublin.  
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FIGURE 2.3 

 

Francis Grose. 1791. Plate 1 in Rules for drawing Caricaturas. Etching and engraving. Getty 

Research Institute, Los Angeles, CA. 
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FIGURE 2.4 

 
Matthew and Mary Darly. 1762. Plates 7 and 8. A Book of Caricaturas. Etching and 

Engraving. Lewis Walpole Library, Farmington, CT.  
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FIGURE 2.5 

 

           
 

Left: Bernard Picart after Charles Le Brun. 1698. L’Admiration in Conférence de M. Le Brun. 
Etching and engraving. Paris: E. Picart.   

Right: ibid. de la Jalousie naist l’aversion  
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FIGURE 2.6 

 

 

Top: Charles Le Brun. Deux têtes de cheval. Black chalk and ink on paper. 23.8 by 36.3cm. 
Département des Arts graphiques, Musée du Louvre, Paris.  

Bottom: Charles Le Brun. Deux têtes d’hommes en relation avec le cheval. Black chalk and ink 
on paper. 23.1 by 32.8cm. Département des Arts graphiques, Musée du Louvre, Paris.   
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FIGURE 2.7 

 

Top: Charles Le Brun. Le Mépris et la haine: deux têtes de face et une de profil. Black chalk 

and ink on paper. 19.6 by 25.5cm. Département des Arts graphiques, Musée du Louvre, 

Paris. 

Bottom: Charles le Brun. La Hain ou la jalousie: tête d’homme vue de trois-quarts. Black chalk 

on paper annotated in ink. Département des Arts graphiques, Musée du Louvre, Paris.  
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FIGURE 2.8 

 
 

After William Hogarth. 1781. Caricatures d’apres Hogarth in Essai sur la physiognomie. 

Etching and engraving. Hague: Jaques van Karnebeek.  
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FIGURE 2.9 

 
 

After William Hogarth. 1775. Table 8 in Physiognomische Fragmente. Etching and engraving. 
Leipzig: Ben Weidmanns Erben und Reich.   
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FIGURE 2.10 

  
abc 
 

Left: Jully after Saly. “Antoine Derizet.” Etching on paper. 36 by 39 cm. BnF, Paris.  

Right: Jully after Saly. “Jean-François de Troy.” Etching on paper. 36 by 39 cm. BnF, Paris. 
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FIGURE 2.11 

 
 

Left: Jully after Saly. “Rosa Diupert.” Etching in paper. 36 by 39cm. BnF, Paris.  

Right: Saly. “Rosa Diupert.” Red chalk on paper. Private collection. Taken from Bent 

Sørensen, “Some drawings by Jacques Saly.” in Master Drawings 32.3 (1994): 255. 
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FIGURE 2.12 

 
 

Left: Jully after Saly. Etching on paper. 36 by 39cm. BnF, Paris.  

Right: Pier Leone Ghezzi. M.r Salì Pensionario. Pen and Ink. Biblioteca Vaticana, Rome.  
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FIGURE 2.13 

 
 

Franconville after Stouf. ca. 1774. Plate 1. Etching on paper. Nationalmuseum, Sweden. 
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FIGURE 2.14 

 
 

Franconville after Stouf. ca. 1774. Plate 2. Etching on paper. Nationalmuseum, Sweden.  
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FIGURE 2.15 

 
 

Franconville after Stouf. ca. 1774. Plate 3. Etching on paper. Nationalmuseum, Sweden. 
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FIGURE 2.16 

 
 

Franconville after Stouf. ca. 1774. Plate 4. Etching on paper. Nationalmuseum, Sweden.  
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FIGURE 2.17 

 
 

François-André Vincent. ca. 1773.Black chalk counter-proofs on paper. 42 by 32 cm. Musée 

Carnavalet, Paris.  

Artists pictured, left to right, Top Row: Berthélemy, Le Bouteux, Ménageot;  

Bottom Row: Moitte, Stouf, Pâris. 
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FIGURE 2.18 

 

 
Charles Garnier. ca. 1850. Black crayon on tracing paper. École nationale supérieure des 

beaux-arts, Paris.  

Top: Aubert faisant le portrait de Biennoury. Biennoury faisant le portrait d’Aubert. 17.9 by 

25.2 cm. Bottom: Danger de coiffer un professeur à l’ensvers. 14.2 by 18.2 cm. 
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FIGURE 2.19 

 

 
Charles Garnier. ca. 1850. Black crayon on tracing paper. École nationale supérieure des 

beaux-arts, Paris.  

Top: 14.9 by 10.3 cm. Bottom:22.3 by 40.3 cm. 
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FIGURE 2.20

 

 
Pierre-Gabriel Berthault after Abraham Girardet. Premiere séance de l’institut natoinal le 15 

Germinal, An 4eme de la République. Etching and engraving on paper. 24 by 29cm. BnF, 
Paris. 
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FIGURE 2.21 

abc 
 

François-André Vincent. ca. 1800. Pen and ink on paper. 20 by 17 cm. Département des Arts 
graphiques, Musée du Louvre, Paris.  

Left: Quatremère de Quincy. Right: Jean-Guillaume Moitte. 
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FIGURE 2.22 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

François-André Vincent. ca. 1800. Pen and ink on paper. 20 by 17 cm. Département des Arts 

graphiques, Musée du Louvre, Paris.  

Left: Carle Vernet. Right: Jean-Jérôme Lalande. 
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FIGURE 2.23 

 

 
 

Julien-Léopold Boilly. Gouache on paper. 28.7 by 22.3cm. Bibliothèque de l’Institut, Paris.  

Top Left: Girodet. Top Right: Gérard. Bottom Left: Gros. Bottom Right: Guérin.  
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FIGURE 2.24 

 
Top: Julien-Léopold Boilly. “l’abbé Morellet.” Gouache on paper. 28.7 by 22.3cm. 

Bibliothèque de l’Institut, Paris.  

Bottom: Julien-Léopold Boilly. 1820. L’abbé Morellet. Lithography. 32 by 23 cm. gure 23  
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FIGURE 2.25 

 

 
Top: Julien-Léopold Boilly. “Dominique VivantDenon.” Gouache on paper. 28.7 by 22.3cm. 

Bibliothèque de l’Institut, Paris.  

Bottom: Julien-Léopold Boilly. 1820. Le baron Denon. Lithography. 32 by 23 cm. 
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FIGURE 2.26 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 

Horace Vernet. Pen and ink drawing. 18 by 24 cm. BnF, Paris. 

Top Left: Mr. Bidault Peintre. Top Right:  Mr le Cte de Forbin peintre. Bottom: Mr Spontini 

Musicien 
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FIGURE 2.27 

 
 

Antoine-Jean Gros. c. 1793-1800. Étude de manteau ou de pèlerine; tête caricaturale de profil, 

vers la gauche. Pencil and brown ink on paper. 22 by 16.9cm. Département des Arts 

graphiques, Louvre Museum, Paris. 
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FIGURE 2.28 

 
 

Paul Delaroche. 1853. Vierge agenouillée et autoportrait caricatural. Pen and brown ink on 

paper. 21 by 13.4cm. Département des Arts graphiques, Louvre Museum, Paris.  
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FIGURE 2.29 

 
 

  
 
 

Top Left: Monsieur Le Moine. Red chalk on paper. 8.5 by 12 cm. Paris: BnF. Top Right: 

Monsieur Cochin graveur. Red chalk on paper. 8.5 by 12 cm. BnF, Paris. 

Bottom Left: Monsieur Du Vivier, Graveur. Red chalk on paper. 8.5 by 12 cm. Paris: BnF. 

Bottom Right: Monsieur Coustou l’aisne. Red chalk on paper. 8.5  by 12cm. BnF, Paris. 



466 
 

FIGURE 2.30 

 

Calotines et charges (frontispiece). Red chalk on paper. 12.5 by 11cm. BnF, Paris. 
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FIGURE 2.31 

  

Left: “Lafont.” Ink and wash on paper. Bibliothèque historique de la ville de Paris (BHVP), 

Paris. Right: C. Constans after Vigneror. C.P. Lafont. Lithography. 42 by 29cm. BnF, Paris.  
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FIGURE 2.32 

 
 

Left: “Zimmerman.” Ink and wash on paper. BHVP, Paris.  

Right: Antoine-Jean Gros, Pierre-Joseph-Guillaume Zimmerman at his Piano. 1808. Oil on 

canvas. 118.5 by 91cm. Musée national des châteaux de Versailles et de Trianon, Versailles. 
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FIGURE 3.1 

 

Donat Nonotte. ca. 1741. Sébastien Le Clerc le fils, peintre et professeur de géométrie et de 
perspective à l’Académie Royal de Peinture. Oil painting on canvas. 129 by 96 cm. Musée 

national des châteaux de Versailles et de Trianon, Versailles.  
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FIGURE 3.2 

 
 

Alexandre Roslin. Hyacinthe Collin de Vermont, peintre. ca. 1753. Oil painting on canvas. 128 
by 98 cm. Musée national des châteaux de Versailles et de Trianon, Versailles.  



471 
 

FIGURE 3.3 

 
 

Antoine Benoist (from the circle of). Jacques Buirette, sculpteur, devant son morceau de 
réception à l’Académie en 1661. 1661. Oil painting on canvas. 178 by 92 cm. Musée national 

des châteaux de Versailles et de Trianon, Versailles.  
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FIGURE 3.4 

 
 

Left: Jean-Baptiste-Siméon Chardin. Autoportrait aux bésicles. 1773. Pastel. 47.5 by 38cm. 
Musée des Beaux-Arts, Orléans.  

Right: Maurice Quentin de la Tour. Louis de Silvestre. 1753. Pastel. 63 by 52cm. Musée 
Antoine Lécuyer, Saint-Quentin. 
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FIGURE 3.5 

 
 

Louis-Michel Van Loo. Autoportrait. 1762. 129.5 by 98cm. Oil on canvas. Musée national des 
châteaux de Versailles et de Trianon, Versailles.  
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FIGURE 3.6 

 
 

 
 

Top: Raphael. La Fornarina. ca. 1520. Oil on canvas. 87 by 63cm. Palazzo Barberini, Rome. 
Bottom: Jean-Auguste Dominique Ingres, Raphael and the Fornarina. 1814. Oil on canvas. 

64.8 by 53.3cm. Harvard Art Museum, Cambridge, MA. 



475 
 

FIGURE 3.7 

 
 

Louis-Léopold Boilly. Réunion d’artistes dans l’atelier d’Isabey. 1798. Oil on canvas. 72 by 
111cm. Louvre Museum, Paris. 
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FIGURE 3.8 

 
 

Léon-Matthieu Cochereau. Intérieur de l’atelier de David. 1814. Oil on canvas. 90 by 105cm. 
Louvre Museum, Paris.  
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FIGURE 3.9 

 
 

Louis-Léopold Boilly. Elèves de l’atelier du Baron Gros. 1820. Charcoal and gouache on paper. 
60cm by 45cm. Musée Carnavalet, Paris. 
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FIGURE 3.10 

 

 
 

Top: Horace Vernet, Jean-Baptiste Isabey,  1828. Oil on canvas. 81 by 64 cm. Louvre 
Museum, Paris. 

Bottom: Jean-Auguste-Dominique Ingres, Self-Portrait. 1859. Oil on canvas. 65 by 53 cm. 
Harvard Art Museum, Cambridge, MA.   
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FIGURE 3.11 

 
 

 
 

Top: Attr. To Théodore Géricault. Portrait d’un artiste dans son atelier. Oil on canvas. 147 by 
114cm. Louvre Museum, Paris.  

Bottom: Attr. to Alexandre Colin. Portrait de l’artiste. Oil on canvas. 41 by 32cm. Louvre 
Museum, Paris.  
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FIGURE 3.12 

 
 

Octave Tassaert. 1845. Intérieur d’atelier. Oil on canvas. 46 by 38cm. Louvre Museum, Paris. 
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FIGURE 3.13 

 
 

Eugène Delacroix. Circa 1830. Coin d’atelier. Le poêle. Oil on canvas. 51 by 44cm. Louvre 
Museum, Paris.  
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FIGURE 3.14 

 
 

18th century. Etching. 10 by 13cm. BnF, Paris.   
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FIGURE 3.15 

 
 

V.A. 1815. L’Amateur de Tableaux en Extase. Hand-colored etching. 25.6 by 34.8cm. BnF, 
Paris.   
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FIGURE 3.16 

 
 

Published by Martinet. 1840. Hand-colored lithograph. 14.5 by 19.1cm. BnF, Paris. 
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FIGURE 3.17 

 
 

Late 18th century, like Directory or Consulate. Etching. 15.1 by 24cm. Musée de la 
Révolution française, Vizille.   
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FIGURE 3.18 

 

Pierre Antoine Martini. 1785. Coup d’œil exact de l’arrangement des Peintures au Salon du 

Louvre, en 1785. Etching. 34.7 by 51.1cm. British Museum, London. 
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FIGURE 3.19 

 
 

1808. L’Entrée au Musée. Hand-colored etching.   
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FIGURE 3.20 

 

Charles-Joseph Traviès. 1842. Le Salon de 1842. Enthousiasme impossible à décrire. 

Lithograph. 23 by 32cm. BnF, Paris.  
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FIGURE 3.21 

 

Paul Gavarni. 1839. Le Salon. Lithograph. 26.1 by 33cm. BnF, Paris.   
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FIGURE 3.22 

 
 

Edmé Jean Pigal. 1824. Voici l’auteur. Lithograph. 25 by 33.5cm. BnF, Paris. 
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FIGURE 3.23 

 

 
 

Hippolyte Bellangé. 1832. Charges d’Atelier. Lithograph. 21.9 by 27.5cm. BnF, Paris. 
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FIGURE 3.24 

 
 

Jean-Pierre Moynet. 1843. La Vie d’Artiste. Lithograph. 26.7 by 35.5cm. BnF, Paris. 
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FIGURE 3.25 

 
 

Nicolas-Toussaint Charlet. 1828. Est-ce un Dindon? Lithograph. BnF, Paris. 
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FIGURE 3.26 

 
 

Charles Aubry. 1824. Les Peintres. 1824. Hand-colored lithograph. 36 by 26.5cm. BnF, Paris. 
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FIGURE 3.27 

 
 

Honoré Daumier. 1841. Le Distrait. Lithograph. 18.3 by 19.5cm. Daumier Register. 
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FIGURE 3.28 

 
 

Jules Platier. 1842. Les Quatres Saisons. L’Hiver. Lithograph. 27.5 by 36cm. BnF, Paris. 
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FIGURE 3.29 

 
 

Le Penitre [sic] d’Histoire encourager par le Gouvt. 1802. Hand-colored etching. 29 by 23cm. 
BnF, Paris. 
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FIGURE 3.30 

 
 

Charles Joseph Traviès. 1825. Tableau de Paris no. 15. Lithograph. 24.5 by 34cm. BnF, Paris. 
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FIGURE 3.31 

 
 

Paul Gavarni. 1838. Les Artistes no. 9. Lithograph. 19.5 by 25.6cm. BnF, Paris. 
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FIGURE 3.32 

 
 

Henri Monnier. 1827. Bon vin et fillette. Hand-colored lithograph. 21.5 by 23.5cm. BnF, Paris. 
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FIGURE 3.33 

 
 

Honoré Daumier. 1846. Les Bons Bourgeois no. 19. Lithograph. 21 by 24.8cm. Daumier 
Register. 
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FIGURE 4.1 

 

Jean-Baptiste Guélard after Christophe Huet. 1742. Le Me. Peintre. Hand colored etching and 

engraving. 20.7 by 14.5cm. BnF, Paris. 
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FIGURE 4.2 

 

Claude Duflos after Delarue. 1763. La Peinture. Etching and engraving. 27.9 by 39cm. BnF, 

Paris. 
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FIGURE 4.3 

 

Jean-Baptiste Guélard after Jean-Jacques Spoëde. 1743. Le Doyen des Me. Peintres. Etching 

and engraving. 26.2 by 37.5cm. Musée Carnavalet, Paris. 
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FIGURE 4.4 

 

Jean-Baptiste Michel aver Chevallier. Le Peintre Amoureux de son Modèle. Etching and 

engraving. 22.1 by 25.4. BnF, Paris. 
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FIGURE 4.5 

 

Henri Bonnart. c. 1680. Gallant Peintre. Etching and engraving. 24 by 33.5cm. BnF, Paris. 
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FIGURE 4.6 

 

1760. Le dessinateur Anglois. Etching and engraving. 18.5 by 20.5cm. BnF, Paris. 
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FIGURE 4.7 

 

Della Valle. Le Fin Connoisseur. Hand colored etching and engraving. 20.5 by 26.1cm. BnF, 

Paris.   
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FIGURE 4.8 

 

Charles-Germain de Saint-Aubin. 1769-1774. L’avez-vous reconnu? 1769. On vendit son 

cabinet en Bloc 100,000 ecus. 1774. Watercolor, ink, and graphite on paper. 13.2 by 18.7cm. 

Waddesdon Manor, Waddesdon. 
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FIGURE 4.9 

 

1747. Etching and engraving with mezzotint. 27 by 17.5cm. BnF, Paris. 
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FIGURE 4.10 

 

Claude-Henri Watelet (attr.). 1753. Etching and engraving. 13.5 by 21.5cm. BnF, Paris. 
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FIGURE 4.11 

 

Les Nouvellistes. Etching and engraving, 22.5 by 31cm. BnF, Paris. 
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FIGURE 4.12 

 

Charles-Nicolas Cochin in Les misotechnites aux enfers. Amsterdam: 1763. 
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FIGURE 4.13 

 

Charles-Nicolas Cochin in Les misotechnites aux enfers. Amsterdam: 1763. 
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FIGURE 4.14 

 

Charles-Nicolas Cochin in Les misotechnites aux enfers. Amsterdam: 1763. 
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FIGURE 4.15 

 

Anton Balthasar Dunker. Chap. II. Etching and engraving. 12.5 by 18.5cm. University of 

Pennsylvania Rare Books Room, Philadelphia. 
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FIGURE 4.16 

 

Claude Duflos after Étienne Jeaurat. 1757. Déménagement d’un peintre. Etching and 

engraving. 42.6 by 36cm. BnF, Paris. 
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FIGURE 4.17 

 

1760. L’Arbre de Cracovie. Etching and engraving. 42.5 by 26cm. BnF, Paris. 

(Detail of painter)  
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FIGURE 4.18 

 

Robert Bonnart. ca. 1680. Revandeuse. Etching and engraving. BnF, Paris. 
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FIGURE 4.19 

 

Edmé Bouchardon. ca. 1737-46. À Racomoder les vieuxsceaux, les vieux Soufflets.  Etching and 

engraving on paper. BnF, Paris.  
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FIGURE 4.20 

 

Le Peintre de Portraits tourmenté par ses Créanciers. Etching and engraving. 26.7 by 21cm. 

BnF, Paris. 
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FIGURE 4.21 

 

Maleuvre. 1799. Dugazon dans le rôle de Mr Fougère. Hand colored etching and engraving. 

11 by 18cm. BnF, Paris. 
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FIGURE 4.22 

 

Le citoyen Dupanceau. Etching and engraving. 38.8 by 28cm. BnF, Paris. 
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FIGURE 4.23 

 

Published by Basset. Le Grand Diable Mammon d’Argent: Patron de la Finance. Hand colored 

etching and engraving. 40 by 28.5cm. BnF, Paris. 
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FIGURE 4.24 

 

1789. Je suis comme le Tems au Gagne Petit. Hand colored aquatint and etching. 15.7 by 

22cm. BnF, Paris. 
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FIGURE 4.25 

 

David Teniers II. 1640s. The Knife-Grinder. Oil on wood. 42 by 30cm. Musée du Louvre, 

Paris. 
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FIGURE 4.26 

 

Published by Charon and Martinet. Paris tel quil [sic] est. Hand colored etching and 

engraving. 36.1 by 26.1cm. BnF, Paris. 

(Detail of painter)  
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FIGURE 4.27 

 

Published by Martinet. L’Artiste dans son coup defeu. Hand colored etching and engraving. 

25 by 33.5. BnF, Paris. 
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FIGURE 4.28 

 

Published by Basset. 1795. Le professeur de Dessin. Etching and engraving. 28.5 by 37cm. 

BnF, Paris. 
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FIGURE 4.29 

 

Etching and engraving. 28.5 by 19.5cm. BnF, Paris.  
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FIGURE 4.30 

 

1798. Eh bien Messieurs! deux millions! Aquatint. 20.9 by 16.3cm. BnF, Paris. 
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FIGURE 4.31 

 

N.C.D. (attr.) Amour des arts. Hand colored etching. 43.4 by 34cm. BnF, Paris. 

  



533 
 

FIGURE 4.32 

 

ca. 1798.  L’Organisateur. Etching. 33.3 by 25.5cm. BnF, Paris. 
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FIGURE 4.33 

 

1791. Envain contre les Arts, ce vieux Roquet s’escrime, C’est le Serpent qui mords la Lime. 

Engraving. 13.4 by 19.7cm. BnF, Paris. 
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FIGURE 4.34 

 

1791. Mr. L’Ane comme il n’y en a point. Etching. 27 by 24cm. BnF, Paris.  
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FIGURE 4.35 

 

E. Le Sueur. 1796. Etching. 37.1 by 28.6cm. BnF, Paris. 
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FIGURE 4.36  

 

1797. Decret Pas-Tenté sur les Arts du 9 Fructidor An 5. Etching and engraving. 27 by 40cm. 

BnF, Paris.  
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FIGURE 4.37 

 

Le sort des artistes. Etching. 27 by 19.1cm. BnF, Paris. 
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FIGURE 5.1 

 

Lorenzo Bartolini. 1805. Napoleon I. Cast bronze sculpture. 155 by 91 by 76cm. Louvre 
Museum, Paris. 
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FIGURE 5.2 

 

Benjamin Zix. Visite de personnages étrangers dans le Museum National. Ink and 
watercolour. 17 by 26cm. Département des arts graphiques, Louvre Museum, Paris. 
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FIGURE 5.3 

 

ca. 1814. Dans l’enfance des arts… Etching. BnF, Paris. 
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FIGURE 5.4 

 

ca. 1814. Le Figaro de la Valée ou le perruquier la faveur. Etching. 8.2 by 10cm. BnF, Paris.  
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FIGURE 5.5 

 

ca. 1814. Saute pour Le Roy. Hand colored etching. 13.5 by 16.9. BnF, Paris. 
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FIGURE 5.6 

 

ca. 1814. Saute pour le Roi. Hand colored etching. BnF, Paris. 
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FIGURE 5.7 

 

ca. 1814. L’Ane noir, et le singe vivant avec son chat. Etching. 26.5 by 24cm. BnF, Paris. 
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FIGURE 5.8 

 

Alexandre-Joseph Desenne. 1826. Le Peintre Classique. Lithograph. 35.6 by 27.1cm. Musée 

Carnavalet, Paris. 
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FIGURE 5.9 

 

Alexandre-Joseph Desenne. 1826. Le Peintre Romantique. Lithograph. 35.6 by 27.1cm. 

Musée Carnavalet, Paris. 
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FIGURE 5.10 

 

Musketeer vest from Restoration. Musée de l’Armée, Paris (994.78). 
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FIGURE 5.11 

 

1828. Album Classico-Romantique. Lithograph. 38 by 28cm. Musée Carnavalet, Paris.  
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FIGURE 5.12 

 

1828. Album Classico-Romantique. Lithograph. 38 by 28cm. Musée Carnavalet, Paris.  
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FIGURE 5.13 

 

1828. Album Classico-Romantique. Lithograph. 38 by 28cm. Musée Carnavalet, Paris.  
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FIGURE 5.14 

 

Published by Genty. 1817. Crédit est Mort. Les Mauvais Payeurs l’ont Tué. Hand colored 

etching and engraving. 34.5 by 26.8cm. BnF, Paris. 
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FIGURE 5.15 

 

17th century (dated ca. 1656 by Michel Hennin). Crédit est mort, il faut payer. Engraving. 

BnF, Paris. 

  



554 
 

FIGURE 5.16 

 

A.B. 1824. La vie d’un Artiste. La ressource. Hand colored lithograph. 26.6 by 36cm. Musée 

Carnavalet, Paris. 
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FIGURE 5.17 

 

A.B. 1824. La vie d’un Artiste. Le déménagement. Hand colored lithograph. 26.6 by 36cm. 

Musée Carnavalet, Paris. 
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FIGURE 5.18 

 

J.J. Grandville (attr.). 1829. Miroir grotesque. A la fin on perd patience. Lithograph. 34.5 by 

25cm. BnF, Paris. 
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FIGURE 5.19 

 

Edmé-Jean Pigal. 1822. Chien de métier! Hand colored lithograph. 27 by 41.5cm. BnF, Paris. 
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FIGURE 5.20 

 

G… 1778. Le peintre Lentara. Etchign and engraving. 22.8 by 17.5cm. Musée de la Révolution 

Française, Vizille. 
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FIGURE 5.21 

 

A.B. 1824. La Vie d’un Artiste. Le feu de la Composition. Hand colored lithograph. 26.6 by 

36cm. Musée Carnavalet, Paris. 
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FIGURE 5.22 

 

A.B. 1824. La Vie d’un Artiste. Misère et Famine. Hand colored lithograph. 26.6 by 36cm. 

Musée Carnavalet, Paris. 
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FIGURE 5.23 

 

Auguste Raffet. 1827. Ces Croutes là en font manger d’autres. Lithograph. 27.5 by 35.5cm. 

BnF, Paris. 
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FIGURE 5.24 

 

A.B. 1824. La Vie d’un Artiste. Le feu de la Composition. Hand colored lithograph. 26.6 by 

36cm. Musée Carnavalet, Paris. 
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FIGURE 5.25 

 

A.B. 1824. La Vie d’un Artiste. Le feu de la Composition. Hand colored lithograph. 26.6 by 

36cm. Musée Carnavalet, Paris. 
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FIGURE 5.26 

 

Hyppolite Bellangé. 1824. Lithograph. 22.5 by 26.5. BnF, Paris. 

  



565 
 

FIGURE 5.27 

 

Auguste Raffet. 1828. Gâres les Albums. Lithograph. 30 by 24.5cm. BnF, Paris. 
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FIGURE 5.28 

 

Published by Henry Gaugain. 1829. Album Lithographique pour 1829. 29 by 47cm. BnF, 

Paris. 
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FIGURE 5.29 

 

Hippolyte Flandrin. 1815. Lady-Formité et Fidele en Séance chez Mr. Crouton. Hand colored 

etching and engraving. 17 by 22.1cm. BnF, Paris. 
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FIGURE 5.30 

 

Published by A. Cornillon. 1822. L’amateur chez Crouton. Hand colored lithograph. 20.5 by 

25cm. Musée Carnavalet, Paris. 
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FIGURE 5.31 

 

Published by Beaublé fils. 1814. Le désarroi. Hand colored etching and engraving. 24.2 by 

30cm. BnF, Paris. 
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FIGURE 5.32 

 

Published by Martinet. 1816. Monsieur Crouton dans son Attelier. ou le Triomphe des Arts. 

Hand colored etching. 17 by 22.1cm. Musée Carnavalet, Paris. 
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FIGURE 5.33 

 

Published by Guffanti. 1822. L’Homme de l’art dans l’embarras de son métier. Lithograph. 

25.5 by 34cm. BnF, Paris. 
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FIGURE 5.34 

 

Published by C. Engelmann. 1822. La dernière touche. Hand colored lithograph. 28 by 

38.2cm. BnF, Paris. 
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FIGURE 5.35 

 

Nicolas-Toussaint Charlet. 1823. J’aime la couleur. Lithograph. 19.5 by 27.2cm. BnF, Paris. 
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FIGURE 5.36 

 

A. Barincou. 1824. Les Arts et la Misère. Lithograph. 25 by 35.3cm. BnF, Paris. 
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FIGURE 5.37 

 

Charles-Joseph Traviès. Tableau de Paris no. 15. Lithograph. 24.5 by 34cm. BnF, Paris. 
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FIGURE 5.38 

 

A. Barincou. 1824. Vive la Peinture!! Lithograph. 27.5 by 42cm. BnF, Paris. 
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FIGURE 5.39 

 

Edmé-Jean Pigal. 1824. Mœurs parisiennes. Ça veut raisonner peinture. Hand colored 

lithograph.25 by 33.5cm. BnF, Paris. 
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FIGURE 5.40 

 

Hyppolite Bellangé. 1825. Mon cher!.. c’est cha’mant!.. Lithograph. 27.1 by 36cm. BnF, Paris. 
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FIGURE 5.41 

 

Jules-Joseph-Guillaume Bourdet. 1828. C’est un Morceau Capital. Lithograph. 23.8 by 30cm. 

Musée Carnavalet, Paris. 
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FIGURE 5.42 

 

Louis-Léopold Boilly. 1823. Les amateurs de tableaux. Hand colored lithograph. 23.1 by 

36.1cm. BnF, Paris. 
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FIGURE 5.43 

 

Published by Basset and Martinet. 1806.  Le Tableau de Famille. Hand colored etching and 

engraving. 39.5 by 28.4cm. BnF, Paris. 
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FIGURE 5.44 

 

Henry Bunbury. A Family Piece. Stipple engraving and etching. 28.9 by 39.6cm. Lewis 

Walpole Library, Farmington. 
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FIGURE 5.45 

 

A.S. 1826. Anciens et Modernes. Hand colored lithograph. 14.2 by 17.9cm. BnF, Paris. 
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FIGURE 5.46 

 

Camille G.F. 1829. Les Inspirés du Musée. Lithograph. 27.2 by 37.5cm. Musée Carnavalet, 

Paris. 
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FIGURE 5.47 

 

Published by Langlumé. 1815. Atelier de peinture. Lithograph. 36.5 by 26.9cm. Musée 

Carnavalet, Paris. 
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FIGURE 5.48 

 

1815. Atelier d’un dame peintre. Stipple and etching. 17.5 by 13cm. BnF, Paris. 
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FIGURE 5.49 

 

A. Barincou. 1824. Les arts et la décence. Hand colored lithograph. 25.9 by 33cm. Musée 

Carnavalet, Paris. 
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FIGURE 5.50 

 

Aug. Crapaud. 1839. Un Jury des Beaux-Arts. Lithograph. 43.2 by 32cm. BnF, Paris. 
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FIGURE 5.51 

 

Honoré Daumier. 1839. Celebrrrrrre Jury de peinture. 26.8 by 19.5cm. Daumier Register. 
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FIGURE 5.52 

 

Verbleu. 1840. Fameux Jury de Peinture. Salon de 1840. Lithograph. 35.9 by 27.5cm. BnF, 

Paris. 
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FIGURE 5.53 

 

Jules Platier. 1843. Le Jury de Peinture. 21 by 29cm. Lithograph. BnF, Paris.  
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FIGURE 5.54 

 

1830. Eclipse totale du Classique. Lithograph. 27.4 by 36cm. Musée Carnavalet, Paris.  
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FIGURE 5.55 

 

Hippolyte Bellangé. 1830. Dejeunez avec la Classique, et dinez avec le Romantique… 

Lithograph. 23 by 29cm. BnF, Paris.  
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FIGURE 5.56 

1830. Lithographe. Hand colored lithograph. 43.5 by 28.5cm. BnF, Paris. 
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FIGURE 5.57 

 

1830. Sculpteur. Hand colored lithograph. 43.5 by 28.5cm. BnF, Paris. 
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FIGURE 5.58 

 

Auguste Raffet. 1832. Album 1832. Lithograph. 31.5 by 25cm. BnF, Paris. 
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FIGURE 5.59 

 

Clément Pruche. 1837. Méfiez-vous jeune homme! Lithograph. 35.6 by 27.2cm. BnF, Paris. 
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FIGURE 5.60 

 

Honoré Daumier. 1843. Désillusion! Lithograph. 19.3 by 23.7cm. Daumier Register. 
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FIGURE 5.61 

 

Eugène Le Poittevin. 1833. 1833. 27.1 by 21cm. BnF, Paris. 
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FIGURE 5.62 

 

Honoré Daumier. 1846. Le Dernier Jour de la Réception des Tableaux. Lithograph. 27.6 by 

21cm. Daumier Register. 
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FIGURE 5.63 

 

R.J. 1847. Cinq minutes trop tard. Lithograph. 24 by 32cm. BnF, Paris.  
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FIGURE 5.64 

 

Paul Gavarni. 1839. Le Salon. 24.5 by 29cm. Lithograph. BnF, Paris. 
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FIGURE 5.65 

 

Honoré Daumier. 1840. Ingrate patrie, tu n’auras pas mon œuvre! ….. Lithograph. 21.6 by 

25.2cm. Daumier Register. 
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FIGURE 5.66 

 

Honoré Daumier. 1842. Les Illusions d’artistes – Les Grands Prix. Lithograph. 20.1 by 24.3cm. 

Daumier Register. 
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FIGURE 5.67 

 

Honoré Daumier. 1836. Le Rapin. Lithograph. 27.2 by 34.7cm. BnF, Paris. 
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FIGURE 5.68 

 

Paul Gavarni. 1837. Disciples des Maitres. Lithograph. 13 by 21cm. BnF, Paris. 
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FIGURE 5.69 

 

Paul Gavarni. 1839. Musée pour rire no. 7. Lithograph. 20.5 by 27.5cm. BnF, Paris. 
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FIGURE 5.70 

 

1839. Les Génies méconnus. Lithograph. 31.3 by 24.3cm. BnF, Paris. 
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FIGURE 5.71 

 

Paul Gavarni. 1838. Les Artistes no. 11. Lithograph. 19.5 by 25.6cm. BnF, Paris. 
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FIGURE 5.72 

 

Paul Gavarni. 1838. Les Artistes no. 10. Lithograph. 19.5 by 25.6cm. BnF, Paris. 

  



611 
 

FIGURE 5.73 

 

Jules Platier. 1839. Les Jolis Petits Visages no. 7. Lithograph. 27 by 36cm. BnF, Paris. 

  



612 
 

FIGURE 5.74 

Jules Platier. 1840. Croquis d’Expression no. 9. Lithograph. 35.5 by 27cm. BnF, Paris. 
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FIGURE 5.75 

 

Nicolas-Toussaint Charlet. 1835. Déménagement. Lithograph. 34.5 by 27cm. BnF, Paris. 
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FIGURE 5.76 

 

Honoré Daumier. 1839. Tailleur vous me demandez… Lithograph. 17 by 19.3cm. Daumier 

Register. 
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FIGURE 5.77 

 

Paul Gavarni. 1838. Les Artistes no. 14. Lithograph. 19.5 by 25.6cm. BnF, Paris. 
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FIGURE 5.78 

 

J.J. Grandville. 1830. Carte vivante du Restaurateur. Hand colored lithograph. 26.5 by 

24.5cm. British Museum, London. 
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FIGURE 5.79 

 

J.J. Grandville. 1835. Les Breuvages de l’Homme. L’eau. Hand colored lithograph. 31 by 

24.5cm. BnF, Paris. 
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FIGURE 5.80 

 

Jean Eloi Ferdinand Malenfant. 1829. Songe flatteur d’un peintre Romantique. Lithograph. 

43.4 by 28.5cm. BnF, Paris. 
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FIGURE 6.1 

 
 

Cham. Citoyens représentants, je demande la direction de toutes les écoles de dessin de la 

République; voici mes titres. In L’Illustration. Journal universel. 11 March 1848. Wood 

engraving. 
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FIGURE 6.2 

 
 

Cham. Joe et ravissement du public dans la dernière travée. In L’Illustration. Journal universel. 

29 April 1848. Wood engraving. 
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FIGURE 6.3 

 

Cham. Le nouveau livret du salon en 15 vol. In L’Illustration. Journal universel. 29 April 1848. 

Wood engraving. 
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FIGURE 6.4 

 
 

Cham. L’Avenir des artistes. In L’Illustration. Journal universel. 29 April 1848. Wood 

engraving. 
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