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ABSTRACT

This dissertation seeks to show how a Byzantine theology of icons and can both inform, and
be refined by, an engagement with a rfigjse in modern art. Specifically, | argue that the visual
theology of Theodore the Studite (828) provides a fruitful lens for interpreting Paul Cé&&anne
(18391906) portraits of his wife, and Céza@npertraits in turn pressure Theod@orésual theology
toward more precision.

| demonstrate that it is possible to trace similar impulses toward skepticism in the
iconoclastic arguments of the eighth and ninth ¢esaarthe one hand, and in the emergence of
modernism in the nineteenth century on the other. By considering both of these movamests
of the dialectic between skepticism aneslapiticism, | claim that certain iconoclastic writers and
certain modernist artists and critics harbored a similar attitude of epistemological doubt in the ability
of images to fittinglyepresent their archetypes. | then contend that Theodore thegStudite
iconophilic response to iconoclastic skepticism, prempisedis understanding of tgpostatic
union of divine and human in Jesus Christ, can shed light on @§zanraéts of his wife, because
both the paintingstyle and the paintmapproach to his practice betray an orientation to images
thatwe might call iconophilic. If, for Theodore, the incarnation of God in Jesus Christ dignifies
appearance as the definitive siteafgnitiand authorizes the painted likeness in an icon as a
possible participant in this recognition, then the appearance of Gé&aajeets (including his
wife), should be adequate for the &sensati¢enlightened perception) of his subjects and
subsequentalisatigmeaningful depiction) of thoségects. While the dominant interpretation of
Cézann& paintings tends to claim that the artist skeptically diminished the subject as a result of its
(or her) ultimate inaccessibility, Thea8ansual theology makes sense of and gives credence to

Cézann@ pursuit of recognition.



When read through Theod@account of hypostatic recognition, however, C&anne
uniquely modernist concerns inviteapansion of TheoddsevisuaChristalogic. While these
portraits enactlaopef recognition, they nonetheless demonstrate the tragic possibility of
misecognitionBy highlighting the prominent theme of the tragic misrecognition of Jesus Christ as a
criminal rather than the Son of God in #lerucifixion narrative, | show that a theological account
of hypostatic recognition must tamd with the possibility of such misrecognition in a way that
critiques but nonetheless complements Theodore the&atifedence in the ability of images to
call forth recognition of their prototypes. Following @auspell go on to arguthat the
resurrection of Jesus Christstablishes the ground for hypostatic recognition on the far side of
tragedy

In this light, | go on to argue tiaézann® portraits of his wife can be understood anew as
confessidrtse paintings both profess what he can see of her, which is partial and incomplete, while
simultaneously acknowledging his own-pgesonal entanglement with her. Within theagide
take of such a painted confession, | argue, the hope of recogniéan abid

As an epistemological posture, therefore, confession acknowledges that bodily appearance is
the site of intepersonal knowledge and connection, while simultaneously acknowledging that right
recognition cannot be certified or controlled by any formutaitreal of apparent parts. The
hypostatic presence of the oftherhether that be odewife or on& savidi is always a gift. To
echo the famous phrase with which Michael Fri

recognition is grace.



For Joe
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Figurel: Carole TayloRantocrator 1@91,3 Figure2: Paul Cézann®dadame Cézafmrtense
Fiquet, 18581922)n a Red Dresa. 18880
Metropolitan Museum of Art, NYC



Introduction Christina Carnes Ananias

INTRODUCTION
THE CRADLE OF THINGS

0The whole problem of knowledge in the
0 Joseph Ratzingdthe Spirit of the Liturgy

0The human body is the best picture of
0 Ludwig Wittgensteihilosophical Investigations

0The crucified human body is our best p
0 Stanley Cavellhe Claim of Reason

0The painter recaptures and converts in

remain walled up in the separate life of each consciousness: the vibration of

appearances which is the cradle of thin

OMaurice MerleaBonty,Sense and Mganse

(1.) INTRODUCTION
The similarities between the portraits are sfiiking figures in two red robes, two torsos

cheated out to the right, twenty fingenved in arabesques, two mounds of brown hair

swept down and back. The backgrounds in eachpaetidalarized, each features a view of
threequarters of the subjé&body, and all shoulders slope, like quiet hills. However, the
most striking feature of these portraits are the eyes: almost all pupils, watery and black. All
eyes look out of the left corner of almond sockets, a shape that echoes the oval of their
headsBoth gazes are profoundly sinfilknowing, soft, secure, lesgffering. Both sets of

cheekbones are high and small, and pursed mouths make for a silent, but thoughtful affect.
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Each countenance consists in layers of pure pigment, zones of color that meet but do not
mix. The modeling is done is these opaque zones, rather than in the mixing of pigments,
which give translucence to the countenance. However, this is not the tcansfuissue

paper or an empty glass, but of breath or wind or spirit. There is an uncontainable fullness
here, or in Cezan8davorite phrase: plenitude.

In spite of these and many more similarities, the origin of these paintings could not
be more distinct. One is a pantocrator icon, written (the proper term for the making of an
icon) through a detailed liturgy of prayers and practices that dates baek (sdfig. 1);
the other is a modernist portrait of Hortense Fiquet Cégsamég. 2}he wife ofthe
postimpressionisPaul Cézanne (188906). | draw the comparison between these two
disparate works of art to introduce my contentiondbaophilic theology can provide a
fresh perspective on Cézalrmpmrtraits, and that Céza@nmortraits can, in turn, enrich
this visual theology. More specifically, | argue that the theological theory of representation
developed by Theodore the Studited@86), which he builds upon a Christological
understanding dfypostasiain illuminate the apophatic abstraction and apparent realism of
Cézann@ paintings of his wife; in turn, Céz@npertraits occasion an expansion of
Theodoré& visual theologgto moral territory. There are significant, obvious divergences
between these artworks: time, geography, and most especially, theology. However, it is my
suggestion that considering these artistic programs together enriches the interpretation of
each.

| am not the first to note this parallel. In a short artickeRdiIS Magazipeblished

toward the end of his career (1983), distinguished art historian Clement Greenderg (1909

1994) observes that the origins of moderni

3
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tradition that singularly found precedent in the development of Byzantine iconography. For
Greenberg, both entailed a o0creative devol
had hitherto been the subordinately decorative infiltrated and fin&fieddiéself with the

aut ono mo u s'lGreenpeicdmonents &dre diaw our attention first to the

empirical similarity between iconography and modernist artwork, but this parallel has also
been recognized from different angles. Art historian Charles Barber has noted the similarity
(and distinction) betwe¢hese movemer@s mp h a s i s ?lmage thebrstrMaritnge
Mondzain has argued for a genealogical connection between the two. And historian Thomas
Pfau notes phenomenological parallels between the two, even making reference®o Cézanne
portraits® While all of these and more acknowledge the similarities between these two
movements, no study has, to my knowledge, developed this resonance into a hermeneutic
strategy to apply to particular works of art. Nor has this resonance been mined for

constructre theological insight. This dissertation is a first attempt at these two goals.

'!Cl ement Greenberg, OAREIMAGAZINE UsS.ABT, ndid der ni s
(1983)79

2 Charles Barbefjgure and Likeness: On the Limits of Representation in Byzantine Iconoclasm
(Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 20081 20.

® Thomas Pfauncomprehensible Certainty: Metaphysics and Hermené\bos dbdnesimage

IN: University of Notre Dame Press, 2022)s ee chapt er 8, @The Epij

721 esp. 680.
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It is somewhat unsurprising that such a study has not yet been conducted in the
Anglo-American Protestant theology and arts conversation: the area to which this study aims
to contribute. In the past fifty to one hundred years, there has been an expiisi@sto
in the conversation between theology and theFamtszarious factors, the power of the arts
to expand and enrich theological thinking and vice versa has become an important theme in
seminaries, churches, and universities. When it comes to the visual arts, there are
innumerable works from the renaissgbnamque, neoclassical, and romantic movements
that have obvious appeal for theological thinking. Modernism, however, has been treated, by

and large, with ambiguity at best and condemnation at lvdestd, another striking

‘See Paul Tillich, 0Exi s Chaistianityandithe ExistArgighistsc t s
ed. Carl Michalson (Scribner, 1950ques MaritaiArt and Scholasticism and The Frontiers of
PoetrgNew York: Scribner, 1962); Hans Urs von BalthdsaGlory of the Lord: A Theological
Aestheti¢San Francisco: Ignatius Press, 1882jolas Wolterstorffrt in Action: Toward a
Christian Aesth@fand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1980); Rowan Willeraxse and Necessity:
Reflections on Art and Ctar& Lectures (Harrisburg, PA: Morehouse, 2005); Jeremy Begbie,
Voicing Creaf®Rraise: Towards a Theology diEtdmButgh: T. & T. Clark, 199anhdw.

David O. TaylorGlimpses of the New Creation: Worship and the Formative Fér@dof the Arts
Rapids: Eerdmans, 2019).

> There are significant exceptions, of course. From the art history JilenseeE. Crow,

No Idols: The Missing TheologiEgtiAdy, Australia: Power Publications, 28tilJames

Romaine and Linda Stratford, eldgVisioning: Critical Methods of Seeing Christianity in the

5
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similarity between icons and the works of modernism is the religious vitriol that each has
inspired.

This is not quite the story in other traditions. Jacques MaritaidilABH2mined
the riches of the Thomist tradition to analyze the artworks emerging in his early-twentieth
century France; Orthodox thinkers such Paul Evdokimod{(a@), Viadimir Lokg
(19081958), and Leonid Ouspensky (82087) have revived theological exploration of
iconography in twentieth century; and Paul Tillich@1886) drew from both idealist
existentialism and protestant liberalism to engage modernist artworks. Rovtesemts
by and large, have been reticent to engage both iconography and modernism. There is much
to say about the histories and theologies that undergird this reticence; one could trace this
iconoclastic impulse back to destruction of artworks during the Ptotfetamation.
Most relevant to this study, however, is the way that Protestant inquiry into theology and
arts in the twentietland twentyfirst centuries has been, in many cases, intentionally shaped
to standagainshodernism in the arts.

With few exceptions, Protestant Christianity has viewed modernism in the visual arts
as being at odds with the commitments of the Christian faith. The paradigmatic example of

this attitude toward modernism in the visual arts is Hans Rool@aadkviodern Art and

History of A{Cambridge, UK: Lutterworth, 201B)om the theological side, deaathan
A. Anderson and William A. Dyrndggdern Art and the Life of a Culture: The Religious Impulses
of ModernigBowne® Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2016).

6
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the Death of a Culpurelished in 197IRookmaaker (1982977), a Dutch reformed art
historian influenceespeciallpy Abraham Kuyper, argues that the abstraction and non
representationalism that permeated modern art reflect a nihilistic ontology fundamentally at
odds with Protestant Christianity. The influence of this book on the Protestant discipline of
theology andhe arts is profound, and yet many of those whose engagement with the arts
was prompted by Rookmaaker sense the shortcomings of his polemic. While the theology
and the arts conversation has grown over the last fifty years or so, this p¢icersiee re
toward modernism in the arts has left Protestant Christians without contexts for
understanding or criteria for judging the works of modernism (and, by association, many
contemporary artworks).

This iconoclastic impulse towards modernism in the visual arts has begun to be
countered in the Anglamerican theology and the arts tradition. Indeed, Jonathan
Anderson and William Dyrness have published a direct retort to Roo@nhaaker
cheekily titleModern Art and the Life of a Cllhe@uthors have sought to recover the
ways in which the lives and aims of many significant modernist visual artists were irreducibly
entangled with Christianity. This important research has uncovered histories that have

hitherto remained untouched infbdite art history and theology worlds, histories that could

®H. R. Rookmaakevjodern Art and the Death of a (uitwreers Grove, IL: InterVarsity
Press, 1971).
" Anderson and Dyrnesdodern Art and the Life of a GDlbwveers Grove, ILMP

Academic201§.
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change the ways these works are received in both disciplines. Another project addressing
similar concerns is the Theology, Modernity, and the Visual Arts colloquium, an
international collective of scholars that gather annually through Duke InitiatreedagyT

and the Arts and Ki@College in London to produce writing and programming on the
theme of theology and modernis@ther interventions could be mentioned, but by and

large this extremely fertile theme remains unengaged.

More than simply broadening the perspectives of the conversation, the Anglo
American discipline of theology and the arts has much to gain through rigorous engagement
with modernism in the visual arts. For one, the period | am designating as modernism
(rouchly 18501945) was one of immense tumult and instabihigologically,
philosophically, and socially. This moment was marked by radical changes in the ways that
people understood and experienced their place in the world. The visual artworks of this
periodareoftenmarked by signs of drastic turmoil and bear witness to the unique concerns
of this age in an irreducibly distinct way. To neglect these artifacts is to neglect a facet of our
shared history in which new questions were asked about God, the world, acd our pl
ith questionsmoreover, that have direct import for our current cultural moment.

In this study, | have found the moderi@stsicern with the possibilities and

impossibilities of representation teebpeciallfruitful for theological exploration. In

8 An edited volume that gathers the essays produced through this group is forthcoming.
Chloé Reddaway and Ben Quash, Basology, Modernity, and the Vidis!éditim,

Brepols: forthcoming).
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particular, Cézan@eaintings, especially those of his wife, disturb common assumptions
about materiality, visibility, and personhood in theological thought. As portraits, they
concermn oO0other, 6 but they intentionally dest
prototype, inviting questions about the possibility of representation and perception that are
both common and profound in the modern era. What are the criteria for undigiagye of

an other as true or adequate? In light of widespredidiske about the possibility of

secure knowledge, is knowledge of an other possible? How does the appearance of the body
enable or disable adagerception of an other? Theological provocations naturally follow:

what are Christians assuming about the way images refer to prototypes when they claim that
the second person of the Trinity is the O0i
the apearance of a physical body in the incarnation affect the way this imaging operates?
What implications does thmterial appearance of a divine person (Jesus, the Son) have for
how we understand representation and perception? What does the incarnation tell us about
the material appearance of created persons? | have discovered that these questions are
profoundly resmant with many of those asked in the Byzantine iconomachightine

and ninthcenturies. This dissertation contends that the Christology used to defend the
practice of icon veneration provides language and conceptuality that illuminates the
negotiatiorof the theological, anthropological, and artistic questions raised by&ézanne
portraits Correspondingly, the uniquely modern pressure that Cé& aonigaits exert on

Theodor& Christological account of imaging occasions a further expansion of this

theological theory of art.
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(II.) WHY THEODORE THE STUDITE AND PAUL CEZANNE?
ICONOCLASTIC AND MODERNIST SKEPTICISM

In the article quoted above, Clement Greenberg uses terminology to describe the formal
devel opments of both iconography and moder
oflattening, éd) that gesture toward a commo
dissertabn: iconographic, representational, and epistemosbkgiptcisin is my
contention that Greenb@gntuition is right: that the disparate traditions of iconography
and modernism are both inheriting, absorbing, and responding to a culture of intense
skepticism. In the case of iconography, The@dbeory of icons responds to the
theological skepticism of the iconoclastic argument in-@gtthinthcentury Byzantium.
In the case of modernism, Cézanne responds to the iconoclastic skepticism of his fellow
avantgarde painters, theorists, and gbithers of nineteenttentury France. Both the
iconophiles and Cézanne encountered a more pointed awareness of the limitations of human
representation and perception. The distance between artwork and prototype, as well as the
distance between self and athad become newly problematized in both of these worlds.
Placing Theodore and Cézanne in conversation illumines the similarities of their skeptical
contexts and the similarities of their-akeiptical responses to these contexts.

For many, Cézan@eartworks are singularly representative of the motivating
interests and goals of the modernist era in the visual arts, so an inquiry into his artworks
would, ostensibly, expose the skepticism of the era. As | will argue in the following chapters,
while the criticism around Cézad@eork undeniably participates in the dialettoduced
by skepticism and its twin askiepticism, the portraits of Fiquet Cézanne, alongside the

artists own admissions in correspondence with fellow aeigtsl an approach that
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ultimately demands an alternative interpretive framework. So, why this artist, rather than
another whose works might more solidly be characterized as skdptaral?

understatement to say that Paul Cézanne and his artwork have been topics of interest in the
past century and a hasl far tHrsdédmtadGi®@sy@ndcniet e d
commentators were artists themselves. Deep engagement with&azaruaeh to

painting was emerging during Céz@rast years, as a small group ufigartists gathered

around the cantankerous painter, and his work began appearing more frequently in
exhibitions. In 1900, Maurice Denis painted a tribute to the artist eflaittage a Cézanne

in which a reverential group of pioneering ayarte artists gathered in Ambroise Vdlard

gallery to admire a Cézanne still life (see fig. 3).

Figure3: Maurice Denis, Homage a C&280ne
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In the fall after thartists death, th&alon@utomnkosted aetrospective of
Cézann& artwork, exhibiting fortyine paintings and seven watercolors at the Grand Palais.
The influence of this exhibition was considerable. The poet Rainer Maria Rk6Z&B75
found the exhibition so profoundly moving that he documented his many theitshiow
in his correspondence with his wife, which he later publishettieas on Cézarre
insights of these artigtdoth in words and paiinthave had an enormous impact on the
discourse and interpretation of Cézanne.

And what a discourse it is. In the century since the gooeking 1907 exhibition,
a mammoth literature on the artist has amassed, rivaled only by that on Picasso or Jackson
Pollock (19121956)° In his overview of this literature, Terry Smith notes that the artwork
has prompted o0the scrupulous attention of
phenomenon o0ar ous e dmobeyr ftie areviewv &f @ tondoma st er s o
exhibitonof Cézane® pai ntings of card players, art |
whose work was the touchstone for critical thinking and writing on art for more than

century, cannot b &WnmatGlatkis@ettinggah and whataespellsmo r e .

° Rainer Maria Rilke and Clara Rllletters on CézattaasJoel Age@\ew York: Fromm

International, 1985).

“Terry Smith, oC®zann eboundan4d, ma.4 (8046J3Tr ut h i n |
“"Smith, o0C®zanne, 6 73.

127, J. Clarkif These Apples Should Fall: Cézanne andNexwPreskenthames &

Hudson, 2022)%3. He first makes this comment in an article that appearedandbe

12
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out in the chaptdong gloss on the comment in his recent book on Céiaivese Apples
ShouldFall i s not just that the I|iterature on t
it, is now an untenable genre. A comment from German art historian KiarbBadte
attributes to Nietzsche (although he provides no reférezaanplifies this sgifor
Clar k: Badt claims that painting Oemerges
Ni hi PFlimmotbher words, pai nt i ngevenwaldifficiitaccdsa s t
to Truth!6Such a conviction, Clark makes clear, is a thing of the past. The twentieth
centurg Cézannoia was fueled by this faith in the practice of Faihisgnetaphysical
convictiorii but twentyfirst century writers know better, or at least they stiould.

Whil e Clark disparages a Gpamengasmathingsi cal 6

of the past, | suggest theologians and art historians would do well to consider it again. The

Review of Baok&010. TJ . CIl ar k, 0 Sy mpdndomRevienmMof BRfmwm.a nnoi a
23(2 December 2010), https://www.Irb.co.ukApeper/v32/n23/t.j-clark/atthe-

courtauld.

13 Clark,If TheseApples Shouldbgall

14 Clark,If These Apples ShouldFditalics mine).

“Clark writesp |  al most prefer it (unknowing apath
Cézannoia, especially the English variant of the conditior® Bhaiteof all this about in

the room at the Courtauld. Waled pagans hanging on to the old gods in face of

Christianity (or postmodernism), exchanging glances in the deserted temple. My grey beard
had c¢ o mp.aChaygSyinptoms of Cézannoia
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modernist skepticism or askiepticism of the artists and critics mentioned above might be

the prevailing interpretive framework, but a close examination of the paintings through a
theological lens will reveal another way of thinking about the artist @wodk. While |

think that Clark is right to welcome the e
exaltation of fine aisingular ability to establish transcendence in the face of religious

decline, it is important to note that the promise of trulézann@& painting is not the

invention of twentietltentury artists and critics. This dogged faith in pdntiegadicable

relation to truth or reality is woven throughout the &@rtistn letters and, | will argue, his

technique as well. Most critics, artists, and historians (Clark included) agree th@t Cézanne
artistic practice was gripped by a moral responsibility to, in tle artsvn  wor ds, O0p U
theréalisatianf t hat part of nature which YHell s be
famously quipped®mi | e Bernar d i n cor rétépeiatmraetjace, 0.
vous Y4 Thhier awords are variously transl ated:

you in BAditretrinmd.ively, o0l owe you th® truth

1s Paul @anneto Emile Bemard Aix, October 23, 1906 The Letters of Paul Cézems
Alex Danchev (London: Thames & Hudson, 2@8)

7 Paul ®anndo EmileBernard 356.

'8 paul ®anndo Emile Bemard, Aix, October 23, 1905Haul Cézanne, Letienss.
Seymour Hacker, ed. John Re\{rdév York: Hacker Art Books, 198252.

19 C&anneo Bemard The Letters of Paul Cé2a6ne
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What makes Cézanne both unusual for his time and monumentally influential,
however, is his approach to the realization of nature. In GBzaintngs, conveying truth
is not an exercise in Zeuxisian illusion but is a process of increasing abstraction. Multiple
accounts of the pain@&Ipractice relate Céza@riatense, laséke focus on the paintiég
subject. He would stop for significant periods to observe between each stroke. A landscape
would take over one hundred painting sessions, a portraithamoone hundred and fifty.

And yet, this attention did not result in what the traditional art establishment of the time

would call an accurate, or even adequate, likeness. In &éwanknallegiance to the truth
somehow meant something different than achieving an immediately visible correspondence
bet ween painting and its prototype. The wa
| will argue, both the unique productité modernist moment (culturally, philosophically,

and artisticallygnd also reflective of a kind of akiépticism that resonates with the

Christological realism of the iconophiles.

In Theodore the Studite, orthodoxy finds its clearest and most theologically
advanced defense of the production and veneration of icons. Writing at the end of two
centuries of sometimes violent debate around iconography, Theodore takes up the best
argumerg of those who have written before him, while creatively moving the debate
forward. Theodof® defense of iconography is a fruitful companion for insight into
Cézann& paintings for many reasons. Of those reasons, the most straightforward is that the
icoroclastic controversy was prompted by and centepairgimgboth their production
and the manner of their viewing. This apparently basic point merits restating in the context
of a dissertation on theology and the arts, for there is no other artistic discipline that has

prompted such rigorous and prolonged thémdbdebate in the history of the Christian
15



Introduction Christina Carnes Ananias

Church. I n i conoclasm, ovisual haabeéen6 ( whet h
contested) prompts deep engagement with Chalcedonian ai@haémedonian

Christology, Nicene trinitarian theology, liturgical theology, and scriptural interpretation. The
paintings (i.e., icons) prompt a renewed engagement with authoritative church fathers,
includng Athanasius, Basil, and Gregory of Nazianzus. Further, they prompt conciliar
decisions that have profound effect on at least one branch of the church universal. Given
these considerations, it is surprising that iconophilic theology does not findeatmabre c

place in the theology and the arts discourse.

In light of these considerations, this dissertation will argue that the iconophilic
theology of Theodore the Studitapproach to these paintings opens up a new interpretive
horizon for modernist visual arbheodoré& innovative theological contribution to the
Byzantine iconomadiythe concept of hypostatic likerfegsovides the lens through
which | assess both icons and CéZamaénting practicéHypostatic likeness is used to

defend icon veneration and is founded on th&hatcedonian articulation of

2BarberFigure and Likeness: On the LiReipsesfentation in Byzantine Ic@foclasm

21 St. Theodore the Studite wridsSf he pr ot ot ype and the i mage
| i keness, b &tt Theodore the Studi@mtheltHolelcansns. Catharine P.

Roth, Popular Patristics Series (Crestwood, NY: St. Via@emrinary Press, 1981)

[11.D.1, 108.
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Christology? Most basically, Theodore contends that the Christological concept of
hypostasfs 0 p e r s ofnihapaplthtic enough to absorb the skepticisms of the

iconoclasts and cataphatic enough to satisfy the theological realism of Christian confession.
In other wordshbecause Christians confess that the second Person of the Tri@#iyvas
apparent in the body of Jesus Christ while still maintaining uncircumscribability, persons
(hypostases) with a human nature (like Jesus) must simultanecoitlydoetheir

visualizable bodies, while also bairgasheir visualizable bodé#lypostasis designates

22 Neo-Chalcedoniatheologyis amovement that developed in the centuries after the

Council of Chalcedon (451). Chalcedon solidified as Christian orttnaddggus Christ

has two naturebuman and divintheseare unconf used, wunchanged,
unseparated and concurring into One Person and One HypostasiEsh e Def i ni t i or
the Faith of the T@eSevwercEcumerochl CALBEt Libmry ofn 6 i n
Nicene and Pofticene Father of the Christian Church 2, vol. XIV. Eds. Philip Schaff and

Henry Wace (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,
2002)https://ccel.org/ccel/schaff/inpnf214/npnf214.xi.xiii.htnNleo-Chalcedonian figures

(Leontius of Jerusalem, Leontius of Byzantium, and Maximus the Confessor, to name a few)
refined the specifics and implications of these commitments. One contribution that is central

to neo-Chalcedonian theology is the confession of the singular hypostatic identity of Jesus as
none other than thleogoxr the second Person of the triune God.

2 This way of putting Theodd@ergument is found in McFarl@nextraordinary essay,

lanA . McFarl and, oWhat Does |t MedhelnageofSee S
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the fullness of personhood that can never be comprehensively known in visualizable bodies
moving through space and time and their effects (both for divine persons and human
persons), but is only ever known (by humans) through the visualizable bodies moving
through space and time and their effects. Simply put, in the incarnation of the divine Son in
the human Jesus, creationresognite invisible Creator incomprehensively.

This incarnational paradox has immensely important visual implications. How do
you paint not just a body, butypostaaishe iconoclasts demonstrate that the answer has
drastic theological significance: the person of Christ cannot be dissected into pieces and
parts thatre variously representable and not able to be represented without violating
Chalcedonian Christology. My contention is that a visual apophaticism logically arises in
Theodor& defense of the iconic representation of Christ that manifests in formal
abstraction. This abstracfioh he oO0apophati c r eseififunetbnsas Nat
as a visual obstacle to premature visual tot&lizimgabstraction imposes a hesitation in

the viewer, reminding her of her inability to master, control, or compreh&nsinbly

God in an Image Driven Age: Explorations in TheologicaedAnBetpblelggr Jones and

JeffreyW. Barbeau (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, AGW®j2 This essay

prompted many of the primary themes in this dissertation.

4 Natalie Carnesmage and Presence: A Christological Reflection on Iconocjasm and Iconophilia
Encountering Traditions (Stanford: Stanford University Press,; 28E8lso Natalie

Carnes, OHow Love for the | magReligo@®eot2 out F
(2017) https://doi.org/10.3390/rel8020020.
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hypostasis represented. The person of Christ carcwitaen@dthe icon, and the
abstraction of form reminds us of that.

T. J. Clark explains that the same technique is at play in 8@ranaks when he
describesthearfist abstr acti on a £Inboththe pamtingsamdghe ng dev
artists correspondence about his practice, there is a definite apprehensiveness about the
possibility of totalization. With Clark, | argue that instead of attaining a visual formula for
comprehensively capturing mmistif Cézanrii paintings capture the process of discovering
the limitations of convention, representation, and perception, which results in abstraction. In
viewing the abstraction of Cézammaintings, the viewer meets the same obstacles of
perception that the artist has encountered and is forcedfront their shared limitations.

We hesitate because we are reminded that we cannot master, control, or comprehensively
knowvhat is represented.

However, | argue thaeither Theodore nor Cézanne recommend representational
despair. Neither concede a nihilistic victory of the unknowable and unknown. Rather, they
both marvel at, and build a theory of art upon, the ordinary miracle of what Stanley Cavell
cal | s ohtihneg afsatcotn i%¥3hey adthtexpeceamkecautt hypostatic
recognition in the face of their subjects (whether that &evadfesor savior). Despite all the

obstacles to truthful perception, to knowledge, to communication; despite the innumerable

5 Clark,If These Apples Shouldé@all
6 Cavell,The Claim of Reason: Wittgenstein, Skepticism, Moralifilesm¢ drag@dford
University Press, 1998]..
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limitations of human representation and the infinity of agreements required for the practice
of communication even to get off the ground; despite the infinite complexity and abundance
of personhood, we can know and even love one another. Theodore andl@#zan
acknowledge that there is reason to be skeptical of the project of representing a person, but
they movehrougthis skepticism, acknowledging these limitations, in the hope that the
viewer (including the original viewer, the paintergpoolgjeithe persompresentei

whethertthat person be Fiquet Cézanne, or the second person of the Trinity.

(1. ) OUTLINE OF THE CHAPTERS
In chapter one, | will sketch the primary arguments of the Byzantine iconoclasts in the

eighth and ninth centuries. This will serve at least two purposes. First and most basically,
sketching the iconoclastic position will show how images became aovéhééofyical
debate in this time, what theological themes were emphasized as the debate progressed
throughout its various iterations, and how the debate had matured by the time Theodore
wrote his defense of icons. This will provide the theologicaltaetegsarfpr what is to
come in chapter four, the exploration of Thedslore nc elpypo$t @t i c | i kene
innovative contribution to both Christology and theories of representation. Secondly,
marking out the relevant themes within the iconddagtsnents will lay the groundwork
for drawing a parallel between iconoclastic image anxieties and modernist image anxieties. |
will (anachronistically) characterize the iconoclastic image anxiety as a variation of what
ordinary language philosophersttagel | ed oO0skepticism: 6 a deep
conventions of meanirgaking.

In chapter two, | will draw upon the reflections of distinguished art historians

Michael Fried and T. Clark to trace what | will argue are skeptical impulses in the
20
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development of modernism in the nineteenth century. By exploring these sometimes
competing accounts of modernism together, a foundational agreement will emerge:
modernism was characterized by a growing distrust in the conventions of painting to
adequatelgonvey the world. Wittgenstein is cited by both writers as having a significant
influence on their accounts of modernism, which | take as authorization to characterize their
diagnosis of this distrust as skepticism. This chapter will trace the echoeslastic

visual skepticism in this modernist visual skepticism. In so doing, the groundwork will be
prepared for Cézanhemergence as an axgarde painter who both inherits this

skepticism and addresses it in a way that resonates with and challenge® Tésoaluse

to iconoclasm.

The third chapter will introduce Cézawpertraitsof his wife, Fiquet Cézanne, as
singularly illustrative of the skepticism | have identified in iconoclasm and médEneism.
chapter will begin with a reflectionontheagard& f er oci ous & 0 m®dt me n
(or truth) in painting a commitment, ¢laim, that igpitomized in Cézan&eractice. | will

demonstrate this by tracing the commonly held modernist distrust of academic conventions

*’There is a convention in traditional art historical writing in which the artist is referred to by
his (rarely her) last name, while the subject of the portrait is referred to by her first name,
indicating a hierarchy of importance. In order to counsecghvention, | will be using

Hortense Figuet Cezar@enaiden name instead of her first name. In this | follow Susan
Sidlauskas, who offers a detailed explanation in Susan Sidlémak@sQther: The Portraits

of Horten@@erkeley: University of California Press, 2009), 2 n. 7.
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in Cézann® work, and how his style is developed in opposition (at least in part) to these
conventions. In the next section, | will highlight particularly influential interpretations of
Cézannd& work, all of which praised the aftist 0 d i mi ni shmént of the s
Contemporary critics acclai med GGfeglectinge f or
thehuman person, in other words, for sake of the play of color and form on the cdnvas. T.
Clarl® interpretation of Cézar@evorks will add a furthdimension to the art@t
ostensible skepticism. Clark argues that Cé&amrks do not intentionally diminish their
subjects, but instefallto present their subjeéts his is not to say that the paintings are
failures, but rather that Cézainveorks demonstrate that under the conditions of
modernity, even the painter most committed to the project of representation will fail. At this
point in the argument, Cézanne would seem to be a paradigm of modernist skepticism;
supremely nihilistic, skegati, and the rightful forebear of ralnjective formalism. Does
Cézann& abstraction signal not a hesitation before perception but a complete abandonment
of the project of perception? Does Cézanne ultimately doubt his ability to adequately convey
his wiEfi or even to adequately perceive his wife?

In chapter four, | will offer an alternative interpretive framework for considering
Cézann@& portraits of his wife by appropriating Theodore the Suchitecept of
hypostatic likeness. | will proceed by providing a close reading of his defense @rcons in

the Holy Icahbwill show that Theodore shifts the center of gravity in the iconoclastic

8 Clark,If These Apples Should Fall
29 St. Theodore the Studi@n the Holy Icons
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debate from trinitarian imaging to Christological imaging, which has at least three important
implications for our argument. First, he shows that the unity between image and prototype
in an icon is not a natural unity like the iconoclasts claim, byt af likénedbat is
hypostatically determined. In other words, the form of the hypostasis determines the form in
the icon. This brings us to the second implication that is important for my argument,
namelyTheodor& account of human hypostases. Theodaunters the iconoclastic
disparagement of the material appearance of the human form by showing that a material
human body is how God chose to make Godself kivotlie incarnation of Christ. Human
hypostases, when understood Christologically, are simultameoghsly the material
appearance of the human form but are aktdgashe material appearance of the human
form. Third, Theodore shows that icons are comparable to human persons in that they are
always perceived formally, which is to sagriallyand partiallyhis is grounded in the
neocChalcedonian confession that the perceivdideause fully hum@ndesus Christ is
the divine second Person of the Trinity; as such, his hypostasis is ultimately
uncircumscribable. Theod@remphasis on the perceptibility of the incarnation enables a
kind of Christian antikepticism about images that is grounded in the recognition of the Son
in Jesus Christ.

In the fifth chapter, | will bring Theod@&&ccount of hypostatic recognition in the
icon to bear on Cézar@@ortraits of his wife, demonstrating that Cé&noecern for
adequateensatigmerception) andéalisatigrepresentation) of his subjects resonates deeply
with Theodor& expectations for iconic recognition. In the first section, | will give a
thorough account of recognition, which | derive from The@dGheistological account of

hypostatic likeness. Recognition will be set in cootislstiticism as a viable way to
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understand what it is to know and represen
that | see as central to this account: embodiment, partiality, and relationality. | will
demonstrate how these themes are central to Th@&aatmreunt of hypostatic recognition
and then bring them to bear on Cézénpertraits of his wife. Thus, these factors will
emerge as central concerns for Cé@apammting practice, and yet a discrepancy will
emerge. A close examination of the paintings with Th&oidoredogic in mind will
reveal a weakness of Theo@oaecount: the theologian does not adequately acknowledge
the tragic possibility of misrecognition. At the end of our exploration of G& pammeégs
in light of Theodo® Christological account of hypostatic recognition, we will be left with
the question, resonant with the concerns of the skeptics, Is it possible to recognize
someone?

In the final chapter, | will argue that Theo@ozencept of hypostatic recognition
can only fully answer the challenge of Cé&muoelernist skepticism when understood in
light of the crucifixion and resurrection. In other words, the hypostasis that provides the
Christelogic for Theodoi@® hypostatic likeness must be fully identified asutiexhd
resurrectegbostasis of the second person of the Trinity. To best meet the unique challenges
raised by the visual artists of the nineteenth century (and by Cézanne in particular), this
theological defense of iconography must include the hope of recognitionrs&hnistat
the cross and vindicated at the resurrection. To argue this and begin to build the expansion, |
will bring Cézani@echallenges into a theological register by considering how the crucifixion
of Christ could be understood as thegigraatic occasion of an im&dgailure. | will draw
on Johi Gospel, which prominently exhibits the theme of misrecognition, to narrate the

crucifixion as the nadir of nihilistic deconstructionism: the Image of God is misperceived,
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the Word of God misunderstood, and the Image is severed from the Prototype. At the
crucifixion, it would appear that the skeptic is vindicated, as there was nothing that could
guarantee for Chr&tcontemporaries who he truly was. And yet, hrdstirrection
proclaims the powerlessness of depravity or limitation to thwart the disclosure of God in
Jesus Christ to G&dcreation. In the resurrection, creation regains the hope of hypostatic
recognition. This hope is grounded, indeed, in the hypostaticfimigo dand Image of
God in Jesus that Theodore discusses in his defense of icons. But, even more, this hope is
grounded in the Fatl@mresurrecting recognition of the crucified Son as his Image; and,
further, it is a hope grounded in huma@nparticipation by the Spirit in the Faiher
dynamic, rereative recognition of Godself in the crucified and resurrected Christ. We can
know Christ as God because Christ has been recognized and acknowledged by the Father in
the Spirit, and we are caughtruthis recognition as Chiisvery body. With this in mind, |
end by returning to Cézanportraits of his wife. | contend that Cézé@npaintings
convey this hope of recognition; as such, they might, most fittingly, be coosidessns.

| will conclude by considering once again Michael Fried &n@ldr& diagnosis of
modernism as a crisis. | will contend that in light of the resonances traced between
iconoclasm and modernism, it might be right to designate thistbasisgicaisis (as
some secular art critics have already gestured toward). That is to say, the crisis is
simultaneously metaphysical and moral: it is not only about securing certainty about the

paintings truthfulness and referent but about securing the rightsegpahat painting.
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The enriched account of hypostatic likeness | offer, then, is a Christian theory of imaging

that can provide the Christological context for&iedc | ai m t hat &¢%pr esentn

30 Michael FriedArt and Objecthood: Essays and®wsuayes University of Chicago Press,
1998).168.
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CHAPTER ONE
THE UNCIRCUMSCRIBABLEEIKON:
ICONOCLASM AS SKEPTICISM

0 Gr ¢ n@® Qracifixébn is a perfect picture of a man and of a cross, but
(necessarily) an imperfect or indirect picture of suffering. (It is a sort of picture of a
picture of suffering).o

oStanley Cavellhe Claim of Reason

0 Q.oggsyou gave us for our salvation the cross,

The lifegiving figure of the Passion,

Support of the faithful, and object of divine reverence.

O Loggsyou removed the erroneous icon

That was previousthamefully inscribed here.

For this law is fit for all to keep thoughtfully,

To reverence that very object nailed up
oSt. Stephanos

00n t he o hogobdsadedd given kthe cross to us for salvation as a
support of the faithful and as an object of divine veneration, this is clear to all. On
the other hand, it does not follow that this is theiNi@g figure of the Passion, O
loquacious one. For howthre design of the cross is Christ to be figured being
arrested, being bound, being beaten, festering, being crucified, being speared, or
some other happening? Notdiconnstrehfy way at
giving figire of the Passion; which you wish to conceal, not wishing to have this
reveal ed. o

0St. Theodore the Studite

(1.) INTRODUCTION
How should Christians represent the suffering afagesls the figure of the empty cross

the most fitting o6object of divine reveren

in the icon, or-giisi ndefi gwmeecthedbiot FesenP a § £i 0 |
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an adequate picture of this saving death? These were the questions that framed the two
periods of Byzantine iconoclasm in the eighth and ninth centuries. The second quotation
above, a poem attributed to Stephanos, is a poem written to commemorateattoa addic
a cross that had replaced an icon above the main entrance of the Chalke Gate: the main
ceremonial doorway to the palace of Constantinople. Most likely, a pantocrator icon had
reigned from this prestigious post until the first iconoclastic enhygerdil, replaced the
icon, sometime before 730, with a cross. Under this crodssdre@onstantine V (418
775) enforced and extended iconoclastic policy, writing theological treatises in opposition to
icon veneration, persecuting those who continued to venerate images, and calling the council
of 754 in order to establish iconoclasth@smperial policy.

The cross would not see the end of the eighth century as the primary adornment of
the Chalke gate, however. The iconophilic Regent Empress Ird&@3)ydould restore
an icon in its place before the turn of the century. In 786, in a widespread effort to
reestablish the veneration of icons in places of worship throughout the empire, the empress
called her own council, the Second Council of Nicaea. The following year this assembly
declared icons as legitimate and fitting for Christian worship once again.

Ireng$ icon of Christ did not remain long at the Chalke gate, however. During the
reign of the iconoclastic emperor Leo V §826), it was replaced by another cross,
signaling the second wave of iconoclasm. The poem above, exalting the cross and
disparaging thicon, was written in response to this second emblematic replacement. It
claims that theogos(implying a preor postincarnate Christ) is best referenced through
the abstraction of the cross. Theodore the S{U&i@826) the defender of icorm

whom the present study will focus, responded to the poem with the electrified prose of the
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final quotation, arguing that the figural cross could never represent the fullness of the gospel
story, since it cannot suggest the full humanity of Jesus Christ. | preface these quotations
with afamous passage from Stanley @awedlgisterial workhe Claim of Reastwerein he
problematizes the image of the crucifixion from the perspective of the skeptic: is it possible
to represent sufferirag alP

This dissertation will claim that there are striking parallels between the iconoclast
position and the skepticism that preoccupied Cavell and, similarly, characterizes the works of
modernist art. The gospel of the incarnate, crucified, and risen hygfasi@asiegos,
however, offers a way of reimagining the imaging of hypibstagems, in art, and in the
world. In this chapter, | will argue that modern skepticism, as described by Stanley Cavell
and other inheritors of Ludwig Wittgensieordinary laguage philosophy, can illuminate
the motivating theological impulses of Byzantine iconoclasm. | define modern skepticism as
an attitude of epistemological doubt premised upon the inevitable failure of criteria to guarantee
about our images, words, and repré&sentatgpision is often founded on a distrust of
mediation, since the skeptic understands images, words, and even bodies as impenetrable
obstacles to the knowledge behind them. | will draw a parallel between this skepticism and
theiconoclastic distrust of an i@mediation of the divine to begin to argue that (1) the
skepticism that modernist artists experienced was also at play in the image debates of
Byzantium and (2) that skepticism, both modern and Byzantine, is a theological problem
insofar as it is both nagthysical and moral.

To this end, | will begin with a brief and selective summary of the assumptions and
aims of modern skepticism as expounded by the proponents of ordinary language

philosophy. We will see that the modern skeptic encounters the limitations of human
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knowing as (what some have called) a crisis of represerdgtimase that, as | will show,

could easily be used of the Byzantine iconomachy. Next, | will survey the main arguments of
the iconoclasts, focusing particularly on one influential streamocfastic thought that

uses a trinitarian theology of imaging to assert a unity of nature between the image and the
prototype. This foundational assumption about imaging leads these iconoclasts to reject the
icon® mediation on the grounds of @odncircimscribability, the inseparability of the

divine and human natures in Jesus, and the material qualities of the iconographic image.
Finally, I will trace the beginnings of the iconophilic response, in which an alternative theory
of imaging is proposed. Tlvemophiles drew upon the early Christian authorities to claim
that an icon functions as an oartificialeo
will lay the groundwork for the later Christological interventions of Theodore the Studite, |
will argue that for the iconoclastic skeptic an artificial image is hardly an improvement for
the task of mediating the uncircumscribable God. In this way, iconoclastic skepticism
understood aheological problem, establishing a gap between Creator and creatures that

misconstrues the incarnational epistemology of Christian doctrine.

(Il.) IMPERFECT PICTURES: THE THREAT OF SKEPTICISM
Skepticism and its twin rival askepticism are haunted by the ideal of epistemological

certainty. Methods of aistkepticism, including logical positivism (Wittge@sfaimary

opponent), naive realism, certain kinds of idealism, and others, are persuaded that truth
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claims can be proven in some way or another; the skeptic doubts this i$ The care.

skeptic argues that our words can verifiably signify our thoughts; the skeptic argues

otherwise. The argkeptic claims that images can adequately represent their prototypes; the
skeptic sees things differently. Skepticism is borne of estrangémerds from world,

inner experience from outer expression, images from prototypes. It longs forfthendnity

the certainty implied by uriitghat is ostensibly secured by-skéipticism but is

unconvinced of the methods by which-askeiptics wouldchieve that certainty. Skepticism,

as engaged by Ludwig Wittgenstein and his interpreter Stanley Cavell, and as we will be
exploring it in this dissertation, once agaam attitude of epistemological doubt premised upon the

inevitable failure dfiztivteguarantee certainty about our images, words, and representations.

'l borrowt he t e3kne ptaindciismé fdomr Natheéej eoBPasaess
Di spossession: Wi ttgenstein, Cavell, and G
Modern theolgyno. 1 (2013)he foundational text for considerordinarylanguage

philosophy and realism (as @&hkepticism) i€ora Diamond] he Realistic Spirit: Wittgenstein,
Philosophy, and the Reptesentation and Mind (Cambritig®; MIT Press, 1995).

Theological texts that concern ¢indinarylanguagphilosophy tradition and anti

skepticism includeeter DulaCavell, Companionship, and ChristiaiiNevwedogy.

Oxford University Press, 20JAndrew MooreRealism and Christian: igoth Grammar,

and Meanif@ambridge: Cambridge University Press,;Z6Bhen Mulhalgtanley Cavell:
PhilosogdyRecounting of the Ordiearyrork: Oxford University Press, 1984pJanet

Martin Soskicéletaphor and Religious Lai@xfags Clarendon Press, 1985).
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The aim of this section is to gain a better understanding of the assumptions, fears,
and claims of the modern skeptic. Because such an exploration could span multiple volumes
of modern philosophical history, this inquiry will focus on one strand ofeitattopr that
fueled by the thought of Ludwig Wittgenstein and centered on questions of skepticism and
antiskepticism. Wittgenstein and his followers are apt figures for our inquiry due to
Wittgenstei® influence on the art historians discussed inxhehapter and because of
his influence on contemporary philosophy and theology. Alongside Wittgenstein, Stanley
Cavell will be a primary philosophical interlocutor here, while the theological work of Natalie
Carnes, Peter Dula, Andrew Moore, Stephen Malhd Jonathan Tran will also play a role

throughout the dissertation.

(IILA) THE SPECTER OF CERTAINTY IN SKEPTICISM AND ANTSKEPTICISM

Skepticism and argkepticism as engaged by Wittgenstein and Cavell, while pitted against
one another in terms of epistemological outcomes, are both founded on a common belief:
that knowledge obtained through mediation (which is to say, all knowletige)verifsed

through correspondence with redlityother words, the first move of both skepticism and

2 This insight is explored in many of Wittgenstein and & éaet. dn drawing principally
upon Ludwig Wittgenstei@n Certaintyans. Denis Paul and E&.M. Anscombe, eds.

G. E. M. Anscombeand G.H. von Wright (New YorkHarper & Row1%2); Ludwig
WittgensteinPhilosophical Investigaaoss GE. M. Anscombe, PM. S.Hacker, and
Joachim Schulte, ed®.M. S.Hacker and Joachim SchuRey.4th ed. (Vest Sussex
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antiskepticism is an attempt at authentication. Thelkaptiic is optimistic about the
epistemological outcomes of this authentication process, while the skeptic is dubious. As
Wittgenstein puts it in his wo@n Certainty 0 D o u bafteb @ ¢ firecdher @ords,
both the skeptic and the asitieptic believe that we should strive for certainty, but the
skeptic denies that such an end could ever be achieved. A central aim of Wittgenstein
is to unmask this oOopictured6: the i mpul se t
impulse is at work in the iconoclastic attempt at image authentication. In this section, we will
clarify how Wittgenstei nbeoredeladgivtie |l | under s
iconoclasm.

In hisPhilosophical Investiggtitigenstein begins his therapeutic remarks by
guoting a passage from Augustine in which the theologian describes the way that he learned
language. In this scene, Augu&iteachers point to objects and name them, modeling the
linguistic behavior that Augustine learns to copy for his own purposes. This is the picture of

| anguage that Wittgens’tein claims has o0hel

Blackwell2009; and Cavellhe Claim of Reason: Wittgenstein, Skepticism, Morality, and Traged
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1979). These insights are helpfully summarized and
extended in Natalie Carnes, OPossession an
Gregory of Nyssa o nModeinfTheok@ymo. d(3abh. 203R: @8t | ci s m
3 Wittgenstein@n Certaint§160.

* WittgensteinPhilosophical Investiggfihhs

> WittgensteinPhilosophical Investiggfihbs
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[Augustin&] words, it seems to me, give us a particular picture of the essence of
human language. It is this: the words in language namdicdgatences are
combinations of such names. € In this p
following idea: Everyosd has a meaning. This meaning is correlated with the word.
It is the object for which the word stahds.
In other words, names hook onto objects in the world. Words and world are separate, and
the humad job is to bring them together by rational association. A langaagwsters
the language when he or she can productively manipulate these names into sentences that
communicate that uemeaning. Some philosophers have called this theory of meaning
oostensive, 6 claiming that objects are giyv
of that object with a name. This picture of the world islegtical, in the sense that
successful and thus certain reference is verifiable through checking the adequacy of the name
to the object named. Assessing this tendency in theologians, Alan Torrance summarizes:
The worldview assumed by this suggests that thelkiags(selfdefining
referents) to which we firgtfeby pure thought and secoexpresghere this
@expressiriis carried out by attaching terms to these mental acts of referring.
Meaning is essentially describable, therefore, in terms of mental events and the
adaequatio intellectusresueh a way that a given correspondence between reality or
dhing8on the one hand, artidoughon the other, is simply presuppdsed.
Torrance notes that an implication of the Augustinian picture is that the success (the truth,

adequacy, etc.) of a reference can be tested by its correspondence to the thing in the world

® WittgensteinRPhilosophical Investiggfions

" Alan J. Torranc®ersons in Communion: An Essay on Trinitarian Description and Human
Participation, with Special Reference to Volume Orie Ohiah Badmgidsiburgh:

T&T Clark, 1996), 38827.
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that it references. This is the naive theory of linguistic realism that Wit&kvasiigations
sees as the root of much philosophical trouble.

It is easy to see how this picture of reference can be assumed as the logic of imaging
as well: the image hooks onto an object in the world. Image and world are separate, and it is
the artish job to bring them together. There is a paralletrgadist phenomenon that plays
out in visual art criticism as well. It is commonplace for a lay critic to judge the success of an
artwork on its likeness to or correspondence with the reality irrlithéhea@rtwork
ostensibly represents. In this way, the wankming objects in the world is understood (by
a thinker operating within this Augustinian framework) as similar to the work of artistic
representation: the artist and language both provide a representation (name, image) that
references the reality.dach an interpretive framework, the most successful artworks or
images are those that most clearly picture the reality in the world. In modern parlance, this is
often understood to be the photograph. It is worth noting that words and images, while
sharingnany qualities and functions, have significant dissimilarities. Images are material and
static in a way that words are not (which is not to say that words are immaterial and
dynamic). And the argument can be made that images seem to trade on coreegpandenc
prototype more directly than words. In this way, the skeptical challenge to imaging is even
more disastrous than the challenge to language.

The contention that the primary work of artwork or images is to refer to an external

reality in this oOpicturing6 mandoeumenteds an
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is riddled with difficultiéPlatds profoundly influential approach to images is

characterized, for instance, by deep anxiety. For Plato, the anxiety over images stems directly
from their very nature as imitatim@r0esis their nature as representations. In Book X of
theRepubliSocrates famously condemns the imitative painting of a bed as existing at a third
remove from the form of thebé@.o Pl ahessobedheres purely or
the bed; beds crafted by carpenters are derivative of this form; and images of beds are

derived from the appearance of particular beds. The carpenter obtains knowledge of the

beds form to create the particular bed, but the p&hkieowledge comes from the

appearance of the derivative bed. Because the painter has no real knowledge of the form of
the bed, the painter is considered a otric
audience. It is this manipulation thatadd®l most f ervent argument a
profound problem with images is that to succeed as images, they both exist at a distance

from truth and?*Socaads conchra, thendis that thee micnetic l6gic at

8 An extremely thorough history of anxiety over represerntatidre found in Alain

BesanconThe Forbidden Image: An Intellectual History q0bmagaakmiversity of

Chicago Press, 2000). For an account of how these Platonic anxieties were taken up or
resisted in the Christian tradition, see N
Fear of |t i nRelgia®2) @01020,r i sti anity, o
https://doi.org/10.3390/rel8020020.

° Plato,Republitrans. GM. A. Grube (Indianapolis: Hackett, 1974), 89%98a, 26868.

YCarnes, OHow Love for the | mage Cast out I
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work in an image trades on deception. What is more, a successful image further deceives its

beholder by appealing to the passions, which habituates unvirtuous behavior in the beholder.

Platds devastating condemnation of images as representations (imitations) is therefore
threefold: images exist at a tuegjree removal from the reality of the forms, their very
mimetiogic is a logic of deception, and through this deception, they nourish vice. With
Plato, not only is a theory of imaigalism metaphysically untenable, but the characteristic
representational quality of imagesnfasesimakes them epistemologically and ethically
unacceptable. Read against Plato, then, tisiepticism of the Augustinian picture comes
up short in terms of images. The simple matching of images to the world is simply not
enough to secure human knowleafgeality.

While the skepticism of Plé@dime was of a different philosophical variety than that
with which we are chiefly concerned here, the skepticism that we are discussing is incipient
in Plat@ account of images. The skeptical viewer encounters many epistemic obstacles
when attempting the verification of the image by matching that image with its prototype. So
many, in fact, that the skeptic is tempted to give up the game entirely. As Gatnes put
0 The & Hoahisaven produced by the search faryiselline purity of the
epi stemol ogi c al ¥This lzelefirhan epstdmiccarchor that cardcertifyd
the image is shared between both skeptics aisétgptics. In what follows, | will show that
the model of epistemic certainty to which the iconoclasts aspire is the puritgrobtiesios

shared by the Image of God and God the Father (Col 1:15). Because this kind of unity

"Carnes, OPossession and Dispossession, 6
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cannot be obtained between humede images and their (divine) prototype, they are

deemed by iconoclasts to be idolatrous.

(11.B) THE INEVITABLE FAILURE OF CRITERIA

A popular interpretation of Wittgensteiwork contends that the philosopher overcomes
skepticism by establishitriteriaas a guide to the purity of correspond&nwiittgenstei
discussion of criteria is famously illustrated by the example of pain: an inner sensation that
has an outward representatiohn antiskeptical interpretation of pdiehavior would say

that if enough of the criteria for authentic pain (wincing, screaming, grabbing the body, etc.)
are present, the inner pain can be verified as authentic and identified as such. Stanley Cavell
exiends this illustration to imagingrime Claim of Re&soreferencing Grunewéld

Isenheim Altarpiece. In asleptical terms, the criteria for a successful painting oChrist
suffering might include a cross, blood, and a crown of thorns that can be identified and

judged as adequate to the prototypedjfit).

2See Rogers Al br idUseohthe Ter@riteridkig otirrmpleohPhilosephy

56, no. 22 (1959). See al so NorRhidosophMda | col m
Analysjsed. M. Black (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press; &888prman Malcom,
oWittgensté&rPhilosophical Investjg@tienPBhilosophical Rexldw63, no. 41954)53®

559 For a refutation of this approach, see CawnalClaim of Rea3®t8.

13 WittgensteinPhilosophical Investig8fda#.

14 CavellThe Claim of Rea388.
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Figured: Matthias Grinewaltgenheim Altarpies&6

Cavells argument, however, is that Wittgen&ejaal in his discussion of criteria is
not to establish a process of verifying correspondence in representations, but to make plain
the extensive and overwhelming agreement in convention that is required for the project of

communication to get off the girmd™ Cavell extends this insight to claim that even with

B CavellThe Claim of Reggon
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agreement in criteria, it is impossible to satisfy the demands of th& Skeptiehavior

could be simulated, for example, and a painting could reference a passion play rather than

the actual crucifixicnCar nes summari zes, OAs a human co
possi bil i t8¢riteoid canha duipacdthelpossibjlity df lying, acting, or
misunderstanding. Skepticism desires a verifiable unity between word and world, image and
prototype, inner and outer. But these separations, these gaps, can never be bridged to the
skepti®@ satisfaction by criteria because one cannot escape the fallibility of criteria and of

onds own judgement. To the skeptic, pain behavior cannot be verified as authentic pain: it is
oas though a pi ct ur &Cruifixigns a peffeetipicturegofanmmy Gr ¢
and of a cross, but (necessarily) an imperfect or indirect picture of suffering. (It is a sort of
picture of a PTocextand teis toifhages,uthe fregepticnvguld.ndt

allow Grunewald altarpiece to be a perfect picture of a man or cross, as there are always

6 CavellThe Claim of Reagon

Tammy Ngyueh recenStations of the Grasgings, for example, feature a masked figure

acting out the various scenes in @@aasdoloro&he claims this is to reference the tradition

of reenacting the passion during holy week celebrations in some Christian communities. See
Izzy Leung and Peter McCormatk, n t he St udi o :The Stationsioatmmy Ng
Cross, 20226 Lehmann Maupin, June 14, 2022, httop
items/inthe-studiowith-tammynguyen.

Carnes, OPossession and Dispossession, 6 1
¥ CavellThe Claim of Rea388.
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ways in which the painting (image) could be misperceived or misinterpreted. In what follows,
| will show how iconoclasm was a movement centrally concerned with identifying the ways
in which an icon could fall prey to just this kind of misperception antérpretation.

The inability of criteria to establish certainty in the way that both the skeptic and the
antiskeptic desire is not a failure of criteria or convention but a consequence of human
finitude. The fallibility of criteria points to the fact of human embodilnisninpossible
to climb inside the mind of another to verify their pain behavior, and it is impossible to get
inside an image to judge it as a successful representation. There is no formula for outpacing
skepticism, much to the chagrin of the-sliitic.

Wittgenstei® discussion of criteria, then, as inherited and interpreted by Cavell,

Issues in an anthropology as well as an epistemology. And these accounts resonate well with
theological accounts of human finitude. As | will show in the sections that follow, the
icoroclastic argument against images is premised upon the incommensurability of Creator
and creature and the implied uncircumscribability of the Creator as opposed to the
circumscribability of creatures. Cavell provocatively conthel€aim Beasdiy
considering these Oseparationsoé together,
humans and the external world, and IBetween
differences from one anotfiethe one everything the other isfhnédrm an emblem of

human separation, which can be accepted, and granted, or not. Like the separation from

God; everyt HWhegeasvCavalliphilosophical taskds to accept these

20 CavellThe Claim of Rea496.
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separations, the skeptic and theskeptic refuse to do so, attempting instead either to
build bridges over tlgaps or to reject the other, the external world, and God (everything
that the skeptic is not) as uncertifiable and therefore unknowable.

| have explored two central arguments of Wittgenstein and Cavell in an attempt to
build a working understanding of skepticism andkayticism. Through engagement with
Wittgenstei® description of Augusti@dinguistic epistemology, | claimed that skepticism
and antskepticism share a fundamental assumption that knowing requires a method capable
of granting verifiable certainty that is epistemically anchored. | showed that, as a result, both
the antiskepto® certain knowledge and the sk&pticubs about that knowledge are
premised on this prior belief that words, images, other minds, and so on have or have not
achieved authentication through correspondence. | drew attention to this aspect of
skepticism and argkepticism to set the stage forcatéting how the iconoclastic demand
for natural unity between image and prototype amounts to a similar desire for epistemic
certainty through correspondence. Building upon this, | briefly explore@ Cavell
understanding of Wittgensi@idiscussionoftrier i a t o argue, with Ca:
skepticism. 6 Rather than establishing a fo
antiskeptic desires, criteria demonstrate the insurmountable fallibility of all human
communication. In other wordbe skepti@ doubts can never be overcome. | further
elaborated that this is not a failure of criteria, but, at the most basic level, an entailment of a
fact of human embodiment, separation, and finitude. | will argue in what is to come that the
iconoclats also premise their rejection of icons upon human finitude, specifically, the radical
incommensurability of God and the finite human: a distinction that is fundamental for

traditional Christian doctrine.
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(111.) ICONOCLASTIC SKEPTICISM
Fourthc ent ury t heol ogians deployed the script

the invisible Godo6 ( Co &hohaodsiat)theFati@dThe 4: 4) t
implication for some iconoclastic interpreters is that the sucargmafe is therefore

judged according to consubstantiality with a prot&tygaitarian consubstantiality

became the epistemic anchor for the success of the image. A lofty standard indeed. For the
iconoclasts, the icon failed to meet the theological demands of consubstantial imaging. For
those considering material images of (Chassubstantiality created at least three problems.

First, in terms of image theory, consubstantiality would need to be defended between the

2L For example, Gregory of Nazianzus writdd,e [ Ch r iGmaggbecause heisa | | e d
consubstantial with the Father; he stems from the Father and not the Father from him, it
being the nature of an i mage(On®odand@hyisttt he o
The Five Theological Qratioss Frederick Wilhelm and Lionel R. WicKaestwood,

NY: St. Vladimis Seminary Press, 20@. 30.20, 110).

22\While this theory of imaging is nascent in earlier instantiations of the conflict, it is first
formulated by Constantine V in explicit teinmss FirsPeusis 0 And i f the i con
i s consubstanti al QuoiedihNivkhegth oirto si, s 0a&m tircaccn s
AntirrheticbyNi kephor os, Pat r iiaMaiddos® MondZahmagyeé, a nt i n o |
Icon, Economy: The Byzantine Origins of the Contemptraary. IRiagifraay sEstanford:

Stanford University Press, 20@35A, 233.
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image (icon) and its prototype (the uncircumscribable person of Christ). Second, shifting to
Christological concerns, both natures of Christ would need to be present consubstantially in
the image. And third, the invisibility and uncircumscribability dizthe nature of the Son

would need to be reconciled with the &depiction of Jesus Chiaghaterial body. With

these concerns in mind, | will explore how this trinitarian image theory led the iconoclasts to
disparage the icon in a manner that Is¢éaksg parallels to the modern sképtic

disparagement of knowledge: for the iconoclastic desire for a certainty anchored in
consubstantiality could never be satisfied by the materiality of the icon.

The following section will show the development of skepticism in its various forms
during the course of Byzantine iconoclasm. Before surveying this, however, it will be
necessary to sketch a definition of the temmgmscribéperigrapheamduncircumscribed
(aperigrapsias these theological terms form the basic dialectic for the iconoclastic position.
Both sides of the iconomachy return to this dichotomy time and again to assert the
incommensurability of Creator and creature and the visual amal mgications of this
incommensurability. And, as already mentioned, we will see that this incommensurability
echoes the separation lamented by Gaslatptic. Next, | will summarize how the
commitment to this ontological distinction, in tandem with a trinitarian image theory, led
iconoclasts to charge iconophiles with idolatry. The iconoclastic commitment to authenticate
an image by consubstantidétythem to suspect iconophiles of claiming the presence of a
divine nature in the material icon. &wihg this, | will show how John of Dama&cus
iconophilic reply to these charges was similarly premised on the authentication of an image
by a substantial epistemic anchor, which opened the iconophile position to further

theological charges of heresy concerning trinitarian imaging. | will themcturaclastic
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emperor Constantine®/Christological argument against John of Damascus, which
summarize the iconoclagtsarges. Constantine heightened the theological significance of
the debate by demonstrating the debadasilments for Christology: in other words,
iconoclastic skepticism suggests a skepticism abouws Ghnsin nature, establishing
significant problems indeed. Finally, | will further refine this account of iconoclastic
skepticism with the iconoclastic accounts of form and matter. | will show how the
iconoclasfiacceptance of both the Eucharist and the cross as fitting representations for
Christ dempostrate how their theology expresses a preference for abstracted forms over the
appearance of a human bddypoint that will prove important as our argument moves

toward a discussion of both abstraction and pdrgpogtgsis future chapters.

(I1.A) CIRCUMSCRIPTIONR E R GR AMIB@S IMPLICATIONS

Throughout both the iconoclast and iconophile literature, the distinction between the
circumscribedperigrapheaneation and uncircumscribableefigrapsizreator is drawn
upon repeatedly as a foundational commitment. Circumscribable and its negative form,

uncircumscribable, at a basic level, carry ontological implié&iomsnscription implies a

#TorsteinTollefsenSt. Theodore the Sudiéence of the Icons: Theology and Philosophy in Ninth
Century Byzant{@wford: Oxford University Press, 2018), 62. See also Christoph von
SchonbornGod@ Human Face: The dtoigSan Francisco: Ignatius Press, 199417473

207209.
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limit or limitation that defines the boundaries of a given?thimigs verb form, it means to
odraw a | ine around something ®ahesgtertns r c u ms ¢
and the general concept of | imitation are
di fference between &ncreated and created b
Circumscription first became an important theological theme in the trinitarian

conflicts of the fourth century, when Basil and his younger brother, Gregory, used the terms

**1n a letter originally attributed to Basil of Caesarea and later attributed to his brother
Gregory of Nyssa, the term circumslbisi pti on
then is the hypostasis,@nderstandingt the indefinite conception of the essence or

substance, which, because what is signified is general, Gratsdin@iiput the conception

which by means of the expressed peculiarities@inds®@nd circumscription to the

gener al and Basitcoms€rnebadea to Gregory o
Basil: Letters and Select, W@kkect Library of Nicene and Fégiene Fathers of the

Christian Church 2, eds. Philip Schaff and Henry Wace (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2002),

8:13D138 https://ccel.org/ccel/schaff/npnf208.htmDOn the attribution of this letter to

Gregory, see Prucsibgpm nTwumade Hypwo Sdh\gamst s i n Basi
Eunomiugéa n d t h e Viddipe Christiaggsl.,.55 No. 4 (1997), 389.
*TollefsenSt. Theodore the Studétence of the Bns

%6 TollefsenSt Theodore the Sud#éence of the &bns
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to help develop trinitarian categofiéss.Contra EunomjumBasi | st ates, OFoOr
conceived [as being] in circumscription is divine, but it is proper to God to be present
everywhere and to pervade al #Thattwhichigs and n
circumscribed is or can be discovered within the confines of space and time. It is or can be
gualified and quantified by bodily properties and apped@incemscription allows for

positive predication, whereas the fact of the limitlessness and omnipresence of the
uncircumscribed God makes apophatic predication more appropriate. Thus, in Cappadocian
metaphysics, circumscription implies created being.entadk finitude and contingency.

Only the uncreated Godhead can be described as uncircumscribed and therefore eternal,
without limit, and completely free. Because o8Gottircumscribability, the iconoclasts

can claim thadcommonmnpl ac®d htelndtogtickea |l di vi ne |

obeyond all the po¥sibilities of being pai

2When | address Theod@ese and development of the term hypostasis in the next

section, | will provide a more deta#dedmination ahese trinitarian arguments.

28 St.Basil Against Eunomimans. Mark DelCogliano and Andrew Ra@akwitz,Fathers

of the ChurchA New TranslatioWashington, DC: Catholic University of America Press,
2011)Book 3.1, 41.

When | say ocan haved6é | am thinking specif
primarily intelligible beingsangels or number, for instance.

% TollefsenSt. Theodore the Suditence of the BRins
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While for the Cappadocians the distinction between circumscribable and
uncircumscribable was certainly not intended to make liturgical use of circumscribable reality
(i.e., icons) dubious, as the iconoclasts take up Cappadocian metaphysics, the
circumscribbility of icons becomes problematic. This is most apparent in their
Christological arguments. Take, for instance, one of the iconoclastic anathemas presented in
thehoros r om t he iconoclastic Synod of Hieria:
matrial colors in icons, in an anthropomorphic way, the uncircumscribable essence and
hypostasis of God the Word, because of the incarnation, and not to predicate him as God
being not less uncircumscribable, even after the incdinatet  hi m b¥n anat hem
other words, icons must be idols because in their material, particular appearance icons claim
to present Chri& uncircumscribed divine nature, just like the idols of the pagan world. For
the iconoclasts, the God of Christianity cannot be cataphatically predicated in particular and
visualizable terms because this would be a violation of that @Gdhe&dumscribability.

The created, visible world appears to be in competition with the invisible uncreated God.

Later, the iconoclasts expand the argument that Christ cannot be understood to be

circumscribed because o0t fpesonavbuntendwicei s depi c

Horo@ f Hi eria (Mansi 13, 208Df f .Hooefquoted i
Hieria i MarieJo®MondzainJmage, lcon, Econ2@®B337 C)Mondzain notes she relies

on Daniel J. Sal@svork inlcon and Lo@msthe translation of these extracts. Daniel J.

Sahg Icon and Logos: Sources HCEghtly Iconoglatmtage (Toronto: University of

Toronto Press, 1986).
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[prosoploBut he whdatircumscribeégperigrapheimis @personal countenariodviously also
&ircumscribdshe divine nature, which cannotitiecumscribe@?® Theodore highlights
the problematic entailment of this position by putting the position in the mouth of a
hypot hetical iconoclast opponent: o0Circums
therefore Chriss not a mere man because He is not ciftinnasceffed to protect the
uncircumscribability of the Godhead from the threat of particularity and visualization, the
human nature of Christ is reinmegl by the iconoclast aspheticularized and invisible.
This is, of course, not a human nature that is recognizably human, calling into question
iconoclast soteriology. In the iconoclastic account, circumscription (and its entailed
particularity and visllty) always implies a radical incommensurability of the being of God
and the being of the world. Like the skeptic (andlaytic) described by Wittgenstein and
Cauvell, the iconoclast perceives the distinction between the visible and the ib@sble to
problematic gap. The iconoclasts rely heavily upon this conviction when charging the
iconophiles with circumscribing the uncircumscribable.

It is easy to think about circumscription in purely visual terms, and the iconophiles

and iconoclasts both drew upon the visual dimension of these terms in their arguments.

%2 Constantine (PG 100, 216C, 225A, 2280uoted irChristoph von SchénborGods
Human Face: The Gleos{San Francisco: Ignatius Press, 1993)Schoénbof®
translation).

¥ St. Theodore the Studi@n the Holy Icdrens. Catherine P. Roth, vol. 6, Popular
Patristics Series (Crestwood, NY: St. Vla#i8eminary Press, 198%),22 italicsmine).
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However, just as often as visible characteristics distinguish and circumscribe a being,
characteristics that are more abstract, such as@ bemg r s o n a | name, provi
ma r kharak{g¥ This becomes a major point of contention when Christology is brought

to the fore of these conflicts, that is, whether the name of Christ connotes a circumscribable

or an uncircumscribable bdingr both! Different claims are made on both sides of the

confiict about how the name of Christ establishes unity between the different natures of

Christ, and whether or how this designates the kind of particularity appropriately called
circumscribabf Again, these themes are developed throughout the iconoclastic

controversy (just as they were in the trinitarian and Christological controversies), finding

their summit in Theodore the Stu@iteecentering the debate in the Christology of

hypostasis

% This is the case for Gregory of Ny@sa letter originally attributed to his brother Basil of
Caesarea, on which attribution see footnote 28 aBas#)f Caesarea to Gregory of

Ny ssa, 0Let tBasil Letetsxand SelécthNEkbact Library of Nicene and
PostNicene Fathers of the Christian Church 2, eds. Philip Schaff and Henry Wace (Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans, 2002), 83139 https://ccel.org/ccel/schaff/npnf208.htnfll will

discuss Gregaytext more fully in chapter 4. For further discussioScsadorn, God

Human Faczl.

% Theodore presents both sides of the polemic in his second refsé@GonT heodore the

Studite©On the Holy lcah4 7, 5353.
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(111.B) THREE ICONOCLASTIC ARGUMENTS AGAINST IMAGES

When building their theological rejection of the veneration of icons, the iconoclasts drew

upon the distinction between the uncircumscribable and the circumscribable to claim that

the Christian God could not be ima#jddis distinction was certainly affirmed by the

i conophiles too, as the uncircumscribabil:i
obvious to everyone that the Godhead is 1in

Theodor es wr it eusdlessplimitieds, formless, gnd whatdvertadjectives

®Theodor& i conocl ast ®&imagined interloaditor (nThie ®©xd) dlaimse
0OSurely there is not just one veneration,
veneration by the erection of icons, a practice which by some wile of the devil has been
transferred from pagan traditibninging the veneration of idols into the catholic church.

For every theologian agrees that the Godhead is entirely incomprehensible and
uncircumscribabl&St. Theodore the Studi@n the Holy Icdrs 20. For excellent

discussions of iconoclastic use of this distinctiompssteinT o | | ef sen, 0Ci r cum
in St Theodore the SkuDi#éence of the BHBSO ; Kenneth Parry, o0Circ
Unci r c ums c Ddpibtiaghthie Word: Byzamtiné loonophile Thought of the Eighth and Nint
Centuriggol. 12, The Medieval Mediterranganden The Netherland®rill, 1996)9%
113;BarberFigure and Liken#&®1 1 8 ; Leslie Brubaker and Joh
V and the institut i Bymaatium in the lcoooolastEfaS6068® noc | a
HistoryNew York: Cambridge University Press, 205&247; and&chonbornGods

Human Fa@0®209.
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signify the privat i ¢®imiafy, baththeticonodiasts aBobtiteh e a d
iconophiles affirmed that the imaging relationship between the Father and the Son, the
prototype and image (Col 1:15, 1 Cor 4:4), which existed outside of circumscribability, was
consubstanfiitene orthodoxy affirmed that the uncircumscribable Sonomvassiauith

the prototype, the Father. Thifghe Son is the Image of the Father, the unity implied by
imaging must be a unity of nattire.

However, in sharp contrast to the fully developed account of imaging worked out in
Theodore the Stud@edefense of icons, some iconoclasts indexed this consubstantial
imaging relationship to the hurmaade imageB other words, humamade images must
function like the divine Image (the Logos) and reflect their prototypes consubsthrstially.
establishes consubstantiality as the criterion by which the success of an image can be judged.
This logic applied to humamade images demands a shared subbtneEn images and
their prototype$ a demand that, iconoclasts will argue, can only be met by the Eucharist.

Thus, icons failed not only as circumscriptions of the uncircumscribable (namely, the divine

37 St. Theodore the Studi@n the Holy Icdriy 20.

#See, forinstance,Ba@sil devel opment and use of the terr
lifeless image, nor handmade, nor a product of art or conceptualization, but a living image,

or rather seléxistent life which always preserves the indistinguishability, not by likeness of
shape, buin his very substaace B\gamst Eunomilisl8 See also Fasilthe GregtOn

the Holy Spjtitans. Stephen M. Hildebrand, vol.Rhular Patristics Seri€sgstwood,

NY: St. Vladimis Seminary Press, 201B)45, 18.46, 18.47.
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nature of Christ), but they further &slimagés that icons are not consubstantial with their
prototype, Christ. Icons feature what | célbdraitnaturé(wood board, pigment, etc.),

which is distinct frorboth Christs divine naturanchis human nature. When viewed

through the lens of modern skepticism, the iconoclastic impulse can be described thus: the
icon must be verified by correspondence to its prototype in the same way that the divine
Image is related to its prototipy a unityof natue. The iconoclastic criterion for a

successful image is consubstantiality. The icon, a circumscribed configuration of wood and
paint, inevitably fails, entailing iconoclastic skepticism. In what follows, | will trace how this
imagelogic grounds three prary iconoclastic arguments against icons: 1) the charge of

idolatry, 2) the charge of Christological heresy, and 3) the disparagement of the bodily form.

(111.B.1)THE ICONOCLASTIC CHARGE OF IDOLATRY

The most fundamental and repeated charge the iconeeklstd against the practice of

icon veneration is that it amounts to idofdfffis charge was both theological and

¥ For example, in theoroef the Synod of Hieriae find the followingg The af oresai d
creator of evil, not wishing to see her [the church] being comely, did not refrain from using

at different times different means of wicked ingenuity in order to subdue the human race to

his power; thus, with the pretext of Christianityeinéroduced idolatry unnoticeably by

convincing, with his subtleties, those who had their eyes turned to him not to relinquish the
creation but rather to adore it, and pay respect to it, and consider that which is made as God,
calling it with the nam&hrist@ Quotedin Mondzain)mage, Icon, Econ@idy €D, 229.
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practical. Giakalis puts the matter well
always the suspicion or conviction that for the iconophiles the icons were in themselves

obj ect s Blhthenoonodalstic fiteraéure this accusation appears again and again:
0Christians approach the icons as godso6; i
mind from the sublime worship that befits God to the lowly and materialistic worship of the
creatured; iconophiles oplaced in them the
future judgment, 6 and 0 b &Bheioowdclast auharizezdh e m d
their arguments against icons with the Old Testament injunction against graven images (Ex
20:4; Lv 26:1; Dt 5:8), claiming that icon veneration was akin to the pagan worship of idols
from which both the Jewish and Christian camties were to set themselves apart.

However, the charge of idolatry was equally motivated by New Testament theology, wherein

God& uncircumscribability is attested. The iconoclasts were especially fond of quoting the

Gospel of John, which testifies to the i ma
worship him must worship in spinriGiodandg Jtnr u
1:18); OHi s voice you have never heard, hi

40 Ambrosios Giakalitmages of the Divine: The Theology of Icons at the Seventh, Ecumenical Cc
rev. ed.Studies in the History of Christian Traditions (Boston: Brill,, 2005)

“ Horoef the Second Council of Nicadéansi 13, 225A), quotedGiakalismages of the

Diving94, 114Giakali& translations)
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0Bl essed are those who have not®Theen and vy
iconoclasts understood these passages to underwrite a theology of worship that understood
the visibility of the created material world to be unfit for the worship of the invisible,
immaterial Christian God.

Theologically, the charge of idolatry was motived and exacerbated by the systematic
combination of Go@& ontological uncircumscribability and the iconoclastic commitment to
a trinitarian theory of imaging. For these iconoclasts, the icon of Christ is necessarily an idol
because all images express something of the nature of their prototype, &aiviteist
nature cannot be depicted. In other words, any homade image that claims to represent
Christ must make present the divine nature in a circumgaribatd an impossibility. The
iconoclasts can therefore say that whatever it isddpicted in the icon of Christisthe
Christ of the first six ecumenical couficitee incarnate Logdsbecause the divine cannot
be circumscribed. The iconophiles are therefore severely mistaken when they venerate the
i cons, oworshipping them [icolmsdalasatgioadrs &

bestowing on them divine reverence, 6 becau

“2This is a collection of some scriptural citations that are used by the iconocldsisos the
of the Second Council of Nicgdéansi 13, 280E), quotedGiakalis)mages of the Divine

114(Giakali& translations)
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divine nature of Chri&tWhatever nature is expressed in the icon of Christ, it cannot be
divine, and therefore it cannot be a depiction of the orthodox Christ.
This charge is often put in termsamingp iconoclastic literature:
Such a man made an icon, calling it Christ. And this name, Christ, is both God and
man. It is an icon, then, of both God and man. He has therefore by his own vanity
either limited, according to appearances, that aspect of the divinity which cannot be
limited, by the depiction of the created flesh, or else he has compressed together the
unconfused union, having fallen into the lawlessness of confusion, and has thus
joined two blasphemies to the divinity both through limiting it and through
confusing it?
In this passage, the iconoclasts claim that icons limit the unlimited and confuse the
unconfused. o0Confusiondéd is a Christologica
olimitationd that i s oOoaccording toofappear a
the uncircumscribable God. According to the iconoclasts, in calling the icon Christ, the
iconophiles claim divinity where there is only created material, thereby establishing the icon
as an idol. The name of Christ connotes uncircumscribabilityitmmtbelasts, and the
only proper vehicle for such a name would be the Eucharist, which is indeed consubstantial
with its prototype. Thus, the iconoclastic account of imaging and icons follows the logic of

skepticism traced above. The iconoclast pursuesrification of an ima@gdrue relation

to its prototype (an ic@reference to the fullness of Christ) through established criteria (the

“*Horo®f the Second Council of Nicgd4ansi 12, 1010E; 959DE, 1146B; 208E, 216A,
232B, 284Din Giakalisimages of the Diy@iakali& translations).

“Horo®f the Second Council of Nicgdéansi 252A), quoted Giakalis|mages of the
Diving95(Giakali& translation)

56



Chapter 1: The Uncircumscribabikon ChristinaCarnes Ananias

consubstantiality of image and prototype), criteria that the image inevitably fails to meet. The
iconoclasskeptic suspects that true reference to Christ can never be obtained in the material
particularity of an icon, and thus dubs it an idol.

In response to the iconoclastic charge of idolatry, John of Damascu¥ 4Q)675
argued that the historic visibility of the incarnation enables the memorializing of that
visibility in the icoff.John of Damascus was a foundational figure in his defense of the
practice of icon veneration during the first period of imperially enforced iconoclasin (c. 730
787) . Hi s chall enge was to demonstrate th
and paint of the image as the Old Testament prohibitions against graven images forbids.
Rather, the fact of the incarnation establishes a kind of unity between the representation of

Christs incarnate flesh in the icon and the historic visibility of@&mestrnate flesh,

4 John of Damasci@siconophilic arguments are found in [®tthlohn of Damascighree
Treatises on the Divine, liraagesAndrew Louth (Crestwood, NY.VIadimi& Seminary
Press, 2003)nd inSt. John of Damasc@n the Orthodox Faith: A New Translatiéraat an
Exposition of the Orthodox fraiits. Norman RusséliréstwoodNew York: StVladimi
Seminary Press, 202)r an overall introduction to John of Damascug\rséiew Louth,

St. John Damascene: Tradition and Originality in ByzgQikierdh€otimggt University

Press, 200Zyor the innovative ways in which John of Damascus used inherited patristic
material, sé@owan WilliamsChrist the Heart of Cre@dtiomon: Bloomsbury, 20181 @

115.
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making veneration of the icon fitting and prép@f.course, this required a Christian
account of what kind of unity in difference an image could be said to have.

As a masterful summarizer and interpreter of patristic sources, John grounds his
account of imaged representation in the authority of earlier*/aixested above, image
[eikohis a important category of reflection during the fangntiury trinitarian
controversies because of Bause of the term to characterize thésSefationship to the
Father in Colossians 1:15. Jotarshals the authority of the orthodox fathers to define the
difference and unity between icon and prototype:

An image is a likeness which portrays the prototype but is somewhat different from

it. For it is not like the archetype in every way. The Son is the living, natural, and

undeviating image of the invisible God, bearing the entire Father within himself,
idertical to him in all things, differing only in the effect. The Father is the natural
cause, the Son the effect. For the Father is not from the Son, but the Son from the

Father. For he has to be from him, yet not after him, such is the paternal
generatiorf

“0The apostles saw the Lord with their bodi
the martyrs. And | | ong to see them in sou
not as God, but as an hono StaJohnef Damascgse of t
Three Treatises on the Divindramagésidrew Louth, Popular Patristics Series (Crestwood,

NY: St. Vladimis Seminary Press, 2003, 4543.

" John of Damasc@smost famous work is a masterful florilegium that includes both

patristic and pagan referen&sJohn of Damasc@3n the Orthodox Faith: A New

Translation of an Exact Exposition of the OrthOdanideasthY: St Vladimis Seminary

Press, 2022).

8 Johnof DamascusThree Treatises on the Divinel lhafes
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Il n this trinitarian concept of i maging, th
the Father, while maintaining the difference of generation. This designates a substantial unity
between the image (the Son) and its prototype (the Father) tbte¢<amelational bond
stronger than what can be known outside of the immanent Trinity, but, importantly
recognizes the nuance of difference in this consubstantiality. In emphasizing this trinitarian
unity between Son and Father, while simultaneouslgimamthe difference of image and
prototype, John establishes a rich theory of representation that underscores unity between
image and imaged as a guard against idolatry.

This trinitarian image theory is further developed ir&Jas® of an influential
political metaphor for trinitarian unity: the analogy of the emperor and his image, which was
first employed by Athanasftidohn and other iconophiles draw primarily from@asi

of the metaphor i©n the Holy SpiBasil writes:

9 John references Basilse of the metaphor and then comments upo&fit dohn of
DamascusThree Treatises on the Divind.Bhaget!|.36, 42. Bdsiiteration of the

metaphor is found i®n the Holy Spigte St. Basil the Gre@t the Holy SpiliB.45See
also, StAthanasiusAthanasius: Select Works and Letters, eds. Philip Schaff and Henry
Wace, vol. 4A Select Library of Nicene aiNideast Fathers of the ChristiarR Q&Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans, 198896 andSt. Theodore the Studin the Holy Icdgh&l, 13the
metaphor wagstensibly repeated at the Seventh Ecumenical Council at Nicaesem 787
Philip Schaff and Henry Wace, €lise Seven Ecumenical CmintdA Select Library of
Nicene and Risene Fathers of the Christiar2 @aranld Rapids: Eerdmans, 19585,
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It is said that there is a king and the image of the king, but not two kings, for the
power is not divided, and the glory is not portioned out. As the power that rules over
us and the authority is one, so also one, not many, is the doxology from us. On
acount of this, the honor of the image passes over to the archetype. Therefore, the
image is the prototype by way of imitatioimle$is the case of the king and his

image; the Son is this by nature. And just as in the arts there is a likeness according
to form, so with the divine and incomposite nature, the unity is in the communion of
the Godheatf.

Reflecting on the iconophibese of this text, Charles Barber notes,
It is important to consider what it discloses about assumptions regarding the icon.
The comparisons drawn in the last section [of the quoted material] inmpigndsas
and likeness are regarded as equivalents to the natural unity of the Trinity. They
cannot be set aside as simply formal qualities. Rather, they define the necessary
identity between two distinct thiRgs.
In other words, Jol@use of Bagltrinitarian analogy designates the unity between icon
and prototype as a bond o0equivalent tod th
Son. Moreover,& important to note the significance of calling an image by its pitotype

name in these examples. Apparently for Bastinhestd the image is not only found in

the likeness of form, but in the shared identity of name.

For an excellent discussion of the practice of venerating the imperial image, which was by all
accounts common throughout the centuries of imperial reigrglieeMargaret Jensen,

Face to Face: Portraits of the Divine in Early dinstapityis: Fortress Press, 2E15)

59.

0 St. Basilpn the Holy Spili8.45.

> BarberFigure and Liken@4s
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In his defense of icons, John of Damascus doubles down on the trinitarian account
of imaging that has been used by the iconoclasts to denigrate icons, but uses it
Christologically tdefendons. For John, the historic circumscribability of the Son justifies
his circumscription in the icéAnd the ico® board, paint, and pigment do not impede
reference to its prototype because*®*an i mag
Because of his commitment to the presence of divine substance in the incarnate Christ, he
continues to affirm the ic@successful reference toltbgasAs such, Jol@mapproach to
iconography could be understood as realist (eskaptical) because he sees adequate and
truthful depiction of Christ as not only possible but fitting. However, because John draws

upon the trinitarian theory of imaging to describe theaf@rkimage, the criterion of

*2For example, John writesBut when God in the depths of
truth a human being for our salvation, he
and dwelt on earth, adwed among mef@performed miracles, suffered, was crucified, rose

again, ascended, and all these things happened in reality and were seen by human beings, anc
written down as a reminder for wus Sinpoed as t
not everybody is literate or has the leisure for reading, the fathers acknowledged that these
should be depicted in i mages &sJomefmori al s
Damascu€n the Orthodox F&6®263.

I dentifying how exactly an image can be 0:
archetype is the paradox at the center of the continuing iconoclastic del&iteklBeaf
DamascusThree Treatises on the Divind Ith&fes
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consubstantiality remains a problem for adequately securing the verifiability &f an icon
reference.

Johr& use of trinitarian analogies for unity among difference, while foundational for
the continuing iconophile case, opens him to iconoclastic criticism &ruBasif the
analogy, unity afatureetween prototype (God the Father) and image (God the Son) is
defended: 0The i mage is the prototype by w
image; the Son is thig natur&Such is the rich account of imaged representation that John
wants to invoke through repeating this analogy and, yet, such is the account of imaged
representation that some iconoclasts also took as the metaphysical formula for all human
made imagindn a text preserved only in iconophile literature, iconoclastic emperor
ConstantineV (78X 75) summari zed this thick view of
copy of an original . €& | rconsubsthetish whatis be a tr
depicted é so the that the whol®®Thee safegu
emperor here defines true representation as only that which is consubstantial with its

prototype, as we have seen in other figures thiis far.

>4 St.Basil,On the Holy Spili8.45italicsmine)

%5 Constantine V (PG 100, 216A, 22&{ptedin SchonbornGod Human Fadé7
(Schoénboré translation)

% Schonborn observes that the iconoclastic writers lobtbef the synod must have seen
the impossibility of such a standard for images, as the synod documetiite ctistate

this same insistence. Indeed, at times the documents seem to argue for verthapposite

62



Chapter 1: The Uncircumscribabikon ChristinaCarnes Ananias

To summarize, the iconoclastic commitment to the natural unity between image and
prototype excludes iconic imaging as the uncircumscribable nature of Christ cannot be
presented in the ic@circumscribed form. Thus, the icon, which claims the name of
0Christ, 6 functi on s &eesonaeno thedharges of daldtryn of Da
introduced to the debate the historic circumscribability of@& htistanity while reiterating
and nuancing the argument for natural unity between image and prototyeBasis
metaphor of the emperor and his image. While the circumscribability &f @hrianity
established a new criteria judging andsisoiccess, a portrait of Christ still failed as a

consubstantial image according to the iconoclastic criteria of consubstantiality.

(111.B.2)THE CHRISTOLOGICAL ARGUMENT AGAINST ICONS
To establish iconoclasm as the imperial policy, Constantine called the Synod of Hieria in
754, which escalated the iconoclastic argument from what might have been a disagreement
about church practice to a defense of the fundamentals of orthodox Chitistiam this
council, the iconoclasts charged the iconophiles with Christological heresy. The authority
and weight of the centuries of Christological conflict licensed the material and theological
destruction of icons and their proponents. The iconoptggtered their theological
argument with references to the debates surrounding the Council of Chalcedon (451),

including, as we will see, specifically coded words lifted directly from th& cesultihg

the image was always infinitely removed from the pra@otgaktySchénbornGods
Humarracegl75177.
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statement of orthodoxy. The language was used at Chalcedon to oppose specific heretical
Christologies, thus making clear that, for the iconoclasts, the iconophiles are committing
heresy on Christological grounds.

On the one hand, the iconoclasts claim that those who venerate icons are Nestorian:
oWe find that this unlawful pictorial art
that is, against the dispensation of Christ, and overturns the six hely,idspired
ecumeni cal councils, and e commends Nestor
who became i ncar nat e’ Thedcon raplgates iheNestoriamerpa i r o
of divisiohecause the icon, as a phenomenon that is naturally distinct from its prototype,
separates the human (circumscribable) nature of Christ from the divine nature, resulting in a
opair of Sons. 60 The &tahingwasweonderhedwithcal | t ha
preserving the integrity of the divine nature in Christ by suggesting two hypostases present
in Christ: one divine and one hurffdn.a conservative effort to protect the divine Son
from generation, suffering, and death, he insisted that the name common to e@ch nature

Chrisfi be used only when predicating those things that were reasonably common to each.

>"Horo®f the Second Council of Nicgdansi 13, 240C, 241g)otedin Giakalisimages

of the Diviris.

8 See the correspondence between Nestorius and GyrilRi c har d No &r i s, ed
Second L et tTaeChristological ContiwgassyRichard Norris, Sources of

Early Christian Thought, ed. William G. Rusch (Philadelphia: Fortress Pre4231980),

140.
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Therefore, the Blessed Virgin Mary could be called-kxarsr ChristotoRdsut not God
bearerTheotoKopss the latter would imply that God had undergone the indignity of a

human birth? The human hypostasis of Jesus had lived the material and undignified aspects
of Christs incarnate life, while the divine hypostasis was protected as irffi@gsité.
Alexandrié response was to insist on thermess of Chridt hypostasis in two natures,

declaring aommunicadiiomatufsharing of properties) between thefitvan assignment of
aspects of nature and events proper to divinity to &ldiighity and those proper to

humanity to his humanityand insisting on the tiflheotokémr Mary?! The council of

*Nestorius write® Ever ywhere in Holy Scripture, when
dispensation of the Lord, what is conveyed to us is the birth and suffering not of the deity

but of the humanity of Christ, so that by a more exact manner of speech the holy Virgin is

cdl ed Mother of ChmMNiost, sn o3 Ndesctdoed usdt tGeord . t
137.

®Nestoriusnrites0 To attri bute also to him, in the r
characteristic of the flesh that has been conjoined withl mrean birth and suffering and

deatlii is, my brother, either the work of a mind which truly errs indhenfaf the

Greeks of that of a mind diseased with the insane heresy of Arius and Apollinaris and the

ot heNrog.rd s, &0 Nseesctoonrdi uL,sé39t er t o Cyril , 0
1Cyrilwrites [ The Holy Fathers] bod drhotThestdddseld t h e
not because the nature of togosr the deity took the start of its existence in the holy

Virgin but because the holy body which was born of her, possessed as it was of a rational
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Chalcedon, while enshrining the full extent of&igdching, declared the Nestorian

division of persons to be anathema. This is present in the language of the statement,
specifically in its references to Mary as Theotokos and its claim &f i@tasts as
coexisting oindivisiblyod and oOinseparably.
natures in the icon of Christ associates the iconophile position with the anathematized
heresy. If the icon presents anything naturally, the icanoldastit is utterly distinct from

the uncircumscribable divine nature of Christ, and thus must introduce a division and where
orthodoxy demands unity. In this way, the iconoclasts demand a greater unity in the person
of Christ than what can be expressedein donception of the icon. In the terms of

skepticism, their criteria for successful imaging (consubstantiality between image and
prototype) cannot be successfully arethis failure iterates Christological heresy.

On the other hand, as @ seen, the iconoclasts also charge iconophiles with a
monophysite omixing® bwoomandmuwes oindw e Chce
also Arius and Dioscorus and Eutyches and Severus, who teach the confusion and jumbling
of the two nat u®Thesextreme fornis ef monophysitsn iclains that the
natures of Christ combined in such a way as to constitute something radically new. Rather

than a Nestorian separation of natures, the iconoclasts accused the iconophiles of

soul, and to whichtheogowras hypostatically united, i s s
Norri s, &0 Nseesctoonrdi uLs@3di3e.r to Cyril , o6

®2Horo®f the Second Council of Nicgdansi 13, 244Dyuoted irGiakalisimages of the

Divine95.
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understanding the natures in the depiction of Christ in the icon as comingled or mixed. Like
Nestorianism, Eutychianist monophysitism was condemned at Chalcedon with the specific
language of the statement: C@ristt wo nat ures are oacknowl edg
unchangeably. 6 A mixtur e tetitmdyid eo rt woot hniartdu rteh
that possesses the substance of neither divinity nor humanity. A generous reading of the
iconoclast argument would understand this accusation in ternistbédrg of natural
imaging. Something of the nature of the@csubject must be expressed in the icon
presenting Christ visibly. Therefore, the iconophiles must believe (according to the
iconoclasts) that the human flesh of Jesus has somehow subsumed the divine, mixing the
natures into a visiblertiunquid

As the iconophiles themselves note in their refutation, the charge stands in direct
opposition to the previous charge of Nestoriaffistow could the same practice imply two
diametrically opposed heretical positions? In@sédgorskyrgues that the iconoclastic
arguments of both Constantine and the synod of 754 are more greatly indebted to
monophysitism than the iconophiles in their insistence that the human flesh has been
ototally assumed i nto thienedi véi nBeo dnya taunrde saonu

together are made divine, an dimthesiiterdtianr can

%3 Giakalis)mages of the Digibe
* Horo®f the Synod of 754Mansi, 13, 2256Ejoted inSchonbornGod Human Face,
177 SeeGeorg Ostrogorskytudien Zur Geschichte Des ByzantinischenBitdsestiaites

Amsterdam, AM. Hakkert, 1964 5ebastian Brock has written a compelling challenge to
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of the Christological heresy, the human nature of Christ is subsumed into the divine. As

noted earlier when | addressed the charge of idolatry, the iconoclastic insistence on
consubstantiality as a criteria of successful imaging leads to formulatiosits diu@tan

nature that are imprecise at best. In the earlier debate, the particularity and visibility of Jesus

is sacrificed for the sake of maintaining the uncircumscribability of the divine nature; here

we see the qualities of JBsush umaning g oblody eaef fectively di
overwhelming abundance of the divine nature. In this way, skepticism about the ability of

the icon to successfully disclose Ghiribtine nature leads to skepticism about the ability of

Jesu$ human nature to successfully disclose the divine.

In sum, Constantine V and therosf the Second Council of Nicaea expanded the
iconoclastic critique by charging the iconophiles with Christological heresy. According to the
iconoclasts, icons either separate the natures of Christ, effectively instantiating Nestorianism,
or they mix the rtares into a new thing, instantiating monophysitism. In either case, the
icon inappropriately and untruthfully references its prototype: the single hypostasis of the
Son of God in whom human and divine natures are wnitexlit mixture. According to
the skepticism of the iconoclasts, icons are unable to meet the criteria for verifiability that

both trinitarian theology and Christology demand.

Ostrogorské claim that the iconoclasts were indebted to monophysitisseb&sgan

Brock, Ol conocl as m leomodasm: PaperdivencaptieWNmth Spergy, 6
Symposium of Byzantine, Sigiesity of Birmingham, March 1975, eds. Anthony Bryer

and Judith Herrin (Birmingham: University of Birmingham, 19837, 53
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(11.B.3)THE ICONOCLASTIC AVERSION TO BODILY FORM

Finally, the imaggkepticism of the iconoclasts is further fueled by their aversion to the
appearance of a bodily form. In this section, | will demonstrate this by comparing their view
of i conography t o tsawtiomrid$uegportthe Eudlragseasdithet h a t
cross. First, | will address the iconoclastigraterialism, which, some scholars argue,
stems from a distinctiprigenisbsoteriology and eschatology. In other words, for the
iconoclasts, the materiality of the created worddimed to be so changed by glorification
that its current iteration is deemed worthless. | will then problematize this iconoclastic anti
materialism by considering iconoclastic accounts of the imaging done by the Eucharist and
the cross. It will becomesal that it is not mattper shat the iconoclast deems unworthy
for imaging the divine, as the bread and wine of the Eucharist and the symbol of the cross
are both adequate o0i magesd of the divine i
bodilyform impressed in the materiality of the icon.

One could be forgiven for assuming that the iconoclasts had a negative view of the
material world. Time and again the iconoclast arguments (which, it is helpful to remember,
are usually preserved by the winning iconophiles) lambast the base matieeiadion afs

unworthy, odefiled, 6 0c o ftmosoch dothdGiakabisrandh | e s s

®5Various quotations from the iconoclast argument presentedHiortssf the Second
Council of NicaetMansi 13, 247E, 264B, 268C, 277D), quotddhkalismages of the
Diving68(Giakali& translations)
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George Florovsky argue that this iconoclastratérialism shows a distinct Origenistic

influencé® That is, they discern a cosmological and eschatological program that prioritizes
the ointelligiblesd over and agai@st the 0
eschatology is found the conception that bodies will béotetiectdonce again, restored

to the primeval state from which they fell to the sensible world and received specific shape
and fdhismedemption from the sensible to the intelligible is seen paradigmatically in
the resurrected body of Christ, which has
more be di st i®®Rupabiusswhendtheficonoalasts approdingly quote at

length, rejects the claim that such a glorified body could be adequately*depisteil.

one were to depict Christ, the result would be unreflective o&Gheistrious glorification

% Giakalismages of the DiVilig4;see alsGe or ge Fl orovsky, o0Origer
| conocl ast i Ghurcddlistd§, o v2dH9FOF/BI6FIorovskd argument

draws a parallel between the quotations used by the iconoclasts fromdEustbius

Empress Constantina and the doctrine of th
®7 Giakalis)mages of the DiVihe

®Fl orovsky, 0Origen, Euseb,jf@ls, and the | coi
“Fl orovsky, 0Origen, Euseb,j@s91ankEornr h&n | &xa
discussion of Euseb@gand Eusebi&) complicated relationship to Christian images

(though John of Damascus cites the historian in an approving manhenk see

Del Cogliano, OEusebian Theol ogi edurmalfof t he S
Early Christian Stu@lgsno. 4 (2006459$484.
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of the flesh in the resurrection. A similar line of argument stands for icons of the saints, who
share in Chri& redeeming glof§Whether or not this interpretation of Origen

cosmological and eschatological program is true to Origen is beside the point; it is clear that
the iconoclasts understand resurrection to be a victory over and against the sensible world,
thus, making iconic r epr elavalfdr@hristamaawho nappr o
have acquired hope in the resurrection to adopt the customs of the gentde demon
worshippers and to insult the sdintgho are destined to shine in such §lavith ignoble

and de at@Matmedat depiction df Christian persons, and most importantly the

“How do they [iconographers] dare to depi ¢
praised mother of God, upon whom the fullness of the Godhead cast his shadow and
through whom the inaccessible light did shineforslus who is higher than the heaven

and holier than the cherubim? Or again, those who will reign with Christ and sit along with
him to judge the world, and who will be as glorious as he of whom, as the Word says, the
world was not worthy? Are they not ashamed to depict them through ar{faganit is

not lawful for Christians, who have their hope in the resurrection, to use the customs of
nations that worship demons, and to treat so spitefully, by means of worthless and dead
matter, the saints who will be resplendent with suctodlorp®f the Synod of 754

( Mansi 13, 2Horosl the Sympd of Hieri@, NMomdzaih)mage, Icon,
Econom2%$230(Mondzai translations)

"Horo®f the Second Council of Nicg#ansi 13, 277D), quotadGiakalismages of the
Diving71(Giakali& translations)
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person of Christ, is idolatry because the fundamental Christian hope, grounde@ in Christ
resurrection, is to overcome materiality in glory.

However, to declare that the iconoclast approach to the material world is
straightforward dismissal would be a step too far. Throughout the entirety of the iconoclastic
struggle, there is testimony to the iconoclastic celebration of the Eucharist as the
pa adi gmatic Christian o0i mage. é6 Constantine
that Chrisls words of consecration over the bread and wine of the Eucharist are singularly
effective at establishing the representative capacity of the mattel antnese, elevating
it o0to a thing n&Thismadiecttogtrashta timaiconotiasticd s . 6
disparagement of the addtands, which can only ever blaspheme the holy by claiming of
the icon, 0This is Christ.o6 While the icon
clarity whether they believe Christ is essentially present in the matter of the Eucharist, it is
clear tlat the substance of the bread and wine, changed through the consecrating words of
Christ, is transformative in a way that a painting of & hissige, created by an artist, could
never be.

But why? The iconoclast might contend that the Euchart$teisopoietan image

that is miraculous in origirbecause of the Sp&itransforming work during the words of

2Constantine V (PG, 100:377CD), quotdsiarberFigure and Liken8sgBarbés
translations).
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consecratioff.However, this is complicated by the iconodspsoval and promotion of
another image: the cross. Throughout the iconoclastic debates, the cross is ubiquitously
agreed upon as being properly representative of Christ, both by iconoclasts and iconophiles.
Indeed, in the Chalke Gate poems of 815, nefedleabove, the iconoclasts laud its
superiority as an image, over and against the image & Qdpisted bodily form:

The Lord does not tolerate that Christ be depicted

As a form voiceless and bereft of breath

In earthly matter, which is condemned by the scriptures.

Leo, with his son the new Constantine,

Marks the thricklessed figure of the cross,

The glory of believers set up on the dates.
In his analysis of this series of poems and their refutation by Theodore the Studite, Barber

argues that an opposition is established betwefennihaf Christ and thégureor signof

the cros$: While both represent Chisvictory through sensible matter, the iconoclast

3 Acheiropoietiémages are a class of images defined by their miraculous origin. These
images are not the products of human manufacture but ostensibly given mysteriously by
Christ. Those who venerate and defend icons oftatlkégopoietas Go@ authorization

of imaging in worship. Examples of such images inclubliatigyliofimage of Edessa)
andtheHodegetrla the Westexamples includbe Shroud of Turin, the Veil of Veronica,
and Our Lady of Guadalupe.

"4 Chalke Gate poems of 815 (PG, 99:437C), quddadberFigure and Liken88s

(Barbe® translationspee als&Gl enn Peers, o0Breathless, Spee

Gat e E pCaliersaean égtddes a3di€mhaes): 1@92.
>BarberFigure and Liken@3s
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understands the depiction of Ci&igbrm as idolatry; whereas the cross, in later poems, is
heral ded as an eloquent conveyor of ®0a cl e
The cross is associated with the clarity and abstraction of verbal testimony of the gospel,
while the icon of Christ is decried for its reliance upon the base visual language of depiction
of appearance. Word and image are opposed in the iconoclastatagpre economy,
with the verbal far surpassing the v@saaility to convey gospel content truthfully.

The cross can operate analogously to verbal testimony in spite of its visuality
because, according to the iconoclasts, it does not depend up@ib@diigtforni’ In
Aristotelian logic, used by both the iconoclasts and the icondpimes)dmatterare
distincif or m gi ves oOprimal 6 matter particul ari i
function; in other words, form limits matter to a partiemarr 0 t"® Matter,gn teyms
of images and art objects, is constituted by the basic physical elements used to create the
final image. Form, on the other hand, is the figure or likeness impressed upon the materials
that establishes the material as an image. IndheBu i st , the bread and
appropriate model for material representat

represented a common material nature, which in its transformed formlessness becomes an

® Chalke Gate poems of 883, 99:436837A), quoted in BarbefFigure and Liken@4s
(Barbe® translations)

""BarberFigure and Liken@8s

"8 Aristotle, Metaphys&8,1050b2; 7.2,1043208 1043b2.
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adequate vehicle for the r @Q@onsastieerchimstieon of
of orml ess6é6 matter of bread and wine takes
consecration. Of course, bread and wineadicemless. The formlessness that is celebrated

by Constantine here is the absencéotidggorm. There is no likeness of bodily form

present in the Eucharist. The iconoclasts depend upon this formlessness, this absence of
bodily form, to O0imagedé properly the form
visual art history, one might sigjdleat the iconoclasts celebrate the abstraction of the

bread and wine at the Eucharist, as it is not visually representative of the appearance of that
whichit images.

The figure of the cross functions in a similar way to the Eucharist, in that its
formlessnessits abstractiam is considered a virtue in iconoclastic theories of
representatiofWh i | e dypdsisgnotia eern uged with precision in iconoclastic
literature, the poem quoted above demonstrates that the iconoclasts saw a distinct contrast

betweentheé f oreitlds ¢f t he depicted body of Chri st

"*BarberFigure and Liken86s

soBarberwrite As we have seen, the iconoclastic n
model ed upon the eucharist, in which the d
essentially idenyieaformally distinct, icon. The iconoc@Estss should be understood in

the same light. It ought, therefore, to be distinguished from the category of the symbolic, as
this iIs not just essenti al IBgrbebFigareahdbr mal | y
Likenesd403.
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cross. The figure of the cross is an appropriate vehicle for representing the divine because it
does not attempt to depict the bodily form of Christ. Indeed, in the sequence of poems, the
icon is derided in the Old Testament key of idolatry for beingarstias respect: a
ovoicelessd and osoullesso6 form, oObereft o
believers, 6 and o0show[s] a cl| eé&Babarnd mor e
argues that each po®roonsistent reference to the operation of the preincarnate Logos in
the cross demonstrates that the iconoclasts think the lack of bodily form of the cross enables
the cross to present that which is o0invisi
This line of argument continues as iconoclasm develops. The Synod of 787 quotes
the iconoclasts:
Just as that which Christ received from us is the matter alone of a human substance
perfect in every respect, which does not characterize an individually subsisting
person, lest an additional person be admitted into the Godhead, so also the image is
offered of special matter, namely, the substance of bread, which does not represent
the shape of a man, lest idolatry be introdtced.
For the iconoclasts, then, the ofomfmlessne
their abstractidhma kes t hem proper vehicles for 0i ma

statement of the iconoclastic position echoes the Christological problem heteithear

denial of the particular and visualizable human body of Jesus in the historical incarnation, a

81 Chalke Gate poems of 8 83 99:437(09:436R quotedin BarberFigure and Likeness
92, 94Barbe translations)

82Horosf the Second Council of Nicg&4ansi 13, 264ABD), quotedGinakalis|mages of
the Divine: The Theology of Icons at the Seventh Ecu6®@ikadi@& traihslation)
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position deemed heretical in the-@é&@lcedonian refinements of Christological doctrine.
Only the abstracted form of bread and wine, as sanctioned by Christ, is fitting for the
ospeci al mattero of the invisityleterencoegos. A
the invisible through its abstraction. This is to say that while matter is certainly not revered
by the iconoclasts in any sense, the matter itself is not the problematic element [at least at
this point], but the human, bodily form impresgemh it. In this way, the iconoclasts
identify abstraction as a further criterion for successful imaging of the Logos, which further
expands their skepticism of both icons and the human nature of Jesus Christ.

In light of these charges, it is striking to note the extagsaemerthat the
iconoclasts had with the iconophiles. To name perhaps the most important point of
convergence, both sides affirm without qualification that the divine nature of the triune God
implies invisibility and uncircumscribability. In other words, tbahoclasts and the
iconophiles hold to a traditional orthodox account of the foundational and ultimate
ontological and epistemological distinction between the uncreated dikenenokdill other
created nature. Moreover, we have also noted that another area of agreement between both
parties (in accord with orthodox trinitarian doctrine) is that that the divine Son images the
Father consubstantially. Tdh#erenceof natureB uncreated and created, uncircumscribed
and circumscrib@dbecomes a problem when trinitarian, consubsiamtigis posited for
the humarmade image. The questions that arise are inevitably put in Christological terms
because the prototype for the paradigmatioon i s Chri st hi msel f. A
main point of disagreement between the iconoclasts and the iconophiles lay not so much in
the two natures of Christ as in his one unique persoritcolytested poidsince it [the

Logos] existed before his incarnation and was in consequence literally divine and
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uncircumscribed, but now by reason of the incarnation and hypostatic union belongs equally
as much to his di v#Theunigd theimageof GhrishwitmGhrist nat u
proves difficult to parse insofar as the unity of Christ himself was contested. As we will see,
Theodore the Stud@ebrilliant move in the ninth century is to shift the conversation away

from the difference of natures to the unity of Glahgpostasis person. However, before

this was possible, the iconophiles needed to make another conceptual move to refine a
theological theory of imaging: a crucial distinction between the natural image and the

artificial image.

In sum, | have explored highlights of the iconoclastic position through the first
iteration of the iconoclastic debates in the eighth century to show that the iconoclastic
position can legitimately be regarded as skeptical. The iconoclasts weresgjeegingal r
the possibility of an icon conveying true and verifiable knowledge about God in Christ
because the criteria that they outlined for an @®geessful mediation of its prototype
could not be met in the icon. | explained that the specifiadtitatrihe icon failed to meet
(in the iconoclastic account) were: (1) consubstantiality between image and prototype, (2)
Christological unity of divine and human natures, and (3) an absence of bodily form
amounting to an abstraction of Christ, the refefsna painting, the icon of Christ
instantiates a portraiiture (oil, board, pigment) rather than the divine nature of Christ,
thus failing to meet the criteria of consubstantiality. And the representatiofof Jesus

human, bodily form in the icon foer failed to meet their criterion of abstraction.

8 Giakalis|mages of the DitiD2.
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Iconoclasts, therefore, developed multiple skeptical arguments against the veneration of
icons grounded in both trinitarian theology (the icon does not image whereas the image of
the invisible God, Christ himself, can) and Christology (the icon dividgesthe natures

of Jesus). | have further suggested that this-skegicism opens up a skepticism about

the human nature of Christ in the historical incarnation. In the next section, | will show how
the iconophile retort met these challenges by gagetbeir own criteria for an idn

success, suggesting a realist approach to @&rirwaging work.

(IV.) THE BEGINNING OF AN ICONOPHILIC RESPONSE: NOT NATURAL,
BUT ARTIFICIAL IMAGES

After her rise to power as the regent empress of Byzantium in 775, Irene began a
programmatic effort to reestablish icon veneration in the empire. To this end, she called
what has become known as the Second Council of Nicaea in 786. After a hiatus due to
iconoclastic disruption, the synod produced a theological statement defending iconography
and officially sanctioning the practice in the empire. In this section, | will summarize key
decision®f this counc findings to show that they develop new eriterian icon to

convey its prototype, criteria that can be met. | will argue, with Giakalis, that this move was
derived from the iconophi@tiskeptical approach to the material vrkbresentation

of the divine. However, these reforms were still open to challenges from the iconoclasts, as
the mode of unity between the icon and prototype was not clarified. An opportunity for
such clarity would come with the resurgence of iconoi@asicin the ninth century,

when Theodore the Studite and Nikepbamffered an alternative theory of imaging that did
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not trade on natural unity, but employed unity of likeness. Drawing upBmp8asihr
analogy of the empe@®image, they claim an icon functions astéiciaimnage rather than
anaturaimage. While this step forward establishes another satistiatidéor an anti
skeptical approach to icons, | will show that, still, the iconoclasts persisted in their
skepticism.

As outlined earlier, the primary challenge that the iconoclasts leveled against the
veneration of icons is that it amounts to idolatry. According to the iconoclasts, the
iconophiles must imagine the divine to be present in the icon and therefore ynwittingl
worship mere matter. This worship would only be proper if the icon was truly consubstantial
with its prototype, a criterion that only the Eucharist could ever meet. In response to this,
the Second Council of Nicaea draws upon patristic authoritie= @ @dfinition of an idol
as Othe representation of things which hayv
mythologisers shaped out, caricaturing the creation by briniegstent things into
e x i s t*HEaisgaecording to the iconophiles of this council, were paintings (or
sculptures) that represented creatures that did not exist. Indeed, craftsmanship that conveys
the real experiences of the faithflues shoul
of virtuous men, and the accounts of the triumphs of the martyrs, and the narratives of their

sufferings, and the mystery of the economy of our Great God and Savior, and we so make

8 Horo®f the Seventh Ecumeni€uncil(Mansi 13, 956C[juoted inGiakalisjmages of
the Divin@9(Giakali& translation)
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use of the paintdh@o r k manshi p, we will fi%The oursel ves
criterion introduced here for a successful image that avoids idolatry is that the image
represents an existing thing. OHere we hayv
from the insistence on reality, from the possibility of expres#inigytmeans of the

created an d?®*Tisisadefinitively amoepticatlview of the meditating
potential of the material world. Giakalis
Christian definition of idols with an insistence on reality as the supreme criterion@dols are
representation of things which have no iGeitige attempt to make the neristent

existent. And this attempt, which tried to bamogrexistent things into existeabuses

and dishonors art, both as a human creation but also especially as a work of the Artificer of

al | £ Thhe icapaeclasts, according to the synod, did not distinguish between realist
sacred art and profane idolatry, oO0giving t
saints as to the | if®less statutes of the

This distinction is refined further in a letter by the iconophile Patriarch of

Constantinople Photius who claims that, in

8 Horo®f the Seventh Ecumeni€uncil(Mansi 13, 241BQjuoted in Giakalismages of
the Divin@9 (Giakal® translation).

8 Giakalis)magestbf Divin8é9.

8 Giakalis|mages of the Di9he

8 Horo®f the Seventh EcumeniGduncil(Mansi 13, 376Bjuoted in Giakalimages of the
Diving90(Giakali& translation)
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hands playing with matter without any divine influence, shaping whatever occurs to their

mi n & Bhoti@sincludes the influence of the divine as a further criterion for the successful

icon, which is tethered to the representation of really existing things. Theodore later

el aborates on this by f amanbsf gs C%ndtheni sigon h
words, the icon is based in a reality that is so strong it works through the hands of the
craftsman to manifest itself. Such is thes&eptical approach to imaging at the end of the

eighth century.

However, this approach to representation in icons did not adequately address the
challenge of describing the kind of union the icon and prototype share. As we have seen, the
iconoclasts defended a natural unity on the basis of a trinitarian theoryof a@mgerion
which the icon always failed to meet. In his account of thé&sgmeclusions, Giakalis
notes that the iconophile fathers took note of this particular problem but did not offer, nor
seem to see a need f oon,sore ththgdnd tieiprototype r es o |
another, and no sensible person will look for properties of the prototype in the icon. For

true reasoning recognizes nothing in the icon other than participation by name in the subject

8 Photius Epistulae et Amphiloetlid,aourda®Vesterink, Leipzig, 1984, vol. 2,d1189
guoted in Giakalisgnages of the Di9e

Theodore the StuditEpistle 36, to his child Nau¢r@E 89, 1220\quoted in Giakalis,
Images of the Di9ih@Giakali& translation)
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of the icon, a%rde modeltofirhagingprodosed far icans by the

iconophiles at the synod in 787, then, recognizes the limitations inherent in thé medium

that substantial (natural) properties are not made present there. But this model is not put in
contrasttothenaturmlod el , nor s it cl| ear areekpessedo pr op «

in the icon. With the second wave of iconoclasm, another opportunity for clarification will

arrive.

In the ninth century, the iconophiles further refine their response to the problem of
consubstanti al i maging by introducing a so
oartificial i mages. 06 A resur genc ethesthgei cono

for further elaboration of the iconophilic position. Both Patriarch Nikephor68Z858
writing around 820, and Theodore the Studité&&2569, his contemporary, make the
devel opment of an oartifi ci mdefensediiecastly of i
so doing, they were able to honor and uphold the trinitarian image doctrine of the fourth
century fathers, while providing an account of icon veneration that made Christological and
practical sense.
In his second refutation, Theodore provides a concise yet detailed description of the
distinction:
Every image has a relation to its archetype; the natural image has a natural relation,
while the artificial image has an artificial relation. The natural image is identical both
in essence and in likeness with that of which it bears the imprint; thHus Chris

identical with His Father in respect to divinity, but identical with His mother in
respect to humanity. The artificial image is the same as its archetype in likeness, but

I Horo®f the Seventh Ecumenical cou(dinsi 13, 257D), quoted in Giak#dimges of the

Divingl05(Giakali& translation)
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different in essence, like Christ and His itbherefore there is an artificial image of
Christ, to whom the image has its reldtion.

In this passage, the unity of the image with the prdiofgiber (and mother) with Son

is preserved in the onatural i mage, 6 but a

prototype in the case of the Christ and his icon. For the natural image,ahesdold

relational unity in esserarellikeness; but for the artificial image, the unity is preserved in

likeness alone. What is crucial here is the emphasisiifieteecédetween image and

prototype in the artificial image. The prototypes€has a human and a divine nature; the

image, an icon, has a portraiture (oil, board, pigment). In another passage from

Theodor& Refutatigrtie emperor analogy is quoted again but this time with an eye to

imaged difference:
So this is what you [iconoclasts] find remarkable, that the artificial image which was
used by the saint [Basil] as an analogy for the natural and unchangeable identity of
the Father and the Son, this image is used by us not for the natural image of the
Faher but for the artificial image of Christ. Formerly the artificial image was
compared with the natural, but now the artificial is compared with the artificial. How
great the difference’fs!

Indeed, it was Basil himself who first drew attention to the distinction between natural and

artificial i mages when he i mmediately foll

theemper@ds ] i mage is by i mit atWit thisdistincten,the t he S

%2 St. Theodore the Studi@n the Holy IcdisB.2, 100.
% St. Theodore the Studi@n the Holy Icdh®5, 58.
% St.Basi] On the Holy Spiti8.45, 80.
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trinitarian model of imaging is not abandoned but is transformed by the ninth century
iconophiles:

If the fact that the Son differs in some respect from the Father (He differs only in

the property of sonship) does not prevent him from having the same essence and

veneration as the Father, then the fact that the difilege in some respect from

the prototype (it differs in respect to the principle of its essence) will not prevent it

from having the same likeness and veneration as its prototype. Just as Christ is

distinguished from the Father by His hypostasis, sodiinguished from His

image by His essetice
The crucial step forward, then, in the iconophile account of imaging, is establishing a
theological account of imag#tlerence

What, then, is théifferencébetween image and prototype in the artificial image? As
noted, the most foundational difference is that of essence or nature. There is no claim to
consubstantiality between Christ and his icon, nor between the emperor and his image, nor
between any humamnade image and its prototype. Christ has divine and human natures,
and Chrigk icon has a portradr paintingnature. As we have seen in earlier stages of the
iconoclastic controversy, the iconoclasts considered thedistanake between image and
prototype to be its downfall. The iconocl a
icon and understood it as the vain praise of base materiality, which amounted to idolatry. In
other words, the iconoclaatgreedvith the iconophiles that the icon was artifianait

consubstanti@l but for them this artificiality amounted to the &dailure to meet their

criteria for effective imaging.

% St. Theodore the Studi@n the Holy IgaiisC.7, 105.
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In their rejection of the criterion of the consubstantiality of the image and prototype
in the icon, the iconophiles actually guard against the idolatry the iconoclasts fear by creating
a new theory of imaging. Th e aldtmermateriald, at e s,
because it does not trust in them: that is the error of the idolaters. Through the materials,
rather the mind ascends toward t*Alee prototy
minds of the faithful do not linger on the materials as if there is divinity present there, but
i nstead the very Oothernessoé6 of the 1 mage
0ot hernessd establ i shes t hethepmiotype @othie as a
charge of idolatry would imply) but as a mediatory object through which the faithful are
directed toward the prototype. This could be called a realistskeptitial, approach to
the icor® mediation.

An important feature of this theory of imaging for our argument is that the
0ot her nes &adatucef(its drthicality) mobonly establishes its relationdivitiee
prototype buttallpr ot ot ypes. I't could thus be under:
i magi ng, 6 a’sThiBnaw theery of imagimgwas motivated both by the
iconoclasf@accusations of heresy and by the iconop@hestological arguments. These
iconophiles claimed that Chiiston was substantially distinct flwotiof Chris® natures.
In other words, no image of any person (or place or thing) could claim to substantially re

present a prototype. Ch@stlivine nature is not present in the icon, but neithetigrhan

% St. Theodore the Studi@n the Holy Icank4, 34.
"BarberFigure and Likengss
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nature. This is because it is a property of humaaie images to operate on the plane of the
visible, not the natural. In Nikephakdos wor ds, the realm of the i
v i s i b |%n thaslrealist @pprdach to imaging, the peculiar character of the image, its
visibility, is both the site of possibility and limitation. It is limited in that it represents only
the visible aspects of its s ulptp@uass. Bar ber
visible aspects; it does not claim to incl
Painting is simply a record of his [C@ri$t v i s i Nikephorosrta&es this eveén
further, establishing a definition of circumscription that goes beyond the delineation
available to depiction: OoOWhile in circumsc
not hing i s pr es en ainlairted in himvidom, heds nat cirouanscribeds ¢ e
in it, as it is not t WArtfipid images, tioseanpdeby f or ¢
human hands, are therefore unable to present&Hingte nature or his human nature
nor the fullness of any per@nircumscription, for that matter.

Where, then, lies the possibility for the artificial image or icon? What opportunities
does its visibility produce? Is timaty of imaggrototype implicitly sacrificed in the ninth
century iconophiléemphasis on difference? The iconoclasts would protest that it does, as

the very function of an image, in their account, is to share in the nature of that which is

% NikephorogPG 100:3094312A). quoted iBarbeyFigure and Likeng$3(Barbe®
translation)

% BarberFigure and Liken#&s.

10 Nikephorog PG 100:3578D), quoted in BarbeFigure and Likengsg.
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imaged. The iconophilic response to the charge of idolatry introduced new criteria for
judging the success of an indgeediation: that the image references something that is
existent. This criterion could be met by any image depictin®@ €hrisily life, establishing
a realist or ansikeptical theory of iconic representation. However, the alternative theory of
imaging provided by the iconopHhildékat of artificial rather than natural imaiaid not
so much provide a new criterion thatiddae satiséd, as a distinction that made space for
images within the ontological gap between the Creator and the creature and denied the
validity of the iconoclastic criterion. This denial, moreover, was not established through
theological argumentation but thropgactical and rational observation of the work images
do. While such a change in image theory is defensible in terms of practice and rationale, the
theological case remains to be made. In other words, what use is an artificial image? An
account of the méation of images has not yet addressed theological skepticism.

Up to this point, | have highlighted difference to demonstrate the significance of the
i ntroduction of the 0ar-mmadéimagingaHowavenage d as
second theme runs throughout in the iconophile literature of the ninthiceh&iof
|l i keness or imitation. oOLikenessod is the <c
In chapter 4, | will discuss Theodbre account of iconic |ikeness

explore this Christological response to imaged skepticism.

(V.) CONCLUSION
In this chapter, | have argued that the main challenges issued by the iconoclasts in

theiconoclastic debatestheeighth and ninth cenfascould be understood as an instance

of skepticism aarticulated bgrdinary language philosophy. This argument, then, is a first
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step toward my larger goal of showing the parallels between the skepticism of Byzantine
iconoclasm and that of the modern visual artist in order to provide a theological framework
for interpreting Cézan@eportraiture of his wife. To this end, in this chapter | provided a
working definition of skepticism by highlighting two major themes in Wittgistdin

CavelB philosophical works: their discussions of certainty and criteria. In this section, |
showed thain their eyesskepticism and asrskepticisn arise from our ability or lack

thereof toverifyan expression, image, or behavior. With these thinkers, | further
demonstrated that this authorization is usually pursued through the satisfaction of particular
criteria. Cavél comments helped us see that criteria can never be fully fulfilled to the
skepti@ satisfaction. In the next section, | applied this framework to analyzing the main
arguments of the iconoclastic movement in eighthninthcentury Byzantium. | defined
circumscribable and uncinescribable as dialectical terms that designate visual entailments

of the ontological distinction of the Creator and the creatures in Christian metaphysics. The
iconoclasts built upon this dialectic to claim that icons unsuccessfully attempt to bridge this
ontological gap, and inevitably function as idols. | then showed that the iconoclastic theory is
built upon a trinitarian analogy of imaging that requires consubstantiality between image and
prototype. This iconoclastic criteria for successful imagidgievel be met by icons, thus

their second failure to convey the divine. Further, | showed how in the development of the
debate, iconoclasts cast the@@ailure in terms of Christological heresy, claiming that

icons were either an iteration of Nestorianism or monophysitism. For the iconoclast, then,
the icon fails to escape idolatry, fails to achieve consubstantiality with its prototype, and fails
to mee the demands of orthodox Christology. These iconoclastic casting of the icon in

terms of these failes could be described, | argued, as skepticism. | concluded my
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discussion of iconoclastic skepticism by refining their position through a discussion of their
sanctioning of the o0i magesdé of the Euchari
these images adds a final criterion for successful imaging: abskraatioejection of
representations of the human bodily form will become important for our argument in future
chapters when we consider Theo@arse of hypostasis and, then, Cé&poéraiture of

his wife. Finally, | outlined the beginnings of@mojghilic response: the iconophiles

redefined idolatry as artwork that references thexistent, and the work of imaging as

artificial rather than natural. | showed that, while these innovations were important
steppingstones toward a theological detdnsenography, these do not address the

theological nature of iconoclastic skepticism.

For the iconoclastic writers, the stakes could not have been higher. In their
development of criteria for judging the success of an image, they sought to certify not only
right worship but also right knowledge of the true God in Christ. Theirs wastao effor
achieve a clarity of worship that was epistemically anchored. A similar commitment to the
clarity of expression and certainty of knowledge was characteristic of the modernist visual
artists of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. Indeed, a pgpnemrement towards
this certainty was christened oO0realism, 6 a
that which was truly real in the world. In the next chapter, we will see that these iconoclastic
themes reoccur in the modernist context. | h@gaow, through this comparison, that
while they both attempt to achieve certainty, the efforts of both issue in a skeptical account
of the potentiality of painting to convey reliable knowledge of reality. Ggzarirats

both illustrate and problenzat this skepticism. It is in this context that | hope to show how
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an account of the imaging of the artist built upon The®dmeount of hypostatic likeness

can account for the work that icons and portraits do.
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CHAPTER TWO
MODERNISM AS ICONOCLASTIC SKEPTICISM

Figureb: René Magritt@ he Treachery of Images (This is Nd92aPipe),

(1.) INTRODUCTION
In Rene Magrittie 1928 paintinghelreachery of Imagesticulously rendered tobacco pipe floats

in front of a paperwhite background @gMimicking the style of classroom flashcards, the

surrealist artist inscribed a descriptive phrase in cursive beneati@thetipe The painting
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reaCeificsot pas(odfdipipse. @ot a pipe.d) The phras
expectations of the viewer: rather than offering a rudimentary lesson on the name for a common
household object, Magriitd¢lashcard jarringly reinscribes the gap between image and prototype. In
a comment on the painting, the artist expands
reproached me for it! And yet, could you stuff my pipe?@\josita representation, is it not? So if
| had written on my pictudhis is a pipél@ h a v e b Blagrnittés Ipige hasdecdme
something of an emblem for what many have called the crisis of representation, given its clear
demonstration of the problems that preoccupied the leading artists of the previods century.

In the last chapter, | argued that the iconoclastic posigahth and nintlcentury
Byzantium presents a similar crisis of representation. The iconoclasts doubted the ability of icons to
truthfully reference Christ. In my account, | showed how this iconoclasm can be understood as an
instance of skepticism, as Wittgenstein and Caveltandet. In what follows, | will demonstrate
the parallel between this Byzantine theological crisis and the crisis of representation in the
nineteentkcentury world ovisual art. While these moments of cultural upheaval are significantly

different in many ways, including a variation in depth of their skeptical commitments, my contention

! RenéMagritte Magritte, Ideas and InteagesRichard Millered. Harry TorczynéNew York:
H. N. Abrams, 19777 1.
2 Most famously, Michel Foucault produced an extended essay prompted by the paitithgl See

FoucaultThis Is Not a Pifgerkeley: University of California Press, 1983).
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is that the similarities are striking and fruitful for theological reflection or’imalyasing these
parallels, the stage will be set for applying an iconophilic theological hermeneutic to the work of
Paul Cézanne.

In this chapter, | will explore two accounts of the emergence of modernism in the visual
arts. These accounts will help me describe and analyze the problematizing of representation in the
avantgarde so fittingly captured by Magsitpgpe. First, | will return to the concepts of realism and
skepticism, using these themes as a framework through which to recount the major movements in
nineteenthand twentietftenturyavantgarde paintings. This will show that while the -gneaidée
artists understood therhses as ansikeptics, their artistic developments can be called skeptical in
that their characteristic move is to critique their predgsaastitods of representation. In this
discussion, the similarities and differences between iconoclastic skepticism and modernist skepticism
will begin to emerge. Next, | will introduce the work df Tlark and Michael Fried, who represent
two major persgctives: the social history and formalist schools of modernist interpretation,
respectively. A fundamental agregrnetween them will emerge in our discussion: modernism
exhibits skeptical tendencies that echo iconoclasm albeit in a modern key. Further, the specific
emphases of each account, seen together, will point to what Christians understand as the more
fundametal situation behind problems of representation: human finitude and sin. This will further
my argument that the modernist crisis of representation can be rtbadlagiaatrisis. While the

apparent concerns are epistemological, the more fundamesitahguare metaphysical and moral.

3] am not the first to see resonances between modernism and Byzantine iconoclasms. See
0By zant i n eCleentrGaekenbexgrt ana Culture: Critical E¢Bagson: Beacon Press,

1961) 16 B179.
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In the next chapter, Cézafngortraits will emerge as a particularly acute instantiation of this crisis.
| will be explore these paintings in future chapters by an expanded iconophilic defense of visual

representation.

(1I.) MODERNIST ANTI -SKEPTICISM(S), REALISM(S), AND SKEPTICISM(S)
In this section, | will outline the uniquely modern aspects of skepticism-akelpicism as

manifest in the avagarde. Then, | will trace the contours of the emergence of modernism after
Courbet, highlighting the unique commitment of the modesthtartionveying reality. Cubist

artists Albert Gleizes and Jean Metzmgecount of modernism@e Cubisires well as art

historian Francis Frasdimanalysis of this account, will show that achieving this realism was central
to avamngarde identitydowever, that this realism was sought through negative technique means the
movement, | argue, is more fittingly or fruitfully understood through the philosophical purview of

the skepticism/angkepticism dialectic.

Figure6: Gustave Courbethe Stone Breakers
1849

Figure7: WilliamAdolphe BouguereaOrphan by
a Sprind.883
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While the exact moment of moderr@semergence is contested, the Realism of Gustave
Courbet (18181877) is often regarded as marking a new era in the history of the Visual arts.
Realisri a term later coined to designate the style and aims of Gqalming$ was concerned
to 0give a truthful, objective and i mparti al
observati on o f?Realism was copceivedin oppositiorf t@ what the gevalet

artists perceived as the idealization of culturally influential atedeksiof arf.For instance, in

1Courbeds Realism, while displaying similar values and aims as philosophical realism, is a distinct
movement within the visual arts. To distinguish between these two realisms, | will capitalize the
artistic movement (Realism) and use lowercase for the phildgmsition (realism).

2 Linda NochlinRealisifHarmondsworth: Penguin, 19713. The opening essay of this volume

remains an important account of the movement.

3 have chosen to refer to this school of art
visual al success wedletermined by the conventions and traditions promulgated by the

institutions of artistic apprenticeship and practice of the time, includi@d-Palésdes Beauxts

and its sponsored ann&allonsRichard Shiff also uses the term in this waRiSeed Shiff,

Cézanne and the End of Impressionism: A Study of the Theory, Technique, and Critical Evaluation of |
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 198470. For an-tepth study of academic techniques

and conventions, s@dbert BoimeThe Academy and French Painting in the NinetéeatitdQentury
Phaidon, 1971).

“The following quotation is attributed to Cour
only consist of the representation of real and existing things. It is a completely physical language, the

words of which consist of all visible objects. Bjaat which is abstract, not physical;exstent,
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his paintingfrhe Stone Breaksusday laborers are pictured enduring difficult manual labéy. (fig.
BouguereasOrphan by a Spffitg7), a depiction of an orphan with charming doe eyes, provides

an example of the milieu of the academy that C&uReztlism opposed. While the lot of the

orphan is idealized in Bougue@&aainting, Courb®tpainting emphasizes the reality of the

grueling toil inflicted upon the impoverished classes. By representing this scene without the refined
veil of painterly finish, Courbet expressegtssi@commitment to present the unidealized reality

of the external world. Consider the moralizing polemic of realist sympathizéeeves:

ORealism is €& the basis of al |IFal#ismWher{osiri c), and
painters represent peasants with regular features and irreproachable linen; when their milkmaids
have the air of Keepsake beauties, whose cost
attempt is made to idealize, but the result is siafgifichtionandbadr t . €& Ei t her gi v
peasants, or | elaWitgenstbireand Ca&lterms, Cdurbaicritéria for

establishing certainty about the reality of the subject depictedabsetiosea refined finish and

academic conventions.

is not within the realm of painting.d Gustave
Nochlin,Realism and Tradition in Art01888: Sources and Doc(Mesmt¥ersey: Prentice Hall,

1966), 35.

®>G. H. Lewes, writing oRealism in Art 1858gquoted inNochlin,Realisr85 (Nochlind

translation)ltalics original.
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Before the nineteenth century was over, however, @Gduriietia for establishing the
correspondence that realism demanded was disph&edymbolists, for instance, decried
Courbed Realism for only concerning itself with the outside appearances of things in the world
instead of the inner life of those realities. Marx and Freud inspired critiques that cited unseen
force$i from emotions to social structutethat demanded recognitiaraality. Further, the
painting itself was put forward as an obstacle to true representation because the medium is radically
di fferent from the subj e clfelike mepesenttading e d, s uch
@eproduction of realifjis atbest a particular artistic convention, or at worst a falsification, making
us take the forms of representatiorea’ Magritté pipe is a twentiettentury parody of this
falsification. The concept of representation itself, as the depiction, imitation, or conveyance of
reality, was contested in these challenges to @uldiet to artistic reali$mhe proliferation of
photography in the nineteenth century further complicated what counted as realistic artistic

depiction, as appearances could be frozen in images as never before. Indeed, looking at Courbet

°®See Francis Frascina, ORealism and Il deology:
Primitivism, Cubism, Abstraction: The Early TwentiethCbamkesyHarrison, Francis Frascina, and
Gillian Perry, Modern AttPractices and Debates (1993; repr., New Haven: Yale University Press

in association with The Open University, 1994), 104.

'Francis Frascina, ORealism and I deology: An
Harrison, et. alRrimitivism, Cubism, Abstrdcitn

8 For an excellent discussion of the debate about representation that spans many disciplines, see
Rowan William4&,he Edge of Words: God and the Habits dl_badgnagtoomsbury, 20148

197.
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paintings through the lens of the twdirst century, one could argue that they were decidedly
unrealistic in their lack of both finish andlife quality.

As we have seen, the desire to discover and depict reality with certainty is an impulse that is
traceable across many disciplines. Becauskegitisi@& claims and desires are so basic, this
impulse is ubiquitous, though not uniform, in the Western humanitigs.dalagtance metaphysic
has been called realist, as it understands th
of this world are lesser instantiations. And as | argued in the previous chapter, theological realism
(and subsequent skepticismimated the iconoclastic debates of the eighth and ninth centuries, as
theologans debated an idsrcorrespondence to the reality of its prototype. These and other pre
modern systems of realism diverged in many ways, but they were parallel in at least one way: their
reliance on metaphysical conceptions of reality.

Many scholars argue that while the perennial realist impulse remained, approaches to
achieving the correspondence that realism demands, as well as the very definition of reality itself,
fundamentally changed with the emergence of modernism. In dishessalisim of the novel as
it relates to the history of realism in philosophy, lan Watts distinguishesniodereprizing of
the oOabstract universal o6 with a realism inaug
summar i z e s :modeirealtsm egirs fromehle gosition that abstract universals are of
dubious validity, that truth can be discovered by the individual through the appropriate use of her
senses, and that the methods to be employed in the pursuit of truth shouldeberiticahc

antitradit i onfRulcrudelynndmodemityahe amdividmakperi@nce of the

° Stephen Mulhall,he Wounded Animal: J. M. Coetzee and the Difficulty of Reality in Literature and

Philosop{®rinceton: Princeton University Press, 2043)
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particular, concrete materiality of the world was elevated as uniquely disclosive of the truth of the
worl d, over and above the contemplation of o0a
premodern era. Further, the modernist oppositiandtaphysics and tradition coupled with the
prizing of innovation and sensory experience led to a spirit-oérexwmg critique. Mulhall writes,
ONo sooner does one philosophical position or
than its socessors criticize it precisely for failing to have done so, and substitute what they take to
be a mor e aut he'fintheprevioosrchaptay, i arguesl éhat the ariticiéms of these
various realisms (askepticisms) could be understood as instances of skepticism, as Wittgenstein
and Cavell understand it. In modernity, these skepticisms and subsequent reconfigamétions of
skepticism redouble again and again, at a quickening pace. Thus, the resultant philosophical culture
ofpostmodernity is described as a ocrisis of rep
critigue, challenge, and deconstruction in weatsm is incessantly sought and endlessly
forestalled.

These modernist appeals to realism and capitulations to skepticism certainly find an analogue
in the development of the avaairde in modernist visual‘aithe emergence of Courdset
Realism, and its successive challengers, opponents, and heirs were systematically theorized by artists
critics, and historians in the twentieth century who were keen to account for the dramatic change in

the visual arts in the nineteenth century anahlaag& continuing influence on contemporary art.

1Mulhall,The Wounded Anjrb4é.
"0For whereas such t er msClasseisiiMvatenee difficslties theyBar o q u
may presefitare generally used to define stylistic categories, proper to the visual arts, the word

Realism is also closely connected with central philosophécalksdhlin,Realispi3.
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One such account was written in 1911 by cubist artists Albert Gleizes and Jean Metzinger as a
promotional manifesto for an exhibition of cubist works &dten des Indepertiantsis text,

the authors identify the representation of reality as the exalted aim of the works ofghelavant

and demonstrate how successive generations of
academic recipes, and more complex@Gswbet was like one who contemplates the Ocean for

the first time and who, diverted biAfterthe pl ay
depiction of 0r adanetrf{l8321883)athegistiggdish in yhe Histoy twa r d
trajectories: the oOsuperficial realismoé of th
Cézanne (1882 906) . Whil e onot great painters, o6 the
realism in thecbftbegomewi thewtechnigue appea
oretinal 6 rather than i ddea,butaleastawided imitatian:c h wa's
ol mitation is the™®&zaynnneer,r oorn ptohses i dbtl hee ri nh aanrdt,.
reali smé because he o0disregarded idle chatter
with a stubborn eye and, if he did not himself reach those regions where profound realism merges
insensiblynto luminous spirituality, at least he dedicated himself to whoever really wants to attain a

simple, yet p3Cézdnnaislauded asthe invenodof aprofoundly realist method

2 Albert Gleizes and Jean MetzinGehisntrans. Peter Brooke (London:FT.Unwin, 1913),

guoted inCharles Harrison and Paul Woad,in Theory, 192D00: An Anthology of Changing Ideas
2nd ed. (Malden, MA: Blackwell, 2003).

13 Gleizes and Metzing&ubismuotedin Harrison and Woodrt in Theory94.

14 Gleizes and Metzing€&ubispguotedin Harrison and Woodrt in Theorit95.

15 Gleizes and Metzing@ubispmuotedin Harrison and Woodrt in Theorg95.
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that produces paintings that are luminous because of dedication to the observation of the dynamic
appearance of objects in the world. Cubism, the atorstyle of painting and the theme of the
impending exhibition, they then praise as the heir and perfector of & éralise.

For our purposes, it is striking to note how the authors put each successive achievement in
their historyn negative termsevealing the skeptical impulse in the development of the movement.

While they maintain a positive regard for the representation of reality, each development they

describe builds upon the | ast by demying some
yearning for realism which is felt in al/l mo d
repetitions like Delarocheandhe Deverias. 6 Manet is beloved b
rules of composition. o6 C®zanne, the hero of t

that painting is nétor is no longér the art of imitating an object by means of Anelscolors, but

the art of giving to o%tQleizesams Metangehistamayop | ast i ¢ ¢
development inadvertently advocates fealssmvherein the conventions of imitation that had

previously certified realistic correspondence are progressively abandoned by each movement,
reaching a new levelalfstractiorin Cézanne.

More to the point, in Gleizes and Metzifilgere x t t he content of the
undergoes significant change under the pressures of this dawning abstraction. In some moments, the
text appears to recapture and promote a varia
a form which preents a certain intensity of analogy with hiexiséng idea, prefers it to other

forms, and consequently ... he endeavors to enclose the quality of this form ... in a symbol likely to

16 Gleizes and Metzing€ubisimuotedin Harrison and Wood\rt in Theor{94.
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af f e c tHowever latar in the sametextaguasil at i vi st ni hilism emer
real outside ourselves, there is nothing real except the coincidence of a sensation and an individual
mental direction. Far be it from us any thought of doubtingigteree of the objects which strike
our senses; but, being reasonable, we can only have certitude with regard to the images which they
make blossofAnd agai mj ndBdt objective or conv.
intermediate between anofB@onsciousness and our own, never ceases to fluctuate according to
the will of race, religion, scientific theory, etc., although humanity has labored from time
immemorial to hold it fast. Into the occasional gaps in the cycle, we can insert our personal
d scoveries and contr i butThepenulfimate kné of the workc e pt i o
summarizes this relativism as regards to real
his mind, for there is only or truth, ours,

In his analysis of the text, Frascina brings our attention to the fact that&Rediisim,
that which oO0inaugurated the realist aspiratio
realism, which stands in contrast to the gaksivist realism adumbrated by Gleizes and
Met zi nger . Frasci na odopHicalmavemenmt of thé Antheteenthm as o0t h
century which accepted as knowledge nothing but matters of fact bas@ubsitit@sense data

of experience (not on metaphgstbeology, uncritical speculation or@agscendeit

7 Gleizes and Metzing€&ubispguotedin Harrison and Woodrt in Theorit96.
18 Gleizes and Metzing&ubispyuotedin Harrison and Woodrt in Theort99.
¥ Gleizes and Metzing&ubisrin Harrison and Woodyrt in Theor00.

2 Gleizes and Metzing&ubisnin Harrison and Woodrt in Theorg01.
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k n o wl é Hogpm3itivisis, according to Frascina, the criteria for cerdigatigpwere
repeatable sensed experiences. As a system of discerning the real through appearances, this variety
positivism had an enormous influence on both artists and theorists of the nineteenth and twentieth
centuries. Not only was Courbet a proponent of positivist theory, but théletnst®zanne
always kept a text of the positivist philosopher Hippolyte Taind1@82gin his studio.

oLogi cal positivismé is the varia®Gion of r
works. As an epistemology that trades on the verification of representations, Wittgensteinians
understand logical positivism to be premised on the Augustinian separation of word and world as
explored in the previous chapter. This stripe of positivighedliianguage into two categories: 1)
opropositionso understood to convey oOobjectiyv
about the world, and 2) every otheetypof utt er ance, which are al wa
oemotive, 6 and par as*Pbsitivdst puopositionstaie endedspoddode s i t i o
verifiable according to their factiBity i t her b e i n d guatamteeirglunatiectedo f al s e 6
access to the reality of the world. Positivists regard the subjectivity of human language as a threat to
the certaity of knowledge about the world. Therefore, they attempt to find alternative ways of
securing perfect correspondence in formulaic language. This formulaic view of language is greatly
influenced by the scientific empiricism of the nineteenth centurysivhiaHy trades on

investigation of brute facts in observable nature in the interests of securing scientific knowledge.

2L Harrison, Frascina, and PeBRsimitivism, Cubism, Abstrdibn
2 Toril Moi, Revolution of the Ordinary: Literary Studies after Wittgenstein, AG$ticagodT@avell

University of Chicago Press, 2018}.
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Frascina notes that for Courbet positivism problematizes the possibility of truthful
representation. He began to recognize the way
generate misrepresentations of the subjects of images. It was &ealismfin general to expose
the working of suc h#PRositvigh lediCourbst to @stalilisha®ealise thati o n
entails the negation of previous conventions of artistic representation in order to draw attention to
their inadequacy. Simultaneously, Cdanbesitivist impulses led to a greater emphasis on
observing the appearances of the pa@tsudpject. However, Gleizes and Metzinger propose a view
of realism that stands in direohtrasto positivism. The realismibti Cubismmes 6 a r eacti on
against Ppessweikhasen]séen, the @&oubjpectisnoti ve real |
secured through the observation of that sdbapearance according to the cubists but, in an
inversion of the positivist method, only in a reduction to thé&gyasteption of that subject. The
individual artis idea of the subject overcame the use abtheentions of academic painting as
the key to realism in the arts; now, the &ritikta overcomes the sensed appearance of the subject
herself.

When viewed from this angle, CouibRealism appears to have inaugurated a visual culture
of critique and negation that cascades from onegaralet movement to the next. This variety in
visual culture is very much of its time, analogous to the philosophical preoccupations of the
moment. he unifying aim of these artists is to secure an authentidireatiemespondence
between their works and the reality they intended to convey. However, the criteria by which they
attempt to secure this correspondelegeend, for the most part, upon unveiling and stripping the

falsity of previous criteria. In what follows, | will show how art historian and dritiiark

2 Harrison, Frascina, and PeBRsimitivism, Cubism, Abstrddibn

*Harrison, Frascina, and PeRyimitvism, Cubism, Abstrd@ibn
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diagnoses the avagdrde impulse as, thus, fundamemadativesupporting my claim that this
the quascannibalistic culture of modernism is contingent upon skepticism. Having done this, | will
then show how in this modernist skepticism one can discern patterns of thought akin to the

iconoclastic skepticism of thByzantine forbearers.

(1. ) T. J. CLARK& ACCOUNT OF MODERNIST SKEPTICISM
As we have already seen, accounting for the emergence of modernism in the visual arts is a highly

contested matter. While there are many schools of thought on why and how the visual arts changed
so dramatically in the nineteenth century, two viewpoifds e@sensus: formalism and the
0social hi st d.iChrk, agoeial lisfpean, tand Miehael Aried, an inheritor of the
formalist perspective, can be taken as representing the leading positions on either side of this
ideological debate withmodernist criticism. In 1983, the disagreement between these scholars
reached a fever pitch when the publication of an essay by Ciarkahlnquisparked a response

from Fried in the following issue, which sparked a response (ndhouthput in a volume

edited by WJ.T. Mitchelly® from Clarki a sequendbat amounted to a public debate about the

origins of modernisdThe essays reflect on the ciddéerences in historical and critical method,

but also provide a brief narration of the emergence of modernism. While their perspectives were

presented as contrasting accounts both in this debate and in subsequent works of art history, both

»T.J. Clark, OArguments About MkheRpoliticsiofs m: A Rep|
Interpretatjeed.W. J.T. Mitchell (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, P33218.
%6 Both of the original essays and @adsponse to Fried are reprinteirancis FrascinBpllock

and After: The Critical Débatelon: Routledge, 2000}-113.
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Clark and Fried later recognized the complementarity of and the important contribution of each
viewpoint to the fieltl.Thus, in the rest of the chapter, | will argue that, when taken together with
their wider corpus of works, Cliarknd Frie@ accounts of modernism should be read as
complementary. In what follows, | will claim that both @Gaiic®unts can be understood as
diagnosing the modernist impulse as visual skepticism, albeit on different interpretive planes.

| will begin my argument with T. J. Giadccount of the avagardé& emergence, found
primarily in his bookhe Painting of Moderrblif@lso in th€ritical Inquigssays and other works.
In what follows in this chaptényill trace and analyze what Clark understands to be the impetus
and causes for momentum of the strange developments in nireta@nty French painting.
Ultimately, Cla& Marxism leads him to interpret these changes as ideological clashes, wherein

reified and fictional sign systems are intentionally brought to light and broken open.

(IM.A.) IDEOLOGY AND SPECTACLE IN THE NINETEENTH CENTURY FRENCH
BOURGEOISIE

For Clark, the overwhelming and disorienting impact of emerging capitalism in the West accounts

for modernisr® advent in the laténeteenth century. In his 1984 boidke Painting of Moderf Life

' See, for instance, the poem written by Michael Fried and dedicated to Tlle aléjekiner sar
lherie (i ns pi & eodtrovensgial paatmdglichael FriedThe Next Bend in the Road
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 288é)also Fri@comments about how their varied
approaches depend oneanother irMands Modernism, or, the Face of Painting ir{Gnech§60s
University of Chicago Press, 19283.

8T, J. ClarkThe Painting of Modern Life: Paris in the Art of Manet and (NisviF§lokueisopf,

1984).
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Clark claims that the widening influence of the bourgeoisie in Parisian society in the nineteenth
century changed the face of the city and its citizens. He notes that, at the turn of the nineteenth
century, a symbiosis began to take shape between thecagdsstablishment and the emerging

middle class. The populations of European cities exploded following a wave of new industry,

creating new economic and social demands on cultural institutions. As the ultimate purveyor of high
culture in Western EuropieEcole des Beauxfads bourgeoisie hunger for validation as

distinguished members of society. Salon exhibitions were cultural events that produced and verified
the 0good tasteodo of the middle class. As such
narrative idetity of the bourgeoisie, with its constituent virtues and tastes. Prior to tyzedlé&nt
emergence, Clark claims that o0the bourgeoisie
an art which were directly andrecogz abl 'y its own é in some stron
possestad art: the art enacted, clarified, and criticized th® ebgssriences, its appearance and
values; it responded By the tine Aldxandre Gath@feilseomol a s s u m

neoclassicism and romanticism was promoted by the Salon (see fig. 8), the character of the

Figure8: Alexandre Cabanélhe Birth of Ven75

T, J. Cl ark, & CTeneminPaiEfckefdiies dhg Critical,Bebate

Francis Frascina (London: Routledge, 2086jitalics origing
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bourgeois viewer (and buyer) was well established. And this character, or the mythology surrounding
this character, was the target ofatveigardé critique. The mythology and its constituent signs
and signifiers Clark calls o0ideology. 6
In the introduction td'he Painting of ModernQlédek argues that the ordering of society is
best understood as various systems of representation. These systems establish
the ideology of particular soci al groups. He
economics) that can get one t &Socidtyesodéredddy oc k o
the convention of signs all the way down:
The world of representations does not fall out neatly into watertight sets or systems of
signifying practices. Society is a battlefield of representations, on which the limits and
coherence of any given set are constantly being fought for and regiltafliispadt
makes sense to say that representations are continually subject to the test of a reality that is
more basic than themselveake test of a social practice. Social prastit complexity
which always outruns the constraints of a givesudssc it is the overlap and interference
of representations; it is their rearrangement in use; it is the test which consolidates or
disintegrates our categories, which makes or unmakes a concept, which blurs the edge of a
particular language game and maldfficult (though possible) to distinguish between a
mistake and a metaphibr.
In this passage,Cl&ak t er m Or epr esent at i®o ntée rhma so | raenpgl uaacgeedo
philosophes late work. Social practice and representations are mutually constitutive in that the
conventions of each are assigned, tested, and rethought in light of the other. The meaning of a

representation is therefore understood only within that@sgan social practice. While

Wittgenstein might balk at Ciark d esi gnati ng soci al practice as

%0 Clark,Painting of Modern Bif@his is a direct reference to Wittger&timlosophical Investigations
A217: olf | have exhausted the justifications
spade is turned. Then | am inclined to&his is simply what | d.

3L Clark,Painting of Modern Gii¢alics original
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representations (and, then, a few lines subsequent write that social pattiatedy
representation¥a generous reading of Clark understand
meaningful in social practice.

Ideology, for Clark, functisas a particular order of knowing; a certain set of limitations
and possibilities for any number of representatilsienlogy is constructed by and aligned with
particular social <c¢classes and is therefore us
be incorrect to understand Céankotion of ideology as a set of words, images, antt Rigther,
ideology functions more like a grammar or syntax in that it constrains allowable presentations.
Wittgenstein and Ca&laccount of criteria as the basis for confirming certainty would find a home
here® Further, Clark stresses that it is the work of an ideology to constantly erase itself from view,
|l eaving in its wake belief in the OReal dé: ol n
is one provided for them by the Real. Ideologiesalize representation, one might say: they
present constructed and disputable meanings as if they were hardly meanings at all, but, rather,
forms inherentinthe worlutt her e whi ch the obser v¥ymy s privi
lights,Clal® use of the 0Rdiainténddd & meck dlagns fo enjversaldytini v e
judgment. Clark would insist that judgments of meaning are alway8 soewddyically

contingent. Ideology derives its power, however, by negating its own existence.

32 Clark,Painting bfodern Lifé.

¥ Clark,Painting of Modern Bife
34 Clark,Painting of Modern 8ife
¥ See page)52.

% Clark,Painting of Modern Bife
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In the midnineteenth century, the ideology of the aristocracy that had been appropriated by
the emerging bourgeois was becoming untenable. Clark argues this was due to the fact that
bourgeoisie oOtasted was par aedbythe aristacnacy.tTihhese i ma g
exalted tenets of aristocrdi@urgeois social idenfitpy i nt r ansi genc e, i ntensit
of the emotions, fierce regard for honor and desire for accuratseibusness, disdain for the
common place, rage forr d e r i nsi st endieh atdh ébte ctohmee wvao rolcdu | ¢ ah
as the classes struggled against one afidthercapitalism of the bourgeoisie was uniquely
determinative for their own ideology: OEconom
ot her s [ wefir anfl monay gnal itsiinEages apuld not bear the weight of aristocratic
dignity, emotionand hono# Thus, the images that constituted the ideology of the nineteenth
century Parisian bourgeois had become what CI
the (Marxist) Situationist International in the 1960s, describes the commodificatmsof va
representations (0i magesoO i n & hdee fwindietsito ns:e ndsTer
spectacle isapited c cumu |l at ed unt i*Inthetcomplexprocess ef classstriggea g e .
and identity formation, the iIimages of bourgeo

The process of spectacularizing social forms deeply unsettled meaning in representation. The
cultural forms of the past that were once valuable for their demonstration of the values of the
aristocracy were hollowedt and tokenized. To reference an exaingill explore further below,

the nude womd® body was traditionally presented in artworks as a sign or an image of the

Cl ark, oCl| eamefhe®GregeabeAgt, 6 147.
3 Clark,Painting of Modern [ife

% Clark,Painting of Modern Bifiéalics origina
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aristocratic values of beauty, order, purity, and emotion (8eafigjin the nineteenth century,
this image was -@pted by bourgeois capitalism, such that thié #gt is, the artwork, and,
therefore, the womé@nbodyi b ecame a vehicle for capital, as

beauty, order, purity, and emotitior Clark, then, the crisis of representation was contingent

upon the apotheosis of capital. He descri bes
justify the inevitability of its pasupdancul ar f
which artists and writers must depen@Then | arg

conventions of imaging inherent to the ideology of the aristbcnatyeoise of nineteententury
France became what iconoclasts might call an
pretenses.

For Clark, the avaiglarde emerges in resistance to the spectacle of the bourgeoisie
ideol ogical for ms. I'ts tacit goal ? Tteelfkeep th
alive, as the remaining vessel of the aristocratic account of experience and its modes; by preserving
its own means, its media; by proclaiming those means anddgtedsdues, as meaning in
t h e ms €lh thievsay, there was a doutd@sciousness in the art of the agantle. On the

one hand, the avagarde saw itself as the protector of the best of bourgeoise identity; but on the

40 A similar kind of phenomenon persists in the contemporary art and advertising world, wherein

i mages traditionally regarded for their demon
tokenized. One thinks of tiMona Lisadorning touristshirts, magnets, and mugs aLingve

giftshop.

“Clark, OC|I e@mefhe&GreeobeAgt, 6 144.

“Cl ark, o0CI|I emefhe®GreeobeAgt, 6 147.
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other hand, this protection entailed serious condemnation of the contemporary (capitalist)

expressions that also characterized bourgeoisie identity. It wagfthehorirgeoisie arditical

of the bourgeoisie: a complicated tension to
of that connectioin-d i f f er ence being attenua®luchistheei ng on

condition of modernism in nineteenth century France according to Clark.

(11.B.) OLYMPIA: CRITERIA OF ACOURTISANE

3 Clark, "Clement Greenbé&g heory of Art."145.
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In The Painting of ModerrQlafk articulates this history through close examination of the
transformation of bourgeoise ideology in the 1860s and“i@@6sxample in particular
illuminates the distinctiveness of his Marxist approach and the scrupulousness of his éxamination
his analysis of Ma@®Dlympiéfig.9). In many accounts of modernist histodgmpiaerves as
an icon of the new approach to painting in thenmieteenth century. In the termgtod
interpretive framework that dominated twentpethtury art criticism, Greenbergian Formalism, the
ofl atnessd mani f es t&wonks ottleerl86@sj andilpnpitn paatiguasis o f  Ma
often understood as a heroic formal opposition to the overwrought kitsch of academic art.
However, Clark demurs from a purely formal reading of the paiathgevement, emphasizing
instead the myriad ways in which itssygitem generates confusion and outrage among its viewers.
In Olympighe claimsManet disrupts and reinvents the sign addbeisgrspecificallyn
bourgeoise ideology. In what follows, | will summarize¥Cdadount of this disruption, with an
eye to how this sign is constructed and disrupted according to bourgeois criteria.

To illustrate the ways in which capitalism contributed to the decaying ideology of the
bourgeoisie, Clark draws our attention to the sign activadéyghipiahe image of the courtisane.

The world of sex work and its images in nineteamtury Paris was a complex métter.

“ Clark,Painting of Modern egp79145.

“I'n this section, | will use 0sex worko6 and 0]
attempt to neutralize the work with the new phrase and applaud the effort to suspend judgement on
the individuals who find themselves in this profession. Howether context of nineteenth

century Paris, as Clark shows, the moral judgments that surrounded the work complicated the
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Prostitution was sometimes seen by moralists as the occupation of a depraved and desperate class of
women, but there also existed a group of powerful and refined women who could be hired for the
fiction of intimacy, desire, and sexual fulfillment. Thitheasurtisane, and Paris of the late
nineteenth century was her world. Yes, her body was commodified in sex work, but for Bourgeois
capitalists, the commodity was king. Their dodiessupply that met the overwhelming
demané made these women powerflh. @ courti sane was a fixture I
courtisane was thought to be a main representative of modernity in the 1860s is hardly in need of
d e mo n s t*They wee rvergwhéreepresented in visual art and novels, at the theatre,
oeverywhere thdt crowds gathered. 6

The courtisaneas an ima@ea social representation, a catégarigh extremely stable
criteria in the mithineteenth century, but the image was built upon layers of fiction. First of all, the
transaction between the client and courtisane was not simply paymentha sexplicity
belonged to a previous incarnation of the city wherein the préstiietegele was comprised of
visitors feeling sexually deprived. In the new Paris, urbanization and industry brought the
bourgeoisie to the city, withtheion st i t uent obel i ef i n Desire.o
intimacy, f or t KWe€hecourlisans,thereforepdlayes & mhm. These avere often

elaborate fictions, in which she would take on the markers of whatever class the client desired. In

position and representation of the courtisane in important ways. To subtly maintain our awareness
of this moral valence, Il will sometimes use t
“ Clark,Painting of Modern [L0&.

47 Paul de Saifttictor, 1872, quoted in ClaRainting of Modern L0d.

8 Clark,Painting of Modern LL0&.
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this way, the image of the courtisane was one of purity from the constraints of capitalist society:
0The courtisane was supposed to not belong to
or below it, playing with its categories, untouchedéyits r y d a*yShernwaseagsblic6

performance of the bourgeo@ieeligion of desire.

Of course, as a character in the ideology of the bourgeoisie, the courtisane was represented
in all its media. Accordingly, a vast set of criteria developed for conveying and recognizing her
commodifiable and consumable body. It was not unusual foottiiesime to note they had
identified a reference to particular woman in this painting or that novel. Often in visual art, she is
depicted as a mythical figure in the nude, an object of deaivevoerother thahe viewer of the
painting. Howevein order for the characfethe categofy to remain portrayable, she must
remain spectacular, in Deb®rsense of the term. She was, therefore, emptied of any unique
characteristics that might have made her anything other than a character for hire, a sexual
commodity. As one critic put it in the 1860s,
impewsonal and must not particularize; art has no need of a beauty spot upon the neck or a mole on
the hindquarters. It hides nothing and shows nothingkienea i t sel f *Fheaudeocas a w
courtisane was a sign for the enactment of de

language developed around her, with its constitutive painting gradtiegsinter of the nude

49 Clark,Painting of Modern Bite
0 Clark,Painting Modern Lif&29
’0What is left behind is a body, addressed to

generalized in form, arranged in a complex and visible rhyming, purged of particulars, offered as a
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was responsible to O0construct or negotiate a
facti that flesh, that contour, those marks of modern wibraad the body as a sign, formal and
generalized, meant f or a*Howdvernnthe i860s,dhspisuslur e a
language began to break down and, thus, the tenuous relation between propriety and desire enacted

in these paintingsin these bodiésbegan to break down.

(I.C.) MANET AS BOURGEOIS ICONOCLAST

As Clark narrates this is the scene onto which Manet unleashes his-brgakangdlympianto
anacadempopulated by bourgeois viewers all too familiar with the signs and implications of the
courtisangand into amcademwhere the courtisaBevisual language was breaking apart, most
markedly in the paintings of Cabanel and Bouguerea® &iguknent is that, by looking both at
the visual code of the nude that these paintings were breaking and the way they were breaking it,
Ot he nude became Qympidid; isiasston thagembaarassimenvdnd give it
v i s u a PIn btleer words) Man@&tartwork embodied a frank skepticism that was already
emerging about the truth of the sign system of the courtisane. The stability of the @aordigene
was crumbling in light of its commodification, and Meapainting exploits this fact.

Manet claimed that his allegiance as an artist is to the truth of vision above all else. His

statements to this effect made it easy for critics to classify him as inheriting the Realism of his

free but respectful version of the Pangngof mode
Modern Lifé27.
%2 Clark,Painting of Modern ILZé.

%3 Clark,Painting of Modern L##&
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predecessor Courbet. However, Clark understandssiMaaksm i®lympiéand in his other
masterwor ks) as depi c tnegatigrontmulgple planesaOndhe plane ofna r i |
reference, Clark sees Manet negating the sign of the courtisane in previous iterations of academic art.
The nude figure i@lympi& also a direct quote from Titi@enus of Urbjmaith which critics and

other viewers would have been very&familiar.

S o u r °tthe ;rtisbwas keen to associate his art with the canon of Western masterworks. In

quoting Titia® VenusManet references the ultimate example of academic painting of the nude.
However, in his extensive sorting of criticism on the painting, Clark found only scant references to
Titand painting. Instead, Clark finds extreme co
meaning Manet contrived in terms of Titian in 1865 amounted to nothing for most of his viewers.
TheVenus of Urbimas painted out or painted over and seemed to the public no part of the image
Manet had produced. It is as if the work of negatOlympia was finally done, L
too well. The new Dona Olympia was too much the opposite oTitiathe opposition to

si gni f%nmibpehpasgages, Clark comments on how various asgdgtamaeem to

parodythose aspects in the academic painting of the mén caricature, the likeness is very

**Reprinted irfFried, Man@sModernis283135.

“0For the ninet eenmwhshh € enlnrd &g Baintindof Modegond_ifenParis m g
the Art of Manet and His Follders

%6 Clark,Painting of Modern BB&6

For instance, 0The surface contained a nude,
done skillfully, but the skill was like a parody of itself, and of all the normal ways in which pigment,

texture, and tone declare a likeness and let itlbe qua e dPairdting©f Modetq LS.
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close, but it is as if the ground beneath the likeness has shifte@.ddantiety does this in a grim
way. To name one innovation: in contrast to the academic convention of posing the nude with her
face turned away from the picture plane, which allows the form of the body to lead the composition,
Manet position®lympigace front, rendering her not a general but a particular commodity and
implicating the viewer in the commercial exchange at hand.

Clark claims that in parodying the sign of the courtisane, Manet skeptically exposes the
falsity of the courtisa@gerformance, both as an image in painting, an image in society, and an
imageof bourgeois society. The illusion of propriety in bourgeois society was observed by Flaubert
in these I|lines, which reflect Paris in the 18
|l iterature, false crPf€dark abdeeves tahsefoouP
practice is soaked right through with duplicity, when nothing is spared from the rule of illusion. In
such a society, prost i fPAswe baveasseen, thp mythwofeheor s o f
courtisane, which in some ways stood for the myth of all bourgeois propriety, was enacted by its
participants in layers of class performance and costume. Therefoie eiMaomire dlympia
falsity was not in his depicting her as a member of a lower class. In fact, sometimes this was exactly
the illusion desired by the clierr viewer. Instead, Clark argues that the primary device that leads
to Olympiaexposure is the admixture and incompleteness of any sign structure. Her gaze, the cat
and servant, her hair, shoes, setting: Clark claims that all of these signs combine in such a way to
throw a wrench into the sign system of the courtisane, whichits edmgempary critics were

unable to make sense of the work.

%8 Clark,Painting of Modern Lifé.

% Clark,Painting of Modern LLifé.



Chapter2: Modernism akonoclastic Skepticism Christina Carnes Ananias

Olympia nakedness, then, is not rendered as a purified mythic nudity desired by the putti
and animals that surround her. I f so, the pai
could properly do its work, where the viewer was offered a rich, ezdgdayavith normal
identities, and reminded how much the®most or
InsteadOlympit@anakedness assaults the viewer with the truth of the transaction. Manet exposes the
fact that, ultimately, the courtisgweéent did not buy the clalsased fiction, but the sexualized
body of awomaOlymp@an a k edness o0gives its female subjec:
g e n e r &This pantieuladized wonarthis particularizedommodityvas difficult for the
bourgeois viewer to stomach. The world that the viewer is left to imagine is no myth, but the reality
of t he sodalktybnrwihich this ook might make sense and includeatabric of offers,
places, payments, particular powe‘Parodgimgdhet he s
bourgeois image, the woma®igmpiaulls back the curtain on the illusory conventions of
prostitution.

Of course, Clark also recognizes the innovative handling of the painted canvas. However,
the innovations of the medium in this image are only recognizable, he claims, aftsyskensign
ofthenudehas been broken: 0The facticity of paint

discoveredorsimplyeer®@ I n or der that the paOQlympighdsed ur f ac e

% Clark,Painting of Modern RE&L00.

0 And that particularity aherdédtheebsdyonlthebedbun k , n ot
from there being too many, and nonPanbnjoft hem e
Modern Life82.

%2 Clark,Painting of Modern L&8.
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evidence of seeifigseeing the world, seeing Woindna d t o b e®Tdis refiecsClagk e d . 6
contentions that the ideology of class is reified in its representations. In a footnote, he argues against
the ObookséOlymp@mt ot ansi veaitnnovati &Henbtss, i n he:
in contrast, that in terms of painting, there are passages that areeglig¢éic. Indeed, it is unclear

if the scene is as contemporary as some have claimed. He resists closure on the question of reality:
OEven i f we isfigeddhdrepitsslléegvesruevath thetqyestion why it was offensive,

if its figures ¢‘Tobkazasdan dxtansian oftthis ling of thoudht, penhaps it

would not have begiossibldor a contemporary viewer to recognize reakyyimpisbecause

what is revealed as real is the fiitithre ideology that comprised the nineteem#ntury Parisian

beholdes view of the world. The confusion of the alternativesggiam closed down any

attempts to imagine the woman, this scene, as real in the sense that paintings depicted women and
scenes as real. As the citiciings reveal, contemporary viewers were left confused and angry,

confronted with the dissolutidrthe nakednessof their mythic ideology.

(1.D.) MODERNIST ICONOCLASM CONFRONTING SIN
In his account of the bourgeois ideology of the courtesan, Clark draws a surprising parallel:
OReasoning on the subject [prostitution] ther

about transubstantiation; and the issues in question are ssaiaftaifzed. It is specifically a

%3 Clark,Painting of Modern ILBS.
% Clark,Painting of Modern iLB&n.

% Clark,Painting of Modern ILB&n(italics original
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matter of bodies turning i n"tWhiemhiadlightdarey ar e n
manner, nonetheless, this comparison between debates about the sacramental transformation of the
elements of bread and wine into the body and blood of Christ and debates about the capitalistic
transformation of the courtis@body into a commodity underscores the seriousness adsManet
charge. The comment rightly places the problematic commodification of th& wodhaimto the
ninth-century iconoclagime of argumentation. For the iconoclasts, the Eucharist was the only
proper image of the divine because the elements were transformed into the natural presence of the
divine. Icons of Christ that claimed Chriptesence but did not deliver a divine nature were
therefore problematized as idols. In an analogous wayagfeeaf the courtisa®éody in the
academic art of the nineteenth century claimed the presence of the aristocratic values of dignity,
honor, beauty, and purity but instead epitomized the bourgeois values of consumption and capital.
In other words, the images of the courti¢and others like it) were problematic in the nineteenth
century because of their falsity, or their idolatry.

In Clarl® viewMane& Olympiansisted that viewers face the falsity of the ideological sign
of the courtisane. While it would be misleading to suggest that Manet espoufssdipisito
longings to liberate the sex workers of nineteemttury Paris, Clark makes it clear that it is
certainly the case that his diagnosis of the falsity of the image of the courtesan in academic art was
derivative of the falsity of the relational dynamic at play in the performance of the courtisane. When
it came to the courtisane, duplicity was rampaxegy plane of consideration. In the image of the
courtisane, the womarbody was objectified, commodified, consumed, and abandseedo

serve the interests of the bourgeois male viewefi glamtas the woma@nbody was objectified,

% Clark,Painting of Modern LLD&.
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commodified, consumed, and abandoned in the practice of the c@ gesdmrenance. The

bourgeois claim to value purity, honor, and dignity was undercut by his corrupted relationship to the
courtisane. Judging the performance of the courtisane by the criteria of the aristocracy, Manet (and
others) cannot help but understéra a duplicitous exercise of desire. Put simply, the sign of the
courtisane in the ideology of ninetearghtury Paris is what Christians would call sin: the

corrupted and disordsd use of creation.

While Clark (and Manet, for that matter) would likely balk at the use of sin to describe the
problematic out of which the avayatrde emerged, Cl&rklescription of the bourgeois use of the
courtesan and its images lends itself to such an interpretation. In the last section of this chapter, |
will elaborate on this contention, suggesting a connection between the rejection of human finitude
and sin. Fonow, however, | simply contend that the problems described by Clark as encountered
by Manet arenoralproblemsi problems that require not just an artistic response but an ethical one.
My contention is not without support in the statements from-gaatd artists and critics of the
time, who most often put their aims in ethical terms: recall @Gdodyetnitment to thieuth in
depiction, and Mar@singularityf vision. As Clark argues, the quest of the-gaadé was
motivated by the same aristocr abdurgecisr age f or
developmentofa middiel as s 0t a entaded acorinitment tartratiy snd purity in
imaging that derived from a commitment to truth and purity in life andiaotidainly a moral
pursuit.

In sum, Clar@& narration of the emergence of modernism could be said to characterize the
avantgardé& growing sense of unease about bourgeois images as a kind of skepticism. In this
section, drawing on Clé&karxist account of the world of visual arts in nineteenthry Paris, |
showed how the ideology of the emerging malals (the aristocrabiourgeoisie) began to buckle

under the weight of capitalism. The images that populated the bourgeoysirdPaligat the
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time were hollowedut and tokenized as they wer@gted for profit. | drew attention to Clérk
discussion of one image in particular to demonstrate how thgardentkeptically drew attention

to the brealdown of these signs: MaBeitse of the image of the courtisane in his masterwork of

the avangardeOlympid argued, with Clark, that Manet draws our attention to the duplicity of the
courtisane, both as an image and as a performance in Parisian society. Clark contends that Manet
dismantles a bogeois vision of the world by intentionally disrupting the sign system of one of its
central images. | then argued that the demonstration of visual skepticisn@® Manpeteflects

an epistemological impediment that is due to the effects of what Christians call sin. I will expand

upon this claim later in the chapter.

(IV.) FRIED ON MODERNIST SKEPTICISM
Michael Fried, an inheritor of the formalist school of interpretation, offers an alternative but, as we

will see, complementary narration of the emergence of modermisntrilogy of works on the

avanigarde, Friedes cr i bes moderni sm as a communal reck
condi t i on®Frie$ acqpuni ohtheipnoldems encountered and solutions offered bring
considerations of modernism into a metaphysical key by drawing attention to the relationship
between the painting (i.e., the representation or hmadobject) and the beholder. In order t

explain how he understands the crisis that Courbet encountered in the early 1860s, Fried argues that

this relationship must be negated in terms of

7 SeeMlichael Friedjbsorption and Theatricality: Painting and Beholder in théRey&aielniderot
University of California Press, 198@urbét Realis(@hicago: University of Chicago Press, 1990)

andMand&s Modernism
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the Diderotian project is that in an obvious sense it was bound to fall short of its ultimate aim owing
to the irreconcilable conflict between the demand that the beholder be denied and what | think of as
the primordial conditidh almost the transcenderntahditiorii that all paintings amade to be

behefd.

The fact of this oOtranscendent al condi tion
towards the behodfdieat iasn @ nt atl | uismplfidisoannot
account of the history of painting from the eighteenth century through the first half of the
nineteenth century is oakprogressive experiments in keeping the beholder in abeyance.

According to Fried, the paintings of artistyaried and ennobled as Jadquéis David (1748

1825) and Théodore Géricault (B18P4) employ progressively more extreme techniques to
insulate the paintigworldfrom the beholder. However, as Davidisparagement of his o@ath

of the Horatli7848 5) a s 0 tsthawmdecade aftell ité corhpéeon, demonstrates the
criteria for successfully creating anthattrical artwork were changing at an accelerating pace in

the midnineteenth century.

®Mi chael Fried, o0Between ®idcallnguiimeo.1l (P84 Der r i ¢
Denis Diderot, an intellectual and art critic writing in theigideenth century, emphasized in his

writings the relationship between the painting and its beholder. F®rextieted treatment of

Diderof criticism, see Friefhsorption and Theatrichbtyters 2and3.

 Fried,Absorption and Theatrjé8i@ysee alsMane® confront ati on with pai
c o n d iinFried,Manés Modernish®407.

“OWe know this fr om-JdamRelédureswho anthattime wes Bawitl i e n n e

student and who | ater Ooub@&Readisitd. | eading art cr
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In the following section, | will expand on F&iexhalysis of the emergence of the avant
garde to showow this movement can baederstood as revealing and reconciling itself to paintings
own finitude. We wil/ see that as the oOtransc
to escape, various iterations of skepticism arise in an effort to keep the beholder in abeyance.
Surprisingly, in the public debate between Clark angdHRfregticontends that Ma&eachievement
is manifest not in the delopment ohegative or skeptical techniques but in positive and innovative
realist techniques. In the following section, we will see how and why Clark cour@ers Fried
oOopositived conception of modernism, setting t

relation to the Christian concepts of finitude and sin.

(IV.A.) FRIED& DIDEROTIAN NARRATION OF THE EMERGENCE OF MODERNISM

As Fried narrates it, thatitheatrical tradition as found in the academic salons of the mid
nineteenth century was predicated upon thea@trtists
cognizance of the relationship between the representa
in the painting and that painingeholdef: The success
of a depiction of reality depended upon simultaneousl|
enthralling and denying the viewer. Drawing on the

eighteentktentury art criticism of Denis Diderot, Fried

claims the painting is understood as theatrical (and

therefore a failure), whgmnmanifests an awareness of th

Figuel(l JearHonoré Fragonard”,e
Swingl767

"L Fried,Absorption and TheatriGbkie also FrieGpurbét Realisré; andVlanés Modernisi8®

190, 406.
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beholde® presence and acts toward and for that be@adaeusement. Conventions of a theatrical

painting could have included: o0addressing the

arrangement of per s on@Rgmm® paintnb, suchoas lowréc ost u me s

Fragonar® The Swirgfig. 10), was the obvious targetof Did&ot assaul t on the o0th

stark contrast, the criteria of successful paintings include the studious avoidance of any

acknowl edgement of their behol der. It was oOnho

necessary to obliviate him, toydbis presence, to establish positively insofar as that could be done

that he had not B Ehe mostefiektieerconventiprofor achievinguhist . 6

di sregard, Fried names 0 ab& subjgrttfullyooocuped,or t he d

engrossed, captivated by sometbihgrthan the beholder. Fried notes that while this was possible

for artists like Chardin to achieve in smatlate portraits, genre scenes, and even still life paintings,

the history painting emerged as the most qualified genre for this work. Histogyvpasnso

equi pped because O0Othe painter could aim to en

thereby to declare thei? aloneness relative t
In sum, Diderot, on Friélreading, sounds a concern for representative art to present its

subject matter truthfully and realistically to the beholder, and subsequently suggests particular

conventions for so doing. When considered in the context of the dramatic arts, thegmsonvent

seem far frominnovatita ndeed they seem oOinnated to the art

Diderot imports the theatrical convention of negating the beholder in order to attract, arrest, and

"2Fried,Art and Objecthood: Essays and®&seayes University of Chicago Press, 1988)
3 Fried,Absorption and Theatrjd4lRy

" Fried,Absorption and Theatrjéaigy
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ent hrall him or her. 0ln a dramatic represent

t han i f h €°Indhe dranmatic tarts éamdiinspaintindg), the fourth wall is the imagined

scrim between the actors upon the stage and the audience. The audience and the actors can all see

the walls on the back and sides ohtisenrscénbut the fourth wall must be imagined for the

audience to fully enter into the world of the action of the scene, and therefore become a beholder to

whom the play can communicate in a realistic

thesage, a high wall that separates yofUlhefrom th

fourth wall thus maintains a crucial distance between the world of the play and the world of the

audience. For Diderot, overt engagement with the audience on the part of the actors breaks the spell

of the plag representation of reality and disables its communicativé’gmnienied has

explained, the same is true for painting. Reality is truthfully communicated in the dramatic and visual

arts when the oOsupreme ffPctiondé of the fourth
However, both Diderand Fried note a significant paradox in this account of the dramatic

and visual arts. Dide@®theory proposes that for an artwork to communicate truthfully (to achieve

realism), the artwork must deny the most basic fact about painting: that it is made to be beheld. To

advance the project of conveying reality truthfully and convindogggagée beholder in the

first plac@ a fundamental fiction must be spun. Further, the threat of theatricality is innate to the

>Diderot, quoted irFried,Absorption and Theatr;@dl{fyrieds translation)
“ Diderot, quoted irFried,Absorption and Theatrj@&l{fyrieds translation)
""Diderot, quoted irFried,Absorption and Theatr;@dl{fyrieds translation)

®Fried0 Towar d a Su pAbsompton &hd Theatrichligterd. i n
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act of beholding, and cannot be prevented by the conventions of the arfisglésedn this
paradox is worth quoting at length:
In Diderot® writings on painting and drama, the oltyelsblder relationship as
such, the very condition of spectatordom, stands indicted as theatrical, a medium of
dislocation and estrangement rather than absorption, sympatianseihdence; and the
success dfoth arts (painting and theatre), in fact their continued functioning as major
expressions of the human spirit, are held to depend upon whether or not painter and
dramatist are able to undo that state of affadetheatricalize behahdisg make it once
again a mode of access to truth and conviction, albeit a truth and a conviction that cannot be
entirely equated with any known or experienced before. What is called for, in other words, is
at one and the same time the creation of a neof &jechi the fully realizethbledau and
the constitution of a new sort of behofder n e w @ svhiobejineerntost nature
would consist precisely in the conviction of his absence from the scene of représentation.
Spectatordorns theatrical insofar as paintings and dramas function for the beholder as simply a
di straction, something nice to |look at, and n
and c o rf%ar Dideroh the sdbject of painting has to be more than an amusement or
decoration in order for the entire pairtimipolder relationship to be elevated above mere
theatricality. The artist (painter, actor, playwright, etc) has a realist respthesibiityreate
wor ks that ar e tridhaddmandoibnof access to
Diderot was not unprecedented in his demand for truth and conviction in the arts via the
uphol ding of &Havevarphis panieularfthe@fyantitbeatricality was a
powerful and unique innovation in the history of aesthetics that continues to guide judgments about

the arts today. The conventions that Diderot identified as those by which theatricality is defeated

" Fried,Absorption and Theatrjdé@ht{italics original
8 Fried,Absorption and Theatrid@kty
8 Fried,Absorption and Theatrid@ktgitalics ming

82 Mulhall, The Wounded Anjrh54.
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continue to persist as the conventions by which much artwork is judged. Consider how many times

a painting has been dismissed as not | ooking

seems natural for a beholder to desire the world of the négtieado exist apart from the

behol der, and, moreover, for our beholding it
As we have seen, Fried claims that in the history of nineteptuty visual art, the

convention that secured the oOtrutho of the wo

the works of Chardin, which eventually was supplanted by theaadtimity expressed by the

grandeur of history paintirf§8y 1860, however, the conventions for securing the validity of the

worl d of the painting were crumbling. The aca

were becoming alienated from the objects of their belibldnpnger absorbed or enthrallgd b

canvasseguapaintingsgquafictional scenes of representation; and they rightly saw such alienation

as a skeptical threattopainingcapaci ty t o maint ai®ihei ts status

acadent® resolution was to create ewere engrossing scenes of representation, in order to more

8To this list, | would also adttkalizationldealization woulthke into accourthe renewal of

classicism in the paintings well aBiderots own musing in hiRaradoxe sur le Comédiea f | e c t

for a moment on what it means in the theatbe ttwuds it to present things as they are in nature?

Not at all. The true in this sense would be merely vulgar. What then is the truth of the stage? It is the
conformity of the actions, speeches, physique, voice, movement, and gesture with an ideal model
imaghed by the poet and oDideretiParasloxasyrdecConafiiisndl by t h
in Fried,Absorption and Theatricality: Painting and Beholder in the 1&g b4 Trdest

translation).

8Mulhall, The Wounded Anjrh54.
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solidly establish the represented reality, and further seal off the beholder. In a contrasting move,
Fried claims that Gustave Cougbattempted tblindthe viewer by entering the painting himself
aspaintetbehol der . I n this radical deni al of the s
this skepticism to spectatordom as such, rather than to the increasingly exhausted power of
traditonalmode of <creating absor pti on ®The paratiogicald r a mat i
and oal most transcendental é condition of pain
beyond Courbét innovation, leading Fried to interpret his work as failing to satisfy the criteria for
antitheatricality.

Reflecting the accelerated rate of change within visual art production and criticism at the
ti me, the 0cor pod®ienavative nastdrworkswere faifing tG praducé tee
desiredarti heatri cal effect | ess than a decade aft
osupreme fictiond sought by the paintd&r was n
ability to represent reality intensiffdetied attributes Courldet f ai | ur e t o t he oO0cor
materiality of his pictures, along with their primary reference to thelpanteo | d e r . € They
to make themselves f el t ¥dngermsefthe braader azgunmegt! b e h o |
am making, they attempted to satisfy the s@amtiachievable criteria for establishing a certain
correspondence to the reality they depicted and failed. Thus, the skeptical questioning of the
paintings ability to represent reality truthfully outpaced even Courbleindés Moderniskried

tracks the innovations of a ogenerationo of p

8 Mulhall, Wounded Anintt4.
8 Fried,Mand&s Modernis#o4.

8 Fried,Mand&s Modernisd05.
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uncovering Iimportant techniques such as o0inte
strikingness, 6 all of which effect a®imultan
However, it is in the masterworks of Manet that Fried geasiiagevolution in representational

style.

(IV.B) MANET AS ANTI-THEATRICAL ICONOCLAST

Both Fried and Clark praise Manet as the heroic innovator of thgaadaribut in significantly

divergent ways. Consistent with his emphasis on the centrality ofttreafaidality tradition in
nineteentkcentury French art, Fried claims that theviation of Man& artworks can only be

understood as a further complexification of the relationship between painting and behol@er. Manet
artwork emerges in the heat of this represent
andconsequén o0seriousnesso of his artwork when the
convinced by paintingfeurth wall? Manet breaks the fourthfivalh at least four planes: in the

subject matteQlympis recognizable); compositionally (the sd@bmatward gaze); formally (the

painting resists closure); and socially (exposes the commodification of artwork and bodies in
bourgeois culture). The oOtrutho of the painti
according to Diderotian adtiieatricalif should elevate the pain@ingeriousness. In Muli@ll

wor ds, Manet oOoaccommodate[s] or defuse[s] the
met aphysical constrai nts ®®dthettHarederyihé abjecthbodsfc e n e

the canvas beheld by a viewer in order to transform the canvas into another reality (the academic

8 Fried,Mands Modernis#05.

8 Mulhall, The Wounded Animal: J. M. Coetzee and the Difficulty of Reality in Literajur84and Philosoph
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antttheatrical method), the painting acknowledges its own nature as apaiteargoenablehe
communication of that reality. In this respect, Manet birthed a new modernist realism.
Fried draws our attention to various contrarian devices deployed by Manet that serve to

highlight the limitations of painting. Manet

systematically avoided absorptive motif
unintelligibility. é His execution €& was s
depicted figures é gazing directly out of
and dawing gestalts with abruptgymsi ot ogr aphi c | ight/ dar k pat
the beholder é and in general he appears t
dramatize, what | have called the primordial convention that paintingdeate be
beheld?

In other words, in his paintings of the early 1860s, Manet unleashed a bevy of complicating
technigues that confound viev@ergectations. What does an artist do when even the extremity of
Courbe® O c or p or edeehough ® askchiew theatricalisshWhen all beholders come to the
canvas prepared to judge the work as an affected presentation? When the beholder is so aware of
their position of power in the judgment of the artwork? Manet responds to this situatioimigy bl

t he behol dermbtrharcoeu gohf tthheeadt ri cal ity %Thet he pre
canvases are striking in that thegentuattheir status as a beheld object. Even the subjects of the
paintings understand themselves as beheld objects, stunning and confusidgititeedow

beholder.

“Fried,Manés Modernisa04.

Fried,Maneés Modernistn0 6. 0 The very extremi tdpamtifigst he me a
acknowledge beholding as inescapably the fate of painting can have the effect of making the actual
beholder feel excluded or supererogatory, and that it thayelperience that Mad@eviewers

have found more di FoedWVands Modermysads, Hediosoriggnally ot her . 6

13¢



Chapter2: Modernism akonoclastic Skepticism Christina Carnes Ananias

Friedidentifies further complexity in Ma@eticknowledgement of the pairding
ometaphysical conditioné as a representation
various aspects of Ma@qpaintings as signaling their condition as further ligh&lochakein this
way Othe beholder not only perceives an objec
the wor k of an®%Qolrkes attémptsta arasé tkis aspgct af painting set the stage
forMane f r ank acknowl edg e rff@dhebehader behblds a physwal k e d o b
object, a representation, and now, an intentionally created work of human hands. Fried contends
that an i mportant convention used by *™anet to
Rather than convey his subjects facing inward
to deny the presence of the beholder), Manet frankly faces his subjects out, toward the viewer. This
not only jarringly confounds expectations but remiedgeiver of the modelpresences the
artistat the time of the artwdikcreation. Conventionally, the physical object of the painting and
the illusionistic representation are present to the beholder, but the model is only present to the
primordial beholdeHowever, irpicturing the model (e.@lympia Victorine Meurent) facing the
beholder, Manet brings the viewer into the@rsigtdio, wherein the model makes herself present
to the artistin doing so, this facingness theings the viewer back to the surface of the canvas
once agai n, r e mi n dconvgntiom thahpamtingstare made tp e ibeheld, tHat a |
they face their viewers with a representation. In so doing, [Manet] emphasizes the temporal

instantaneity of his paintings, which in turn underscores the faqpidimatterial objects, they are

92 Mulhall, The Wounded Anjrha5.
% Mulhall, The Wounded Anji&k.

% Fried,MangsModernis05.
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al | surface and so can be t a%Bgcontrash Vigasinea whol e
Meurent was not oall surfaced6 and not even Ma
Such a circuitous and chaotic path comes clostebatinghe limitations of the relationships

instantiated between painter, person painted, painting of a person, and beholder of the painting. The
name that Christians give to this techmicagknowledging an epistemological limitation in order to
communicatetrafii s oOapophat-gairden. i $homayanitt came to

For Fried, Manet i s a pivotal figure in th
Courbet and the ooptical 6 realism of the | mpr
f 1 a timteentethcenturyinterpretations of Martmasterworks, explaining that such a
formalist judgement is anachronistic insofar asthrfudted dependence on the optical (and
therefore an acknowledgement of the flatness of the canvas) comes only with the Impressionists a
generation after Marfétlowever, a gesture toward the optical aspects of paiotitige
presentation of painting as a beheld dbjsctentral for Man@&tstrikingly innovative techniques.

In sum, Frie® interpretation of the emergence of modernism, guided by Diderotian anti
theatricality, construes the nineteenth century crisis of representation as an ontological confusion
about painting nature. Diderotian conventions for convincingly depicting reality demand that the
artwork simultaneously enthrall and deny the
paintingdéd off from the actual ofthetrepraseritedn of be

real ity justo aesn atbh e so ftchuer tthhevaalrli cal depi cti on

ss Mulhall, The Wounded Anjii&8 (italics original).
% Fried understands much of the art historical writing about Manet to mistakenly use terms and

perspectives that should be reserved for the impressionist generation BriddiNEmes

Modernisi
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Fried® narration, the conventions of ensuring this enthrallment and denial of the beholder began to
crumble in the nineteenth century, leading the academy (and Courbet) to ever more extreme
attempts at a deni al of t h e titdstmeamtriosbe lzehettldm t a | c
light of these failures, Fried praises Manet as the first to confront this basic nature of painting head
on, confounding the arttieatrical conventions that fiag viewers had learned to expect of visual

art at theitne. In so doing, Manet inaugurates theavant de, as the first opa

i tsPl f. o

(V.) MODERNISTS RECKONING WITH PAINTING & FINITUDE
In the next section, we will see how the interpretation of Manet constitutes a fundamental locus of

disagreement between Fried and Clark. For Clark, the crucial achievement of Manet is best
understood imegativeéermsi that is, as a skeptical deconstruction of the conventions of the
academy at the time. This lends itself to an interpretation of thgaadards motivated by

skepticism. Fried, on the other hand, understands Manet as establighisginestiteria for
representation in the visual arts. | will argue that, in bots Bnd@larlk® interpretations of

Mane& achievement, the issue at hand is human finitude as seen iriladtantsts to grapple

with visual a®& own epistemic limitatiorEtangled with finitude is the further epistemic obstacle

of what Christians call sin. In other words: the crisis from which modernism emerges, in either Clark
or Frieds narration, is born of confrontations with human finitude and sin. The fundamental crisis

of representation in modernist art is, then, metaphysical and moral. | will make my case in support

of this claim by returning to Clark and Rsiediblic disagreement about modernis@ritical

°Fried,Art and Objecthd@&b261.
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InquiryAfterdescribing their respective position)llbring to the fore what | see as their
fundamental agreement and, perhaps surprisingly, demonstrate the resonances between this

agreement and a Christian accotihiman finitude and sin.

(V.A) CLARK: SKEPTICISM AS FORMANEGATIVITY
For Clark, Manét skeptical disruption of the bourgeois-sygitem is not a singular phenomenon
but emblematic of the general movement of the-gaaté. He gives a provisional definition of the
modernist impulse that illumines how he understandaviidting relationship to representation:
OPerhaps the change can be described as a kin
of r epr es e’finwhdt beoomesia hallnaark bf Giaikterpretation of modernism, he
argues that this skepticism is constituted by negations of prdwatilistynventions. In his essay
entitl ed o0CI&e nfehneto rGr eoefn bAerrtg, 6 he addresses thi
departure from the formalist thedgistpproacl.Greenber@ formalism ipredicated upon the
belief that modernist painters can creatively and positively generate artwork with the bare, essential
materials of the medium itself. Clark chall en
appeared most characteristicaltyhse si t e of n e g @&%niCtarh® view, the est r ang
omedi umé t hat moder natasdssertial element of thecart ef paintinge | v u's
(flatness, |line, color, etc.), but it is itse

its medium has been by negating that mé&lamtinary consistericyoy pulling it apart, emptying

% Clark,The Painting of Modernibife
“Clarko Cl ement GrTeheembrer opf Art , 6

WCl ark, oO0Cl e@mefhe®GreeobeAgt, 6 152.

137



Chapter2: Modernism akonoclastic Skepticism Christina Carnes Ananias

it, produci ng®Gla&kparguestmihe séslths mpuiss in drtists as varied as
Jackson Pollock (191356), Joan Mir6 (184®83), and Henri Matisse (1&B8%4). Their
practice, and the practices of all modernist artists as far as Clark is concerned, is the practice of
pushing t helimitsh® dsiendmd to the point ehere it breaks or evaporates or
turns back i nto Adhisenegatonioreflactve of tnalargerideaolicalkcrisis
of representation and correspondence we spoke about’above.

Olympits a perfect example of this negative impulse for'@ekclaims that in the
painting, Manet is shifting artistic attention away from the tradition of preserving likeness toward the
oevidence of palpable and fr ank®Thaaiteriathatst ency
authenticate the success of the representation (with certainty) are intentionally broken to bring to
l'ight their falsity. Clark acknowl edges that
material means by whichdllu on and | i kenesses were made ¢é [ a

the form representation should takée%ntiisnsof ar

MCl ark, oClemenhe&GregeobeAgt, 6 152

Cl ark, O0CIl| e@nenhe &r $dobeAgt , 6

T, J. Clark, OArgument s ab o uinPoldakdne Afrert Then: A R
Critical Debatsl. Francis Frascina (London: Routledge, 20800.r me t he strategy
refusal is not an unreasonable response to the bourgeois civilization since@87ar k, O Ar gur
about Modernism, 6 103.

104Clark Painting of Modern LdeChapter 2

1%5Clark,Painting of Modern lLde

1% Clark,Painting of Modern lLde
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acknowledgement, he sees continuity between Gréefdrenglism and his own approach.
However, the continuity is only in the a#tigttention to the material as a means of repres@nting
not the attitude of that attention. For Clark, it is doubt and uncértakepticisri about

paintings possibilities for meaning that leads modernist artists such as Manet to a serious
reconsideration of their materials.

This skepticism,inCl&k est i mati on, becomes a ovalue i1
after Manet®’ The aesthetic goal of the modernist artist after Manet, then, is to demonstrate the
tenuousness of representational meanings. A myriad of visual tropes and techniques are employed to
this end: O0OArt seeks out t h e itsfalgie smodesfarefromy, ng s ,
negation, deadpan, the pretense of ignorance or innocence. It prefers the unfinished; the
syntactically unstable, the semantically malformed. It produces and savors discrepancy in what it
shows and how it shows it, sincettiglnest wisdom is knowing that things and pictures do not add
u p'®la the developing ideology of the avgantde, skepticism emerges as the ultimate aesthetic
val ue. | mpressionism, for instance, while hol
truth, 6 is best unde r¥Footledraddichal means aflesiablishing i ndi
|l i keness were now seriously mifhetwaesthatoblor 0 The
and that shadow or that kind of line and that kind of undergramthalwayilseThey are

shortcuts for hand and eye and br®The which t e

o We coul d [redationpsetc asnaey ai ntClaak@aintinty ef Modern i2e
%8 Clark,Painting of Modern lLe
19 Clark,Painting of Modern lLie

H10Clark,The Painting of Moder20ifigalicsoriginal).
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modernist artig responsibility to truth, as established by the aristocratic ideology inherited by the
bourgeoisie, led these artists to criticize the former ways of establishing that truth.

For Clark, though, the telos of negation cannot hold as a viable tradition. When negation
becomes o0a peculadeaconceptioth ofithe enierprisesof paidfecomésie
more and more etiolated and-self s e $"<Clarll inssts that it is a misinterpretation of his
approach to claim that negativity is entirely nihilistic. To claim negativity as the primary modernist
i mpul se is not o0to make the claim é that mode
experien e and its modes, or no viable wér k on the
However, it is to claim that the modernist aBpsitsiary mode of representation is found in the
oviolence with which the nohwileforeicipnetrt oi re of
surprising that when considering the future state of the fine art$, r€tagtksome off as
pessimistic and more than a Ilittle forlorn. I
val ué&arigss so,b ect becomes oOnothing but itself, w
pure as only pure negativity can be, and which offers its audience that nothing, tirelessly and, |
concede, adeqgquat elPJuchnsCthirassessment ofithe stateof or m. 6
representation in twentietkentury art, the result of the movement of negation inaugurated by the

nineteenth centuyavangarde.

MCl ark, OArgumentl®3. about Modernism, o
"2Cl ark, OArguments about Modernism,dé6 103.
WCl ark, OArguments about Modernism,o6 103

Cl ark, oCl emmenhe&GregeobeAgt, 6 155.

5Cl ark, O0Cl e@mefhe®GreeobeAgt, 6 156.
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While Clark paints a grim picture of the state of the representation and meaning since Manet
(or, he would say, since the rise of capitalism), there are moments in his reflection on the history and
state of representation that disrupt a deconstructieashg of his woik significantly, with the
work of Paul Cézanne (183906). | find his footnote on Cézanne in the introductidheo
Painting of ModerntLite be particularly signific@&mart, i n thi
&eeindis cerdin that it takes possession not just of straws of colour but of objects made out of
them; it believes thatiaghe world, in all its fullness and articulation, and that the world is present
inseeing strictl y an d°Céazann& ant doesynot easily eslvevthe diffiadilties in
representing the world in modernity, but in h
twofold: to demonstrate the fixity and substance of the world out there, but also to admit that the
seer does n&nowi most probably cannot knéwhow his or her own sight makes objects
p o s s ''Im these gassages and others that follow, Clark acknofivledgekeast acknowledges
Cézann@& acknowledgeménb f a o wor lind h eanfs ed tvheismg st hat si ght
person®Clark® pessimistic diagnosis of moder@ismisis of representation demonstrates the
depth of skepticism present in the movement. As we will see, for Clark, the depth of skepticism not
only bars intelligent judgment and criticism of modernist artworks, it bars intelligible representations

in geneal.

16 Clark,The Painting of ModerniZife
H7Clark,The Painting of ModerniZife

18Clark,Painting of Modern Life
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(V.B) FRIED: MODERNISM AS DISCOVERING COMPELLING CONVENTIONS

Clarl® primary disagreement with Greenbergian formatisan the medium of representation for

the avangarde is negation of the medium instead of the mediuf issielken to task by Michael

Fried in an essay in direct response to&@ask outline of this disagreement. Bisgsponse,
entitled OHow Moder ni sm Wor k&sthedis, argsingansteadifarqu a | i
positive conception of modernism: oUnintellig
right as mere nega of meaning, is in the service of aims and aspirations that have in view a new

and profound and, for want of a better wpaitvec oncept i on of t hé&° enterp
This positive understanding of the work of modernist art has to do with thipeojestsof

determining scrupulously the conventions of art that allow it to stand in meaningful conversation
with the work of the recent past. Thus, Fried
works. 6 He contends t heathbe sad\idhdiscovertinthis iiavkoad e r ni st
can be said to be revealed to hinTiinstnot the irreducible essencalffainting, but rather that

which, at the present moment in paif@ihgstory, is capable of convincing him that it can stand
comparisomwith the painting of both the modernist and thenpodernist past whose quality seems

to him beyond questidfiThe responsibility of the modernist artist, in Briéiéw, is to uncover

the conventions in painting that have made good pamdadidhe discovered conventidnthe
gualities that ocomysegl qcucan viitcytdéi carr ea swhtaaa [Fa ipead

However, this essence, 0is |largely deter mined

WEried, OoOHow Moder ni sm WoGrikcalinqu® n®k & @982):220e t o T
2Frjied, oO0Shape @&NewPantingg 1Fr 86n, Kork Sainginlg bral Sculpture

422quded i n Fried, OoHow Modernism Works, 6 223.
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the vital wor KFriedisquibkdo ackeowledge in afamtacte.that his theory
propounds what he calls a oOWittgensteinian vi
out during a period of <c¢l| ose ¥MotdaubtFreedwoulda! com
understand painting (and judging paintings) as a social practice in which meaning is determined and
discovered, as Clark does.

However, what Fried does not draw attention to in his accednp&nting in the modern
era has become an exercise in discerning compelling conventions as appadeditg
compelling conventions that have been inherited through the tradition of visual art. The impetus
toward this exercise in discernment, | argue, is a crisis engendered by skepticism. In the account of
modernism surveyed above, Fried acknowledges thaf cepresentation encountered in the
nineteenth century, the crisis thativadéd Mané innovations. In a much earlier essay, he claims:
ORoughly speaking, the history of painting fr
may be characterized in terms of the gradual withdrawal of painting from the task of representing
realityi or of reality from the power of painting to represénintfavor of an increasing
preoccupation with pr oBThe dentfication of modermist@rtt o pai n
inward turn presents the crisis as an implication of a growing skepticism abou&\aduilatlyatd
convey reality compellingly through-teatrical conventions. Perhaps in a way similar to the
iconoclastic estimation of images, in Brigccount, viewers and creators of paintings in the

nineteenth century were contending anew with the limitations inherent in the nature of imaging. A

LIEr i ed, OHow Modernism Works, o6 223.
2FEr i ed, OHow Modernism Works, o6 223.

12 Fried,Art andObjecthood: Essays and, Réviews
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painting waslwaysomprised of the materials of painting and thus an object (even theugh anti
theatricality attempted to deny this fact). A paintinglwagsndexed to a beholder (even though
antitheatricality would rather it be otherwise). A paintinglwagreated by an artist (even

though anttheatricality would rather erase the creator from view). Skeptical viewers and painters of
the nineteenth century understood these facts of p&imiatgre to be impediments to the-anti
theatrical criteria for depicting reality. Thus, thidheatirical skepticism prompted Manet
positivecontributiorii a frank recognition of these limitations. In &iggling, Manet inaugurated

an artform that absorbed and responded to the skepticism of this crisis. Painters were no longer
craftsmen improving upon inherited conventions but visual philosophers tasked with renewing and
reestablishing the very practice oftpajras compelling with each new artwork. In sum@-ried

own commitment to modernist@gtositiveievelopment of conventions is not a description that is
entirely consistent with his wider narration of the situation in which modernity arises. The
convettions that arose within modernism might be described as positive insofar as they are
unprecedented in the art historical canon, but technically they respond to and enact a negative, or

skeptical, approach to the traditions of visual art in the West.

(V.C) INFINITE CRITIQUE, FINITUDE, AND SIN

When it comes to making intelligent artworks and judgements about those artworks in the art world
after modernism, Clark is pessimistic. As we explored above, his account of modernism centers on a

negating impulse that he sees running through the historgdurbet to the present. In a short
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but telling passage, Clark | aments the attitu
ocriter i a¥Hecekpandsod thisndaimtin.a footnote, writing:
This is not to smuggle in a demand for realism again by the back door; or at least,
not one posed in the traditional manner. The weakness or absence | have pointed to in
modern art ¢é derives from its |l ack of grou
representation, which would be linked in turn to other social pracicdedded in them,
constrained by them. The question is not, therefore, whether modern art should be figurative
or abstract, rooted in empirical commitments or not so rooted, but whethaowa
provided with sufficient constraints of any &imdtions of appropriateness, tests of
vividness, demands which bring with them measures of importance or priority. Without
constraints, representation of any articulateness and salience cannot'take place.
By noting the emptiness of the endless skeptical criticism of modernist art, Clark quietly (that is, in a
footnote) diagnoses modernist art as meanifiglessalist aim of the visual arts (establishing with
certainty a correspondence between image and archetype through compelling conventions or
criteria), has been distorted by the skeptical response of the modernists (attempting to convey reality
by negatingrevious conventions of artistic realism). The cascade of successive skepticisms has left
the visal arts without a standard by which to intelligently judge (or create) other than skepticism
and negativity itself. The skeptichitant of t he

cannot be defeated by a new set of more fitting criteria. Tihetgapn image and prototype,

problematized by realism, goes all the way down. This is the problem identified by Cavell and

2Cl ark, OCl e@menhe®GreeobeAgt, 6 155.

%Cl ark, oCl emmenheregeobeAgt, 6 15&esshylFried n hi s
takes serious issue with this passage. He won
modernist art criticisnn a demeaning manner, Frastks Clark if what he seeks is an appeal to
objective criteria, which o6Kant and Wittgenst

OHow Modernism Works, 6 230.
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addressed at the beginning of the last chapter: that all human communication is limited in its
finitude.

A similar problem is encountered in Rsi@aterpretation of modernism, wherein the anti
theatrical tradition confronts the limits of visual representation. |& Raeation, skepticism
about visual a#t ability to convey reality prompts both academic anegavdatresponses, both of
which modify the criteria for athieatricality in extreme ways. In each of these responses, the
inherent limitations of visual art can not be overcome or denied cwlyirfidie new criteria for
establishing realstrtwork is ultimately overcome by skeptical doubt. &anetess, in Friisd
telling, is in the groudateaking way that the arasknowledtfexbe limitations. (In the next
chapter, | will go on to argue that a similar kind of apophatic abstraction is present i@ Cézanne
portraits of the late nineteenth century.) However, what Fried does not adequately address is the
extent to which, in Mar@tacknowledgement of the limitations of paintings, he is addressing
himself to skeptical concer@ympilrings to our attention the finitude of visual representation by
validating the skep@cconcerns. YeSlympig an object and not a woman. Yagmpiss indexed
toward a beholder and is not an independent or real sce@ymess the product of human
industry and manipulation and not an uninterpreted manifestation of reality. All attempts at
establishing realism through the newtheétrcal criteria are abandoned, | contend, because these
criteria can never be fulfilled in finite productions of human creative acitymjnehe skeptic
is vindicated again.

The way in which Clark and Fried describe the skepticism that inspired the modernist
movement in the visual arts is, | argue, a visual instantiation of the skepticism Stanley Cavell
describes in philosophy. Recall that Cavell (and Wittgenstein) dreom &dtéme fact that

skepticism is predicated on a fundamentaisfaayitical) desire to convey reality with certainty
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through adequate correspondéffifeealist8 like the modernist painters described by Gleizes and
Metzinger above attempt to achieve certain correspondence through checking their
representations against realist criteria. Skepticism results when these criteria fail to establish
correspondergcwith certainty. In modernism, as Clark and Fried narrate it, criteria and convention
are reshuffled and reinvented in each successive movement, as each incarnation of modernist
realism is (skeptically) revealed as insufficient. What Clark so pa&infifisicth modernism is
what Cavell identifies in philosophy: skepticism, when premised on correspondence theories of
realism, can never be overcome.

What Cavell spends much of his career arguing for, however, is that the truth of skepticism
is just that it is true. It is simply an aspect of what it means to be hletaill. the skep#c
pessimism about the communication of pain: |If
the Oouterdé word or representation (a scream,
certainty, then apparently hunfamsh 0 c annot eedv earn od gheedn neépeesravad n
true knowledge of anotlieexpeence?” And representations in words or paint will never
comprehensively tell the truth about these experiences. Our inability to feel the pain of another
person (and therefore confirm its identity as pain) is not a philosophical question, but a
philosophical fa¢®As we have seen, Catelpfully brings this dynamic into the realm of the

representable: at the cross, there is nothing

16 See page)52above
127See pagé0above.
20 The picture of something between, with its

kind of cr &Sarley Cagelthe @laim of Rep341h

147



Chapter2: Modernism akonoclastic Skepticism Christina Carnes Ananias

of whichthereould e a picture, 6 as i f to s&Cyucifxiaffigpi ct ur ¢
4] isa perfect picture of a man and of a cross but (necessarily) an imperfect or indirect picture of
suffering. (lt is a s or¥Noophinipadeguatelyidentibiedanal pi ct
made representable in the expression of pain.
the separation entailed in our embodied exper
is,which in turn mischaracterizesman knowledge and life. The particular, circumscribable,

outside appearance of the ordinary material world is what gives itself to our incomplete but genuine
knowledge.

Such an account of human epistemology is not unfamiliar in Christian tRevtadg.is a
theological way of naming the ontological and epistemological limitations that result from humans
being creaturesX nihijoof a sovereign CreatétThe inability to obtain complete knowledge of
the world and of others necessarily follows from the inability to obtain complete and perfect
knowledge of God. In other words, finitude is an anthropological entailment of the creator/creature
distinction: aentral tenant of Christian theologkich posits amreducibleontological distinction
between God and all that God has made. As the Creator, God is transcendent, omniscient,
omnipotent, and lifgiving; as a creature, the human being (with all other nonhuman creatures) is
contingent, corruptible, and utterly dependerGod. This entails that human knowing and

representing are significantly limited with respect to both the Creator and fellow creatures.

129 Stanley Cavellhe Claim of Rea38(italics original
13%0For a fascinating systematic treatment of the implications of cezatibijcsedan A.
McFarlandiFrom Nothing: A Theology of Gteatiswille, Kentucky: Westminster John Knox Press,

2014).
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Comprehensive knowledge of othel®th God and creaturely otherand the representation of

that knowledge is impossible for created beings. Christian theological anthropology agrees with the
skeptic: there is no way for human creatures to attain andnmepnegialified and perfect

knowledge of God. This conclusion is epistemologically devastating for the modern skeptic, for it
seems to condemn humanityMoolesal@ncertainty about the truth of both God and the world.
Further, it apparently restrictshalinan representatignsncluding artworks from conveying with
certainty the reality of God or G®avorld.

In this respect,itisot unsur prising that Cavell under s
of the conditions that facilitated 'he develo
CavelB reading of the Christian doctrine of original sin, human nature itself becomes an obstacle to
be over comd ahdyn particdas thevnatwe obhuman knowing. Like the skeptic,

Cavels OoChristiandé is unsatisfied with the kind
done, for it o0leads to a passivity that regar
actiorfi to a view in whicfihe denial of the humasthe humar@'*? The finitude that must be

overcomeinCav@l 0 Chri stiand anthropology sounds quit

As Judith Wolfe (n®e Tonning) shows in an

only a reaffirmation of traditional Christian anthropology, cast in the light @ @lcashation,

B¥BJudith E. Tonning, OAcknowledging a Hidden G
Scept iThe Heytirppddoudaho. 3 (200,/395.
¥Tonning, OAcknowl e d(@aliceoggina. Inthis gpassage, Walledjyotes 3 9 5

CavellThe Claim of Rea36R493.Italics original.
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crucifixion, and resurrection, can avoid a view of Christianity askmpticism3*For only in light
of the Gospel does Christ demonstrate the vocation of human beings petiiecieaging of
God (Heb 1:3) signaling both that which was lost at the fall and that which will be brought to
perfection in Christ at the eschaton. For CalelChristian configuration of finitude implies a
divine power in competition with the gelilization of human persons within their ordinary
limitations. For the Christian, in contrast, the human vocation as creatures made in the image of
God is displaykperfectly in Christ as a life of joyful and obedient dependence on the Creator. And,
further, the marring of that image at the fall is recast as the moment of Christian skepticism. As
Wolfe writes, Adam and Ese
sin appears not so much as the wish dikbeGod(Gen 3:5) for that is indeed their
vocatiomi but as the separation of that wish, and of the concept of knowledge associated
with it, from the only context in which it can be realized, namely the continual
acknowledgement of our existential dependencedyregmessing itself as a
(supernaturally enabled) acknowledgement o[God wi | | . siresénhblecdthat t hei r
of Cavel skeptic, who willfully reinterpretsdristaphysical finitu@as aréntdlectual
lacloin order to avoid the full impact of human inadequacy and depéffdence.
The dependence upon God that is entailed in t
not imply human inadequacy to the task. The life, death, and resurrection of Jesus Christ
demonstrate that a dependent human nature (which, Christians Comifgdsad in full) is not an
obstacle to perfect fulfillment of the imaging vocation. Rather, as Wolfe shows, the problematizing

of this finitude as an o0intellectual l ackd th

divine power is what echoeigh the dissatisfaction of Ca@edkeptic.

13T 0 n n iAckgowledging Hidden Gogh 397.

¥Tonning, OAcknowl!l ed(@aicemginpa Hi dden God, 6 397
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Christianity, then, affirms what Cavell ca
finitude of humans entails the inability to authenticate representations through perfect
correspondence, climbing inside the mind of another human, or by becainjdgaBmes of
theositwithstanding). Indeed, as we have seen, the doctrine of the fall can account for the
skeptical impulse to overcome human nature by securing perfect knowledge of the world and others.
As Clark saw in modernism, Christianity rezegthat skepticism about images runs all the way
down, jeopardizing intelligent criticism and representation. Like the iconoclasts who were
scandalized by the i@mability to naturally present the divine, the sieg¢imands for perfect
correspondence can never be verified. While Cavell (and Wittgenstein) recognize the existential
difficulty entailed by this epistemological inevitability, only Christianity enables the interpretation of
the truth of this skeptical pbsn asa tragedy

By contrast to Cavéll a c c {thishtheolagical interpretation of skepticism places the

&kepticdldesire to repudiate human limitation in the context of a real, existential

oncompletenesarising from the human vocatiortheosiand is thus able to account both

for the felt disappointment with human intimacy and communication which drives the

skeptic to his repudiation, and for Ca@velin intuition that this repudiation is not merely

misguided but sinft¥
Christian anthropology, as an account of the human that acknowledges the tragedy of sin, manifest
especially in the rejection of the finite cre@tasestential dependence on God, empathizes with the
skeptic and those who encounter the effects of a skeptical culture. The situation we find ourselves in
is indeed tragic.

In this section, | aimed to demonstrate how the crisis of representation experienced in the

visual arts of the nineteenth century can be understood as a theological crisis, in that it can be

interpreted as a crisis at once metaphysical and moral. hizegaguiment by highlighting Céark

¥Tonning, OAcknowledging a Hidden God, 6 397.
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observations about negativity as the distinctive convention of the visual arts, showing how this view
aligned with a Cavellian understanding of skepticism. Next, | examirigedgtardibly alternative
understanding in which he claimg@dsitiienpulse in the products of modernism. However, |
complicated Frigslaccount by bringing it into conversation with the previously examined

Diderotian account of the emergence of modernism. In the light of the Diderotian acco@nt, Fried
positive evaluation its@las interpreted as identifying skeptical predisposition running throughout

the development of modernism. Finally, | showed how both of these accounts thus recognize what
Christians call finitude, or the difficulties posed by the limitations of humas tpdwemw and
communicate or represent. Drawing on the work of Judith Wolfe, | offered a constructive
theological account of finitude and sin that responds to the crisis of representation as presented by
both Clark and Fried. In all of this, my aim wasowv that the fundamental problems encountered

by artists in the nineteenth century, and theorized by Clark and Fried in the twentieth, are articulated
and address&dmost compellingly, in my opiniofy a Christian account of human finitude and

sin.

(VI.) CONCLUSION
At theheight of theconflict between Clark and Fried, Clark criticizes@&pdroach to art

criticism. As he sees it, Fried, as a representative of the (contemporary) bourgeoisie, has a
oconsiderable interestodé in Opreserving a cert
transcendental ego is given something apprapr@iatemplate in a situation essentially detached
from the pressures and deformities of history

(since the decline of the ) in which its account of consciousness and freedom can be at all
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compel | i n{°Frieds princritisisnegdoundled as it is in encounter with artistic excellence,
is, in Clar& estimation, a secularized performance of religion. Although put in a critical &y, Clark
observation is a continuation of his lament for any objective standard for representation in the visual
arts. He interprets Fri@dapproach to viewing and interpreting paintings as replacing the standard
that modernist skepticism has destroyed with
Oaesthetic consciousness, 6 i s Ioomstaints,a@m ext er
thereforesonds, t o @liamek ,r*8l liikgei oono.l&d

While Clark dismisses F@tbrmalist encounter as an indefensible form of criticism, he
provocatively adds that he o0does not mean to
in criticism. é It may even be thathichareligio
cogent defense of moder ni s'fitisnotinimedately dearevhat g u i
Clark intends in this passage. Perhaps he means, derogatorily, that the only way to enjoy
contemporary visual art is by feigning aesthetic pleasure. Perhaps he means that, in light of the
nihilistic wake of the crisis @presentation, all one can do is make up a standard of aesthetic
excellence to apply to the artworks of the contemporary moment. | wonder, however, if it might be
more directly connected to his cl ai trestohat vi s
di scovering that the sel f*Perbapgwith @nicism andatight pur

heart, he is advocating for an approach to art criticism that can account for the tragedy he

¥Cl ark, OArgument Repbgygut oMMl ehmies mFrAed, 6 107
¥Cl ark, OArguments About Modernism: A Reply t
¥Cl ark, OArguments About Modernism: A Reply t

¥Cl ark, o0Cl e@nenhe®r $6obeAgt , 6
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experiences as a viewer of visual art after m
suggests is a perspective that can offer a ki
of skepticismd as e nc ctsuch areligiods perspectivh,erthe i s u a l a

beginnings of one, that | will argue can be found in the defense of icons written by Theodore the
Studite in the ninth century.

In this chaptei, have arguethat the crisis of representation encountered by the visual
artists of the nineteenth century can be understood through the lens of skepticism as a metaphysical
and moral crisis. To this end, | returned to the concepts of realism and skepticism, shameng ho
realism desired and pursued in modernity was markedly different from that which came before,
especially as expressed in the visual arts. However, modernist realism and iconoclastic realism retain
enough in common to mala reasonable parallel. | elaborated on this parallel by exploring two
accounts of modernigremergence in the visual arts: thosebf(lark and Michael Fried. |
showed that Clark accounts for modernism in the visual arts in terms of the capitalist breakdown of
bourgeois ideological sign systems. &igmpiarovided an example of the explicit breakdown
of a set of realist criteria for establishing certain correspondence between an ideological sign and
that sigi® referent. Then, | provided a suamynof Frie@ account oModernism, which accounts
for the profound changes in the visual arts of the nineteenth century in terms of theatricality
concept developed by Diderot in which the reddipyction of the representative painting depends
upon the paintir@y simultaneously enthralling and denying the viewer. This convention-of reality
depiction was attenuated in the nineteenth century, which led to more and more extreme
manifestations of these conventions. For Fried, @ameular modernistraevement was in his
frank acknowledgement of the conditions of painting: it is made of ordinary materials; it is made to
be beheld; and it is made by an artist. In Diderotiatheatricality, all of these conditions are

elaborately denied. | then tuirie Clark and Frie@ wider consideration of the modernist impulse
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in the visual arts, showing that each account can be understood as an iteration of Cavellian
skepticism. Finally, | showed how under @ladcount of the crisis of representation, the Christian
theologian can identify the problem of sin; and unde#; tieel theologian can identify the

problem of finitude. Of course, thesefiwfmitude and sifm are impossible to disentangle. |

provided a constructive account of the crisis of skepticism in these terms, with the help of Judith
Wolfe, arguing that only Cétian theology can adequately account for the tragedy of human
limitation and sin.

In the next chapter, we will encounter a modernist artist who experienced the depth of this
tragedy and brought it to his canvases in a particularly poignant way. The portraits painted by Paul
Cézanne (those of his wife, specifically) will demonstrdaptheof the skepticism of modernity,
as well as, perhaps, a glimmer of hope in the possibilities of a Christian account of visual realism.
After attention to Cézan@eportraiture, | will begin to build an account of this Christian realism
with the help bTheodore the Stud@edefense of icons. Then, | will expand this theological vision
with a particular focus on the cross and resurrection, suggesting that only a full and rich
Christological approach can begin to address the depth of skepticism presented in the artworks of

Cé&anne
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~ CHAPTER THREE
THE VERITE OF FIQUET CEZANNE: PAUL
CEZANNE AS ICONOCLAST

éthe merely representative portrait had pl
symbolism had lost all connexion whlity.
oKurt Badt,The Art of Cézanne

Thedrisis of resemblaritbat preoccupied so many nineteeethtury practitioners of
[portraiture] seems especially evident in Cé&auamatings of his wife.
dSusan Sidlausk&g&zan@eOther: The Portraits of Hortense

(1) INTRODUCTION
The marriage of Paul and Hortense Fiquet Cézanne is one of the great mysteries of modernist art

history. We have no extant correspondence between the two, and almost no correspondence from
either about the other. This is particularly strange given thesdeftiers and other writings that

we have from Cézanne to other artists, family members, and various acquaintances. Further, there
are very few firgierson accounts of the far@llfe together. Apparently, the couple spent

significant time apart, wiiquet Cézanraften staying in the city apartment and the artist

preferring his familliy estate in Aix. Many early commentators on the artist, including the foremost
student of Cézané@sdife and work John Rewald, have speculated that the charad&arv he

Masterpigca work of fiction, by Emile Zola (184002), replicate the troubled Cézanne marriage.
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! Cézanne, who had maintained a close friendship with Zola since childhood, was clearly perturbed
by the content of the novel, as the artist terminated all contact with Zola after its release. This
fictional account, and Rewaldse of it, has colored the few comments historians and critics have
afforded Fiquet Cézanne; and these accounts, by and large, disparage her as an unintelligent, greedy
burden that the artist shouldered sacrificially.

What makes this lack of correspondence and troubled mggiezioushowever, is Paul
Cézann& apparent devotion to his wife as a subject of painting. We havaitveepoytraits of
Fiquet Cézanne, more than any other portrait subject Cézanne painted, excepipuytastself
Further, Cézand@eattention to his wife as a subject was concentrated in the decade aftds the artist
apprenticeship to impressionist master Camille Pissar@l@E30a period in Cézadneareer
that historians agrees crucial to his mature work. As Cézarperimented with his new style
and approaches, he saw fit time and again to return to his wife as a subject. As Susan Sidlauskas puts
it, she was at least foratinfiech i s most 0 s iWhikeiwé daitkaow the aornpee r . 6
interpersonal dynamics of the Cézanne marriage, the portraits are nonetheless a particularly fruitful
territory for our investigation into modernist skepticism, as, | will argue, they demonstrate a
paradigmatic modernist artist strugglinder the unique pressures of modernist skepticism to

recognize and represent his hypostatic oother

! £mile Zola,The Masterpi¢@ms. Roger Pearson and Thomas Walton (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 1993).
2 Qusan BllauskasCézan@eOtheiThe Portraits of Hor(Beskley: University of California Press,
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The relationship entailed by these portraits has had many interpreters. As we will see, many
of them argue that Fiquet Cézanne served the artist in the same Wity arstilgement of apples
or a mountain might: as an object with which to experifetnall accounts of the adigtractice,
including Cézan@eown accounts, reveal a yearning for intimate knowledge of his subjects. As
reported by Merlea@onty, the artist required up to a hundred and fifty working sessions for a
single portrait, fanusly pausing for large stretches of time between even the smallest brishstrokes.

His remarks on his practice stress a commit me

seeon8 model <clearly and feel it exactly “right,
Ashesawit,anarist goal was to ofathom what you have i
express yourself® as logically as possible. o

It is the paintings themselves that are the most paradoxical. Fiquet Cézanne is rendered with
a level of abstraction unprecedented in modernism; her countenance is often unrecognizable from
painting to painting; and she defies any contemporary expéatdéonnine beauty, pliancy, and
grace. In much Cézanne interpretation, the artist is credited with innovations that concern the

limitations and opportunities of representation in general: with poskuyestians about imaging

®Maurice MerleaBo nt vy, & C®a al@dense@NdirSeng&Evanston,lL: Northwestern
University Press, 1969)

* Paul Cézanne to Emile Bernard, Aix, May 19T#eihetters of Paul Cézeamrse Alex Danchev
(London: Thames & Hudson, 201336.

® Cézanne to Bernard, Aix, May 1539.
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that avanparde artists had previously only obliquely introfliiéedavangarde had already
problematized academic conventions of idealized beauty and illusionistic space, but, as we will see,
Cézanne brings these criticisms to a new level of abstraction, adding distortions of likeness itself to
the modernist canon téchniques.

Thus, Cézanieseries of portraits is a prime example for our inquiry because it calls to mind
the questions about imaging that were posed in early chapters. Namely, how does an image
successfully reference its prototype? Is it possible to guarantee this refe@rtamytithrough
criteria or convention? As we saw in previous chapters, iconoclasts answer this question with a
rather definitivénodi it is impossible for an image of Christ to properly or adequately reference its
prototype: the secondrgen of the Trinity. Therefore, the iconoclasts claim icons function as idols.
Further, | showed how the iconoclast position was more complex still, as the obstacle to proper
reference was not imaging in general, but the image of a human body in. Jdmtispiarages of
the bread and wine of the eucharist and the empty cross in particular function as symbols that are
abstract enough for the iconoclasts to faithfully reference Christ. In the last chapter, we saw how an
iconoclastic skepticism may have lagglay in modernism as well. By looking &tCQlark and
Michael Frie@ narrations of the emergence of modernism, | showed that the prevailing impulse in
most avangarde work of the nineteenth century was to negate or resist the traditional conventions
of successful art creation as inadequate representational devites tongtrow that Clark and
Frieds description of what the avgatrde was contending with could be understood, in Christian

parlance, as finitude and sin. | further arguedhndtrtitations inherent in imagaking aréest

® For an indepth examination of Cézafneception history, séeer ry Smi t h, O0C®z anr

Trut h i nboundarnd,tno. 4 (@Q1l&y10125

15¢



Chapter 3The Véritéof Fiquet Cézanne Christina Carnes Ananias

understood as finitude and sin, since this approach enables a true acknowledgement of the felt
tragedy of the human situation.

In this chapter, | will consider Cézaarseries of portraits of Fiquet Cézanne through the
lens of iconoclastic skepticism. In accord with prominent interpretations of @ ézamokX, the
portraits can be read as particularly extreme instances-gbadarskepticism. In these works, the
resistance to the traditional criteria of successful portrait creation, the negations of any convention
of painterly representation, ahd tonfounding of any established expectations of portraiture is so
extreme, ;e commentator claims that in them C®zann
t r a d 11will show.hdw the crisis of representation, as explored in previous chapters, could be
said to find an exemplaypression in the portraits of Fiquet Cézanne.

To capture the revolutionary quality of Céz&iriaemal innovations, | will begin this
chapter by setting the stage for his arrival on thegaraiet scene. By exploring their mutual
commitment tovéritél will describe the techniques and goals of the traditionally aadiganie
des BeauArts and, by contrasting, those of the iconoclastic-gaaae. By examination and
comparison of portraits of women in academic and impressionist art with & @pamais of his
wife, | will bring to light the gerity of Cézani@&negations ahherited conventions. Following, |
will examine a few prominent strands of Cézanne interpretation: that until recently the portraits were
seen as emblematic of the moderni st ®&fké mi ni sh
play of formal expression.JI.Clark offers an alternative approach, one that takes seriously the
artists stated commitment to the appearance of the subject and, thus, offers an even more skeptical

evaluation, decrying the paintings as failures of positivist repogsentat

7 Sidlauska§;ézan@OtheB.
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All of this will lead us to the following question: was Cézanne an iconoclast? In other words:
Does his approach to painting signal a level of distrust of representation that would resonate with
the ninthcentury iconoclastic prohibition of representdtioreging? Has Cézanne given up on
representational painting for something completely different? | contend that, no, he has not. In the
chapters to come, | will argualong with some classic and recent intergietieas Cézanne did
not given in to a skepél dismissal of representational imaging. Instead, | will suggest that the
paintings are better interpreted througitamophilidens: Cézanne, in concert with the defenders
of icons, offers his viewers a way of visually knowing that is distinct from the skepticism/anti
skepticism dialectic; his project echoes more fully the hypostatic epistemology of Theodore the

Studite.

(Il.) THE MODERNIST CRISIS OF VERITE
While there is significant debate about what prompted the stylistic revolution in painting in the

nineteenth century, art historians unanimously recognize in the moment a newfound incredulity
regarding traditional means of representation. Artists (&o®) began to seriously contest the

criteria by which a piece of visual art was judged as successful. Susan Sidlauskas,-n her ground
breaking book on Cézaime portraits of his wife, suggests t
especially evident in Céae portraituré Jonathan Crary echoes the sentiment in hisl&ogih

discussion of the changing relationships to attention in the nineteenth century when he references

the ocrisi 8 nofhipse rwoerpkt ioonn.®»®z ann e, Ri chard Shi

8 Sidlauskag€ézan@@eOthe#.
° Jonathan Crar§uspensions of Perception: Attention, Spectacle, an@Qdotwidg@laursii T

Press, 19992.
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r epr es éiihe phieriomemon éo which these writers and others are pointing with these
phrases is a unprecedented lack of confidence in the conventions of representation among the
leading figures in fine art at the time.

In chapter one, | showed how ordinary language philosophy, especially the work of Stanley
Cavell, understands the skepticism latent in modernity as premised upon a prior commitment to the
belief that representations can be certified through the fulfilfyanticular criteria. The
observation that criteria are not reliable for establishing certainty in all cases led to skepticism about
the possibilities of representation in language and image. Further, in chapter two, | showed how the
emergence oftheawgar de has been described as a OReal.
avantgarde Realism most often took the visual form of skepticism, given that the formal techniques
employed by the avagirde artists were premised upon the perceadatityof previously
established conventions to convey reality. AsCllark has argued, the axgamtlé& techniques
most often took the form of negation or estrangethkmthis section, | will return to the
emergence of modernism to specify the formal criteria established through the academy and to
demonstrate the avagdrdé stated commitment w@ritér truth. This will illumine Paul Cézafne

formal innovations as very much of this skeptical moment, both in his pwéaiéatl in the

Y Richard ShiffCézanne and the End of Impressionism: A Study of the Theory, Technique, and Critical
Evaluation of Modern@hticago: University of Chicago Press, 1984)

HSeeT. J. Cl ar k, ®& CT leenemin Padiaickessditee Ghg Critical,[2ebate

Francis Frascina (London: Routledge, 200 nd T. J. Cl ark, OArgument

Reply to Michael Fried. 6
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skeptical negations of established conventions he made in this pursuit. All of this in order to bring
the moral valence of Céza@rursuit into greater relief.

At this moment in history, the traditional conventions of fine art creation were established
and purveyed by the salons offleele des Beawxrtsin Paris, France, or the academy. The
paintings celebrated by the academy were elaborately idealized, hierarchically structured, and
masterfully naturalistic and imitative. Portraiture was a special favorite of the academy, as the artist
who painted a ptait had a unique opportunity to display his (or, much more seldomly, her) depth
of empathetic understandivigthe person represented, while also displaying mastery of artistic skill
and conventioi.These idealized conventions of portrayal formed the criteria by which the painting
was deemed succes§tBly the middle of the nineteenth century, however, these academic
conventions had begun to lose their power for an emerging generation of French artists: the avant
garde, as they came to be known, had become increasingly dissatisfied with whatedegsperceiv
the fraudulence of academic technftjue.

The aspiration of the avegdrde, as testified by arfistsrespondence and critical

commentary, was to achieeeitén their works: to convey the truth of the world as they perceived

12 Sidlauska&;ézan&OtheR 5332

3 For recent studies on portraiture in the nineteenth centuRickesd Brillian®ortraiture
(Cambridge, W: Harvard University Press, 199banna WoodaRprtraiture: Facing the Subject
(Manchester: Manchester University Press, 199FHeathér McPhersoifhe Modern Portrait in
Nineteen@entury FraiCambridge: Cambridge University Press,;2000ézanri seHportraits,
in particular, see McPhersblndern Portrdit ©44

4] surveyed two accounts of the emergence of this dissatisfadimptéR, paged 16147
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it. For these artists, the idealized figures and imagined scenes of the academic painters occluded the
véritéhat the great art of painting deman@@&ilistave Courbet (1831877), the artist who
inaugurated the artistic style that would come to be known as Realism, famously wrote,
Ol magination in art consists in being able to
butnevertoinventdro cr eat e t°Im dbtiser veomsnseriotishaitworg should be the
product of the arti& sensed experience of the real world, not a projection of idealized imagining.
For various reasons, the criteria of successful academicifpéimegugperspective, perfected
modeling, faultless proportions, elaborate posing, ornate settings, rontamigs cdsamatic
scenes, and sofdmow seemed to occlude rather than illumineahe&

A surprising feature of the polemic between academic and modernist visual art in the
nineteenth century is the close resemblance between the stated aims of each group. An examination
of the theoretical reflection of artists from both circles demondtattéseypbothvalued, above all,

an original expression\arit& Shiff notes thatéritbad at least two different senses in this

15 Shiff, Cézanne and the End of Impb&Skhdn esp. 798.

16 GustaveCourbetppen letter originally publisheddourier du Dimanbleeember 25, 1861,
quotedintul es Castagnary, 0 Coleblébresd Profiesris, n1864)t182] i er |,
andin Shiff, Cézanne and the End of Impre8Sio8Hsf® translation.

Y This was discussed in chagtdr16147 There are many accounts of the impetus for the

modernist dissatisfaction with institutionalized academic conventions. For an excellent volume of
critical documents on these various narrativeSyasess FrascinBpllock and After: The Critical
Debat@.ondon: Routledge, 2000112.

18 Shiff, Cézanne and the End of Impre3€i@8ism
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moment, both of which were implied at various pointsingvant d e wr i ti ng: 00n t |
referred to a fidelity or truth to nature, and on the other hand to th& entistemperament or
e mo t i®tsisplified termsyéritéould have an objective or subjective connotation, or both at
once. The oOrealityo toward which the painting
hand, it could be used to mean absolute fidelity éxtienal, literal prototypé a painting (most
often onature, 6 or the natwural world, was cas
véritéould alternatively emphasize fidelity tathgue perception of the individual axtistving
and representing the prototype. Speaking approvingly of the art of Edouard Ma&1&8Q)332
contemporary c¢ritic writes, OHe brings back f
his own. é Everyt hi nyWdesploed MarkdevdrkOlympiai time labti s ey e
chapter; see fig. 9) In this way of consideérigithe individu@ expression is of utmost
importance. The criteria by which thasit@vas secured, as established in the French cultural
institutions of the time, was solid and rigid, over and against which tgaaledeveloped their
own criteria.

A voice that embodied the traditional approach to the visual arts as represented by the works
coming out of th&alon Ecole des Beaditsin the nineteenth century was Charles Blanc(1813
1882). He wrote as the chief critic for many influential arts publications and in 1867 published

Grammaire des arts dy dessiportant treatise on the techniques, styles, and aims of the academic

19 Shiff, Cézanne and the End of Impre&&ionism
2 This critic is @ademic art theorist Théodore Duret (88987)See Dureb Les Pei ntr es
i mpr es s i Cntiqgue@vangasdfParis®. Charpentier et Cie, 1885)3@iquoted in Shiff,

Cézanne and the End of Impre&gionism
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salort! He maintained the standard posture of traditional institutional art instruction: that technical
mastery and refinement of the conventions i nh
successful art creation. In practicing these inheriteghtiomg, nineteeritentury academic artists
received the ideas and vision of the masters.
of antique and othdrlassigart as a means of maintaining the presence @frifisabvision in

their own work. Technical convention served as a communicating medium to link the present to the

p a $*fa déscribe these conventions, Blanc established a hierarchy of formal elements of art in his
treatiseAccording to Schiff, for Blanc,lmea s associ ated with the o0cre
dactive or aggressive post ur e3Subordirate toéewpaea si s
character of |line was the female character of
These parts of the composition were to be organized according to the patriarchal hierarchy of male
preceding female to establish ounity é hence
described adifferentiatipall part of the composition must be rendered intelligibly distinct from one
another and ordered hi er af®When negthdsgcriteriacor di ng

established a piece of academic visual art as a successful representation of the subject at hand.

L Charles Bland;he Grammar of Painting and Engraving with the Original lllustrations: Translated from
French of Bi@r@rammaire Des Arts Du Dieasm Kate Newell Doggett (Chicag@. $riggs,
1873)Cézanne owned a copy of B@aieatise.

22 Shiff, Cézanne and the End of Impreg&ionism

23 Shiff, Cézanne and the End of Impre8&ionism

24 Shiff, Cézanne and the End of Impre88&ionism

2% Shiff, Cézanne and the EimopoéssioniSd
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The inherited conventions used to hierarchically order a composition in academic art always

served to express the ad&isiriginal vision of natufeConvention served both théritéf this

personal, creative vision andwéeté f t he natural worl d. Bl anc cl &
not precisely as nature itself exists, but as
character on his imitations. €& Theftéempegamén
and nature is f or hrhesuceebsaftpashneastesrsavas irstheipdrfectionofb e .
their original understanding of oOnature in it

techniques linked the vision of the contemporary artist with that of the?trastirstance, a

paradigmatic academic artist of the nineteenth centusfyudemsite Dominique Ingres (1380

1867) once wrote, ORaphael, in infiTheating the
academics prized the original vision of the natural world, and the technical mastery of convention
was used in the service of this double truth. Paradoxically, this emphasis resonated with the aims of
the modernist artists, who defined their practiee against the conventional practice of the

academics.

%0For Blanc, it was sufficient to say that tec¢
convention that could be used Cézanneantthe&€sdof or i g
ImpressioniSa

2" Shiff, Cézanne and the End of Impre88ionism

28 Shiff, Cézanne and the End of Impreggionism

2 From notes ca. 18337, reprinted in Henri Delabordiegres, sa vie, ses travaux, séPdoistrine

Henri Plon, 1870), 48, quotedsiniff, Cézanne and the End of Impreg2i@tigf@ translation.
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For the modernist artists, however, the truthful expression of an artistic vision of nature
required thelismantlingf inherited artistic convention. The codified criteria of academic
conventions were understood as the prison from which the artist should be liberated, enabling the
artist to study the foundational resource that was the natural world. Shiff writesmhat T
Couture, Man& mentor, taught his pupils that oto tu
source; in contrast, to study art wassk becoming enmeshed in sequences of misdirected
imitations; a pattern of mamade images that deviated from the truths nature offered up for the
f i n %iTmsdireét,un deal i zed creation of i mages found
stage of artistic creation where preparatory drawings are rendered quickly, usually from a live model
or outdoor landscape. Historian Albert Boime argues thatéourse of the nineteenth century,
the focus of both theory and practice shifted from executive refinement (finishing) to expressive
generative spontaneity (the sketdddime discovers this shift in focus not only in the modernist
sources, but in the curriculum of Beole des Beaukts itself, which sought to nurture more
ooriginal i t®3Howeven itwas is thesrtodenhist artists that the qualities of the sketch
became a central concern. This, of course, raises questions about the (perhaps specious) boundaries
between techniques that generate spontaneity and techniques that generaté tefvarid
seem that each approach is a specwmeéntiatola, the critic, novelist, and childhood friend of

Cézanne mentioned in the introduction, further complicates the modernist rejection of convention

%0 Shiff, Cézanne and the End of Impreg8ionism
3L Albert BoimeThe Academy and French Painting in the Ninetdeattu@erlngidon, 1971)
174184.

2Boime The Academy and French Phidditigy.
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when he describes Malet pai nti ng as behol den to a o0l aw of
correspondence between his artwork and rfatleedescribes the art conceived through the law of
values as an oOobjective vision of natum®e by a
internal relationships reflect those obtaining in nature extetnallys if at a distance or through a
fil*ler thhis scheme, the oOobjectived trudh of n
artistic vision, which suggests a kind of technical correspondence.

There is little room for complication, however, in the polemical writings of Theodore Duret
(1838®1927), a theorist who described the impressionist practices of Manet, Claude Mbnet (1840
1926), Pissarro, and Piektgguste Renoir (1831919). Duret claintat the successful artist was
no slave to a system of correspondence but develops a personal style through which nature can be
manifest in its truthfulne¥T hi s manner of p aatonntcien gé woavsi goodri oruesc.
Oonew, 6 60daring, 6 and ooriginal 0:EcoledestBaawn | y a
Arts*Thi s new art necessitated the abadf@henment ¢

otruthful 66 perception of the appearance of na

BEmile Zol a, © AdmSalan; Manek Ecnitéadued. Antoinette Ehrard (Paris
GarnierFlammarion1970), 100.

3 See Biff@ gloss on Zod principlesShiff, Cézanne and the End of Impreggionism

*Duret, oLes Pei,ndCleasu d endpMathsdst i Critiquedydangasie

65068, 95596, 118114.

®¥Duret,o Les Pei nt r e $6768muated m Shifficézamne sartd ¢he End of Impressionism
88.
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filters of rationality proved insincere and tainting to the project. This polemic is perhaps most
dramatically put by Courbet when he writes, 0
the most diverse f or msamglifythis éxprassidde canrtampes with ha s n
it only at the risk adenaturitgand consequentlyeakeniiigThe beautiful given by nature is
superior to all/l t K Academioocoreention that amplifiels natule disgmaaces i s t
the truth of the natural world, twisting the natural until it can no longer be dignified by that name.
Blan& response to Courbet on behalf of the acad
the real have one and the same essence. The rough diamond and the polished diamond are both
diamonds: the rough diamond is the real; the polished diamond is t##lhe @ork of the
artist, for Blanc, was to release néti@autyhrougidealizatiofi through the techniques that the
masters of previous generations had refined. For Courbet and the otlgardeanrtists, however,
the ideal was the enemy of the real¢oté

The avangarde pursuit oféritéchoes Gleizes and Metzifelaim (explored in chapter
2) that modernism is a oOrealisto -gandeanthent ; i n

academic writing foreshadows the ethical tone of their Cubist méhitetoe Gleizes and

38 Courbetppen letter originally publisheddaurier du Dimanbleeember 25, 1861, quoted in
Casta@Coabgyrto son alB2edndn &hiff,Cézamme and tihedndrof Inepsessidnism
90 (italics ming Shiff& translation.

39 Shiff, Cézanne and the End of Impre88ionism

“0 Albert Gleizes and Jean Metzinger, excerptdiso@ubisppiotedin Charles Harrison and Paul
Wood,Art in Theory, 192D00: An Anthology of Changin@ihdead(Malden, MA: Blackwell,

2003)See also chapterl®5116
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Metzinger put the modernist ideology in terms of realism, these nirstanthauthors
understood their commitment in terms of truth. In both nineteanthtwentietttentury art
writing, though, elevated art is almost exclusively defined and jpucsaé@distinction to the
criteria of the artistic practice that preceded it. This double vision of artistic possibility can be seen
clearly in this passage from Zola:
| am not for any school, because | am for the truth of humanity which excludes
every clique and every system. The word o0a
necessary arrangement, of an absolute ideal. To make art, is this not to dg sats&thin
of man and nature? For my part, | want people to make life; | want people to be alive, to
create anew, outside of everything, according to their own eyes and their own
temperaments.
For Zola, the truthful representation of reality is impossible within the conventions of the academic
art establishment. O0OArto c¢communi&c aotpepso sfiatlesdi?t y
Something Ooutsided6 man and nature, oOooutsidebo
s y st e m. -ondefstarding of thefmodernist can be elaborated as a kind of skepticism when
the modernist pursuit is cast in terms of negafiVity .is the move made byJT Clark (as
discussed in chapter tfo$hiff similarly configures the modernist project:
The technique of originality is thus consistently revealed negatively as the antithesis of
conventional procedutaf the one is deliberate, the other is spontaneous; if the one
employs (oartificialé) <chiarosiclanr o transi-t
oppositions of value or hue; if the one is orderly or systematic, the other appears haphazard;

if the one is complex in its internal compositional differentiation, the other is simple in its
uniformity??

“1Zola, Mon SalgBQ, quotedn Shiff, Cézanne and the End of Impre83i(®isiis translation)
42 Seechapter2, 132135

3 Shiff, Cézanne and the End of Impreg8sionism
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The modernist understands convention, technigue, and refinement to be obstacles to the truth of
reality rather than the means by which that reality is conveyed. These artists and theorists have lost
their trust in the representational techniques of tHeragal have discussed some of the possible
factors prompting such a loss in earlier chdpEosnow, it is enough to understand that the
artistic culture in which Cézanne comes into his own has skeptically turned away from convention to
optimistically seek a truthful expression in the direct expression of nature and in the sincerity of the
orignal artistic vision.

As | have shown in earlier chapters, this @aade skepticism finds resonance in the

iconoclastic argument of the eighth century. The first wave of iconoclast argument concentrates on

the supposed idolatry of i caronv amdar amoird m:l e®wsn
0Oignobled is the materiality of*Theearlyi con, wi't
iconoclasts appealed to the DecalBguep r ohi bi ti on of oO0graven i mage

supposed image of the Divine. The inclusion of images in Christian worship resonated too much
with the o0lifelessd statues of pagan gods and
infinite,invisible, and therefore uncircumscribable. Representational statues and paintings are the
idols of paganism and unable to truthfully depict the uncircumscribable Christian God.

However, for the iconoclasts, the Eucharist and the figure of the cross present fitting images

for Christian worship. As an image that becomes ontologically unified with its prototype, the

“ Seechapter2,
“SVarious quotations from the iconoclast argument presentedvardbethe Second Council of
Nicaea, qoted inAmbrosios Giakalithages of the Divine: The Theology of Icons at the Seventh Ecumel

Coungitev. ed., Studies in the History of Christian Traditions, (Boston: Bri|l63005)
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Eucharist quells iconoclastic worries about natural difference. The cross does not share ontological
unity with that to which it points (Christ).
their formlessness wet b fiiamdue & icanbckadtic tlkeripsiot t t h e
imaging, over against formal representations of&hdsltly appearanté he kind of

representation that is appropriate for Christian worship, according to iconoclasts, is heavily
abstracted: the bodily form of Christ is unable to truthfully convey the uncircumscribable reality of
Christ.

In modernism and iconoclasm alike, there is anxiety about the inability of specific formal
conventions to adequately express an essential truth. Consequently, in each case, the negation of
these formal conventions results in a celebration of abstracteddor the modernist, the
academic techniques constrained both the truthful depiction of nature and the truthful expression of
the artis perception of nature. The modernist, therefore, proceeded witioevabstracted
forms, negating academic cotieers in order to achieve the desired representatienitef
Courbed exposed canvas and rough textures negated the idealized finish of th&academic
paintings. Man& of | attenedd surfaces negated the acac
demonstrating thredimensional space. The impressidnejection of hierarchy and celebration of
primary colors negated the academic subordination of color to line. As we will see, scholars have
found traces of all these negations in Cézanne and identifiecbirk liieseeds of the further
development of abstraction in the twentieth century.

Similarly, the iconoclasts decried the representational conventions of Hro@igto

worldandhe representation of the human form in iconography because neither could truthfully

“6|conoclasts, auted in Giakalidmages of the Digide
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convey the uncircumscribability of Chridivine nature. What figure could adequately reference the
divine? Those that were abstracted. Christ is truthfully referenced and venerated in the abstract, or
oformlessdé6 figures of the empty crossnteend t he
Eucharist. In both modernism and iconoclasm, there is a negation of traditional forms of
representatign and the resultant exaltation of abstraiGtifmm the sake of a truthful conveyance of

the prototyp& a@lriet y. 6 I n the next & pocraits of Riquet Cézanmnel | s h

are particularly potent examples of this skeptical modernist iconoclasm.

(11l.) THE MODERNISM OF PAUL CEZANNE
This sketch of the nineteenth cenuipyreoccupation witrérit@repares us to see how Paul

Cézanne, as an avgatde artist working in France in the-nuidatenineteenth century, was very
much of his time. The style encountered in Cé&amagure woifk from his still life apples to his
landscapes dflont Sainte Victoife is distinctively modernist in its rejection and negation of
traditional artistic conventions for the sake of achiesiitgJust before his death, he wrote to the
young artist Geges Rouault,

Dond think that so much high and noble art is taught or learned in schools or
academies: what you discover there will be reworked as so@e abloto observe forms
and colors with love. Ddrset so much store by the pontiffs [leaders of the fine art
establishment], who live the errors they teach, as by the errors themselves: sonidstimes they
nothing but the distortion of an ancient trutériiethat would appear magnificent if only
we cleared away the dross that covers it and Hides it.

As the vast literature on Cézanne attests, he took modernism iregtaore, and consequently

more generative direction. As we shall see, in C&zaomiaits of his wife the dissatisfactions and

concerns of the modernists are brought to a head.

4" C&anne to Georges Rouault, 1953,
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In what follows, | will set Cézanne in context by comparing his technical innovations in his
portraits of Fiquet Cézanne to his contempo@poesaits of women. After a few biographical
comments, | will offer a comparative analysis of three influential portraits of women from the end
of the nineteenth century, highlighting the ways in which thegawdaimpressionists created
their new sty by negating the conventions of the academy. Then, | will set & §xatnags of
his wife in contrast to the paintings, showing his distinctive approach to space, beauty, and
likeness. By addressing these themes, | will show how Cézanne expands and deepens the visual
skepticism of the avagarde. In the next section, | will outline various accounts of these
idiosyncratic techniques from a few different schools of interpretation. This survey will characterize

Cézanne as at the apex of what we have called modernist skepticism.

(I.A.) THE PORTRAIT OF A WOMAN IN ACADEMIC ART, IMPRESSIONISM, AND
CEZANNE

Cézanne initially learned his craft by emulating the works ofrRestlss Courbet and Manet.

Scholars agree, however, that Cé@amature work developed after his apprenticeship to the
impressionist master, Camille Pissarro §1888), from whom he learned to understand the goal

of painting onot as the incarnation of i magin
exxt study of appearances é less a®* work of the
Phenomenologist Maurice Meri@aunty describes how the impressionist techniques Cézanne

inherited negated academic idealizing conventions Impressionist artists, he notes, sought to capture

thevérité f appearances through oO0instantaneous perc

“MerleatPonty, &®@C®zwamined 11.
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ofi xed contours, 6 and “lbaolatter tb Zdlap@frahnke sharedlhig | i g h
enthusiasm for then plein aegchnique that the impressionists championed, stating that he would
attempt an outdoor portrait as well as landseaf®s paintings wrought by the old masters used a
studio | ighting t hafti nC®ztahnenre wdoersdcsr,i boerde faisn eddc hi
convent i oWAWHileoodoar pagtraitur@ never became a distinguishing feature of
Cézann@ practice, the impressionist lessons on perception, color, and light clearly influenced his
approach to painting people, even indoors.

In the years after his apprenticeship to Pissarro, C&zaaingngs took on their own
quality. As the work progressed, his dedicatiogritélemanded greater degrees of negation than
the impressionists had previously exercised. Not long after his apprenticeship to Pissarro, Cézanne
began the series of portraits of his wife: ta@ngy/paintings in total, completed over a span of
roughly fiften years. In these works, negations of conventions pile seemingly one on top of the
other, confounding the exqtations of viewers familiar with both academic andgardet
painting. In the portrait from 1888 that now hangs in the Metropolitan Museum of Art (fig. 2),
Cézanne provides a thigearters view of his sitter like many academic and impressidragspor
placing her face centrally in the upper half of the canvas. The vision of the person invoked by

Cézann@& portrait, however, is markedly unsettling in a way that is unconventional for either

“MerleatPonty, &@ C®auamtned 11.
%0 Shiff, Cézanne andihd of Impressiqgridm.

°1 Shiff, Cézanne and the End of Impre44idnism
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academic portraitgsimpressionist portraits. The world of this painting is whatCllark has called

0 u n c @it is ghaadic in a quieter, milder and, therefore, more disturbing way.

F

be accounted for as a

negation of some academic convention. To show the radicality of & ¢matnads, it is best to

2T, J. Clarkf These Apples Should Fall: Cézanne andfexPreskenthames & Hudson, 2022)
11, 59, 60, 64, 99, 104, 159, 210.

177



Chapter 3The Véritéof Fiquet Cézanne Christina Carnes Ananias

put them in context with other works of the time. To this end, | will highlight three portraits: a
paradigmatic portrait of tiincesse de Bbyglngres, Monét portrait of his wife, and Piss&ro
portrait of his wife. Through juxtaposing these academic andangsntvorks with Cézane
portraits of his wife, Céza@menovations will be illumined.

In the tradition of academic painting, formulated and taughtEtdteedes Beawrts in
Paris, portrait painting was held in high regard, second only to history painting. While the invention
and proliferation of portrait photography complicated the demand for painted portraits, the salons
of the midnineteenth century were still packdl painted likenesses. While men of all ranks and
types were depicted in these portraits, the women were most often chosen to be portrayed for their
beauty. There wecertainly exceptions to this trend, as powerful, rich, and important women
without conventional marks of beauty were also painted. However, the opportunity and task of a
womar® portrait in the academic salon at the time was primarily to convey beauty.

Consider the muetelebrated portrait of

the Princesse de Bbygligres (fig. 11), completeq
sometime between 1853, which now hangs in
the Metropolitan Museum in New York City.
Commissioned toward the end of the celebrate
classical paintgilife, the work summarizes the
artists achievements of idealization. All of the
loveliness of the princ@stkeness and
accoutrements are exaggerated to produce a

portrait of extraordinary beauty. In the portrait,

Ingres has elongated the pringassck, sloped herigure11: Jean Auguste Dominique Ines,
~ JoséphiakéonoddariePauline de Galard de Br:
shoulders and draped her arms beyond what isBéarn (188%860), Princesse de Bréglis3.
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naturally possible while leaning against the back of a chair, for the sake of creating a sensuous linear
composition. Demonstrating Bl@ntenants for a successful unified composition, Ingres has
focused the painting on the prin@&ssnder countenance, hierarchically subordinating color and
light to the depiction of the princ@&s®rm through line. However, Ingres does not restrain his
virtuosic brushwork when painting the excessively silken skin, the crinkled soft satin dress, and the
intricate lace saading from the princ@sshoulders. Both the gaze of the princess and the
embellished textures of her body and dress seem to invite the touch of the viewer. As many scholars
have noted, artists sought to conjure the sensations of touch in their viewers through the
exaggerationf @urified textures. Viewers of the prin@egertraifi most centrally the subjéct
husband who commissioned the paifitioguld easily imagine the soft stiffness of the voluminous
blue fabric, the chill of the pearls coiled atdwer wrist, or the warm porcelain of the prif&ess
cheek. Further, the artist has particularized and situated the princess solidly in an idealized, beautiful
world, by enveloping her with the fashionable trappings of the rich and powerful. Costume,
furniture, jewelry, and décor all point to a spetifiagh romanticized, place and time. Each of
Ingress choices in composition, modeling, color, light, and pose clearly serve the goal of refining
and releasing thvéritéf the princess beauty.
A set of two further works from the same general time of Cé&zparteaits of his wife will
serve as a further foil for Cézalnmique approach. In 1874, Monet painted his wife and child in
their garden in Argenteuil (fig. 12). The painting now hangs in the Boston Museum of Fine Arts.
Most obviously, the painting diverges from the Ingres portrait in that the subject is getiportra
under perfected interior conditions of light and atmosphere, but in the bright brilliance of the
outdoors. The truth of mare is treated with the same attention as théastift and child,
confounding the expectations of a hierarchically ordered composition. There is no atmospheric or

linear perspective in the painting, the traditional conventions by which academic artists would
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subsume the setting to the subject. Rather, there is an explosiowveofcalbr, with each hue of

flower, dress, and countenance equally depicted in vibrant impasto. Well, almost equally. If there is
any hierarchy present in the canvas, one could atlwesa diminishing of the featured faces. Their
softness and dullness relative to the rest of the canvas achieves a kind of receding affect, making the
brilliance of their surroundings all the more vibrant. Furthermore, the highly structured linear
organization of the Ingres painting is entirely absent from the Monet. Instead of outline, there is a
chaos of color. The modeling is not done according to tlé fiadlimig on the wetlefined figure,

but according to the splash and merge of colors in th& adeshingly spontaneous perception of

the scene. Here, the acad@rognventional idealization of the pringdggure has been rendered
fraudulent in light of the impressio@istevotion to the truth of nature and perception.

Pissarro, Cézartageacher and companion through the 1870s, also painted a small number
of portraits of his wife Julie Valey. Bi@wentention, mentioned earlier, that the spontaneity of the
0Osketchdé became a technique i n &IBprpetsas(figoni sm
13). In a way similar to the Boston Monet, Pissarro has presented his wife sitting outside in what
appears to be a garden. While there are discernable outlines that trace portichdigtinéalegr
form emerge primarily through the gradation and concentration of color. Pissarro uses clearly
apparent brushstrokes throughout the entire composition, harmonizing and equalizing all of the
paintings elements. While the sitter appears placid, the composition itself is extraordinarily
dynami@ a swirl of hue, light, and vibrancy that resists facile organization. For instance, the green
bushes at the sitéeleft shoulder encroach on her figure, confusing the @isese of
foreground and background. The overacefs of an unfinished, chaotic glimpse, not intended for
the disclosure of particularities and certainties. Indeed, the painting resists closure compositionally

and chromatically but also by the presence of the bare canvas in multiple places. Through the
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spontaneity and chaos of the sketch, the husband seems to subordinate the truth of Valey and her

surrounding environment to the truth of his own fleeting impression.

t h@875Ar t i st 0 s

Figurel3 Camille PissarrBortrait of Julie Vetay}874
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Setting any of Cézar@meortraits of his wife beside this collection of paintings would immediately
demonstrate significant disparities. However, the portrait of Fiquet Cézanne d0Mth&888ow

hangs in the Metropolitan Museum of Art will provide a touchpoint for ouvatimes (fig. 2).

(1.B.) THE SPACE OF FIQUET CEZANNE

First of all, the space of the painting is deliberately unsettled, as Cézanne resists the conventional
techniques of achieving the third dimension in painted surfaces: linear perspective, chiaroscuro, and
modeling. Like Ingré&Princesse de Bregjieet Cézanne sits in front of a wall with wainscotting. In

the Ingres, the decorative element forms a horizontal line that splits the canvas perfectly into two
segments, framing the face in the top half and receding behind her gown in the lolaer half. T

pairting is thus subtly stabilized by this organizing structure. In contrast, the wainscotting of
Cézannd& wall diagonally cuts through the canvas, just barely touching the center point of the
canvas when read left to right. When followed precisely, the viewer further notices that the
wainscoting lines that disappear behind the seated figure reappeatightly beneath where

they are expected, denying the predictability and stability of the conventional Ingres. These chaotic
lines are further unsettled the geometry of the chair, fireplace, and frame in the scene. These
objects are rendered with a symmetrical precision that echoes ti@eaanydsnar extremes, but
reemphasizes the asymmetrical elements. Most centrally, Figue@ézarigere is rendered as
teeteringinstably. If an axis was drawn vertically through her form, it would not form a sensuous s
curve like the princésshape, but tilt eveoslightly to the right of the canvas, echoing the

wainscoting. This tilt is reinforced by Fiquet Cé&afroatal posture, in which her face, shoulders,

waist and knees (presumably) face directly forward. There is no conventional contrapposto here like
we see in the Ingres. Rather, Fiquet Cézanne faces her viewers with the boldness of royalty, making

the tit of both the room and her body more disturbing.
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Further, these shapes are not the product of precise linear construction as in the Ingres, nor
are they the chaotic merging of swirling brushstrokes as in the Monet, but they seem to emerge as
tensions over primacy, like the shoulder segment of Bsgart@it noted earlier. These shapes
are fighting for the foreground in their opacity, an affect achieved through the density and contrast
of the colors applied to the canvas. Indeed, it igicbighly saturated, with high contrast, and
extremely vibrdrtolom that emerges as a fundamental and central feature of Gézarine

Cézanne learned from Pissarro to brutally limif

palette to mostly brilliant, primary colors when paintin
mixing and overlaying these to form darker or duller
This use of color was in direct contrast to the acade
convention of establishingagial depth through
chiaroscuro. Rembrandt is most celebrated for refinin
brilliant effect of chiaroscuro, in which the extremes o
light and dark values are juxtaposed, creating a vibra
contrast (figl4). While this effect is obviously not

generly perceived in ordinary or natural lighting

Figurel4 Rembrandt Harmenszoon van
conditions, the technique was intended to grant the Rijn,Portrait of Maria Trip639

appearance of depth on the #thmensional canvas. Due to their intense commitment to the truth
of the natural worfl given beauty, and their spontaneous perception of that beauty, however,
avantgarde artists rejected chiaroscuro, instead inventing various ways of capturing the retinal
experience of brilliant outdoor light on their canvases. Shiff describesEPaggaoach in an
instructive passage:

The palette employed here consists almost exclusively of pigments resembling bright

spectral colofs ultramarine blue, cadmium yellow, red lead (a strong-cedjhg®izarin
crimson (a deep red), cobalt green, and lead white. Despite the chromatie dirilfie

palette, the painting appears neutralinftelog r ay . 6 Yet it al so seem
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for Pissarro has mixed most of his grayish tones from blue, yellow, red, and small amounts
of green. It is as if the intensity of the component colors maintains itself even as the
individual hues become indistinct; the brilliant luminosity remains @/hile tbontrasts
disappear. The net effect is of a unified and harmonious color that doubly evokes the
immediate impression of natural fighbth through the absence of (artificial) chiaroscuro
and through the presence, however subdued, of a full spefdtuet? o
After his time working with Pissarro, Cézé@nn@ndling of color becomes exceptionally similar,
including in the Mé&t portrait of FiqueEézanne. The modeling of Fiquet CéZarfiaee is not
done with tones of value contrast, but in the mixing of brilliant shades of violet, blue, red, and small
hints of cobalt green. An eyebrow is lined with bright yellow and the left eye circled in cobalt blue.
The shadow cast by her oval chindgt gray but a brilliant vieldtie. The overall effect on the
canvas is at once vibrating with brilliance and deeply homogenous. In order to paint the way that
objects otruthful |l yonnaep pdeeasrc riinb ensa thuirse aipnp rlo8a7céh
sil houetted, not only in black or white, but
the very opposi t e °>bTheafademic eonvergian ofrctoalosconofalsifiedithe g . 6
color relationships as they actually appeared in nature, and@&éaemmigment was to color
nature truthfully. This commitment resulted in canvases that lack spatial depth as the back, middle,
and foreground are all similarly highlighted with brilliant color. In G&zzontrait, the third
dimension is acknowledged by the depths of color but only for the sake of exploiting the
expectation of depth. While the impressionist masters maintahoviee sdituration of color,
Cézann@ portrait conveys neither the skeilod quality of the Pissarro nor the affected,dalurr

atmosphere of the Monet. In short, Céz&npainting is distinctiveipta painting of a mere

impression of space, but something more intentionally jarring and disjoiedsdigd.

s3 Shiff, Cézanne and the Emopoéssioni@ne.

54 Cézanne to Pissariid)e Letters of Paul CéZAGthe
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(I1.C.) THE BEAUTYBOF FIQUET CEZANNE

Cézanne upends the traditional conventions of feminine beauty in his portraits of his wife. For the
academic artists of the nineteenth century, idealizing the beauty of a female subject was a given
assumption. A woman could be many things in visuatlaet mheteenth centuiirya muse, a wife,

a mistress, a mother, a tempfrdsst she was always beautiful. The gender dynamic at play in art

of the nineteenth century designated the male artist as the active creator and the feminine subject as
the passive olgjeof masculine creativity. An artwidieauty, in its many feminine forms,

authorized and facilitated the circuit of desire and fulfilment embedded in the visual culture of the
time>® This is clearly at play in Ingséincesseherein the womanform is idealized to the point

of exaggeration. Her skin is radiant, her countenance inviting, and her form sensuous. In contrast,
Cézann@ portraits of Fiquet Cézanne demonstrate no consideration whatsoever of standards of
conventional feminine beauty. Fiquet Cézanne does not display any softness of skin or tenderness of
expression. Rather, she is stiffly covered up. Whatever skinyisddisgntastically freckled with
splotches of pure pigment: red splattered on her left cheek, yellow creeping up her neck, green
mottled around the corner of her mouth. Further, the academic pliancy of the figural pose is

replaced by Fiquet Cézarakward, unanchored tilting. In academic art, the &@dsture was
understood as the creative work of the artist to draw out the most beautiful presentation of the

figure as possibielin Ingress Princessie subject is clearly posed so as to accentuate her most

*We have explored T. J. Cadarxist narration of this phenomenon as manifest-in mid
nineteentkcentury Paris in chapterl24132

¢ Sidlauska&ézan@Otheb657.
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desirable features, to the point that the artist has exaggerated the anatomical possibilities for necks,
shoul ders, and el bows. C®zanne, on the other
rhet or i ¢Rduet @ézanreis nai posed in such a way that suggests any suppleness
whatsoever, but instead awkwardly stunts the @ewgra ze. Susan Sidl auskas
historical contextofwomé&n por trai tur e, her | ma®yWwhieshaise exer
portrayed seated and compliant, the conventions for the pliant beauty of form are absent if not
negated.

Further, the markers of social status and sentimental pleasure are absent from the portraits
of Fiquet Cézanne. In the Kgbortrait and in a handful of others, she wears a red housedress with
a shawtollar that art historians have been unable to classify in terms of styfé Dhelatess,
the likes of which many women of the time would have owned and not worn outside of a domestic
setting, contrasts startlingly with the glamour of a p@cestime. Instead of luxurious layers of
blue satin, Fiquet wears a stiffly pleated wooly covering; instead of dripping with golden chains and
strands of white pearls, Fiquet Cézanne appears without any apparent charms; instead of supporting
herself on fshionable furniture draped with an embroidered shawl and gloves, Fiquet Cézanne
floats unsteadily by her hedrtlireplace utensils.

Cézann& negation of academic conventions is easy to spot when viewed alongside the

Ingres portrait. Many conventions of feminine beauty persisted in the impressionist works, however,

*’ Sidlauskas continuésC ® z @ appaeently bland formats send a message that hisatife is
p o s i SidiguskagézanteOtheb6.
%8 Sidlauska&;ézan@eOtheb?7.

® Sidlauska&ézan@Otheld 78.
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Chapter 3The Véritéof Fiquet Cézanne Christina Carnes Ananias

and, thus, provide a picture of the extent of Cé&amegations. Monet paints his wife in a

fashionable and stylish dress. Moreover, her face and form are depicted in washes of soft and tender
color, imbuing her countenance with inviting motherly kindness. Pissarro similarly uses washes of
tender coloring rose on the cheeks, sparkling white on the forehead, light pink just under the

lipsi to soften his wif@ attractive smile and demeanor. While not much can be extrapolated from
Mme. Pissari® garment, ivas certainly appropriate for outdoor social gatherings. Moreover, both
impressionist women are depicted in graceful poses of leisure: their shoulders and knees are pointed
diagonally away from the picture plane in order to create a more artful ancLeleganthe

body. The overall effect of these portraits is soothing and beautiful, in direct contrast to the
presentation of Fiquet Cézanne in her hugbaodrait of her. Indeed, the consensus in the critical
commentary on Fiquet Céza@rmortraitd from thercontemporary to preseday

commentary is thatFiquet Cézanngas decidedly nbeautiful both as a subject and a wife. The

artis6 own friends regarded her wifwealinomthet empt , r
twentieth century, art ct#Hiotoika nRo dent chhr o fdeas dra
instigated a o0t r e me rf'd taierdbiographeroeCzmne, dagk LindsayC®z a n
further claims that Fiquet Cézaine o0 st unned stupidityoé in her pc
Cézanne saw in his wife (such that he could work her form over as a Bti#digéeditacks on

Figuet Cézanne as a wife are echoed in Richa@sl &tsffk on her as a subject, when he cites

Madame Ceézanne in a Red Aasitimprimary example of what he sees as the quintessentially

% paul Alexis to Emile Zola, quotedlahn Rewald@anne: A Biografigw York: HN.
Abrams, 1986Y7, 114.

¢l Sidlauska&ézanteOtheB3.
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modern odi mi ni s K/eontempardry ahdrsynpathetit jnterpreter, Sidlauskas
summari zes the bald facts of @®&dradicappealwasi ngs: 0
trumpeted through the ar@issensuous handling of the paint, his suggestion of lustrous skin and its
metaphorical extensions: hair, fabric, fur. Cé&gorgraits of his wife defy such presumptions so
thoroughly as to b%Cezhire® chdice to aegatelthe copvendion®ferat i v e .
feminine beauty in his portraits of Fiquet Cézanne. Cézanne confounded the expectations of the art

viewing public.

(I.D.) THE & IKENESSS0OF FIQUET CEZANNE

Most uniquely, Cézar@eseries of portraits of Figu&tzanne negate the convention of likeness

that prevailed even in the most extreme forms of-gaede visual art of the nineteenth century. In

the Ingres, the impressionist, and almost all other portraits of the time, the success of the painting
was preitated on a degree of resemblance between the subject depicted to thestbjype

and to other depictions of that subject. Resemblance was a critical criterion foGaspodesis:
ORecognition of ieseparalienuaaskse of the sebjebtlivingnpresence as a

soci al being and explicitly concer i®@dann®i t h ad

series of portraits, however, present a woman so significantly changed from painting to painting that

“Ri chard Shiff, 0 ApmplessisnistsStilldede Blizds. Rathihane aindd n , 6
George TM. Shackelford (New York: Phillips Collection in association withNH#&byams,

2001) 42.

%3 Sidlauska&;ézan@eOther 8.

% WoodallPortraituréd 7.
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the artisk own perceptign thevéritéf his sensatiofisis thrown into question. This can be seen

most clearly when comparing two portraits that are ostensibly similar: the Met portrait we have been
analyzing and another portrait of Fiquet Cézanne currently housed in the Beyeler GgllEgtion (f

In each of the portraits, there are clear similarities: Fiquet Cézanne wears a red dress, sits in a yellow
chair, and has her brown hair neatly pulled back. However, the person depicted seems almost
unrecogniable from portrait to portrait. The Met portrait features a woman with a square jaw,

round nose, dark eyes, and a tall forehead. In the Beyeler portrait, contrastingly, Fiq@t Cézanne
face is heaghaped, her nose is pointy, her eyes have lightened, and her forehead has been
shortened. All of these alterations are exaggerated by the tremendously distinct ways Cézanne has
handled the paiiitalternating between heavy layers of thiak thi€ Met portrait and the faintest

washes of color and exposed camviiee Beyeler portrait. The effect for the viewer is disorienting:

which portrait is truly Figuet Cézanne?

Figurels Paul Cézann®bladame Cézanne a la Figure 2: Paul CézanMgdame Cézanne in a Red
Chaise Jauree 18881890 Foundation Beyeler, Dressca. 18880, Metropolitan Museum of Art
Basel NYC
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In these portraits, Cézanne reiterates a modernist technique that both Manet and
Courbet had used in their portraits: the refusal to depict the pliancy of the model. The
ofacingnesso of Fiquet C®zanne in ®ach por
portraits of her (most famouslyQlympiffig. 9] However, even in Mar@&tvork, the
standard of recognizability between portraits remained. In serious portraits, even modernist
portraits, the costumes, settings, and poses could change, but the face remains recognizable
from image to image. In his series of portraits, Cézfosegs this convention, instead
maintaining the accoutrements and changing the depicted face. In what way, a viewer might
to ask, is Cézan@eortrait an image vérit How are these paintingsgo either of the
Cézannes?

In Cézann® portraits of his wife, the artist has dismantled and disrupted almost all
possible criteria for establishing a portrait as a sutmhsacademic and impressionist.

While there are milder precedents for these formal innovations, nowhere beforethad the a
world encountered Cézanlkevel of outright disregard for artistic convention. C&anne
formal innovations are clearly perceived in all his mature work, especially in his abstracted
handling of space. However, as | have shown, the patrgiuet Cézanne are

particularly extreme examples of the extent of thé&addtnical innovation and negation,

as they invite questions aboutpgbeceptuadndrelational/éritéf the subject and the artist

that a still life or landscape cannot. In the next section, | will explore responses @ Cézanne

! Sidlauska§;ézan@eOthed ©50.See chapter 2, esmllyl24135and147143for a
discussion of MarBOlympia
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formal innovations as manifest in the portraits. | will show that while @Gresiaance to
the idealist realism of tkeole des BeauXts s typical of the avagarde, his work has

been understood as unlocking an unprecedented set of modernist techniques and
approachds technigues and approaches characteristic of what | have called modernism

skepticism.

(I'V.) OHEADS LI KE APPLESGS6: | NTERPRETI NG
It is a major understatement to say that Cézanne and his artwork have been topics of interest

inthe past century and aRéfr e quent |l y &i tagd i =& firghad@i®sratninset

l'n his overview of the I|iterature, Terry S
scrupul ous attention of the greatest write
doaroused by f enodemtt th.eds minaht w0 € ®afanne: Figur
Pai nt i As@lreddy nbted, the younger painters and artists of @Gtareeere

deeply engaged commentators: Emile Bernard, Maurice Denis, Rainer Maria Rilke, but also
D. H. Lawrence, Samuel Beckett, and-BarisHuysmans, as well as Cézareteldhood

friend and novelist Emile Zola. The most celebrated art historians and critics have also
contributed, including Cézafndealer, Ambroise Vollard; the art critics Gustave Geffroy,

Harold Rosenblum, Roger Fry, Fritz Novotny, Clement Greenberg, Lawrence Gowing, and
John Berger; historians John Rewald (who authored an authoritative biography and
translation of his letters)h@odore Reff, Kurt Badt, Meyer Schapiro, Alex Danchev (who

built upon Rewad work, publishing his own biography and translation of the letters in the
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and commentators were artists themselves.
is the greatest of us & hpprbaghtdpaietipgwasn g age men
emerging just before the time of his death in 1906, as a small group of young artists gathered
around the cantankerous painter, and his work began appearing more frequently in
exhibitions. In 1900, Maurice Denis (889@3) paimd a tribute to the artist entitled

Homage a Cézamméhich a reverential group of pioneering ayartte arsits gathered in

Ambroise Vollar@ gallery to admire a Cézanne still life3ffimile Bernard, an eager

young artist who corresponded with both Cézanne and Van Gogh at the beginning of the
twentieth century and became a primary interlocutor of C&zarbézanrd later life,

published a feature on the artist before his death and then published their correspondence
shortly thereaftéin the autumn after the arfisteath, th&alon@utomniosted a

retrospective of Cézar@artwork, exhibiting fodyine paintings and seven watercolors at

the Grand Palais. The influence of this exhibition was stajlyerdeyn masters Henri

Matisse and Pablo Picasso both attended and testified to thé& exépbiation on their

last decade), and Linda Nochlin. Most uniquely, Cézammk has also formed the

centerpiece for works from philosophers as illustrious as Martin Heidegger, Maurice
MerleatPonty, Jacques Derrida, Giles Deleuze, Félix Guittari, aifalalegois Lyotard.

3 SeeEmile BernardSouvenirs Sur Paul Cézanne EfRariges la@ovation estRique,

1924).

“OThe croonsstequential exhibition of modern ti

Alex DanchevCézanne: A L{teondon: Profile Books, 2012)
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work: both are quoted as saying, o0Cezanne
Derain, and Wassily Kandinsky also atteYitteel poet Rainer Maria Rilke found the
exhibition so profoundly moving that he documented his many visits to the show in his
correspondence with his wife, which he later publishetters on Cézamméhe century
since the groundreaking 1907 exhibition, a mammoth literature on the artist has amassed,
rivaled only by that on Pablo Picasso or Jackson Pollock.

While this Cézanne devotion is singular and widespread, accounting for t@e painter
genius is a contested business. Batigtude of mixed enthusiasm and perplexity
summarizes the feeling one gets from surveying the literature. One year after completing his
Hommagea Cézannk e wr ot e, Ol have never heard an
precise r eas onA poputaririerpsetatmrdceliébrates the @rasjuadizing
di sinterest in his subjects, claiming that
while others havergued essentially the oppdsifeat his attention is deeply invested in the
unique qualities of each encountered subject. Some writers celebrate in Cézanne the birth of
pure formalism, while others argue that the artist would have rejected the teetirgh c

abandonment of the figure. Some read his repeated return to certain subjects as a Freudian

*Smith, o0C®zanne: Figuring Truth in Paintin
® Rainer Maria Rilke and Clara Rllletters on Céadhew York: Fromm International,

1985).

"Maurice DenlidceidefitZ ®zaemteedber 1907) : 118, ¢
Figuring Truth in Painting72.
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attachment, others balk at the apparent gall of suclpsyesianalysis. Even Cézé@nne

personal temperament has been variously interpreted as either a reclusive, cranky, touch

eluding, anxietydden misanthrope or a cantankerous, witty, and devoted homebody. Even

the most invested interpreters of Céz@&raréwork admit its opacity and elusiveness.

Richard Shi# essay o0Caution: C®zanne at Wor ko re

then observes, OFor us, a entQéami@techdicag er , t

converted his most banal subjects @ustw appledinto enduring provocations which

neither commentary nor® familiarity have ye
Perhaps the most convincing interpretations spring from a serious consideration of

the principles of Cézar@evork that are uncontested. Those who attend to th@é artist

with any depth agree on two central impulses: a distrust of the conventions of the academic

establishment and a dedication to closely

seen, both are impulses that characterize thegavdatdedicatiao véritétHowever, as |

have shown through an examination of the portraits of bighéfseverity of the paintidgs

abstraction forces viewers to rethink what kineritéhe artist was attempting to convey.

In what follows, | will catalog both classic and new examples of Cézanne interpretation to

argue that Cézarmekepticism goes beyond an iconoclastic disbelief in academic criteria, to

a general suspicion of painting, and even a distrust in his own perceptions of his most

inti mate oO0other.o6 I n C®zanne, | arglwe, the

SRi char d ShGéfann e CaatlComeosationsavithiCazamnelulie Lawrence
Cochrangd. Michael Doran (Berkeley: University of California P0@43, xix.
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illuminate how the iconoclastic crisis is found in Cézanne, | will first sketch the predominant
account of Cézan@eportraits in the eaftywentieth century that celebrated the

odi mini shment of the subject, 6 exemplified
treating hissubjeésh eads as appl es. &. Clhtgenterprettionof | | s h
Cézann@ paintings in his recent bdbKhese Apples Shouldltemiiatively gives credence

to the artigk stated devotion to his subject,ltexy in an even more grim assessment of

Cézann@ practice.

(IV.A.) THE DIMINISHMENT OF THE SUBJECT: CLASSIC INTERPRETATICBN
OF CEZANNE® ABSTRACTION

The majority of responses to Cézanpertraits claim that in them Fiquet Cézanne is used

as an object on which Cézanne can experiment with formal organization and arrangement.

As mentioned above, it has become a common trope in Cézanne scholarship to claim that

the artist treated human heag apples, suggesting a parity between the objecthood of
Cézann& famous stilife subjects and his ostensibly inhuman portrait subjekts. D.

Lawrence, the first to commenton FiquetCéfnns upposed oOappl eyness
suggest that the artdgsired the same neutrality, stillness, and passiveness in his human

subjects as he did in his still life subjdats.the formalist critic Roger Fry, Fiquet Cézanne

°John Adkins Ri char dsloanrnca ondCézanmen AStudy inthed e s, @
Psychol ogy of Thedourhal of AebtheticyandiArt Zditioam,(1970)

4416453
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was merely an opportunity forthe atist me di t at i ons Y@nthesoci@ni f i ca
history side of the interpretive spectrum, Meyer Schapiro suggests thas@éraairstH|
life paintings of apples are giErsudian symbols of eroticism and nostalgia and are, thus,
moréaden with emotional depth and feeling than his portraits of his wife.

The equation of his portraiture to his-kfél paintings, it is important to note, is not
derogatory. Clarence Bulliet opens his 1927Apu&s and Madonioasnstance, with the
foll owing comment : 0dmorecpnsdquencethan Pahedd of@®z a n
Madonna by Raphael. ¢é 1t is the emotional
ma t t?&hevéntédepicted in these portraits, on this interpretation, is the truth of the
artists expression. Two decades earlier, in 1904, a young artist and admirer of Cézanne

wrote0 [ C®z anne] i s a pur e [Bapple tyce sécouldtakefa an or

YRoger FryCezanne, a Study of His Devélapmdent L. & V. Woolf, 1927).

"' Meyer Schapir®aul Cézanide Library of Great Painters (New YorkNHAbrams,

1952).

12C. J. BullietApples and Madonnas: Emotional Expression in (MedeYfoirtCovici

Friede, 1930, guot ed i n Shiff, OApples and Abstrac
directly by Kurt Badt , who writes that C®z
toward his drab or unTheArtes€érasneiamsgShefeoAdre | s . 6
Ogilvie (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1968)54§80oted inSidlauskas,
Cézan@OtheB5.
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bite out of itdOf Cézann@ apple, you sait® beautifud" This young artist, Paul Serusier,
represented a growing number of painters who celebrated what they understood to be a
diminishment of a paintigsubject in the artwork of Cézanne. While celebrating the
abstraction of Cézarepples as truly beautiful, Serusier disparages traditional mimetic
forms of representation as oOoordinary. o6 Shi
canvas, its success dependent on affinities to real apples that lie on tables. @ppk&cond
evokes no contingency of this sort; its abstract beauty of form and color create®a reality
itself@® ** In the few years before his death, Céfmnn® st r ange, 6 0i gnor ant
ocoawkwarddé paintings began to be celebrated
di sregard for mimetic |ikeness was hail ed
came to be associated with many twert@atiry art movements, as we will see. For many,
Cézann@® abstraction was a heroic rejection of convention, but also a signal of a deeper
awareness oépresentational &tfimitations.

The earliest admirers of Cézanstyle can be found in the young symbolist artists,
who celebrated the abstraction of the pain
Bernard, for example, championed the abstraction of C&zaaingngs as a return to the
naivety of expression that the symbolists so desired in theit* Borligrly, Maurice Denis

praised Cézan@eabstraction because of its presumed spirituality and innocence. For Denis,

BRI char €éz&dhheiaf Wortkd ox x i x .
“Shi €ézanneatWok X X X .
B BernardSouvenirs Sur P@danne Et Lettres
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the abstraction was expressive in an uncontrived way, but still deeply tethered to the sensed
experience of the world. In other words, CéZaamnewas a kind of spiritualized
materialism. These Ospiritual 6 values are
century that observed oO0artists of his own
modern urban life mechanizationpenmodification, standardization, social reguiattin
leading to an impoverishment of both intellectual and spir a | e'XTp eppaseethisc e . 6
dehumanization, the representational arts would serve as balm to the frenzied modern
person, oOevolving toward abstractiond as t
contemporary cultutéAn experience of this sort of abstraction would, in e,
revivify the dulled senses of the modern p
sense¥ This interpretation of Cézar@mabstractiofisas premised upon the diminishment
of the subject for the sake of the atiste x pr essi on of a fpisi mitive
characteristic of the symbolist reception of the revered painter.

Perhaps the most prominent strand of art theory that famously cites Cézanne as its
inspiration is twentiettentury formalism, theorized by Clement Greenbergd(B330 In

1951, Greenberg published an essay in the socialistHautieah Review t | ed 0 C®z ann

S h i €ézanneat Waorkdé x x x i
S h i €ékzanne at Wodoxxi.
BShiC®zamne xxxd. Wor k, 6
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and the Unit §Inthié esddy Greenhberg éaints that, whether Cézanne

knew it or not, OHe was making the first p
principle of Western paintiindts concern for an ample and literal rendition of stereo

metric spadefromtheeffe t s of i mp rRessuing visuabatt fromdhe threatsé

of a lessntellectual style was, for Greenberg, the heroic aim of trugandpainters.

This salvation took the form of a greater
of the artform itself: mostkically, the flatness of the picture plane and, consequently, the
diminishment of or complete disregard for the subject. Greenberg understands Cezanne as a
pioneer of formalism in that his works tur
illusian to the configuration of the picture itself as an object, as a flat surface. Cézanne got
&oliditydall right; but it is as much a tdimensional, literal solidity as a representational

o n é&In this passage, Greenberg is referencing Cézawnestated aim to depict the
subject with unpr eceden®ietelpradatoo testsconlisy . 6 Mu c
contention that Cézanne got his own art the wrong way around: when Cézanne claimed he
was attempting to communicate as exactly as possible his optical sensations in order to
depict nature in all its fullness, what the egtilgne ant was t hat he was

fact of the medium; and the shape and placing of [the marks] recalled the shape and position

¥ This essagan bedound inthecollection of essapy Greenberd;lement Greenberg,
0 C e z ainArtand&ulture: CritiEasay@oston: Beacon Press, 1983)59.
®Greenberg, o0Cezanne, 6 50.
’Greenberg, o0Cezanne, 6 54.
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of the flat rectangle which was PFKFBieng cove
achievements of cubism were the fulfillment and extension of @Geratisle

groundbreaking work. By claiming that CéZnexeolutionary contribution is constituted

by his resistance to the imitative and a new recognition of the literalness of painting itself,
Greenberg participates in and extends the interpretive history that values, above all else,
Cézann@ abstraction as the diminishment of the subject. While he does not mention the
portraits in this essay, Greenberg would certainly have regarded Fiquet Cézanne as a means
to a formalist end, as were the @&tapples and mountains.

Harold Rosenberg, Greenlirgpntemporary and the champion of-c&dtury
American oOaction painting, 6 opposed the sy
exemplified in Piet Mondri@rgeometric compositions, yet cited Cézanne as the ultimate
inspiration for his own theories of art. In paintings by artists like Jackson Pollock and
Wilhelm DeKooning, Rosenberg claims viewers are invited into the process of & painting
creation. For Rosenberg, Cézénakstraction diminishes subject matter so thataghe t o f
paintingd could emerge ®a$hehaptpibresbedaffabgrect
the table in order to make room for perfect relations of space and color. They had to go so

that nothing woul d get *FonRosehbergéntés achieved t he a

2Greenberg, o0Cezanne, 6 55.
“Har ol d Rosenberg, OThARTHRewEIb2)286.an Action Pai
“Rosenberg, OAmerican Action Painters, o6 23.
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when the truth of the act of painting is released from the confines of subject matter,
releasing the purity of paint;gxistential truth.

Among these painters and movements, C&abwtraction of form is understood
as a diminishment of the subject, undoing the link that tethers representational form to
natural reality and refashions the definition and aiériténtirely. For the participants in
these movements, Cézanne opened the possibility for visual form to embody the
nonrepresentational expression of the painter, the formal constituents of painting, and the
act of painting itself. This opening, as we hawe isscontingent upordaep skepticism
about the possibilities of representational imaging. Did Cézanne negate the conventions of
space, beauty, and likeness in the portraits of Fiquet Cézanne becauslestragtad
image could adequately (that is, truthfully) represent the intended prototype? If so, such an
approach resonates deeply with the iconoclastic approach to proper Christian imaging: only
abstracted images such as the cross (representing the passidhaftGarisead and
wine of the Eucharist (mystically mgkpnesent but also representing the body and blood
of Christ) could properly reference Christ, while representations of an actual human body
(such as in icons) were obstacles to truly seeing Christ. Does Cézanne see the body of his
portrait subjects as abstacle that requires intense abstraction, such that he or she must
become objectified to be properly referential?

There is, however, an important distinction that cannot be missed,; it is a distinction
that leads to an irony in Cézanne reception. On numerous occasions, Cézanne decries the
doabstractiondé that he wunder st andstracBoa,r nar d
the abstraction of the symbolists and the later expressionists, is an intellectual theorization

that stands in opposition to purified sensation. Shiff narrates the response of Denis:
201
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With the advent of Henri Mati§séauvism and Pablo Picassmbism styles

generally perceived as derivingfromCé&nbee ni s deci ded t hat o
had shifted from a liberated aesthetic expression to an intellectual aberration. Adding

a negative spin, he described such work
painting in itself & asksdsé&@amentovedfromanmmp osi t
concrete representation as possible. In 1907, Denis salvaged Cézanne from such
associations, explainiiggt t he pai nter had never o0con

synthesis owith any abstractiono his a
worse, the art properly called oO0abstrac
sensatiof?.

What Deni& comments bring to the fore (and the reason they are highlighted by Shiff in the
introduction to a volume of Cézafineorrespondence) is the aitistvn weldocumented

obsession with his perception of the material world. For Denis, what the symbolists,
expressionists, fauvists, and cubists miss in Cézanne is his absolute commitment to what
Cézanne caltgalizatiothe forn@ adequate and truthful correspondence to its subject. And
Cézann@ subjeaiccording to Denis and the Céz@naen correspondence, is his beloved
onature. o0 Shiff notes that in contrast wit
traditions, Cézan@e 0 a r t \at®rn [is]enorenintéllectual than emotional, his aesthetic

pl easure more ment al t han s e nd@abgtadpictérialHe pl a
|l ogic with its ow#Shiuffescamdl cdas radli cpi @fhi
Cézann&fundamental concern was immediate visual sensation, which, with an intense
physicality, he convert eidlndthertwordstfa alltofihik e s en

experimentation with the abstraction of formal elements in the paintings, & ézaimaé

S hi €ékzanneatWork x X X i
®Shiff, OApples and Abstraction, 6 44.
’Shi ff, OApples and Abstraction, 6 44.
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aim always related to the optical experience of a material reality 3Cazstnaetion was
always in some way tied to hi&Clp@rception
interpretation of Cézanevork attempts to give proper credit to this stated aim, while

taking seriously the depth of the wdakstraction.

(IV.B.) T. J. CLARES INTERPRETATION: CEZANNESPOSITIVIST FAILURE
In his recent collection of writings on Cézanng, Clark glosséss early provocative
statement: O0C®zanne c a%AWhattClark daimsheimeanteand a b o u
still means, is that the metaphysical commitments that @@ zalnmecrs maintained
(however tentatively) in the eatdymidtwentieth century are no longer relevant. Thus, the
oold styledé of writing on C®zanne should e
a triumph of truthful representation becgusei nt i ng i s understood as
activity within European Nihilism; meaning the last practice convinced of its eventual
di fficult “@nemighsimagine Clank bavitg .Gl@zasd Metzingéyr
realism in mind as he wrote this. As | understand him, Clark now sees the weorld of art
writing in the West as completely unconvincedyfractic& access to oO0Truth
there is any capHalTruth to speak of. In various ways, @askok attempts to paint
C®zanne as the forerunner of this skeptica

interpretations of the paintings as naive and overly triumphant in a romantic, Hegelian way.

8 Clark,If These Apples ShouldbBall
2 Clark,If These Apples ShouldbFall
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In other words, interpretations that claim Cézanne has successfully achieved some sense of
véritére tragically mistaken about the capacities of visual representation. Instead, Clark
understands Cézanne as an ingenious, but tragic figure, who gave his life to the pursuit of
truthful representation in a modern key, only tovimidéndlessly, yet predictably, elusive.

While | do not agree with all of CErassessments, | do think that his appreciation for the
Onegat i vi t&alistractibn isBepiulecornective to accounts that deny Ce@anne
dedication to the subject altogether; thus, his description of @partiilar incarnation

of the negativity of the avegdrde will guide this section.

What especially notable about @aakproach to Cézanne is that he does not
directly oppose the art critics who champi
Cézann& apples, tables, and mountains: Roger Fry and Meyer Schapiro are his main
interlocutors. Cla& claim is more interesting than merely assigning nihilism as the
paintingg ul ti mate Omeani ng. dmdnstratestmaughdeef,be c | ai m
penetrating analyses of the paintings, that Cézidemetéal paint solidity oreality
repeatedly aralways fell shoi®ne reviewer suggests that @ackintention is that
Cézann@ f ailures were not due to olack of tal

modern world melts into air. I nstea*t of as

%J ac k s onlJ @larémNew Bobk Wrestles with the Impossibility of Writing About
C®zanne, d Art in America, Oct o-imamerick/®, 2022

reviews/cezannelarkbookreviewl1234641985/.
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Clark is quick to acknowledge the pervading influence of positivism on th& painter
practicé!l n f act, he@dcilaimseo@®ztanmnadi cal proje
ni net e e n¥lhtheceges of aarligr crifics like Fry and Schapiro, Cézanne was able to
create paintings that produced Ovividness,
because of his positivist process of accumulating units of sense perception on the canvas
through patient attention to the structure of what appeared before his eyes. The positivism
of Hippolyte Taine encouraged Cézanne to seek certain correspondence between prototype
and image in a perfect formula of brushstroke and color, and Fry and athékeritim
would hail these paintings as achievements in exactly thisBhaagZ.ézanne attempted
such a positivist correspondence, Clark does not deny. However, what Cézanne found or
o0stumbled upono6 in all h noghe positiviste nt att ent i
correspondence that would ignieitén the canvas. Clark argues, instead, that Cézanne
found limitations: his own limitations, the limitations of form, the limitations of perception,
the limitations of the modern world. Céz@&nepai nting i s vivid, yes.
of dé&feat. o

To describe why he offers such a dissident interpretation of the paintings, Clark

points to something simple in all its obviousness: the abstraction. Why, the critic asks, has

31 See the discussion of positiviampages 11415.

%2 Clark,If These Apples ShouldLEall

3 Hippolyte Tainevas Cézande oOf avor i te phiCézanie®Othéber . 6 Si dI
3 Clark,If These Apples ShouldLEAll
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the ounfinish, disparity, and inadequacybod
twentiethcentury criticde x al t at i on of their oOsolidity, di
g r a $Why @ould anyone hail a painting like CéZmane paradigm wérité To
understand the o0C®zannoiad as he calls it
what representation had come to mean in terms of the philo8opherss t het i c¢. 6 Cl
assumes his readers are familiar with the tventy st cent ury r ej ecti on
relic of nineteenthentury naturalism or, perhaps, the project of twengathry

formalism. But, he says, to understand Cézanne,snemw nd er st adindwot he o0 a
ways. First, Clark claims there is the oae
compulsion to make the form of @expression match the intent of their contern. t

has to do with the inherence of thinking and communicating in actual, peculiar stuff, and

with that stuff providing irresistible opportunities for persuasion. Form is a great persuader,

we t HATlmiks 6i s the oOineradicabledé and oO0a pri ¢
words, images, and representations adequately convey and correspond to their intentions.
While Clark claims that this iIis the most o

for some suspicion of the category, partly because | think Cézanne might have shared [this

% Clark,If These Apples ShouldLEall

¥ use the term oordi nar yaddnantdanguagd er ence t he
philosophy which | think undergirds much of Clarikterpretation.

37 Clark,If These Apples ShouldLEZII
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suspi®™inonlh.e6 terms of the present argument,
with the realism that we have been sketching: the subconscious and necessary belief in the
ability of representations to correspond with their prototypes. By suggestingiimat iSéz
suspicious of this category, Clark introduces a skeptical interpretation ofSCézanne

techniques.

The second sense of the aesthetic is wh
is, most basically, the belief that the aestheticimpulswi t hout qual i ficat.i
working assumption that the aim of the aesthetic impulse can be fulfilled, at least locally,
once and for all: that there are moments when form embodies truth in a way unassailable by
further challenges, and independentbfe mer e oOpositionalityd of
and r e%®Te me, this ®uUnds like a mild refutation of naive realism in the key of
Clarl® own Marxist idealism. In a later passage, his opposition to realism comes to the fore:
he writes, OBuilt into the very idea of th
rescuing us from abstraction, or from mere material production of passwasigutting
the sign back “Nantionugc ht hwiist ha sr eaanl iotiyl.l16usi on 6
significant suspicion of the capacity of represenfatastistic or otherwigeto carry,
grasp, or convey truth in an uncomplicated way. In this study, | have referred to this

suspicionas modernsstk e pt i ci sm. The o0ill usoryd aesthe

% Clark,If These Apples ShouldLEZIl
% Clark,If These Apples ShouldLEZll
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otourniqueto that twists together oO0the tex
very textur e a ftThisisthe momenuthae Clakfarglhes, forewgr. elides
Cézanne.

When introducing this skeptical approach to the aesthetic, Clark denies that Cézanne
intentionally introduces a nihilistic approach to representation, deliberately resisting the
otorniquetodé in his own painti nghavebeBeheher ,
first to produce paintings that pictured t
artworks, on occasion, to come to sugpant to voice or envisage this suspicithrat
maybe what they are doing is not analogizibeptizinglata | “4Whdt these artworkse
doing is not the concern. Rather, the concéhne ialization of the limitatiohthe form,
and the implied | imitati onaeost fitihodiecadr t i st .
wor ds, -roenaditdo saina iit i s a kind of horror, and
might be about. | sense that horror and elation in CéZa@iark senses a dawn in
Cézann& work: an inevitable and uncontrollable enlightenment@®foevre (and
paintings own) limitations.

Clark then asks the further probing question: Why did Cézanne see it fit to abstract
what he saw if he was seriously pursuing t

hazard a thesis. The answer emerges in the course of an argument in fitsiand starts;

“I Clark,If These Apples ShouldLEall
“2Clark,If These Apples ShouldLEa&ll
3 Clark,If These Apples ShouldLEa&ll
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Chapter 3The Véritéof Fiquet Cézanne Christina Carnes Ananias
proposals that are immediately questioned, criticisms that are reframed, and phrases that he
admits are painfully inadequate. One reader suggests t@Easi@larkttempts to mirror the

style of his subjdttthat is, demonstrate the thesis rather than argue it dtiéttii.

thesis is correct, what emerges is the provocative suggestion thaQ&datings are

attempé the aesthetic momanattempts to capture his perception of reality in the formal
elements of paiittand his continual discovery of pair@ingadequacy to fulfill that goal.

The paintings are monuments of limitation: the limitations of painting, of representation
generally, and of human expression. And the discovery of this limitation is, for Clark, a
defining characteristic of the modernditbon. Here is Clark on the aesthetic in the
paintings: 0Di s a reitharjuncton as a kind ofdnilieldscatsti v e ne s s
totality in the pictures €& or they are tak
instance. Modern experienceigisthi s evenness and di*®sequil i br
Cézann& abstraction emerges as he discovers, along with the rest of the modern world, the
edges of human expression.

These edges, these limitations, are sometimes felt as a gap between the perceived
subject and the constructed image. Clark understands this gap to be built into the very fabric
of the paintings:

The world is near in Cézanne, and it is vivid, but what that nearness and vividness

truly aré@ what they are made from, what they amoidintt@ mai ns a quest i

Nearness and vividness @nghe other side of samstisingthesomethingthe

paintings whole structure seeks to preserve, to make preagdit fbat enacts a
separation fronThe tipping table in Cézanne, for instance, especially when the

“YArn,JQafs New Book. o

4> Clark,If These Apples Should Zall



Chapter 3The Véritéof Fiquet Cézanne Christina Carnes Ananias
peculiar orientation is accompanied by a slight tilting from right to lefsfatem
and Milk Jugy arestranging déwice an edging of everything into our space. It
gives the world a ground level on which nothing, we come to feel, could finally take
a stand; it makes a table we could never rest our elbows on or put our knees under.
The higher Cézanne moves in relatidhédabletop, the more profound this loss
of bearings. [These] positions and solidities seem to cancel (or at least ironize) the
one next doof®
Cézann@ stylé@ his abstractigh emerges am estranging délatas predetermined
theory applied to subject matter, but as the very condition in which Cézanne finds himself as
he perceives and paints. The subject matter (th® artiste | oved onafur eod) ,
attention to its material reality, is then, essential and never left behind. But the relationship
between form and subject, artist and subject, voéywainting and subjécthe aesthetic
tourniquefii s compr ehended “ahus, theapaintings culdbe n mar k. 6
understood as paradigmatic of the discovery and emergence of representationafi skepticism
a hallmark of Cézari@enodern moment.
In thissection, | have highlightadew influential interpretations of Cézénne
painting practice to show how art historians and critics of various methodological schools
have celebrated the a@igtiminishment of theubjedi or, in our present stu@yterms, an
extreme version of modernist skepticism. The symbolists value & édztraetion for the
oprimitived qualities they see as expressi
Greenberg understands Cézanabstraction as an abandonment of the project of

representation for the sake of emphasizing, exploring, and celebrating the particular formal

gualities of visual art. And Rosenberg understands @zdst@ction as a totem to the

4 Clark,If These Apples Shouldé@all

47 Clark,If These Apples ShouldbBall
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action of the artist at work. All of these interpretations are predicated on an initial distrust of

the conventions of traditional artistic representation and the presumption that Cézanne had

abandoned the previously assumed artistic task of reprebergingdct. In these
interpretations, Cézanne forsakevénieéf representation for manifesting some other kind
of truth.

However, Denis and others have argued that this foundational asguthption
Cézanne skeptically abandoned the task of represéntitémnot resonate with the

artists own stated aims. Specifically, the@iifesdi ong obsessi on with

bel oved oOnature. 6 | n c¢onk Clasrécentbbokenk et c hed

Cézanne, which claims the aditgmpteithirough the extremes of positivist attention to
detail, to capture theritéf his subjects, but failed. This failure, Glegkes, was not due
to any fault of the art@tability, but simply reflects the limitations of both artistic creation
and human perception. Clark demonstrates
aesthetico), perfect corresponde&nce wil/l
interpretation of Cézan@eaintings achieves a level of skepticism that transcends those
that came before. For in Clarkstimation, it is impossible for the artist to achievériite
he so desires. The artistiojpct of visual representation is thus nihilistically doomed to
perpetually unfulfilled realization.

This unhappy thesis resonates with @ldiagnoses of modernism that | sketched
in chaptetwo, and, as | argued thettds representational skepticism is not unfamiliar in
theological reflection. Is it possible that Clark sees in GBzminting the same inabilities
and limitations that theonoclasts sensed in icons? Recall the iconoclastic emperor

Constantine & theory of imaging: he claimed that for the image to succeed, it must
211
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correspond to the prototypaturallyThis account of the way images work was derived
from the orthodox claim that Christ images the Fatlihemagoudithee same substance).
The only natural image of Christ, Constantine points out, was the Eucharist, which is
ontologically united with the body and blood of Christ. Regular images, icons in particular,
could never aspire to natural unity with their pnoéstyTherefore icons, Constantine
argues, are fictions. Veneration of icons amount to veneratigmehpand wood, not the
divine substance, entailing idolatry.

| propose that we can see a resonance between Coristaimitagian theory of
imaging and the metaphysical psychology ofiClatt e s cr i pti on of o0t he
there is an aspiration toward a totalizing unity between image and prototype. This unity is
experienced by viewers (or worshippers) as a transcendent connection to the prototype that
is revelatory, enlighteningdgin the case of the Eucharist) salvific. Because of the
importance of this uniyClark® 0 t o ufi itnsidesaribed ietms of access to truth,
certainty, and reality. However, both Constantine and Clark recognize a failure of this unity
In most imaging or representation. There is iconoclastic skepticism or outright denial in each
thinker. For Clark, while the goal of #testhetic unity is the ordinarily assumed successful
reference in word and image, supposing our forms (whether words or images) are simply
united to their content (prototype) is naive at best and malicious at worst. As | explored in
chapter 2, Clark beles the very condition of modernity is one of discovering the
limitations of our representatidf fact, Clar®& Marxisinflected contention is that the

illusion of aesthetic unity in representation is begotten and moderated in the ideology of

“8| discuss this in chaptempaged48152
21z
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Western consumer capitalism. The orealitie
access to is a construct moderated by the powerful. Therefore, the failure of images to secure
ontological unity with their prototypes is, for Clark, a mattee atrtiost political

importance. For Constantine, the religious case is similarly dire. Iconoclastic skepticism
functions in both as an enlightened guardrail against indoctrination and heresy. For Clark,

the failure of Cézan@eealizatiorproves that theonoclastic skeptic is tragically correct:

truthful correspondence between image and prototype is a malicious fiction.

(V.) CONCLUSION
I n this chapter, | have sought to show tha

a visual language that ostensibly brings-gaate skepticism to an unprecedented nadir in
the portraits of his wife. In the first section, | gave a histctzaint of nineteenttentury
artist®pursuit ofvéritén their artwork, to show how Cézanne, as an-gaeshd artist
committed tovéritépursued this through negating the visual conventions of institutionally
authorized artworks. In the next section, | provided a detailed comparison between a
paradigmatic academic portrait, two impressionist portraits, and one of&Cgaeraits

of his wife. This investigation provided specific examples of G@rammeative negations

of conventional techniques. Finally, | sketched some interpretive frameworksigm Céza
scholarship with two contrasting accounts of Cé@aainstraction. First, | sketched the
various ways in which C®zanne has been sai
emphasizing theéritéf other aspects of art creation, but argued this approach failed to
adequately account for Céza@nstated commitment to his subject (which he often referred

to as onat ur e &J)ClarBlaccouhtefrCézariabstadiian dSallireof
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the artish positivist commitment to his subject. In @aakgument, theeritéxpressed on
Cézann® canvases is the tragic impossibility of representation. In either of these
interpretive schemes, the fundamental work of visiiahantepresentation of a subjfect
IS at the least thrown into question, if not denied outright. This skeptical approach to
representation seems particularly tragic in paintings where the subject either objectified or
denied is a human pergoaspecially a beloved human perSanh an account of the work
of images resonates deeply with the iconoclastic skepticism | have traced in earlier chapters,
which argues images of human persons (for worship) be proscribed.

|l s C®zanne, therefore, an iconoclast? A
portrait traditiondéd that skeptically broke
visual art: representatittizor Clark, Cézangerupture echoes throughout the
unintelligibility that is unleashed in the twentettury art world, wherein there is no
longer a standard set of criteria to authenticate or certify the truth or success of an artwork.
Without representation, artwork plynbecomes negation.

However, there is another way of visually knowing that the iconophiles argue for in
the imageonflicts of the eighth and ninth centuries that might shed light on @ zanne
paradoxical portraits. The iconopligeguments offer a way out of the reaksptical
epistemology that ensnares the icon@&lasiginations, asking viewers of icons to
approach therhypostaticaltyother words, the way we find meaning, presence, truth, or
reality in an artwork is similar to the way that we find these thielgsiamship with

another person. In the following chapters, I will first outline Theodore the3dStudite

» Sjdlauskagézan@OtheB.
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iconophilic account of the work of iconic imaging as an epistemological alternative to the
dialectic of skepticism and askepticism. | will test this interpretive framework on

Cézann@ portraits of his Fiquet Cézanne, arguing that a hypostatic epistemology makes the
most sense of the ar@stechnical innovations and stated aims. In the final chapter, | will
discuss a potential weakness of The@dapproach and suggest an expansion of his

interpretive framework.
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CHAPTER FOUR
THE PRIORITIZATION OF THE PERSON:
THEODORE THE STUDITEGHYPOSTATIC
HERMENEUTIC OF RECOGNITION

0The unity named by hypostatic | ikeness

for it really makes present and visible the kingdom to come; and it also means the

icon is less than (which is also more than) an idol, for it does not contain the

kingdom no reduce it to what can be seen. The icon is itself gripped by the

kingdom, which becomes present and visible to the icon through the persons of

Christ and the saints, in whom the king
ONatalie Carnetimage and Presence

0OAmong those who defended the orthodoxy

Chalcedo@ dymmetricépicture of Christ in this new philosophical way, the central

issue at stake was not so much the full humanity of Christ, or the survival of what

Grillmeier calls th@vordflestbandavord-human beingmodels of conceiving his

unity, as it was an increasingly dominant perspective that probably had never crossed

the minds of the drafters of the formula itself: a new sense of the paradigmatic

importance simplof thepersaof Christ, in its very structure, for revealing@od

way of saving and transforming huméanityor att aining the goal
oBrian E. DaleyGod Visible

(I.) INTRODUCTION
The concern that we have been tracing in iconoclastic and modernist skepticism is, | have

argued, a concern about the inability of viewers (and creators) of icons or artwork to verify

21¢€
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or certify the &depiatibni Asyain using the tbrma, skeptioamet v p e
attitude of epistemological doubt premised upon the inevitable failure of criteria to guarantee
certainty about our images, words, and representhtitreslast chapter, a fundamental
guestion surfaced for our inquiry: was Cézanne an iconoclast? Or, better yet, aie Cézanne
portraits of Fiquet Cézanne best understood through a skeptical, iconoclastic lens? In what
follows, | will argue that there is anothay wf looking at these paintings that derives from

the defense of icon veneration written by Theodore the Studi#&2@5@ monk, an

abbot, and a theologian living at the end of the final wave of Byzantine iconoclasm. | will
argue that Fiquet Cezadngortraits are best approached as instances of hypostatic likeness,
or images of perspmather than aesthetic formulas whose reference can be evaluated as
certain or not. This argument will unfold in the next two chapters.

The present chapter will explore how Theodore revolutionizes the debate with the
iconoclasts by introducing hypostasis into theological reflection upon iconography. We will
see that TheodaBedefense of icons is premised upon a commitment to the appearance of
Christs hypostasisthe human flesh of Jesus Christ. The criteria of his visual hermeneutic
are the criteria wecognitidrhe next chapter will build upon this by considering how
Theodore understands icons to presertkibeess Christs hyostasis. The likeness of a
humanmade image, we will see, is similar to the likeness @fideansate image in that it
is relational, formal, and apophatic. | will then apply this hermeneutic to & ¢ratrais
of Figuet Cézannshowing its resonances with one prominent contemporary interpretation
of the portraits.

The present chapter willoceed in two sections. The first section will return to the

question of trinitarian imaging by looking once again at Gregory d@ Myssntial 38
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letter (originally attributed to Basil) focusing on his development of tiwpestassince
Theodore leans heavily on Gre@ottyeological heritage to explain how Christians
understand the presentation and representation of perséiitmgodext section will turn

to a close reading of TheodbiEhree Refutatishewing how he refines the visual
implications of a Christology lfpostattisough responding to four iconoclastic challenges.
Through this, we will begin to understand the thoroughly Christological ane et
imagelogic that animates Theod®rdefense of icons, and that can grant, | will argue, a

fresh perspective on the portraits of Cézanne.

1 On the attribution of this letter to Gregory of Nyssa, see chapter BasiR8f Caesarea

to Gregory of Ny s Basll Letlets and Setect WEdkext Vibrdrylob i n
Nicene and Pofllicene Fathers of the Christian Church 2, ed. Philip Schaff and Henry
Wace (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2002) 8337

https://ccel.org/ccel/schaff/inpnf208.html
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Figurel6 George KordisTheodore the Stadifie

(II.)y HYPOSTASESIN THE TRINITY

Theodore the Studite tackled what we have beenicalinglastic skepticism head on,
marshalling the precision and authority of the previous céidenvespment of

Christology in the wake of the Council of Chalcedon. As addressed at the end of chapter
one, Theodore spends significant time buil

rather than a onatural | tmadgarinedoftledinrfei r mi ng
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naturé absolute natural difference from any created fhblomever, Theodo@& major
contribution to the defense of icon veneration lies not in his exploration ofliiference
but in his defense of hypostatigtyin Christ and the implications of that for imaging. In
this chapter, we will see that Theodore defends the practice of icon veneration by shifting
the hermeneutical center of gravity away ¢mmubstaritizging towartlypostatinaging.
In other words, the criteria for understanding how it is that we truly recognize Christ in an
image are derived from what Christians have claimed is important to recognizing God in the
body of Jesus: to see an icorgrr@it, Theodore claims, is to sgeison

Many who reflect on the Christological developments of the first Christian
millennium have noted that ointroductions
the first hurdle when they begin by attempting to explain how two can be onelesulsow
may be said to possess two things of variougikmast ur es, wi |l |l s, mi nds,
Rat her, we must ‘inetherwordsyithé dentral characterobithei ve. 6
Christian scriptures is not, first and foremost, a logical puzzle to be solved with advanced
metaphysical claims but is insteperaor, in the original Greek, which took on ever

greater degrees of theological precision in the teeth of the trinitarian and Christological

2 Seechapterl, 89-98

(Lewis Ayres, ONot Two Things: Chutchrldfed u c i n g
Journglhe McGrath Institute for Church Lifeecember 14, 2021,
https://churchlifejournal.nd.edu/articles/nowo-thingsintroducingthe-incarnatiorin-

eightsteps/.
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debates, he iwgpostasi©ieodoré& great achievement in the iconoclastic debates was to

remind his readers of the divinemanpersoof Jesus Christ and to situate this

Christological concept of hypostasis centrally in his theory of images. The narrative of
scripture testifies to OeyewitnessoO encoun
have heard, what we have seen witkeyrs, what we have looked at and touched with our
handso6 (1 Jn. 1:1). | n hi trudheftreseerountdrs i c on
with a visible persénJesus Chritand t he subsequent i mplicatd.i
precedes hearing both in the location of its organs and in the perception by the senses. For
one first sees something and then transmissthg ht t o t he sense of he
divinevoi ced disciples first saw “FohTheotdoeer d and
the observable person of Christ is central not only to an approach to imaging but belongs to
the very core of Christian proclamation.

As already explored in chapter 1, the trinitarian debates of the fourth century were
sources of endless theological inspiration for both sides of the controversy over icon
venerationn theeighth andhinth centuies® The Cappadocian Fath@rBasil of Caesarea,

Gregory the Theologian, and Gregory of Niysgare cited repeatedly as authorities to
support arguments both for and against the practice. The reader will recall that the

iconoclasts, Constantine V in particuédied upon the fathéiasistence on the

4 St. Theodore the Studi@n the Holy Icanans. Catharine P. Roth, PopBhatristics
Series (Crestwood, NY: St. Vladsrieminary Press, 198[L)A.2, 78.
®> Seechapterl, 53-89
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consubstantiality of the image (the Son) and prototype (the Father) (Col. 1:15) to demand
consubstantiality for all imading criteria that humanade images could never riget.
his defense of icons, Theodore predictably draws upon the same resources as his opponents,
but interprets these through the lens of centuries of subséfustudlogicadlevelopment.
Indeed, a term that emerges as fundamental in the heat of the earlier trinitarian controversies
becomes central for Theod®r€hristological case for icamgostadis a letter originally
attributed to Basil of Caesarea and later compellingly attributed to his younger brother
Gregory of Nyssaypostasis refined in terms of circumscriptiorperigrapheamother
important term in iconoclastic argumérts.we will see, the lexicon put to work by
Gregory in this letter will become extremely influential for Thé&doneept of hypostatic
likeness in the icon. A brief analysis of Gré&ydeyelopment dfypostasis the letter will
contribute to our understanding of Theo@olater use of the term.

In distinguishindpypostafism ousiaGregory attributes properties to éathose

t hat are oO0geneousta] vamido coimmomef é¢rored t o as ¢

onaturedé) and those that are oOspecial and
nature subsisting6: a concretized and def.
ingeneral,buthat which is singled out by the name

i's othe conception which by means of the e

® See chapter 8373
'Basil of Caesarea (Gregory of Nyssa), olLet
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circumscription to t h®&regpgsruserofaircunasarigtionunci r cu
(perigrapheim defining hypostasis is of particular note for our inquiry. We will recall from

the discussion in chapter one, that circumscrigilomeati® individual, the hypostasis. It
0gives standingdéd to the concept of the gen
unigué’. ChristophSchonborn notes thperigrapheio | i t e r did draw thene a n s
contourshdo sketchdThe wordggrapheandg r astill préserve the echo of the art®an

craft that forms the common root of°ltwritin

was this sense of circumscription that the iconoclasts took issue with when considering

Basi | of Caesarea (Gregory of Nyssa), oLet
°It is important to note, though, that the circumscription of the hypostasis is not a merely an
outline to be filled in with the properties of the nature. Rather, the circumscribed hypostasis
expresses its unique properties that@cemmonandnstantiates those properties Hrat

common. In his exegesis of Gre@otgxt, Schonborn is not as clear as one would hope on
this point. As Gregory puts it, in the uni
to what is common in the nature; there is a separation of certain circumscribed conceptions
from the generadleaé but the same words which have been employed in setting forth the
essence or substance ofB®&aiull WGl égapp)y ol
X X X V| 82 Circamscription, in this sense, then helps to establish a hypostasis, or the
concrete individual, as primary for Christian anthropology and epistemology.

19 Christoph von Samborn,God Human Face: The dtwigSan Francisco: Ignatius Press,

1994) 20.
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depictions of Christ, whose natures, they claimed nodogdcircumscribed without
resulting in heresy. Howev@érc h° nbor n cl ari fi egrn aofithd at i s
artist is what is particular, individually distinctive, and specific, so that the one depicted is
circumscribed dhisindividual human being; the image is the record péteemot of the

g e ner alCawrmsseriptioreas & property gfaxs@na hypostadisis exactly what
Theodore will prioritize in this rebuttal of iconoclasm.

Gregory demonstrates the work of the distinction betbustsandhypostasis
anthropologically by using scrip@&ispecific historical, geographical, and narratival
description of Job. The term Gregory uses for this very concrete specti@rpkigrizein
or to characterize, which could designate even more specific individual qualities than
circumscription. |l ndeed, in some cases, t
| i k e'hCGregm@y.pdints out, for example, that scripture does not describe Job as a mere
human essence, but as a oOcertaindé man wit
individual® These insights will become crucial in the centuries subsequent to Chalcedon, as
the definition of Chri& hypostasis is debated.

Gregory recognizes that, in his time, it is dangerous to emphasize the differentiating
gualities of hypostases when considering the triune God. Arian and Eunomian forms of

subordination still posed a serious threat to the éyraclamation of theomoousibs

1'SchénbornGod Human Faé (italics original).
12SchénbornGod Human Faéd.
BBasi |l ( IetteeXXVIINOB]3. 0O
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the Godhead. Nonetheless, he extends this logic of particularity to the hypostases of the
Trinity, suggesting that each pe@saniquee h a roark to6dre si gnati ond6 i s f
particular way of relating to the other per§orisus, the designating marks of the
hypostases of the Trinity are relational a
exists in the Father can never be cut off from the Father, nor can He who works all things

by the Spirit ever be disjoined froms Bwn Spirit; for it is in no wise possible to entertain

the idea of severance or division, in such a way as that the Son should be thought of apart
from the Father, or t F&his&proughtinto dhap focasibyn e d f
Gregory exegesis of a potentially contradictory passage from Hebrews 1:3, which says that
Christ is oOthe bright nes shamkffofHisgersonl or y, an
[hypostdsi¥ For how could Christ as an individual differ in a meaningful way from the

Father if Christ is characterized by the Fatngrostatiproperties?

In his defense, Gregory first notes that Hebrews is certainly emphasizing the unity of
nature between Father and Son in this passage. However, even here one can illustrate and
elaborate on the uniquely relatialstinctionof persons in the Trinityand, interestingly
enough, in visual terms. Gregory leans into the language of vision and contemplation in the

Hebrews passage, suggesting other visualizable metaphors to explain the difference and

“Basil (Gregory®4d oLetter XXXVIII, 6
YBasil (Gregory®B4s olLetter XXXVIII, S
YBasil (Gregoryxg oLetter XXXVIII,6 6
YBasil (Gregory®gs oLetter XXXVIII,S®
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connection between the two. In one example, Gregory associates the differentiating quality

[c h a i af ket h§ipostasis with a b&lyniqudorni® While the body and its form are

entirely inseparable (the body can only ever be observed and understood with and in its

form), conceptually they can be understood as unique. Just as form has been imprinted in an

observable body, so hast¢hh a r af the Féather been imprinted in His Son. Such is the

representational theory marshalled by the iconoclasts (and agreed upon by the iconophiles)

in regard to théornof God being imprinted in the elements of the Euchd@shcerning

the Hebrews passage, Gregory writes, O0ANd

Only-begotten has not also a hypostatic being, but in that the union does not admit of
anything intervening between the Son and the Father, with thiha¢se, who with his
souts eyes fixes his gaze earnestly on the express image ofltieg@tdy, is made
perceptive al so of 2#Thesuektignoremainsaheweger, whiethet h e
this sublimation of h a r \aitkin tBerconcept of form leaves differentiating qualities of
hypostasis empty of content for the receptive Son. In thédsodynetaphor, what is the
unique property of the body and how is this reflected in the hypostasis of the Son?

To bring his detract@rattention back to the relational, yet differentiating qualities of

the triune persoblypostatic character, Gregory reintroduces another familiar passage,

Colossians 1:15, where Christ is called
BBasil (Gregorygl,, oLetter XXXVIII

¥Se6389

®Basil (Gregorygl,, oLetter XXXVIII
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i mage does not differ from the prototype i

the prototype, ev?ZFor,iftthe onage did nottdiffas feomeche f f er en't

prototype in some respect, it would cease

compl et e i dent i%Gegayrcldimsthat thet image fumctonsibyway af

likeneseQ0apPpQa) oOFor the idea of an i mage woul

throughout the pl adHecoatinugs:i nvariable | ikene
So he, who has as it were mental apprehensions of the form of the Son, prints the
express image of the Fathbypostadieholding the latter in the former, not
beholding in the reflection the unbegot
unbegotten beauty in the Begotten. Just as he who in a polished mirror beholds the
reflection of the form as plain knowledge oféipeesented face, so he, who has
knowl edge of the Son é receive& in his
person [hypostasfé].

The mirror is not the prototype, nor is the image the prototype. However, it is the very

guality of both a mirror and an image to reference that which is not itself by Nktne s

As we have seen, the Father and the Son share a nature,lypdbtisesre different.

However, thdypostasesf the Father and Son (and Spirit) are still deeply bound together

by the referential and relational quality of likeness, in addition to their consubstantiality. To

be a person in the Godhead is to be tedh@r@quely) to the other persons in the Godhead

i n |Ii keness. Gregory expalmpostasitheiSen r el at i on
Basil (Gregor yg8 oLetter XXXVIII
?Basil (Gregor yég8 oLetter XXXVIII
#Basil (Gregor yg8 oLetter XXXVIII

“Basil Gregory), @B&tter XXXVIII
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becomes as it were form and face of the knowledge of the Fatherhgpdstasisthe
Father is known in the form of the Son, while the proper quality which is contemplated
therein remains for the plain distinction ofttjxgostas&sl hehypostasesf the Trinity,
therefore, showcases a characteridtigpafstasethat we will trace in future sections: the
deeply relational quality of hypostatic properties.

In sum, Grego® letter paved the way for Theo@nmagdogic by refining and
highlighting the term hypostasis and its behaviors. First, hypostasis is distiisid@®m
the specific is distinct from the geriethit is, a hypostasis is circumscribed and
characterized by specific properties that cannot be predicated of the general. As such, the
triune persons are united by both their consubstararadibeir deeply relational yet
differentiating hypostatic properties. Naturally, they are one; hypostatically, they are different
in their ways of raling to one another (in their manner of demonstrating likeness). Gregory
thus provides an account of the Trinity that claims hypostatic difference is relational,
circumscribable, and characterized by likeness. The subseeNe@ngraffirmation of
thehomoousidshe trinitariarhypostasegenerated further questions about the incarnate
hypostasis of Christ, eventually leading to the Christological statement of the Council of
Chalcedon (451) and subsequent debates. In his Christological resppnsentuctasts, a
conceptual thread can be traced from Theodore, back through these debates, through

Chalcedon, and directly to Gre@odevelopment of the notion of hypostasis.

®Basil (Gregor yg8 oLetter XXXVIII
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(II.) HYPOSTATIC LIKENESS: THEODORE & THREE REFUTATIONS
As | have said, the i ntroduction of a di st

consubstantial with its prototype) and a o0
prototype) in iconophile writing dramatically shifted the conveiisatieninth centuriy.

This is certainly the case in Theo@@e the Holy Icdfiswever, it is TheodaBeemphasis

on the artificial ima@eoperation in terms bf/postatic likeneglsy means of Christology)

that enables him to acknowledge the obvious (natural) diffemetibesstrong unity

between image and prototype. One way to understand this is to say that Theodore brought
economiconsiderations of Chrisincarnation to the fore when describing and defending

i cons of Christ. He says as much in his se
theology, sir, in which there is no question of resemblance or likeness; but about the divine
economy, in which vwaee the prototype @he copy, if indeed you confess that the Word
assumed f | esh Z“aTheddolEdasia coetention ik ane thasis oéntral to

Christian confession: that Jesus Christ is God made flesh for us. Divinity and humanity have
been united perfectly in the one pefistre one hypostasiof the Son, of Christ. And if

the Son takes on humanityg®dhdore claims, he takes on observability, as it is a property of

humanity to be observable. In denying @Ghdspictability, the iconoclasts deny @hrist

% See89-98
2" St.Theodore the Studit®n the Holy Icahg, 45.
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full humanity, mimicking various forms of Gnostiéfdmother words, iconoclastic
skepticism is not simply a representational problem, but a Christological problem.

In a move that is reminiscent of Gre@ointerpretation of Hebrews 1:3, Theodore
claims that what is depicted in Clrisbn is the likeness of Cl&istypostasis. This entails
a theory of representation that stands in stark contrast to Consté&ntire®iy of
consubstanti al representation. Theodore is
nature but the hyp®dHetotniesinamdtherplace:i s portr ay

The prototype is not essentially in the image. If it were, the image would be called
prototype, as conversely the prototype would be called image. This is not admissible,
because the nature of each has its own definition. Rather, the prototype is in the
image by theimilarity of hypostasis Bzi PP3 ¢ DDA Qe A Dy DA] whi ch
not have a different principle of definition for the prototype and for the image
Therefore, we do not understand that the image lacks equality with the prototype
and has an inferior glory in respect to similarity, but in respect to its different
essence. The essence of the image is not of a nature to be venerated, although the
one whais portrayed appears in it for veneration. Therefore there is no introduction

of different kind of veneration, but the image has one and the same veneration with
the prototype, in accordance withitentity tkeness [homoiSsis]

20But i f he assumed humanity in truth, as
circumscribable: not according to its divinity, which no one has ever beheld, but according
to the humanity which is contemplated in an individual manner in it. Faouidwne be

the mediator of God and mankind if He did not preserve intact the properties of both
natures fr om wvwshTheotorelhe Studid®n the Holy kdhisi\.24, 87.

29 St. Theodore the Studi@n the Holy IcphsA.34, 90

%0 St.Theodore the Studit®n the Holy IcdHsC.1, 102 (alics origingl PG 99:390.

23C



Chapterd: The Prioritization of the Person Christina Carnes Ananias

In this passage, Theodore draws a sharp distinction between the nature of an image and the
nature of that ima@eprototype. He is clear that veneration is not given to the essential

gualities of an image. However, his point is to present a strong sense of unity between image
and prototype through the principlerif hyp
made present in the image by the likéhéds.e s hared oOoprinciple of
image and prototype is the likeness of hypos$fas&simage and prototypeeneration

can be o0oned b edadertity skeneshdmeigsid® hie appearanaenof Ghrist

in the icon reflects the appearance of Christ in the flesh. The entirety of Thdetinse

of Christ icon stands on this point.

Theodore contends that artificial images convey the properties of & subject
appearancghichenables him to argue for Cl@istepictability. Drawing on scriptural
descriptions of Christ, he writes: ol f ev
and of color, and if Christ has all these, since the Scriptudde sagk the form of a
servant é and wa sdarfdbad aggnohlerandhntenmoaappeadiep e ,
which signifies the body: then he is portrayed in just such a circantisecron i n* hi s | |
For humans, one aspect of hypostatic circumscription is depictable appearance. Therefore, if

the Son has really united his self to humanity in the incarnation, then his circumscription is

a1 St. Theodore the Studit®n the Holy IcdisC.1, 102.

2 St. Theodore the Studit®n the Holy IcdisC.1, 102.
1 St.Theodore the Studit®n the Holy IcdHsC.1, 102 (alics origingl PG 99:390.

% St.Theodore the Studit®n the Holy IcaihisA.11, 81.
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portrayable in an imagdikeness. To deny Chiisiepictable appearance, therefore, is to
implicitly deny his full humanity.

When it comes to Chrétimage, however, jugbats similar between his image and
his person is far from a simple matter. The relation of hypostatic circumscription and
appearance becomes fraught when considered in terms of the compoite person of Jesus
Christ**In On the Holy IcoRseodore addresses four Christological challenges presented by
his opponents: First, does the icon imply two hypostases in Christ? Second, does the icon
imply that Chrig hypostasis is human? Third, does the circumscription of the person in the

icon imply the observability of the hypostasis? And fourth, how could an image represent

®*0Composite Person (hypostasis)o6 is empl oy«

hypostatic union of divine and human natur

i ncomposited and simple both in his nature
oof the body and all that belongs to the b
human fl esh possessing intellectual soul,

composite in His hypostagis e mai ni ngé exactly owhat He wa
order t o s &vaximmsCokfessuh Difficulties in the Church Fathers: The
AmbiguéCambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University Press3201P)is is echoed in

Maximugs great expounder and defender of icons, St. John Damascus: In the incarnation,
othe subsistence of the Wocospounthlohonbf was f o
Damascus)n the Orthodox Faith: A New Translation of an Exact Exposition of the Orthodox Fal
trans. Norman Russell (Yonkers, New York: St VI&ia@minary Press, 2022)7.
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the divine® While these are not addressed systematically in his writing, | will outline his
responses thematically below. In this dialogue, his theory of representation, his Christology,
and, derivatively, his anthropology are refined and shown to be extraordinarily
interconnected. As we will see, Theodore claims that the possibilities for and obstacles to
recognizing Christ in the icon reflect the possibilities and obstacles to recognizing Christ in
the flesh. Theodore thereby reframes the visual hermeneutic awthg troteria deployed

in iconoclastic skepticism and toward the recognitiopesfan

(ILA)JCHALLENGE 1: 0SOME ABOMI NABLE KI ND OF
| NT RODUC'BOESAHE ICON IMPLY TWO HYPOSTASES IN CHRIST?

As we have seen, a central challenge po#ealibgnoclasts to the defenders of icons is
that images of Christ necessarily divide him into two persons in a Nestoriaff Tashion.
circumscribable human person of Jesus is presented in oil on the board, while the divine
person of the Logos is absent because of the@& agascumscribability. In response to

this claim, the iconophiles reminded their opponents ohityef Christs natures. The

% 0How could formlessness appear in one who has receive@® adforfineodore the

Studite©On the Holy IcaihisA.41, 93.

The voice of the i c d@Ghinagnedisarlacutorio Bheodae i ¢, 6
the StuditeOn the Holy Icdri 21.

®Seq. 7379
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theologians at the Second Council of Nicaea marshalled the authority of the Fathers in
describing the danger of overemphasizing natural difference to the point of division:
And all our holy Fathers, avoiding the confusion of natures, say that the natures are
distinct conceptually by reason of difference, rivisfon from each éther.
Nestorius divides the natures in realit
union without confusion and only conceptually divides the natures indivisibly,
confessing Emmanuel to be one and the same also after ti& union.
The indivisible union described in this statement is the union of natures in E&amanuel
hypostady shifting the conversation back to the narratable and visualizable person of Jesus
Christ, Theodore similarly draws upon trinitarian and Chalcedonian logic, emphasizing the
unity of natures established in C&rishehypostasis
Because of the iconoctasgtmphasis on the uncircumscribability of the divine nature
in Christ, Theodod® def ense includes myriad affirmat|
everyone that the Godhead is incomprehensible and uncircumscribable, and | may add

boundless, limitless, formless, and whatever adjectives signify the privation of what the

Godhead s Hiuntircutscribability is a property of the divine nature of Christ.

¥ TheHoro®f the Second Council of Nicaea, quoteshibrosios Giakaligmages of the

Divine: The Theology of Icons at the Seventh Ecymesniedl (Riudas in the History of

Christian Traditions (Boston: Brill, 200®9(Giakali& translationtalics mie)

40 St. Theodore the Studi@n the Holy Ica2B, 1.2. Theodorseems at the end of his rope

with the iconoclagissistence onthedivike unci rcumscri bability: 0
complete nonsense when you keep bringing up your favoritémardumscribab®!St.

Theodore the Studit®n the Holy Icdng 23.
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However, Theodore argues that the narratable history of Jesus Christ demands that the
iconoclasts reckon with the visualizable reality of the incarnation. As Tollefsen puts it,
oBefore we encounter the probl emconoimy pai nt. i
a s s*tDdhwodox Christology that follows Chalcedon affirms that in the person of Christ
there is a unity of the uncircumscribed and the circumscribed. To gesture to the enigma of
this hypostatic unity, Theodore punctuates the otherwise analytic and pretisis Téxee
Refutatiomsth jolts of paradox reminiscent of St. GyaihtiNestorian writing For

example, he writes, the heretics claimtha
hypostatic union, the uncircumscribable divinity musttiecamnscribed in the

circumscription of the flesh. Neither can be separated from the other, anelse so

“ Torstein Tollefser§t Theodore the Sudiééence of the Icons: Theology and Philosophy in Ninth
Century Byzant{@wford: Oxford University Press, 2Q0138).

“2See, for instance, C@rinost famous paradoxical statentehitte who as God tr a
suffering, suffered humanly in his fi@&§hyril, De Symbaohd, trans. Wickhar@yri& Select

Lettersed. LR. Wickham (Oxford: Clarendon, 1983), 123. Various formssiateisent

arefound in multiple textsSee, forexampe,Second Letter to Nestori
to Nestorius 6, 06 and i0Gal, Cywid Ikled leit6dZ 20D t o Suc
221, 9091.For further discussion on this topic, sé&a.r r en Smi t h, o0Suf f er
Christs Passion in Cyril of Alexan@&ia Sot eri ol ogy, 06 Pr463483c cl esi
andPaul L. Gavrilyukhe Suffering of the Impassible God: The Dialectics of Patristic Thought
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 20@$p. 135172.
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abominable kind of divisi o‘%Theodorelredporusto i nt r o
the heretics by arguing,

According to the worglay which you call an argument, neither could the Godhead
remain incomprehensible in being comprehénbatit was wrapped in swaddling

clothes! Nor could it remain invisible in beingiséen it was seen! Nor could it

remain intangle in being touchédbut it was touched! Nor could it remain

impassible in sufferifigout it was crucified! Nor could it remain immortal in

dyingi but it was put to death! In the same way you should understand that the
Godhead has also remained uncircunaddebn being circumscribed. For these are
properties just as those others are; but the properties of the uncircumscribable nature
are those in which Christ is recognized to be God, while the properties of the
circumscribed nature are those in which Eenfessed to be man. Neither one

makes the other into something new, nor departs from what it was itself; nor is one
changed into the other (for such a change would produce the confusion which we

have refused to admit); but He is one and the same impblstdsys, with His two

natures unconfused in their proper spheres. Therefore you must either accept the
ocircumscribed, 6 or if not, then take a
ograspabl edé6 and whatever adj eclecomes ar e
obvious that you utterly deny that the Word becamé fi@sich is the height of

impiety**
This paradox is absolutely essential to maintain for Theodore because it entails the
circumscribability of the human man Jesus Christ and therefore His depiction in an image.
But, most crucially, Theodore recognizes that it is essential because ¢mig edlsd the

heart of Chrigs hypostatic unity.

43 St. Theodore the Studi@n the Holy Icdr 21.Actually, this is the reverse of the
iconoclastic argument against icons, which claims the circumscription®hGhéstity
cannot be depicted because it cannot be divided from the uncircumscribability of the
divinity.

4 St.Theodore the Studit®n the Holy Icdr 22.
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Ironically, the iconoclast charge of Nestorianism actually circles back upon itself. By

suggesting, in denying Clgistbility to be depicted, that the property of circumscription is
not proper to Christ, they also suggest that @hristorical visibility belonged to

something other thahrist person. Theodore rejects this division, holding the orthodox
tension in play: OFor this is the novel
natures came together, which maintains the properties of both natures in the indivisible
u n i ¥Infaah Theodore notes that the denial of the circumscribability oBGiison

i nevitably implies other Christological
in the hypostasis of Christ, they should say that the hypostasis is uncircumscribable in

respect to its humanity, they must necessarily say tha tmer@ature of the Word

my

he

compounded from two natures, and therefore uncircumscribed, because the property of one

of the two natures has been elimirfatetiich is related to the opinion of the Acephaloi

and Ap o f°Altermasively, thesicoroclasts might uphold divinity as uncircumscribed

by denying the incarnation altogether:
but only in the likeness and form of flesh, which is the Mofitanist e a*cThebdorg . 6
shows, echoing the voices of orthodox tradition, that the fullness d& @hrsinity and

the fullness of Chrigtdivinity must be paradoxically united in the one person of Jesus

4 St.Theodore the Studit®n the Holy Icdng 22.
4 St. Theodore the Studit®n the Holy IcaihisA.23, 86.
47 St.Theodore the Studit®n the Holy IcaihisA.24, 87.
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Christ in order for the work of Christ to be fully efficacfolise uncircumscribable
Creator must take on the fullness of created circumscription in paradoxical unity in order for
the two to be reconciled properly.

In sum, in line with Chalcedonian Christology, both the iconoclasts and the
iconophiles must admit that there is some kind of circumscription in Christ. If not, the
fullness of Chri& human nature will be threatened. However, the iconoclasts argue that if
circumscription is admitted in Christ, it must be utterly divided from the
uncircumscribability of the divine nature. Theodore argues that to do so lea&esriirist
severed in a Nestorian fashion. Thus, alongside Cyril, Theodore demands @retogniti
the paradoxicalnityof these differing natures in the person of Christ. They are not
confused, nor are they divided, but united. Theodore understands the icon®f Christ

visualizable circumscription as a crucial testimony to this paradox.

“0That which i s noGregarg@Naziapzds i0sT on oGl ehdeoanli euds.
Priest Agai n €yrilofAlprusdldmi Gregory Naa&eleat Library of Nicene

and Posticene Fathers of the Christian Church 2, ed. Philip Schaff and Henry Wace

(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 200238443,
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Such is the iconophilic interpretation of Chalcedon. However, one question that
remained unanswered after the council that

Who is this person, Chidshypostasi§?

(INB)CHALLENGE 2: 0CI RCUMSCRI PTI ON IS CHARAC
MA N *BOES THE ICON IMPLY THAT CHRISTS HYPOSTASIS IS HUMAN?

In the Three Refutatidhgodoré& iconoclasts charge iconophiles with making Christ into a
0 me r e *'Tokefsen @larifies what this could mean:

A dnere madis a singular human being with a hypostasis of his own. He is an entity
in his own right, the subject of his own actions. In this case human nature exists as
the nature of a particular man, i.e. in an individualized condition, and not as some
universal. fie Logos, however, did not assume a mere man, for instance the man
Jesus of Nazareth, because if He did, He would no#typostasis but would

comprise both a divine and a human hypostasis in a way that would be branded
Nestorianisn#

“9For an excellent treatment of these issueSasaie Coakleg\What Does Chalcedon

Solve and What Does It Not? Some Reflections on the Status and Meaning of the
Chalcedonia@efinitiondd in The Incarnation: An Interdisciplinary Symposium on the Incarnation
the Son of Ged. Stepheh. Davis Daniel Kendall, SJ, and Gera@allins, SgOxford:

Oxford University Press, 2002).

*The voice of the i c @hinagnediseriocutor&.Fheodwet i ¢, 6
the StuditeOn the Holy Icdng, 22.

*1 St. Theodore the Studi@n the Holy Icond, 23 111.A.42, 93.

*2TollefsenSt Theodore the Ssubiéence of the K&ns
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Because circumscription is not a divine property but a human property, the iconoclasts claim

that it is Ocharacteri st i c®pdsenttiomod Chédst man, 6
circumscription entails the presence of a
that the icon makes Christ into a mere man

man, nor is it orthodox to say that He assumed a particular matindruhe He assumed

man in general, or*Bule ThlrolderkRumanquatkr ¢ 0
said, however, that this whole human nature was contemplated in an individual manner (for
otherwise how could He be seen?), so that He is seen and described, touched and
circumscribed, e faré v8e mast atimitthat Christds.circémscritbea, r e
al t hough n o4nhis defamse, kis taskisnto show how the person of Christ is
individuated in a human (circumscribable) way, without implying a second, human
hypostasis in Jesus. Theo@&osephisticated Christology in this section reflects the neo
Chalcedonian developments of the sixth and seventh centuries. He claims, with Leontius of
Byzantine, Leontius of Jerusalem,Maximus Confessor, that the one hypostasis of Christ

Is the second person of the Trinity simultaneously and asymmetrically actualizing and

individualizing divine and human nattires.

%3 St. Theodore the Studi@n the Holy Icohd, 23.

>4 St.Theodore the Studit®n the Holy Igang 23

*0The agenda for the theology of the centul
unmistakably the clarification of the vocabulary an assumptions of the definition, so as to
underline thasymmetry of the relation between the single hypostasis and the divinity and the sir
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As Rowan Williams observe€imrist the Heart of Crediiene, is an interpretation
of Chalcedo@ affirmation of the single hypostasis of Christ relating to each nature that is
potentially probl emati c. He observes, o0The
mean either that the hypostasis somehowxsts botlmaturedor at least is independent
of them in some sense, or that two abstract sets of attributes somehow come together to be
uni f i ed i*dn ioterpeetatiog & @halcedonian language that suggests a
hypostasis is external to natural characterization is problematic in various ways, but
Williams$ point is to bring attention to tegmmetrit@atment the language gives to that
which is divine and that which is created. In other words, the problematic interpretation

assumes equalized agency of both the human and the divine in the incarnation of Christ.

hypostasis and the hymadity avoid anything which might suggest that either hypostasis or
essence coul d exi sRowanWili@angpristthe Heart e @reation act w
(London: Bloomsbury, 20188(italicsmine) The way t hat tBe o0asyml
hypostatic union should be understood is not uncontested. Consider Christopher A. Beeley,
0Chr i st odiConpeétittoa dnd thieoReturn to Chalcedon: A Response to Rowan

Wi I | i ams an dMobeanrThebijjna. 8 (2G22) dg vd Jor dan Wood,
Asymmetrical Christology: A Critical Review of Rowan Wali@msst the Heart of

Cr e a tEcleztit The@olblpg), August 4, 2019
https://afkimel.wordpress.com/2019/08/04/agairastymmetricadhristologye-critical
reviewof-rowanwilliamsschristthe-heartof-creation/.

**Williams Christ the Heart of Cre&ffon
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Considered in abstraction from the rest of his argument, Theqadwezloxical language of

unity could be taken in just this way. Does the paradoxical Christian confession that Jesus is
Lord claim that there is a O0single saviour
equal |l y “éne the divind andeh@ndan natures equivalent sets of attributes that fill

the container of a preexisting hypostasis? The alasylmmetfyCreator and creation in
Christian cosmology and Christology requir
But how, then, are we to understand the hypostatic unity of asymmetrical natures in the
person of Christ? These are the questions dhiat éenturies of Christological revision and
precision in the wake of Chalcedon. These are the questions that led back, again and again,
to the question, OWho do you say that | am

answers Christglestion: the human circumscription of the Son of*%od.

>"Williams Christ the Heart of Cre&8otHere, Williams is channeling Christopher Beeley
argumentsSee Christophéy. BeeleyThe Unity of Christ: Continuity and Conflict in Patristic
TraditionNew Haven: Yale University Press, 2012), 282.

I'n response to the i@onmalgaseidci oherébpicaif
you must either accept the oO0circumscribed,
otangibled and o6graspabled and whatever ad
become obvious that you utterly denytti@iVord became flgstwhich is the height of

I mp i ®ttTleodore the Studi@n the Holy Icadr®, 22.
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In the sixth century, two theologians, both confusingly named Leontius, grappled
with the Chalcedonian language of hypostasis and ousia in debate with the Moffophysites.
Leontius of Byzantiu@great achievement was in refining how @hristhanity could be
Il ndi viduated without being a human hyposta
outside of its actualization within an individual or individuals: there is no nature without
hy p o s®tWhieipmperfies of general natures can be abstractly conceived (to use
Wiliam& phrasing) there is no such thing as a
sense of actualizations of sdamelof being that are not individuated by anything other
than naturatThéemne aict emo sgulest &dnti al deposi f
that exists ontologically outside of its subsistence in individual hypostases.

Leontiuss point seems to be overlooked by Thedslorda conocl asts. The
Christ miraculously assumed flesh in His own hypostasis, but flesh without distinguishing

features because it does not indicate a particular man but rather man in general: how then is

*Leontius of Byzantium,Cont ra Nest or i a@ompleteMotkdAsit y c hi an
Brian E. DaleySJOxford: Oxford University Press, 2058e als€hristopheA. Beeley,

The Unity of Christ: Continuity and Conflict in Patris(elvadéian: Yale University

Press, 201)h.7;Eric David PerlMethexis: Creation, Incarnation, Deification in Saint Maximus
Confesg®h.D. diss., Yale University,1984. 5; andVilliams Christ the Heart of Creation

92-99.

“®Leontius, o0Contra Ng&k138ri anos et Eutychi al
1 Williams Christ the Heart of Cre@fgitalics ming
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it possible for this flesh to be *¥ound tan
Theodore echoes Leonfuss poi nt in his response. He writ
existence in particular individuals: for example, humanity in Peter and Paul and other of the
same species. If the particular individuals did not exist, man in general would be eliminated.
Therebre humanity is not in Christ, if it does not subsist in Him as in an individual: and in

that case we would have to say that He became incarnate in a fantasy, and could not be
touched or cir cums ¢Andhgaidin alatdr sectivnche wriesi s c ol o
0Generalities are seen with the mind and t
eyes, which look at perceptible things. If, therefore, Christ assumed our nature in general,

not contemplated in an indivedunanner, He can be contemplated only by the mind and

touched only in thougFfAccordBgité Leéntiubland i s ci r cu
Theodore, there is no such o0thingdé (ontol o
hypostases oOtake ondé or oassumed: only ind

abstractly identify this individual as a kind.

As the iconoclasts perceived, however, this complicates matters when considered
Christologically. If human nature can only ever be known (epistemologically) and truly
existent (ontologically) in individuals, thetiisiogically necessary that Christ, if truly

oOhumandé epistemol ogically and ontological/l

%2 St. Theodore the Studi@n the Holy IgdHsA.15, 8383
®3St. Theodore the Studi@n the Holy IgaifisA.15, 83.
% St. Theodore the Studi@n the Holy IcaihisA.16, 83.
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an objection is rehearsed in the iconocl as
human nature in His own hypostasis, since this nature is invisible and formless, if it should

be given form by circumscription, a second person will be admittelyipasiasis of

C h r P°l= his défense, Theodore reiterates Leontius of Byz&nsiecond important

contribution to the development of orthodox Christology: the principle of en
hypostatization. As Tollefsen puts it, whi
necessary for it to h%OrieWiliamBy pvogtdassi 9 Lefo nit
clear that a nature can be made actual by an agency that is not exclusively its own. A
particular kind of life, a nature, may as a matter of fact be real in the way it is real in virtue of
another agent causing it to be charactdrsized t he f eat ur®Thiswahat mar k
absolutely crucial to clarify because in t
that i1 s human) is oOoactualizedd by the divi
There is therefore no necessity to bow to a Nestoriaty dfi@ersons when considering

the necessary individuation of natures in Christ. Jesus Christ is a human individual in the
sense that he has properties that distinguish him from Peter or Paul and in the sense that he
has properties that are common to anity. However, the generation of this

actualizatiai the mobilizing energy of Je&susiman lifé is the hypostasis of the Logos.

Williams clarifies what this accompli shes:

%5 St. Theodore the Studi@n the Holy IcdisA.22, 86.
% TollefsenSt Theodore the Skubi#éence ofdbrs?3.
57 Williams Christ the Heart of Cre&on
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confusing language implying théieauréis itself ahingand so to clarify that whatever has

to be said about the union of divine and human in Jesus cannot be understood as the putting
togetheroftwopre x i st i ng subjects or &pdistnstivesessent s .
from other human subsistents depends on the fundamental fact of its unique relation to the

Wor 9Fwrt her, oLeontius clears the way for

fal)

incarnate Christ possesses integrity as, formally speaking, a finite human subject constituted
as an activated, hypostasized kind of life concretely identified by a seindd finike®@ r s . 6
The fact that in the incarnation the perso
ma r k e r sf, far Theoel@én that Christ can be depicted in the icon, as it is a property

of humanity to be depictable.

The owhoo6 of Jesus Christ is further re
was most likely writing around the same time as tHe\itste Leontius of Byzantid@n
Christological developments have anthropological implications (for instance, all human
nature must be hypostasized as individuals like Peter and Paul), Leontius of Jerusalem
concentrates his arguments on the development of this principle ChristolMicaihs

claims that Leontius of Jerus@demma j or contri but iasymmetg hi s i

% Williams Christ the Heart of Cre&tdon

®Williams Christ the Heart of Cre&fon

“For a sampling of edited and translated texts and an introduction to the ti@tilegian

and work, seleeontius of Jerusalebeontius of Jerusalem: Against the Monophysites: Testimonie:
the Saints and Apptiass. Patrick. R. Gray (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2006).
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the Chri st o'lTha is to sal, hisrapsolute affiymation that the one hypostasis
that actualizes the human life of Jesus Christ (thgpestasizes the human nature) is none
other than th&ogodWVhile Chrigs divinity and identification with the Logos can be traced
back to apostolic teaching (to John and Paul, in particular), putting the case in these neo
Chalcedonian terms is innovatiw&i | | i a ms Orndylbecatlsene & a singlé divine
hypostasis involved as the ground and condition of what makes this human nature what it
actually is, is there a single, genuinely finite, phenomenon in the world that is the incarnate
S o ®Th@ incomprehensible mystery of the incarnation is that the eternal second person of
the Godhead ehypostasized human nature, generating and activating the entiret§g of Jesus
human life, death, and resurrection. The incarnation is not simpbppleeatmn of two
sets of natural properties, nor is it an origination of a person out of the union of these
natural properties. It is the asymmetrical, free choice of the sesondpehe Trinity to
actualize a human life for the sake of the @@#dvation. Theodore echoes this in order to
make a point about circumscription inRe$utatians
If we said that the flesh assumed by the Word had its own hypostasis, your argument
[that the icon implies two hypostases in Christ] would be plausible. But since,
according to the Chur&@hjudgment, we confess that the hypostasis of the Word
became a common hypostasis of the two natures, hypostasizing the human nature in
it, with the properties which differentiate it from the others of the same species, we
may with reason say that the shyp®stasis of the Word is uncircumscribable
according to the natuoé His divinity but circumscribed according to His essence

like oursThis human nature does not have its existence irsalsadting and self
circumscribed person, apart from the hypostasis of the Word, but has its existence in

TWilliams Christ the Heart of Cre&@&gitalics original).
2John 1:1 is, of course, the key text here.
BWilliams Christ the Heart of Cre&@&gitalics origina
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that hypostasis (lest there should be a nature without a hypostasis), and in it is
contemplated in an indivdidual manner an

While Theodore draws upon Leontiéi@yzantium to assert the complex

interconnectedness of nature and hypogtasea(lipr both that which is created and that

which is uncreated), he relies upon Leontius of Jeri@sddaelopments to identify the
circumscribable humanity of Jesus Christ with no other person but the hypostasis of the
Word. As Tollefsen asserts, for Christians, the fundamental plane for epistemological and
ontological consideration is the plane ohtiposta#igefit for the hypostatic agent can

only secondarily bertgsidered in terms of properties that are common. The developments

of Leontius help Theodore to show that when contemplating the imaged face of Jesus Christ
in the icon, thactivating hypogiatiie imaged is, paradoxically, none other than the divine

Logos.

(INLC)CHALLENGE 3: ol T I'S A DEGRADATI ON AND
DEPI CT CHRI ST I N MATERI AUSDRESFPTRESENTATI O
CIRCUMSCRIPTION OF THE PERSON IN THE ICON IMPLY THE
OBSERVABILITY OF THE HYPOSTASIS?
Theodor& argument thus far stands on the authority of centuries of Christological

development to assert that two things are true: 1) Christ had an observable body, and 2)

Chri st i s not a omere man. 6 On the one han

4 St. Theodore the Studi@n the Holy IgaifisA.22, 86.

> St.Theodore the Studit®n the Holy Icdns, 26.
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characteristics of a human person. Theodore confirms that the incarnate Christ was
circumscribed for at least three reasons: First, because, as Leontius observes, generalities are
only ever shown in individua loswithosttrygar t i cul
hypostatic individualitf)Second, because the Bible describes discrete acts of Christ as a
historical individudl.And third, because Chisindividual human existence is not a gnostic
fantasy, but a true, saving, redlitpwever, Chrigk ondnypostasis is none other than the
di vi ne L ogo sincicuntcribahtes oefdo meg d@ o t he® nature o
When considering the relationship between hypostasis, circumscription, and observable
appearance, the assertion that Christ possesses the particular, individuating characteristics of
a human person seems to conflict with this assertion of his divisgéigpo
uncircumscribability. How exactly does Theodore understand the relationship between these
three terms?

Theodore offers a more detailed description of his understanding of hypostasis in his
Third Refutatiemplicitly referencing generations of trinitarian and Christological
developments of the distinction between the general and the individual. Here, he asserts,
0 Wh e n dnlardl mme@an the common essence. When k@&@ldnean the hypostasis; that

is, the selubsisting subsistence of that which is manifest, and (so to speak) the

6 St. Theodore the Studi@n the Holy IgaifisA.16, 83.
"St.Theodore the Studit®n the Holy IgdilisA.20, 85.
8 St.Theodore the Studit®n the Hoy IcaiisA.15, 83.
" St.Theodore the Studit®n the Holy IcaisA.22, 86 (italics mine).
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circumscription compounded from certain properties by which those who share the same
nature differ one from a*odvtamerd, ifnorg eenxea mgl,
the common nature shared by Peter and Paul
individual existence. As many have pointed out, this distinction is sometimes flagged by the
use ofsomethifay the general andsamedioe the individual: A something is an
abstraction of common properties that must be isolated to be observed and contemplated.
Theodor& description of the sowmmee(hypostasis) indicates the independent subsistent life
of the hypostasis and its entail &Whileir cums
itis clearthat Theoddde use of Ocircumscriptiondéd to des
persoi® individual subsistence, it is not yet clear if Theodore also always intends
circumscription to indicate that somépabservability

In the case of anthropology, the answer is clear: hypostatic existence implies
circumscription which implies observable appearance. Theodore writes,

Generalities are seen with the mind and thquagtticular individuals are seen with

the eyes, which look at perceptible things. If, therefore, Christ assumed our nature in
general, not contemplated in an individual manner, He can be contemplated only by

8 St.Theodore the Studit®n the Holy IcdisA.17, 83.

8 See the discussion of GregoriNgés@& O L et t e mbove K28M2H1IFbran

excellent treatment of this distinction in connection with Théadmyeghilia see lai.

McFarl and, o0What Does 1|t Mean Thebnage ef&odho me o
an Image Drive Age: Explorations in Theological, &dtHBetioleglker Jones and Jefivey

Barbeau (Downers Graué: InterVarsity Press, 201865 8172.

82St. Theodore the Studi@n the Holy IcaihisA.17,83.
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the mind and touched only by thought. B
seen me, you have believed,; bl essed are
Thus He associates perceptible things with perceptible things. So Christ is

perceptible, taige, and visible with bodily eyes; and therefore He is

circumscribetf.

Scripture witnesses to Chistody continuing to the be perceptible even after&hrist
resurrection, which, Theodore argues, points to his continued individuation as*a human.
His observable appearance confirms the reality of his human nature, entailing that it is a
property of human circumscription to be observable.
This brings us back to question that has prompted Thé&owdoitengi can Christ,
whose hypostasis is the ditiogos be depicted? Theodore answers this affirmatively time
and again in his text by drawing upon the logic of hypostatic observaiititgns
When anyone is portrayed, it is not the nature but the hypostasis which is portrayed.
For how could a nature be portrayed unless it were contemplated in a hypostasis?
For example, Peter is not portrayed insofar as he is animate, rational, mortal, and
capake of thought and understanding; for this does not define Peter only, but also
Paul and John, and all those of the same species. But insofar as he adds along with
the common definition certain properties, such as a long or short nose, curly hair, a

good caonplexion, bright eyes, or whatever else characterizes his pappessance
he is distinguished from the other individuals of the same $pecies.

8 St. Theodore the Studi@n the Holy IcdisA.16, 83.

8 Another way that the iconoclasts put their objectiontésnits of the supposed

ounci r cumsc r iGypastesdrréctiog iodyoAmong bter asgtiments,
Theodore references Thoi@aateraction with the risen Christ in Luke 24:39 to counter this
claim. See St. Theodore the StuOitethe Holgondl.41611.47.

8 St. Theodore the Studi@n the Holy IgaitisA.34, 90.
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The particular appearance of Peter is thus inextricably associated with his hypostatic
existence. He is characterizetb y t he o6common definitiond (g
som¢hingnd t he oOcert ai onesspneofpkich ire depidable Onea s o me
might venture to say, in line with this, that according to Theodore, it is a property of
common humanaturéo beobservabled thereforportrayabtea portrait. However, this
must be immediately qualified by the fact that human nature is only ever depictable on the
level of hypostatic existence.
But if it is a property of human nature to be depictable, and this can only happen on
the level of an individuated hypostasis, is hypostatic circumsegph@ienthe
observable properties that differentiate one member of a species from another without
remainder, or is hypostatic circumscription more than that which is observable? Theodore
shows glimmers of an answer in the rest of the passage quoted above:
Moreover, although he [Peter] consists of a body and soul, he does not show the
property of soul in the appearance of his form: how could he, since the soul is
invisible? The same applies to the case of Christ. It is nhot because He is man simply
(along wh being God) that He is able to be portrayed; but because He is
differentiated from all other of the same species by His hypostatic properties. He is

crucified and has a certain appearance. Therefore Christ is circumscribed in respect
to His hypostasis, dlmgh uncircumscribable in His divinity; but the natures of which

He is composed a*% e not circumscribed. 6
For Theodore, being a oman simplyd means t
and invisible. Peter is a oman simplyd and

Theodore asserts that Peter (and also Christ) is portrayable not leecause h 6 si mp |l y o

human (generally) but because he has hypostatic individuation in observable qualities. This

8 St. Theodore the Studite, I11.A.34,649Q.
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echoes our earlier contention that while observability is proper to humanity generally,
individuals are only ever portrayable in their specific differentiated appearance. However,
this passage adds the recognition ahthgibleuman soul. Is the soul a hypostatic property
that is also a part of individuation and circumscription? Or does hypostatic circumscription
onl y-deskior

Toll efsen argues that this passage indi
Theodoré& theological anthropology. The iconoclast problem raises the issue:

If it is the hypostasis of Christ that is painted, it cannot be pasraadif this

same hypostasis is thgostatic being of the divine Loddis hiypeaifasis is by

nature definitelgot visiblBut if human nature is hypostasinecbncrete. with
particularizing properties in His (invisible) hypostasis, He may be painted as the one
who carries such properties. Here we should note the necessary differentiation
between two aspects of an hypostasis, viz. its inward and outward breiragdlts

being is not visible as such, but its outward being is. However, this outwardness is
not just an accidental collection of disjoined properties. Here | think Theodore is
working out a rather sophisticated doctrine of the particulailzingreteness as

an entity in the world. It appears asawholéEBhd, whi ch it probabl
because the hypostatic inwardness regulates its outward appearance. In the case of
Christ, this hypostatic inwardness is the divine Logos as subject of a aonerete h
psychophysical (i.e. invisible as well as visible) pfésence.

In Tollefsed®8 t er ms, hypostatic |ife for Theodore

an invisible and a visible qudfityt woul d be easy to map oOooutw

8 TollefsenSt Theodore the Sudiééence of the BDitalics original.

BSch°nbor n mak e®ersarithen, imdefinadrby Theodoretunder éwo
aspects: for one, it is @mtrinsic existenéand secondly, it is characterized by specific
properties. Theodore, more clearly than Gregory of Nyssa, is aware of the difference but
also the convergence of these two aspects: on the level of being, and on the level of
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oinwarddé onto soul when considering the hu
unhelpful. However, this could put the wholeness or unity of the hypostasis in danger of

being divided and potentially hierarchically ordered, into interior and rdpadies.

Indeed, Tollefsen himself might fall victim to this in the quoted material above when he
writes that othis hypostatic i noegastheess, 0
subject of a concrete human psychophysical (i.e.]irvisims wel | as vi si bl e
this distinction between the inward and outward of the hypostasis enables us to see is that
the hypostasis is the subject and organizing principleatiiigf a psychophysical

presence. To use one of Tolles@menomenological terms from the quoted material, the

i nward and outward can be thought of as o0a
be considered. When thought of as aspects, the distinction between inward and outward in

the hypostasis enablgs to understand tithe person (both human and divine), while truly

knowing. On the level of being, a person has to be defined as a subsistence; on the level of
knowing, we can reach a person only through paréitedariptivéproperties. lcon

theology, of course is mainly interested iktioavabléaspect of a person. The ultimate

ontological core of a person, its independent being, its subsistence, can obviously be known
only indirectly, through a per@&autward behavior, through his properties and specific

gualities. The icon, indeed, mediates such knowledge, too. But beyond that, it should be
pointed out that only the presupposition of the ultimate ontological core of a person can
sustainand explaime vi si bl e e x pr Schosborm®God Honfan Radei s per

2219222.
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encounterable and knowablelltsnatelpeffableThere is a hypostatic immanence that
establishes a set of properties (both general and specific, visible and invisible) as a whole that
can never be completely comprehended or catalagedesgsset of propertieBut
Theodorevould demand this immediate qualification, (human) persons are only ever known
through their outward individuation. Indeed, it is true that a (human)dppreperties
change throughout time, whether those properties be pleysatonal, or mental.
However, persorarenonethelesecognizlindividual persons extended throughout space
and time.

Tollefsen and Giakalis agree that this is exactly how Theodore understands the
(human) hypostatic subject: ahalandconcrdife (circumscribable), composed of soul
and body, more abundant than can ever be fully comprehended (ineffable), yet active and
observable in the space and time of the world (apg&fentinpack this, it is important to
return to a term that has already played an important role in our discussion thus far: form.
Toll efsen points out t kid@s Whhem dboa sc roif tiemg ut
circumscribed Iife of the hypostatic subje
and oappearance. 6 As we have seen, form is
complicated philosophical heritage. Aristotle distngué b et ween o0f or mé an

but there is debate about whether the term should be associated with the general and

8 St. Theodore the Studi@n the Holy IgaihisA.34, 90.
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common properties of a kind or the particular properties of an indRiichalconoclasts
(Constantine V in particular) perpetuated this ambiguity by repudiating the form of Christ in
the matter of the icon, but affirming the form of Christ in the matter of the Eutharist.
accord with his Trinitarian theory of representation (there must be consubstantiality between
the image and the prototype), one might assume that Constantine intends form to mean a
nature. This would square with the approval of the Eucharist asrapropemage 6 of Cl
However, the Eucharist is put in contradistinction to thé@ inohbecause of its
consubstantiality with Chfisb ut because it does not cl aim
Christ?*We saw this demonstrated by the iconocl
as a sacramental image. The depiction of the bodily form of Christ is what the iconoclasts
repudiate.

Theodore takes up the question of form multiple times Refusatigreometimes
echoing this ambiguity. In Aikird Refutatioa provides three aspects of the term: itis a

general signifier of a species (nature); t

For a fascinating discussion of thisJseathan Leafristotle: The Desire to Understand
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,, 119882.

“SeeS. Gero, O0The Eucharistic Doctrine of th
Byzantinische Zeitsg®nifo. 1(1975) 4022

%2 SeeCharles BarbeFjgure and Likeness: On the Limits of Representation in Byzantine Iconocla
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2003)
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that which enables recognition throughout fiffleough the first two definitions seem to

clash, Theodore draws upon this ambiguity to suggest a close relationship between the
visualizable properties of both general human nature (nose, mouth, etc.) and individual
humanity (hooked nose, thin mouth, efthg final definition, form as that which provides
continuity and recognition throughout time, seems to referetigedhetiveontinuing

presence of a recognizable individual (hypostasis) in a concrete individuation. When
considered in light of Theod@&¢arger argument, these definitions help us understand
Theodor& use of the term form as the unifying, observable properties of an ifidividual

both the general properties of the species, the individuating properties of the person, and the
immanent gnciple in these observable properties that enablegdoginititmoughout

time. Tollefsen argues that&dshtmmngittelfasea under
particulantity of thikind In the@howingitself as a countenance the entity makes a certain
sefpresentatrs a hypost asi s*Formal appeararte) imlaumans, thenc i e s .
is not simply a collection of general and individual visualizable properties but is the unifying
wholéi the identitfi that organizes these properties throughout space and time. Thusly,
formal appearance is a necessatiygoishypostatic presence in the world, but hypostatic
presence cannot beducéa one or another particular property accessed at a particular time.

For example, | can identify my mother by her short blonde hair and blue eyes; and yet her

hypostatic life goes beyond these apparent signifiers. Hypostatic presence must be taken as a

% St. Theodore the Studi@n the Holy IcdiisD.13, 113114,

*“TollefsenSt Theodore the Shulbiéence of the B(italics original).
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totality that ishowim formal appearance. | will come back to this rich passage in the next

chapter to draw out its implications for

Human hypostases, then, are alglagwim formal appearance, but wotumscribed

by the appearance. They are inward and outward, and they are revealed throughout time and

space. This principle is actually outlined by Thé®dorgemporary iconophile

Ni kephoros when he states, OFor while a
appearance], he is not circumscribe¥ in
Theodore echoes this clearly in Schor@ananslation of this passage inTthied Refutation

0 Wh e n dnlanfisefeyto a general essence. Addinmiggl refer to theperson

[hypostasis], that is, timrinsic existerfdbe one so referred to, and as it were his

@ircumscriptio composed of specific properties through which he is distinct from other

ma

individuals dGiakal sameahbhsutbdi 8 the oOapop

and relates this directly to Cl@igtonic representation:

As a result, the answer of St. Theodore does not identify the visible character with

the uncreated hypostasis of Christ, but with a property of his hypostasis which

because of the Incarnation is present also in the icon and permits a unity between
archetyp and icon, avoiding any possibility of division. It has to do, in fact, with the
supremely apophatic elements of each person: the uniqueness, exclusiveness and

incomprehensibility of its mode of existence which mai@inmunicab@and
inaccessible tational analysis and understanding. We do not really know what
(oersordor dypostas@s, not only in Chri@ case but also in the case of the Father,
of the Holy Spirit, and of every human beingrét@gnigersons, however, who
hypostatize the human nature common to all, thanks to the natural capacity we

® Nikephorug PG, 100:357B), quoted irBarberFigure and Likentsg(Barbe®
translation)
% Sclomborn,God Human Fa2e1(italics ming
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possess for marking our natural individuality wherever and however it may be
hypostatized.

In other words, persons are alwagsthan their appearances in the world of space and

time (both their general appearance and individual characteristics), but never less than their
appearance. Theodore claims that this must be true of Christ if he indeed took on human
nature, and builds upémis to connect Christappearance in the world with his
uncircumscribable, divine hypostd€éisi akal i s el aborates on this
it is difficult for one to appreciate with the sasaéisras the iconophiles the immanence of

the Ghcommunicablihypostasis of the prototype in the imitative icon. It is an immanence
which is not proved in any way, yet it does confir@n#f@abilityof the person. The

iconophiles appear to be dominated by the certainty & Gadonstratable yet living
immanencé&mongst thed{mt 18:20) a certainty which in the last analysis coincides with
the very essenc éThsfcompléxeind€standing of hypostasis anabiet . 6
Theodore to claim that the likeness of Ghrgipearance in the icon is the likeness of

Christs hypostasis.

% Giakalis)mages of the Ditih2.

% Again, the foundational passage for tt8& iEheodore the Studi@n the Holy Icons
[11.A.41, 93.

% Giakalis)mages of the Ditib&(italics ming
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(IND.)CHALLENGE 4: O0OHOW COULD FORMLESSNESS AF
HAS RECEI VE D" HNOWOQRM?PAN IMAGE REPRESENT THE
INVISIBLE GOD?

Theodore is unambiguous throughoufThiee Refutatibias the Godhead is
uncircumscribabl:However, as our exploration of his Christology of hypostasis has
shown, Theodore demands that this dasgeshas been circumscribed in the incarnation
(and therefore is able to be depicted in the icon). How are we to understand this paradox
without falling into either of the iconoclastic charges: either the complete separation of
natures and therefore the intiotion of a second person in Christ (Nestorianism), or the
overcoming of one of the natures by the other or a mixture of natures? In other words, how
can it be explained that in the circumscribed, bodily appearance of Jesus, we see the
uncircumscribedivine hypostasis of thegoswithout dividing his person or mingling the
natures?

One answer is provided in the 1@&walcedonian development of what came to be
called theommunicatio idiomatuhre communication of properties. While this principle

has a long heritage in early Christianity, it was in the aftermath of Chalcedon that it was most

105t. Theodore the Studi@n the Holy IcaihisA.41, 93.

YWolt is obvious to everyone that the Godhe
and | may add boundless, limitless, formless, and whatever adjectives signify the privation of
what t he GoSlTheodale the Studii@n the ldoly Icdris 20.
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fully elaboratet’Ch al cedon asserted, in opposition t
distinction of natures [is] by no means taken away by the union, but rather the property of
each nat ur e%Theodoie emhustastieally\aféras thiée preservation of the
natures in his writing: oBut if, because H
other nature (the uncreated) should also be circumscribed: then the one must change from
uncircumscrildae to circumscribed, and the other from circumscribed to uncircumscribable.

Each nature must exchange with the other its own character, and lose the natural and

192McGuckin on this principle (in the context of his discussion of Cyrilline Christology) is
instructive: 0The exchange of properties m
attributeqeg.divineattributes such as raising the dead and human attributes such as being
weary, or weeping) indiscriminately as a result of the incarnation whereby they were
concretely associated in the life of Christ. For Cyril, and for later theology after Chalcedon,
this was permissible on the basis that both sets of differing characteristics could be radically
associated on the basis of the single personality who stood as the active subject of them

both. The viability of the entire method, however, stood or fell onaties of single

s u b j e ddhih Anthany McGuckigt. Cyril of Alexandria: The Christological Controversy: Its
History, Theology, and(ILeidsn: Brill, 1994}53n45.

9The Definition of the FaheSdven&déumenicatCodhoils n c
A Select Library of Nicene and Pdgtene Father of the Christian Church 2, ed. Philip

Schaff and Henry Wace (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2002§265262
https://ccel.org/ccel/schaff/inpnf214/npnf214.xi.xiii.ntml
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inalienable property which belongs to it; and in sum neither remains truly itself because of
the vain alternationwh i ch i'%¥ absurd. 6

This oOabsurddé kind of exchange is wunthi
consubstantial with both God and humanity to affect salvation. Therefore, the
uncircumscribable nature must remain as it is even after the incarnation.

However, the testimony of scripture and the witness of the church demands that the
hypostasis of tHeogosis indeed embodied as Jesus of Nazareth, and that his work in the
body was done as God for humanity. Reflection aotheunicatio idionstampts to
reconcile this definite distinction and definite union of natures through consideration of the
sharing of natural properties in the hypostasis of the incarnate Son. In Zollefsen
0 The do c tcommangatioifliontites that the pperties of the two natures of
Christ, even if distinct, interchange, so that the divine nature may achieve human properties
and the human may assume divine properties. The interchange takes place in the hypostasis,
and is basically to be understood apéhetration of the natural activities of the natures
i nt o o n &Thered @ sharing, idterpenetration, or interchange of those things
proper to the divine in the human and the human in the divine in and through the hypostasis

of Christ.

1045t. Theodore the Studit@n the Holy Icd3B.
105TollefsenSt Theodore the Subi#éence of the T&ns
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Multiple scholars have noted Theodoiraplicit reliance upon Maxirndus
development of theommunicatio idiom&tminis Ambiguu, Maximus elaborates a rather
compl ex account of the principle that he s
performs human act i vi t¥®eoputiamother wayaGhrisb ey o n d
does human things in a divine way and divine things in a human way. This possibility is
entirely reliant upon Maxin@i$arger account tbpoas a uniqusmoder wayf being and
Logoas the activating principle of an ed@titnging? For Christ to do human things
divinely is to do them in a divine modé&ropgsvhich implies an exchange of properties
between the natures. Maxi@ymime example of this is Christ walking on water. As
Toll efsen describes it, oWalking is a typi
with the divine power that acts in such a way that water functions in the mode of being
unyi e¥Theodoge.references this exact example in his discussion & Christ
circumscription posesurrection:
For they [the apostles] did not say to us that it is not possible for us to see with such
eyes as they used; although even before the passion, when they were about to sink in
the boat, suddenly Christ appeared walking on the sea: a phenomenon
uncharacterie of human nature, that unstable water, as the divine Dionysius says,
supported the weight of material and earthly feet and did not yield, but held together

by supernatur al power as i f it were sol
before hisresure ct i on . € Thus also after the re

1% 3ee, for instancEgpllefsenSt Theodore the Suditéence of the REBIB.

07St.Maximus Confessay,Di f f i cul t y 5 Maximusrthe Ganf@ssoglom: L out h,
Routledge, 1996), 1049B, 171.

%8 For an excellent discussiorthod theme ofogain MaximusseePerl,Methexish. 5.

19TollefsenSt Theodore the Sikfifence of the,|88ns
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showed properties as if He were solid. He was seen and touched, and He shared
food; these are properties of evident circumscrighion.

ThelLogos as the actualizing individuation of theolif@esus, freely wills to share and
exchange properties between the human and divine natures, both before and after the
resurrection. Thizgee willing of thé.ogosensures the asymmetry of tbenmunicaBy
walking on water, thedgoschooses to release a new, divine mode of walimgyin
which the water will not yield to human feet. As Theodore argues in the lines preceding this
passage, when Christ asks Thomas to touch his wounds, the LogaBwiloeshing
(showing resurrected flesh) humanly (in embodied sofidlitg) possible to trace this
oexchanged t h Goetugtiomsbtt | willhighligthtqusta few.
This principle is seen in the paradoxical statements that Theodore makes throughout
his work, but perhaps most clearly in the following quotation:
But because of His great goodness one of the Trinity has entered human nature and
become like us. There is a mixture of the immiscible, a compound of the
uncombinable: that is, of the uncircumscribable with the circumscribed, of the
boundless with the boded, of the limitless with the limited, of the formless with
the weliformed (which is indeed paradoxical). For this reason Christ is depicted in
images, and the invisible is seen. He who in His own divinity is uncircumscribable
accepts the circumscriptioatural to His body. Both natures are revealed by the
facts for what they are: otherwise one or the other nature would falsify what it is, as
your opinions impl#?

Theodore is unambiguous in describing @hpistson here in terms of both human and

divine properties. I n Christ, othere is mi

1105t. Theodore the Studi@n the Holy Icahg6, 72.
111St. Theodore the Studite, 11.45, 72.
125t Theodore the Studite?, 21.
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Christ as oO0doubl e and composi tciecunscribed> hi s b
But notice that there is always the qualification that the natures retain their particular
character. Theodoiedrawing upon the principle of temmunicatiorder to describe the
radicalinityof the natures, in distinction to theanfusi@o use a Chalcedonian term). For
there cannot be a sharing of properties if
or oOinterpenetrationdé implies two differen
interpenetrating. There cannot humiy of natures if there is not a distinction between

natures. This understanding of unity reflects our earliessthscaf the trinitarian

considerations afusiand hypostasi§¥He br ews procl ai ms that the
the hypostasis of the Father, 6 which desig
implies the distinction of persons through their relational predication as Son and Father.

They are two hypostssthat share nature and character. In the persorLofjthgehe is

two natures that share a single hypostasis. The Christological entailment of these unities is
that Jesus human properties can, in some qualified sense, point back to the Father through
the incarnate Son.

Theodore reflects on this in particular in his response to the icoGmelsistg on

John 14:9:
I f it was in reference to His bodily ap
has seen me has seen the Father, o6 then

gualities which the Father has; for thus the imprint is accurate. But the Father is
formless, shapeless, uncircumscribable; so Christ must be the same. For how could
formlessness appear in one who has received a form, or shapelessness in one who

113St. Theodore the Studite, I11.A.494.
HiSee 231241
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has received a shape, or uncircumscribability in one who is circumscribed? But if this
is heretical, then it would also be heretical to say that Christ is speaking of His bodily

appearance when He says, OHe who has se
remaimg alternative is to say that He is speaking of the form of divinity; and this is
truel®

Notice Theodor@ careful wordirigthe Son must have all the same properties that the

Father has including formlessness, shapelessness, and uncircumscribability. This is nothing
new in Theodoi® (nor in the iconocladtargument. But he then asks a rhetorical question

that initially appears to describe a heretical position but upon reflection is simply describing
the enigma of the incarnation: oOoOHow coul d
form?06 | t dteonddrsthndleeodbra as labdirgh a position as heretical,

since he has affirmed such formulas repeatedly in his refutations. This makes the further
statemeito |l f this is heretical, It 1 s also her e
a p p e afi evenanere interesting: @ad it be that Theodore does indeed think that

Christ is speaking of His bodiséegrhespepne ar anc
t he Fat hedadsiverthig, bud doessaffirm, quite clearly, that Christ is speaking of

ot he form Afs dvievismmiwt mbove, Theodore unders
gualities of a person (both seen and unseen) that enable recognition of that person

throughout time. If understood in terms of the strong unity Theodore outlines throughout

his Refutatigrane could assume that Theodore is suggesting that what is see®in Christ

bodys none other than thiernof divinityi the form of the divine hypostasis of the Word.

We will take up what a likeness of this form might look like in an icon in the next chapter.

15St. Theodore the Studi@n the Holy Ica®B.111.A.41.
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But for now, it is enough to note that Theo@oc&aim here can only make sense if the
uncircumscribed has been circumscribed in the incarnate unityogjae

This exchange of properties that enables the human body of Jesus to show the form
of divinity is further affirmed in a later passage in Theodore, where he referanags the
dei 0The fact that man is made in the i mage
iconography is a divine action. But since an image can be copied from an image, inasmuch as
Christ is man, though also God, He can be portrayed in an image, nobint spivibdy.
But if He is portrayed in one of the two then obviously Harhasage exactly resembling
Hi m whi ch r ev e al'8Thaodoe playhexplictlgwith trinkagianarsds . 6
anthropological metaphors to describe the kind of unity shared between different sets of
partners. Humanity is the image of God, and therefore as a human, Christ shares in this
i maging. And rmsibnec ec copaine d nfargoem caan & bodyagne , 6 a
be made. (Not Jessispirit which we will recall is invisible and therefore undepictable.) This
depiction shares unity with the personitreprésénts o0r eveal s t he shar et
interesting in that Theodore is showing how God can be referenced throu@hsGurest
humaniip theimagdeirather than Chritdivine hypostasis and nature. However, one
could venture to suggest that Theodore intends the reference to imagingeo con
trinitarian imaging in the minds of his readers: that is, the imaging of Christ as the Son of
God, the image of the Father (Col 1:15) and the prototype of humanity. The likeness that is

revealed in the image or icon of JBsamly could therefore be understood, under the

116St. Theodore the Studi@n the Holy lcol&B.5, 101.
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banner of theommunicatie revealing th®goss o s hared | i kenessd wit

are those properties natural to divinity.

(IV.) CONCLUSION
To summarize what we have seen unfold in Thé®@ogeiment thus far, the defender of

icons argues that the historical observability petiséinthe hypostadisof Christ in the

body should be the guiding conviction for a theology of imaging. For if the disciples can
view Chrigk feet walking on water, if Thomas can inspect the wound i@@iset if the
Theotokoan gaze on Chiisbody in swaddling clothes, if Christ can be crucified, then the
hypostasis of tHeogoscan be seen in the obsereaid depictable face of JésU3he

criteria for a successful icon that Theodore brings to an image of Christ are derived from the
experience of the discifescounter with the second person of the Trinity in the body of
Jesus Christ.

In this chapter, | first returned to the question of trinitarian imaging by exploring
Gregory of Nyséainfluential 38letter, focusing on his development of the term hypostasis
as a subsistent (circumscribed), yet indelibly relational personal identity. In shifting the
hermeneutical center of gravity froonsubstanti@dging to the imaging loypostases
Theodore draws from the wells of Gre@oityeological heritage to explain how Christians

understand the presentation angresentation of persbaod. Then, | focused the rest of

17St. Theodore the Studit@n the Holgondl.46, 72; IIl.LA.16, 83; 1.3, 22; IIl.A@29, 88

89.
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the chapter on the intricacies of Theo@aecount of the hypostatic presence of the Word

in the appearance of Jesus Christ to show the ways that Theodore uses orthodox criteria for
recognizing Christ in Jesus to defend the recognition of Christ in his icon. | introduced this
section by brieflyketching an account of hypostatic likédh@sshe way in which

Theodore understands iconic imaging to work. | then presented four iconoclastic challenges,
which Theodore responds to by returning to theologiggo$tatic Christology. First,

Theodore counters the iconoclastic charge of Nestorianism by insisting, with scripture, on
the paradoxical unity of two natures in the one hypostasis of Christ. This central mystery of
the Christian faith forms the basis agntral criterion for seeing Christ in his image.
Second, | explored Theod@re r esponse to the question of
saw that Theodore affirms, with the-@mlcedonian theologians that came before him,

that the activating hypostasf Jesus Christ is none other than the second person of the
Trinity; Christ is not a genéageshcarhateman nat
The criterion of recognition entailed by this is @hgatticular, unique, circumscription in

time and space. Third, | unpacked Thedsloegponse to the iconoclastic rejection of any
depiction of Chrig bodily appearance. | showed that The@aceount of hypostases

affirms the ineffability of both divine and human hypostases, but simultaneweusithaff
adequacy of embodiment for the disclosure of hypostatic life. This position entails apophatic
criteria for recognition. And finally, we sketched The@desponse to the iconoclastic
challenge of divine circumscription, showing that Theodore insists, with the orthodox
tradition, on theommunicatio idionwattime exchange of properties in the person of Christ.

In other words, Theodore affirms that Christ is able to do human things divinely or divine

things humanly. The criterion of recognigatailed by this is the affirmation of the Vidord
26¢
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free choice to submit to the paradoxical circumscription of the uncircumscribed. The
uncircumscribed Word canfbenust bé seen in Jes@scircumscribed body.

Theodor& stunning retrieval and expansion of the breadth of orthodox theologies
of hypostasis offers theologians a rich new terrain for considering Christological
conundrums. However, it is his application of this Christology to the defense of icons that
unlocksnew vistas in both Christology and visual arts criticism. In what follows, | will sketch
how Theodore understands icons to function in terms of hypbkéatastycusing the
insights of this chapter more closely on The@&daceount of icoaiimaging. | will then
bring this account of hypostatic likeness to bear on the portraits of @ézdanas an
alternative to what undergirds the iconoclastic skepticism of the interpretations we have
previously charted. In the final chapter, | will highdigi#akness of this approach to
imaging and suggest an expansion of Thé®dwaunt of imaging that, | argue, brings the

fullness of Chri& work to bear on the project of iconic imaging.
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CHAPTER FIVE
O FORMED | RACETOFHORTENSE
FI QUET®G
HYPOSTATIC RECOGNITION IN ICONS AND
CEZANNE®& PORTRAITS

0 Y o ud paiat souls. You paint bodies, and when bodies are well painted, then,
damn it, the soul, i1 f they have one, th
oPaul Cézann€onversations with Cézanne

olf the best portrait of dhenpvaatisibkedul ar s
dJohn Gage, OPhotographic Likenessod

OPaintings obviously do not ma&te di scur

clearly aspire to a kind of nonconceptual or preconceptual or not wholly or

predominately conceptual émani festation

existence of an artwork alone assumes the possibility of some sort of defeat of

skepticism abouhte s hareability of meaning. o
ORobert PippinAfter the Beautiful

(1) INTRODUCTION
Let us retrace our steps so far. In the first three chapters of this dissertation, | described the

crisis encountered in iconoclasm, modernism, and GBzaortraits of his wife. | claimed

that the problem manifest in these dramatically different circumstances could be understood

T, J. CI &r kP,o rdah@r Beweneof Bdmks15, 2018ccessed March 21,
2024, https:/lwww.Irb.co.uk/theaper/v40/n02/t.j-clark/relentlesitimacy
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as variations oskepticisntoward visual representation. Skepticism, as | have been using the
term, isan attitude of epistemological doubt premised upon the inevitable failure of criteria
to guarantee certainty about our images, words, and represemtgtierisst chapter, |

argued that iconoclasm could be understood as an instance of visual skepticism, as eighth
century iconoclasts denied the ability of icons to fittingly represent their prototype, Christ. |
further showed how these iconoclastepred the imaging of the Eucharist and the cross
because they are abstract, or lack @Hyedily form. Chridt circumscribed bodily form

was deemed an obstacle to worship of the uncircumscribed God. The Eucharist and the
cross reference Chésincarnation indirectly and therefore, affirm @hdstinity without
seeming to circumscribe God. In the second chapter, | drew a parallel between the image
skepticism of the iconoclasts and the image skepticism of nineteenth-awmentetly

century modeiam. Michael Fried and T. J. G&nrarrations of the emergence of

modernism showed that artists (and critics) in this period had grown to distrust traditional
modes of visual representation, instigating modernism as a reactionary movement that
operated, for the most part, by negating édsnaccepted artistic conventions of
representation. In the third chapter, | brought my focus to Paul G&pamtraits of his

wife, which, | argued, embody the extremes of modernist image skepticism. These portraits
express most pointedly the aspects of Cé&aneavre that proved to exercise the greatest
influence on the direction of art and art criticism in the twentieth century. | showed that the
majority of Cézan@most influential critics understood his art to be fundamentally
concerned to negate traditional representation, though these disagreed abo@t Cézanne
purpose in doing so. In the last chapter, | brought my attention back to the iconoclastic

struggle, to present what | understand to be an alterndhiigeitsage skepticism: the
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Christological account of iconography by Theodore the Studite. | showed that Theodore
answered the skepticism of the iconoclasts by showingvpbgsible to fittingly

represent Christ in images and, indeed, such imaging is proper to the Christian confession of
the incarnate S@nfull humanity and communicated divinity.

The reader will remember from the ¢hstpter that the foundational tenet of
Theodor& iconographic hermeneutic is that the visibility of portraits is akin to the visibility
of a human person. The painted likeness in an icon is the likeness of a hyipottases
able (and unable) to show the fullness of a hypostasis. In the cootextiabdstic and
modernist skepticism, Theod®reermeneutic reminds those who behold icons (and
artwork) that judging the success of a portrait (or the success of any work of art) is less akin
to identifyinghe referent of an object with certainty and more liket¢bgnition of
person.

In this chapter, | will explore Cézammmintings of his wife through the lens of
Theodor& hypostatic visual hermeneutic to claim that hypostagnitieas, likewise, the
impulse and goal of Céza@reortrait series. In the first section, | will unpack what | mean
by recognition, putting this relational and personal approach in contrast to the skepticism
present in both iconoclasm and modernism. Following this, | will bring out what |
understand todthe central tenets of this visual hermenshtieving how they appear in
Theodor& defense of iconography and then applying this hermeneutic to &ézanne
portraits of his wife. These central tenets, | argue, are embodiment, partiality, and
relationality. While Cézad@napproach to painting his wife will exemplify these factors, my
account of these paintings will also reveal a weakness of Themdowent: Theoddse

does not acknowledge the tragic possibility of misrecognition. At the end of our exploration
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of Cézann® paintings in the light of Theod®r€hristological account of hypostatic

recognition, we will be left with the question, Is it possible to recognize someone?

(II.) HYPOSTATIC RECOGNITION
The kind of seeing that Theod®raccount of imaging describes and fosters in icons is not

best understood in terms of the skeptical versuskaptical approach. Because Theodore
insists on the centrality of the hypostatic life of Jesus the Son of God as the model for all
imaging, | pppose that Theodd®eapproach to seeing and imaging is best understood as
recognitidRecognition is a kind of seeing that is premised upon hypostatic connection. That
is to say, recognition presupposes the possibdifyessonal encounter, with all of that
encountes entailments.

My account of recognition relies heaviltamleyCavells concept of
acknowledgemetLike acknowledgement, recognition is concerned with identifying and
responding to a human person. Acknowledgement goes beyond skeptical strategies of
veri ficati on dtsymethimymrurevealsontethiagtomthetbasis of my

k n o wl Adkgosviedyement is not simply the application of propositional knowledge or

2 Cavels theme of acknowledgement is developed throuthe@laim of ReaswiMust

We Mean What We SagBtanley Cavellhe Claim of Reason: Wittgenstein, Skepticism, Morality,
and Trage@ew York: Oxford University Press, 138)Must We Mean What We Say? A

Book of Esséiew York,: Scribner, 1969) c hapt er 9, O0OKnowia&ag and
45.

3 CavellMust We Mean What Wa,33.
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behavior patterns but is the personal response to the other. For the purposes of this
di ssertation, | wuse the term oOrecognitiond
the sense of hypostatic encounter when applied to visual art in a theytehat
acknowledgement @quite match. Further, | want to retain the responsiveness of
acknowledgement while putting the primary emphasis on the moment of personal
identification. Lastly, recognition can falter, something I will call misrecdgmitibere is
no suitable parallel term for an incorrect or unfitting acknowledgement.

As we have seen, skepticism anes&afiticism are equally founded on the
(in)ability to epistemologically anchor the certainty of a correspondence between
representation and prototype. The-skaiptic judges an image (utterance, gesture, etc.) as
succesful or unsuccessful by analyzing that image in terms of particular criteria. The anti
skeptic believes that | can verifiably see my dog Frida in a painting of a dog if that painting
matches Fridgvisual criteria: dark eyes, medium build, brown futppinke. The skeptic
claims that this correspondence is always inadequate to secure certainty about@he painting
referent. What if it is, in fact, another goldendoodle that is represented? What if the painting
is actually representing a breed of wolf that | have never seen? The possible
misidentifications are innumerable, and no renewed set of criteria wilidoaczblent for
all possibilities. Absolute and certain knowledge, the skeptic claims, is unobtainable.

Recognition, on the other hand, does not conceive of a painting, utterance, or
gesture as a puzzle to be mastered with certainty, but rather as a kind of life to be
encountered, discovered, received, explored, and contended with. Recognition implies a
relaional exchange built upon@mbodiadd, thereforesocidlistory. Calling this approach

to seeing paintings recognition is, in a sense, a phenomenological way of describing what
27¢
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Cavell and his contemporaries would calidinargpproach to seeing images (especially

images of people). Recognition describes an ordinary approach to a portrait because it makes
the most sense of the ordinary experience of petgaing. In suggesting that the

depiction of Jesus Ché&sbodily form will obstruct rather than illumine the person of

Christ, the iconoclasts allow theory to occlude the ordinary ways that humans recognize

other persons with a human nature, which is to say that (hsuadlgy recognize persons

in their bodily appearance.

More to the point, recognition is ordinary in the Cavellian sense in that it
acknowledges that imaged representation is adequate to the task of human comfmunication.
In an article that argues that @oahysteryisob a r eal ity about whi ch
adequately speak, d Jonathan Tran provides
olt very well may be a tenet of Christian
human language, and that God exis¢éare there were humans to speak of God. Yet
language with all of its stammerings and perféttemsh is to say, we with all our
stammerings and perfectidns adequate to the task of saying as much. We might

understand life with othemshere we speak of and for one another, where weapeak

4The Claim of Reason: Wittgenstein, Skepticism, Moraljt¢7abisatprdyiso Wittgendiein
words, o0lt is only in a | anguadadgwigWitganstein, can me
Philosophical InvestigatossG. E. MAnscombe, P. M. S. Hacker, and Joachim Schult®, é&dis.,

S. Hacker and Joachim Schulte, Rev. 4th ed. (West Sussex: Blackv&3b.2009
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anot her, as | i v°Onligary humandife ts hvedsby, thougly andiay . 6
language and representation. And while it is true that these linguistic and imaged
representations are engineered through agreement in convention, those conventions are
utterly human and do not pose a thteduman understanding. Recognition reinstates
representation as an utterly human (and therefore ordinary) means of expression; the
representation of imaging is as proper to the project of human communicationtas a face
face conversation. Skepticisrdamtands viewing a portrait as a project of establishing
certainty about a referent; recognition understands viewing a portrait as encountering a
person. Skepticism is about the imagined scarcity of knowledge and control; recognition is
about the abundaadound in relationship and acknowledgement.

The final way in which recognition is ordinary in the Cavellian sense flows from the
last point: recognition is ordinary in that it is fundamentally about a particular mode of
attention. Cavell writes:

A failure so to perceive, to persist in missing the subject, which may amount
to missing the evanescence of the subject, is ascribable only to ourselves, to failures
of our character; as if to fail to guess the unseen from the seen, to fail to trace the
implications of things that is, to fail the perception that thissmething to be

guessed and traced, right or wiongguires that we persistently coarsen and
stupefy ourselvés.

*Jonathan Tran, OLinguisti& ThedgluoMpgeincCdmp lk
Theologg, no. 1 (201750 (italics original).
¢ Stanley Cavelthemes out of School: Effects aizhiCagses)niversity of Chicago Press,

1984) 14.
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Rather than take a critical distance from the subject of concern in order to analyze and judge
its efficiency as a representation, recognition demands a posture of expectation. For
attending closely and expectantly to a painting, icon, or person makéseoaige to that
same kind of close attention. | recognize my dog Frida in her portrait (setting aside, for a
moment, the question of the possibility of dog hypostases) because | have made myself
present to her by attending to her daily. It commandautie attention as a human gesture
might and, therefore, is as ordinary and extraordinary as a béstfaeaf greeting.
Recognition, as a mode of ordinary perception, does not deny convention and
criteria as a way of evaluating®hkeowledge or as a way of identifying a representation.
Recognition acknowledges the truth of the septincern: that these criteria and
conventions will never provide absolute certainty about correspdndi@neger,
recognition does not identdgrtaings the goal of the encounter; recogritigoal is

human communication andnnection.

" According to CavelVittgenstei®@ vi ew 0does not negate the
skepticism, that we do not know with certainty of the existence of the external world (or of
other minds). On the contrary, Wittgenstein, as | read him, rather affirms that thesis, or

rather takes it as umdable, and so shifts its weight. What the thesis now means is

something like: Our relation to the world as a whole, or to others in general, is not one of
knowing, where knowing construes itself as being certain. So it is also true thatfa# do not

to know s uc hThe GlainmogReadédn Cavel | |
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In what follows, | will outline what | perceive to be the contours of an iconophilic
account of recognition, guided by Theo@arencept of hypostatic likeness. | will then
show how | see Paul Cézanne engaging in something that closely exemplifies this account of
recognition in his portraits of his wife. This section will draw together the threads | have
been tracing throughoutdltdissertation, bringing Theod®igypostatic response to
iconoclastic skepticism in conversation with Cégaegponse to modernist skepticism. |
will conclude with the argument that, while Theodore and Cézanne are both optimistically
oriented toward the hope of recognition, CéZapaintings of his wife nonetheless expose

a weakness of Theod@raccount.

(I1.) THEODORE AND CEZANNE: ICONOPHILIC RECOGNITION
In the last chapter we saw that at every turn, Théodeftections on icons are determined

by the Christological underpinnings of a Christian account of personhood:& person
particularity, tangibility, and (ultimately) ineffability are reflected in his account of what
images do and what they are for. Whereas the iconoclasts center their aceount of re
presentation in the icon around nature, Theodore centers his accourpesamdy

recentering the debate on Cl@ikiypostasis rather than his reguTheodore changes the
fundamental iconographic question frd¢hats this (naturally)? td/has this? This subtle

shift, | contended, makes the project of icon veneration less like the suspicious judgement of
a depictio® correspondence to its prototype, and much more likectgmnition of a

personBy tethering this approach to the disclosure of the Son of God in Jesus Christ,
Theodor& approach, in its optimism, can be describedlegegarding the possibilities of
imaging (in contrast theaskepticisphthei c onocl asts). Giakalis co

be admitted that it is difficult for one to appreciate with thersatisgas the iconophiles
27¢
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the immanence of tlicommunicabfihypostasis of the prototype in the imitative icon.
€eThe iconophiles appear t o &bndemdnstrablewyatt ed by
living immanenc&@mongst thed{Mt 18:20) a certainty which in the last analysis coincides
with the very ess éTheieonosldsts sebkea naiunat coreegpondence f a i
between an image and its prototype to confirm a certainty that they will never obtain, but the
iconophiles seek the person of Christ and recognize him in the veneration of the icon.

If the recognition of the second hypostasis of the Trinity in the life, death, and
resurrection of Jesus Christ is central to The®dogriment for icons, how does this shape
a hypostatic visual hermeneutic? Because the likeness painted in the icon is the likeness of
hypostasis, recognition of a person in an icon will function similarly to the recognition of the
Son of God in his bod$o how is a hypostasis recognized? Drawing from my exploration
of Theodoré& Christological convictions, | witintend hat Theodore shows that a
hypostasis is recognizemtlily, partially, and relationally, in both body and icon. Following
this, | will claim that this approach can be traced in Cé&zparteaits ofiquet Cézanne

Before we explore Theodore and Cézimpmerlapping concerns with recognition, a
note about an ambiguity in Theodoepproach. Because Theo@aecount of
recognition in an icon reduplicates the account of recognizing Christ in his body, there are

t wo omomentso6é of recognition that can be d

8 Ambrosios Giakalignages of the Divine: The Theology of Icons at the Seventh, Ecumenical Col
rev. ed., Studies in the History of Christian Traditions (Boston: Brill, 12@0&talics
mine).
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recognition before the human Jesus and the moment of recognition before the icon. The
actor in the first moment might be a character in the gospels (Mary, a disciple, the
centurion), a Christian proclaiming Jesus as Lord, or an artist painting aflikéness o
appearance. The actor in the second moment beholds an image of Christ. For Theodore,
much of what can be said about the first recognition can be said of the second recognition.
What it is like to recognize a person (hypostasis) is much likasitkat to recognize a

portraibf aperson. A similar duplication of recognition occurs in Cé& gram&ing

practice. As we will see, he discusses these two moments as the nsensattarffront

of Figuet Cézanrend moment ofealizatiasf themotibn the canvas.

(Il.A) HYPOSTATIC RECOGNITION ENTAILS EMBODIMENT

(l.A.1) THE PARTICULARITY OF EMBODIMENT IN ICONOGRAPHY
Because humans disclose their hypostatic life in bodily form, Theodore would expect a
successful icon to attend to the particular, bodily appearance of Jesus Christ. Because the
incarnate Son luman this hypostasis will be disclosed in a particular, visible bodily
appearance, which is represented in an ico
appearance and of color, and if Christ has all these, since the scriphededahe
form of a servant €& adand hadmégnobie@ndrnferioi n h u man

appearance, which signifies the body: then he is portrayed in just such a circumscription in
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hi s | ?TheGhrssas cordfession that Christ is fully human ensures that his body will

be materially perceptible (visualizable) and particular. An entailment®hGhréstity is

his ocircumscription, 6 which, as we saw, [
form°In other words, the confession of Clai&tll humanity implies the observability of

Christs person (the divideuman Logos) in his body (the body of Jesus). Scripture testifies

to the true humanity of Jesus Christ, which squashes any gnostic claims agagiosk the
observability in the incarnation. 0So Chri
eyes; and t her ef 83ceptuld and thetradition claim that the sedoredd . 6
person of the Trinity can be recognized in the observable human body of Jesus Christ, and
therefore this divine hypostasis can be recognized in th@tdegagtion, just as any other

person might be recognized in a depiction of their appearance.

° St.Theodore the Studit®n the Holy Icanans. Catharine P. Roth, Popular Patristics

Series (Crestwood, NY: St. Vladsreminary Press, 198[1)A.11, 81 Theodore

discusses the importance of C&risodily form in many places, forinstadde:f Adam t he
first man was circumscribed by his bodily form, then also Christ the second Adam, as he is
both God and man, can equally ISeeapartrayed
Christ cannot be circumscribed, then neither can he suffer. But he is able to suffer, as the
scriptures say. Therefor®,ehaé i s also circu
0 Chapter 4, pageX.

1 St. Theodore the Studit®n the Holy IcdiisA.16, 83.
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Moreover, as the means of revelation and salvation, the incarnation of God in Jesus
Christ as a visible reality demands the utmost attention of the Christian. God has chosen to
make Godself known through the visible life of Jesus Christ, so attethisspéwific
appearance tiisspecific man is attention to the manifestation of God. God revealed
Godself and healed Gegeople through material means before Christ: for example,
Theodore acknowledges @odse of the bronze serpenNumbers 218D to cure those
afflicted by snake bites. However, he argu
serpent) cured those who had been bitten by its sight alone, how could the holy
representationof Chitist very form do ot her wi 8Theodolrean hal
argues that the skeptical iconoclasts are missing a fundamental aspect of the incarnation by
decrying representations of this material circumscription, this particular human body, this
hypostatic life, which enable the faithful to recognizedstegiorious image in human
history.

Further, Theodore channels the-@é@lcedonian thinker Leontius to argue for the
importance of Chri@particuldrypostatic appearance. It is worth quoting this passage again
at length:

When anyone is portrayed, it is not the nature but the hypostasis which is portrayed.

For how could a nature be portrayed unless it were contemplated in a hypostasis?

For example, Peter is not portrayed insofar as he is animate, rational, mortal, and

capale of thought and understanding; for this does not define Peter only, but also

Paul and John, and all those of the same species. But insofar as he adds along with
the common definition certain properties, such as a long or short nose, curly hair, a

12 St.Theodore the Studit®n the Holy Icors 2s.
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good complexion, bright eyes, or whatever else characterizes his pppearnance
he is distinguished from the other individuals of the same Species.

Peter, Paul, and Jesus are recognized as such because of the hypostatic particularity of their

appearances. Indeed, they can only be recognized at all (even as creatures that share a gener:

Ohuman natured) as their pvesrTharecisunbself , e mbod
existent Ohuman nature. o6 There is only a P
nose, and, as Theodore wil/ | ater point ou

a p p e a ¥*Eha unigue attributes of each hypostatic life enable recognition of that unique
subject. Therefore, an icon that claims to represent an individual would do well to attend to
the unique aspects of their subject, to establish a likeness that enaldgsitieretthat
hypostatic life.

It is a rather commonplace observation to note that persons are recognized by their
physical attributes and portraitists or iconographers should portray the unique qualities of
their subjects. However, an inevitable question arises: how can an icoouckasnc
ohypostatic |Iikenessod6 when the historical
unity that depends upon likeness of appearance be certified if the artist cannot gaze upon its
subject? Art historians and theologians are quick to tmsedvho bring up this question
that the oOvisual accuracyo of a Byzantine
t han our moder n, photographic understandin

upon to invoke a naturalistic canon @gae imitation exemplified in a Zeuxian

13St. Theodore the Studit®n the Holy IgaifisA.34, 90.
14 St. Theodore the Studit®n the Holy IgaihisA.34, 9691.
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i | | u s Rather,thmicodoclasts are getting at a particular theory of imaging (and

ant hropol ogy): oI f thethis man isipaentally thepnototype pf, s ay

his image. é The question of whether the i
il nstance of Christ accurately i s @bstadf ar no
art in which a limited setidiomatar e needed i n order®to prese

However, there is a standard by which the likeness is measured, and this has become the
canon of images that are authorized by the Orthodox Churches. The representational
formulaforChriss i con, whil e different from oreal.
always been coded very precisely. Indeed, a specific genre of theological writing,
odelineation, 6 offered Oprecise accounts o
one mightdentify anyone. It was a carefully coded system built upon a narrow range of
d es cr i pt'iThe &uthtokthre digine tiypostasis of ltlagoscould be recognized,
according to this tradition, if these particular idiomata are present in the depicted likeness of
Jesu® appearance.

Theodor& approach to recognition, then, is centered on appearance®f Jesus

bodily form, which stands in utter contrast to the disparagement of that form by the

15 Charles Barbefjgure and Likeness: On the LiRejpsesfentation in Byzantine Iconoclasm
(Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2002)

% Torstein Tollefserst Theodore the Skubitéence of the Icons: Theology and Philosophy in Ninth
Century Byzant{@wford: Oxford University Press, 20118)3.

"BarberFigure and Liken&6s.
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iconoclasts. Rather than repudiate the embodied, apparent, and therefore depictable qualities
of Christs incarnate life as the iconoclasts did, these qualities are honored and worshipfully
attended in the iconograpBework, in hopes that, in the generation of @dgkeness, the

Son will be recognized by the beholder.

(IN.A.2) THE PARTICULARITY OF EMBODIMENT IN CEZANNES PORTRAITS
OF FIQUET CEZANNE

|&e argued that the modernism in which Cézanne emerged as a leading figure was laden with
an imagekepticism that was similar to that of Thedsldire. Artists and critics had lost

faith in the ability of traditional artistic conventions to adequately convey the truth of their
prototypes, which left artists scrambling to develop new criteria that would meet the ever
developing need for artis&té In the last chapter, | showed that critics and artists

representing formalism, primitivism, and act@amtipg all lauded Céza@napproach to
painting because they perceived a o0di minis
words, rather than attempting to create a true depiction of a prototype, these critics
understood Cézan®eim as the attempt to capture the truth of pagtiegy essence

(formalism), the artistic impulse (primitivism), or the activity of the gigéngration

(action painting). These critics valued the portraits of Mme. Cézanne because of the way that
the artisttreatt her oOohead | i ke an appled or valued
experimentation alone. In these accounts, th&aatishtion to Mme. Cézade

appearance was equivalent to his attention to any other object he portrayed. Formalism, in
particul ar, smacks & prefdremee footle mengakecaniesglation 6 i ¢
of God& uncircumscribability over and against the veneration osChaisrial body.
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Another school of thought, represented most especially by Maurice-Rtartgau
prized Cézan@® wor ks because of their ability to
their subject¥.In the terms we have been using, these critics celebrated their ability to
recognithee particular, embodied subjects (or objects) in Cézartmerks. Cézarnbeanti
skepticism about painting could badpahi scern
souls. You paint bodies, and when bodies are well painted, then, damn it, the soul, if they
have one, the soul radi &@thée graumdatealing ows t hr o
monographCézan@eOtheiSusan Sidlauskas claims that the portraits of Mme. Cézanne are
best interpreted as oOprotract edealipagod® t at i on
use a favorite termof Céza@ng of a mo s t?Sidlauskasmensiderstheot her . 6
artists welldocumented devotion to tsensatiohthe motifvithin the domestic space,
where Cézanne was confronted with the hypostatic reality of his wife, manifest in her
appearance. She concludes from her analysis of the volume of paintings, of their unique
formal qualities and their distinctiveness withiartit@storical moment, that Cézanne

pursued what we have been calBeggnitivhen observing his wife. And the portraits are

18 Maurice MerleaBonty,0Cézann@ Doubt) in Sense and Msang&vanston, IL:
Northwestern University Press, 1962)

19 Cézannéo Joachim GasquetJdoachim Gasgueézanne: A Memoir with Convéxations
York, New York: Thames and Hudson, 1991),Qidted inSusarSidlauska§;ézantse
Other: The Portraits of HdBenkseleyUniversity of California Press, 20Q%2]},.

2 Sidlauska&;ézan@eOther: The Portraits of Hdréense
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attempts at reduplicating this moment of recognition for the beholder. Within the terms of

our argument, Cézanne did not approach his wife skeptically, as if she were an inaccessible
oother, 6 | ocked away i n an i mgdteatdytbesa bl e b o
understood as an object to experiment upon). Instead, his painstaking practice of attention

to her particular appearance and his belief in the possibilities of her representation resonate
with the hypostatic argkepticism of Theodore arfgtticonophiles.

A prominent theme in Céza@eorrespondence regarding his artistic practice is his
slavish dedication to the observation of his suligeptp e ar ac e¢.e aorl ncyaney e s
he once report ed G sotightly gueduathe @aint lam lbokisgtat, ot h e
that it seems to MElI ahlysagegegidBarndpbo ol e e
Is certain that it takes possession not just of straws of colour but of objects made out of
them; it believes thatiaghe world, in all its fullness and articulation, and that the world is
presentirseeing st ri ct |l y an &Cezann@ram doésyot easilyreselvethe d . 6
di fficulties in representing the world in
representation becomes twofold: to demonstrate the fixity and substance of the world out

there, but also to admit that the seer doeknomi most probably cannot knéwhow his

21 Joachim Gasquéipachim Gasgu@anne : A Memoir with Conver®édiansork:
Thames and Hudson, 199121.

22T, J. ClarkThe Painting of Modern Life: Paris in the Art of NMafetlamdisew York:
Knopf, 1984)17n.
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or her own si ght ZmarkPissarrg @®égaene tearnegto tane hivelyes . 6
to his subject as might any impressionist worth his or her salt. His practice was in all ways
dictated by his obsessive perceptions of his sGp@titaular appearance in the particular
light, color, and shape of the moment. While the impressionist technique of close
attention to surfaces continued to undergird Cé@aaqy@oach to his subjects, scholars
notice that the aim of this perception was focused instead on the discovery and conveyance
of a o0solidityé and omaterial su’hAstanced t
MerlealPonty puts it, C®zanne Owanhts to repres
at mo s p>hhe skeptiolsm manifest in impressio@smmbination of a latemantic
taste for subjective perceptions and a latent materialism proved inadequate f@& Cézanne
aim to capture himotifAnd impressionism was especially inadequate footifid a
per sonal oot her.fo IC®amadmne awrli ttehse: | i ttl e bl
capture and convey his glance. Who gives a damn if they want to dispute how one can
sadden a mouth or make a cheek®Mermadl e by we
Ponty elaborates:

One&3 personality is seen and grasped & glace, which is, however, no more

than a combination of colors. Other minds are given to us only as incarnate, as
belonging to faces and gestures. Countering with the distinctions of soul and body,

23T, J. ClarkThe Painting of ModeriZife

“MerleatPont y, ® C®azwmtn,ed 12.

“MerleatPonty, & C®awumtned 12.

26 Emile BernardSouvenirs Sur Paul Cézanne EfRaettres la@ovation estRique,
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thought and vision is of no use here, for Cézanne returns to just that primordial
experience from which these notions are derived and in which they are inseparable.
The painter who conceptualizes and seeks the expression first [as the academic or
impressinist painter might] misses the mystegnewed every time we look at
someon@ of a perso® appearing in natuife.
Cézanne also notes in his correspondence that the act of perception itself is, for him,
i nseparable from the act of painting. o0Je
claims® Impressionist artists similarly used their painting to focus their visual attention but
in short bursts oén plein @essions that would later be finished in the studio. In contrast,
reports from portrait subjects indicate that Cézanne reloinesf persistent looking at
the subject, in the presence of the subject, to satisfy his perceptédaioeedser,
scholars argue that the paintings themselves encourage this gradual and patient looking in
beholders as well. MerldRonty understands Cézasne pai nt i ngs as odepi C

takes on form, the birth of *Thephietings tepicto ugh

the oprimordial processo of coming to know

“’MerleatlPo nt vy, C®aamined 15.

BCl ark writes t ldseeinO®mspatchel dabs staingd@rilng 0

seebyt ouc hes. | see by means of col oured mark
0Strange Apprentice: T. LahdonRelviewrokB@kmlOPi ssar
(October 2020): https://www.Irb.co.uk/tpaper/v42/n19/t.j-clark/strangeapprentice

(italics original).

9 Sidlauska&ézan@eOther: The Portraits of Hd#ense

MerleatPont vy, C®azwamtned 13.
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the overall composition of the pictures is seen globally, perspectival distortions are no
longer visible in their own right, but rather contribute, as they do in natural vision, to the
i mpression of *&adlowmgrtkerlogic of @ézadpaingngs, Merleau

Ponty notes that the true density of the world shows itself as a mass of colors rather than

outlines: 0The spat i al?3*Thketefone dntthe artstowni br at es
| anguage, oOowhen the color i s @&4frhisiplersitudei ches
i s understood primordially as a unity, a <c

def i ni ti ol waultl argué sometheng like adhypostatic life. The physiognomy of
objects and faces is not abandoned but depicted as it emerges from the color. In other
words, Cézanne seeks to capture the experiencesafotpeitiohthe subject, a recognition
that he has sought for himself through attending to the &ibotarance.

While we have no testimony from artist or subject about the circumstances of the
production of the portraits, Céza@naaintings ofiquet Cézannexpress this argkeptical
attentiontoasubjgst appearance that can be understoo
he tells Gasquetj,unpmyo uti foef tneyl |hse afthy tthheeyy g

chapter three, | noted that Cézanne threw off academic chiaroscuro, preferring to use the

MerleatPont y, & C®awumtned 14.
“MerleatPonty, &®@ C®awamined 15.
#BMerleatPonty, @ C®zwamined 15.
“MerleatPonty, &®@ C®auamined 15.
¥ GasquetJoachim Gasgu&annel25.

291



Chapteb:0 For med in the Face of Hor t e n ChristifaiCqroes Ananias

impressionig& allover color method. This method involved mixing pure pigments of ultra
vivid colors, rather than black and white, to achieve light and dark. This impressionist
technique was, ostensibly, more oOtreued to
world, which would provide the viewer of the painting an opportunity to catch the same

Oi mpressiono6 of the subject originadly giyv
portrait of his wife in the garden (fig) appear atmosphc and calm because the artist
manipulates the @ller color for the sake of balance and affect, halting the collection of
colors when the surface of the canvas matches the impression that the artist caught in the
initial glanced observation. The sulgéthis portrait, then, is the light and color that struck

the retina of the eye of the artist, not necessarily the subject herself, or the wife, of the artist.
However, as Ve seen, Cézanne took this technique to a new extreme, as manifest in the
Met portrait of Mme. Cézanne. In this portrait there is no balance of colors, but a
seemingly endless piling of hues that comes with patient and persistent attention to the
subject in a particular time and space. The canvas is saturated with dense tGkédy, mos

built up over many days of mapping each pure hue as it met thgarestThis is not the
projection of balanced color that is seen in academic use of chiaroscuro, nor-sviethe all
atmosphere of impressionist color, but a stubborntailet observed coldisall the

colors that Cézanne could possibly find in his sensation of his wife. & uataired

attention to the deeply particular coloration of higsvafeintenance and its reduplication

on the canvas is evidence of ansk@ptical approach to pain@ingossibilities for

recognition. He believes, as the iconophiles do, that the body is the visymliattass

the plenituag hypostatic life, and so is devoted to sensing and realizing her every minute

detail.
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My argument is that these portraits show an idiosyncratic attention to th subject
bodyas a bailyn Christological terms, the visible form bfpostaégistence that reflects
a positivelyealistantiskeptical) approach to the subject. This is not to say that @zanne
attention to his wife appearance was unigue within his oeuvre, or even that this kind of
attention to appearance was unique to persons as subjects, but that his sustained devotion to
her particular, bodily form, coupled with himmentary orsensatisuggests the
expectation of true encounter with a living other. Sidlauskas clarifies@approech by
contrast with the modernist tendency to ob
subjects; rather he injected into everything he paibéid sugar bowl, skull, or artificial
fruiti a capacity fornearu ma n e mp at h y*Centexdualizeel withinthes e . 6
modernist crisis of representation, wherein the proposed recognition of persons was met
with objectifying skepticism, Cézampaintings suggest the aitishique hope for

communion through attention to the appearance of a hypostatic life.

(111.B.) HYPOSTATIC RECOGNITION ENTAILS PARTIALITY

(I11.B.1) PARTIALITY AS ABSTRACTION IN ICONOGRAPHY
The approach charted above sounds like a rather ordinary, realist approach to art, which
assumes a set of visible, appeatzasxsd criteria to generate a correspondence between
image and subject. However, anyone who observes an icon or a portraiGH#dnme

will see that these are not simply pieadist depictions of their subject. These are subtle

% Sidlauska§ézan@Othen 8.
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and complex images. In both icons and Cé&qpowraits, | see a use of abstraction that

signals the ima@dimitations. In addition to the expectation of encounter, a second

expectation for imaging in Theodbihree Refutatisrtie acknowledgement of that

imagé partialityThe images are not partial, of course, in the sense of favoring one

perspective over another, but partial in that these images present but one aspect, perspective,
moment, or view. Theod@ergument shows that the i@mypastatic subjects are

ultimately ineffable, and an icon can only ever represent the subject partially, and yet the
partial view provided in an image is adequate to the task of representing a whole person.

This partiality, | will argue, presents as abstractimth icons and Céza@nportraits of

his wife.

First of all, icons are partial in that theyhateonsubstantial with their prototypes
oWhen anyone is portrayed, it is not the n
could a nature be portrayed uWhAdvwehavesean, wer e
the failure of theaturalinity between image and prototype, Theodore does not deny. In
fact, Theodor® affirmation of the natural disunity between image and prototype is stated in
no uncertain terms time and time again in his refutations. He agrees with the iconoclasts that
to imagine such unity would be nothing short of idolatrous; furthermore, hdsdnten

woul d be s PHgvever, as werhava exgored, the iconophile claims it is

37 St. Theodore the Studit®n the Holy IcathisA.24, 90.
¥The passage where this remark is found r e:
suppose that shadow and truth, nature and art, original and copy, cause and effect are the
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necessarly Christologicalfy to defend a different kind of unity in the icon and prototype.
A kind of unity that has this natural difference built in, as it were. Theodore distinguishes
between a natural image and an artificial image to show that sommimadgesto their
prototypes in certainty and trutithoutnaintaining natural unity. In fact, it is the very
disunity with the prototypes that makes them image$ ahdlhot simply another instance
of the prototype.
Because it confirms the failure of the image to naturally reproduce the prototype,
Theodor& account of images also confirms the integrity of th@ raiore as icon. The
image is built of the stuff of painting: not only oil, board, and pigment, but all the formal
aspects of visual art (line, color, light, texture, etc.). This formal integrity necessarily entails
thenaturdimitations of those forms, and the partiality of theresentation of the
prototype. In other words, the picture plane wilhyd be two dimensional and never three
dimensional; the yellows used to depict light will never warm our shoulders as the sunshine;
the glaze that visually softens the subjemtplexion will never replicate our bel@ved
actual skin. This is not what imad@3 he desire for ontological unity between an image
and its prototype is a categorical failure
Secondly, icons, which for Theodore manifest hypostatic likeness of their

prototypes, are partial becaugsostaseslwaypresenthemselvepartially In challenge

same in essence; or to say that oeach is i
what one would have to say if he supposed or asserted that Christ and his image are the
s ame i n Stellsesdera theeStud, On the Holy Icdrisl, 31.
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three of chapter 4, | traced the complex anthropology that undergirds Thegiooach
to the hypostatic likeness in an icon. To use Tolefsems, Theodo&account of
hypostatic |ife has both an oinwarddé and a
the formal appearance of a hypostasis at any given place or time; the inward is the soul, will,
and spirit. Hypostatic life is a unified whole thas¢ends space, time, and appearance, but
nevertheless is made manifest within space arldiyimep ar t i cul ar appear an
[Peter] consists of a body and soul, he does not show the property of soul in the appearance
of his form: how coul 8Thérealm oftherintage istthie ealns o u |
of the visible, and so the hypostatic likeness presented in the image will always be limited to
the visible qualities of the person. The hypostasis cannot be comprehensively presented in an
icon because a hypostasisnewer be comprehensively observed. As | wrote in the last
chapter, humans are alwayeal@dformal appearance, but they are not circumscribed by
that appearance. The showing that is done in an icon, then, is similarly ligechirad
sort of abstraction

More to Theodoi@® point, Chris hypostatic presentation in the world is more
partial still, as his divine nature remains uncircumscribable in the incarnation. Theodore
acknowledges this throughout his text: olt
incomprehensible and uncircunisanle, and | may add boundless, limitless, formless, and
whatever adjectives signify the privation

doctrine of theology, so far from inventing some kind of circumscripiomprehension

% St.Theodore the Studit®n the Holy IcaitisA.24, 9@91.
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(perish the idea! For this was an invention of pagan thought), we do not even know that the
Godhead exists at all, or what sofThisof thi
basic uncircumscribability is what makes th& ity with humanity so paradoxical. The
divine nature is not si mpl ¥hypaostatic lifeybuttheb| e o
fundamental reality of Chisidentity as the Son of God. The Son is uncircumscribable

because he is begotten from the uncircumscribable Father. He is also uncircumscribable
because it is his will to eternally, kenotically image the uncircumscribable Father. The
enormity of this mysty is not lost on Theodore. And yet, resounding with the tradition of

the Church,he | ai ms, o0But because of His great go
human nature and become like us. There is a mixture of the immiscible, a compound of the
uncombinable: that is, of the uncircumscribable with the circumscribed, of the boundless

with the bounded, of the limitless with the limited, of the formless with tiermelt

(which i s i nd¥*eabstracion af th@icon sigadls thi IGminous mystery of

this hypostatic union.

As we have seen, icons do not proceed, though, by negatingeaitions of the
representation of human beings. Close attention to the particular embodied characteristics of
the hypostatic subjects of these portraits is of paramount importance. However, when
viewed in contrast to the GreRoman paintings and statdleat populated the era of art

that preceded the Byzantine era, icons are dramatically and @histediidcdok, for

“lbid. 1.2, 21.

“1bid. 1.2, 21.
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instance, at the marble statue of Augustus of Prima Poftd {figcomparison to an icon

of St. Demetrios and dondt&Vhile the emper@ appearance is most likely not rendered

with historical accuracy, the artist has used all means at his disposal to depict a naturalistic,
yet idealized human form. These GiRoman artists studied anatomy and geometry
obsessively and were meticuloustalsing proportions that most accurately reflect their

ideal of a beautiful human body. Some scholars even see prototypical forms of linear
perspective and modeling used in the paintings of-Boeoan period, suggesting that the
Renaissance artists whdgeed these illusionistic conventions had merely rediscovered the
ancient8use of the convention. Moreover, these artists posed their figuresimant®

show their strength and beauty at the most readily apparent angle.

“2| recognize that there are many centuries between the production dateamfvtirés.
However, | believe the painthat Byzantine iconographers could have chosen to use more
naturalistic techniques, but chose a more abstracted stylé istHestends.
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Figurel7: Augustus of Prima Phstaentury Figurel8 St. Demetrios with Doftbrsentury
AD AD

In contrast, the icon (fi@8) gives a distinctly different impression. The human faces
are elongated and narrowed, as if stretched. The mouths and noses are almost cartoonishly
small, while the eyes and foreheads are comparatively large. There is no hint of the
conventions that depia third dimension, traditional modeling, or linear perspective but,

rather, a kind of perspective that, as many have noted, seems to open out to the horizon of
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the viewer rather than to the vanishing point on the p@rdiefinite horizohThe human
person is not posed to reflect strength or beauty of body; indeed, the figure sometimes
appears to be awkwardly floating or unstably seated. When this painting is put in the context
of the style of art that is subsequent to GRamman represeations, it is difficult to avoid
the language of abstraction or negation. There are wide spaces of emptiness a&in Courbet
works, a lack of concern for creating the illusion of adhmemsional space as in a Manet,
and a rejection of the established artistic conventions for establishing the reality of a
proportional human body. Icons, to use somewhat anachronisticdaaggiggrmally
abstract.

In her article that traces image anxieties in early Christianity, Natalie Carnes brings
our attention to this important theme in much of twentettiury writing on
iconographfwhat she calls the oOapophatic reservi
descri bes asiaregatoo of dself@as vissal fdrime buitt iato (an icdr)
pi ct or i d0rthoddx theéotmgianscLeodid Ouspensky, Vladimir Lossky, and Pavel

Florensky all comment on the i@rejection of naturalistic resemblance as a virtue of

'!Pavel Florensky, BepPadVesionsEssafhe Pescepdon ofiArv e, 6 i n
(Chicago: Reaktion Books, 20fijLeonid Ouspenskirans. Anthony Gythielheology of

the Icowol. 1(Crestwood, NY: Stladimi& Seminary Press, 199®393.

’Nat alie Carnes, OHow Love for the I mage Ca
Religior®s no. 2 (201720.https://doi.org/10.3390/rel8020020.
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apophatic reser¥&or Carnes, the ic@napophatic reserve is reflective of a wider theme in
Eastern Christian writing, and she grounds this point in Gregory d$ iegsdment of

met aphors, names, and images for the divin
Gregory instead commends an apophatic reserve. Images and concepts of God must always
be interpreted against the background of the luminous darkhe&srisaus not to confuse

image with imaged. Gregory does not ban poets or forbid images; he wants to resituate them
for us, to mitigate this t emAophaticresemeist o con
the evepresent qualification of all created predications of the divine. It is the note of
hesitation, the resistance to closure, that reflects the incomprehensibility and
uncircumscribability of iGagdthatt€legrapheisowar i t es
visual dissimilarilyi n s pac e, SAndnwaatis anather nanee lfoothe.&on

visual dissimilarity to its prototype? Abstraction. Like the modernist negation of academic

convention for the sake @fitéthat resulted in abstracted images, icons formally negate

 See Leoni@uspenskyTheology of the vobrl and 2trans. Anthony Gytheil (Yonkers,

NY: St. Vladimis Press, 1992)ladimir Losskyin the Image and Likeness efl Gldtbmas

E. Bird,trans. John H. Erickson (Yonkers, NY: St. Vla@i8gminary Press, 1985

Pavel Florenskigonostasrans. Donald Sheehan and Olga Andrejev (Yonkers, NY: St.
Vladimi& Seminary Press, 1996)

‘“Carnes, OHow Love for the I mage Cast out
®Carnes, OHow Love for the I mage Cast out
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perfected, idealized human form for the sake of protecting the uncircumscribability of the
divine nature, resulting in abstraction.

The abstraction in iconography is dffeerent sort than that sanctioned by the
skeptical iconoclasts. The reader will recall that the iconoclasts did not repudiate all
0Oi mages, 6 but | auded the representation of
surviving iconoclastic literature t he | ack of obodily formodé se
apart from iconography as uniquely suited for imaging the divine. Iconoclastic skepticism
understood the represented human body as an obstacle for representation and an
overwhelming temptation tavd idolatry and thus only approved images that could
reference the incarnation in a visually indirect way. Alternatively, Theggooach to
icons regards the human body of Christ as fundamental@r&adation in Jesus Christ
and so insists on its representation, while simultaneously insisting on the partiality of
hypostatic appearance. This abstracted approach contrasts with iconoclastic skepticism
because, like apophatic theology, it believhsmitibe made known in the
acknowledgement ofdlpartiality. God is not mortal, but mortals can imagine the other side
of our finitude as describing an aspect of who God is. The torn corner of the photograph
reminds me that my mother is not only her short blonde hair and blue eyes, but these cues
stillopen up the world of her life to my imagination. The abstraction in the icon reminds me
that God is not only a human figure hanging on a cross, but this figure still enables us to can
imagine the life of a God who might be seen in this way in one tiplecand\bstraction
of the appearance of J&Uimiman body, then, is fitting with Theo@oaatiskeptical

concept of an ica hypostatic likeness.
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(11.B.2) PARTIALITY AS ABSTRACTION IN CEZANNES PAINTINGS OFFIQUET
CEZANNE

A year after Cézarmaleath, reflecting on the legacy of his former mentor, Maurice Denis
expressed frustration at what he perceived as flagrant misuse ofiQénaene authorize
the oOtheoretical abstractionsdé of Matisse
from any contingency, painting in itself ¢é
removed from any c oncr®dheabstraetipnroftresemartistsst i on a
contrasted with Cézar@@ainting, in Dersopinion, in that it was npérceivably rooted
in the perception of nature. As we have already seen, Gédevot@®n to perceiving and
representing nature is at the core of his painting practice. Then why, one might conceivably
ask Denis or another defender of Cézaroigectivity, are the paintings so massively
abstracted? In this section, | argue that The®dbseory of hypostatic likeness can
illuminate the abstraction of these portraits as manifestations of the partiality of hypostatic
knowledge and representation. In Cé&f®muhoice terms, the abstraction is the result of the
partiality of both theensati@merception) angkalizatiqipainting) of thenoti{subject).

First of all, Cézan@eworks are partial becausesthresatiqumerception) of the
hypostatic other is always partial. Many scholars have commented o Céxatioa to
the purity of his perceptions, but none so passionately as fterlgaiMerleaonty
contends that Cézar@abstraction is a quality of the @tmivn idiosyncratic method of

perception and the reduplication of that perception on the canvas. According to the

®Ri chard Shi f f Conuersatidng vwatil GedhRie M. Doran (Berkeley:
University of California Press, 2001), xxxi.
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philosopher, thisis Cézatine par adoxi c al aim: to pursue re
the i mmedi at e i’Bypatteading tio bisperceptions i & sustagnedéand
patient way, the artist 0ab &lndilenwrds, Hei msel f

resisted premature stabilizing judgements and attended only to what made itself present to
his vision in each moment, without neglecting his irfeteganizing role. The artist shook
off these preconceived categories for the sake of perceiving the wholeness of his subject
with complete purity. The phenomenologist argues that in everyday life humans do not give
sustained attention to the appearanfcésnys. Rather, we put the world of tools, houses,
streets, and citiesugeCézanri paintings suspend this active organizing for use in an
attempt to see through and BEiisdoastnotmeéahe 0i m
that the artist neglected science or traditions: on the contrary, he was very well educated in
geology, anatomy, geometry, and the artistic traditions. Yet, & émnessary first step
was forgetting this knowledge momentarily in the apprehension of the unity of the landscape
(or another subject), before recapturing the apprehended subject.

When asked to return to the realm of hu
oriented toward the intelligence of Brager Omnipotétim other words, the artist

attempted to apprehend his subjects with what he imagined to be the puri§y of God

"MerleasPonty, @ C®zwamined 14.
EMerleatPont y, &® C®zwmtned 13.
MerleatPonty, &@ C®awamtned 16.
“MerleatPonty, & C®awumtned 19.

304



Chapteb:0 For med in the Face of Hor t e n ChristifaiCqroes Ananias

apprehending. As percei ved bdgntycodtendtshe hum
Cézann@ subjects were apprehended and expressed as if for the firbtdimggests
that this unigue attention to perception m
the paintings themselfiesaucers that ar@shaped as we would expect, horizons that
dond behave according to the rules of linear perspective, resting glasses and bottles that
appear unstable. Merld2anty argues that the expression of art is similar to the function of
wordst o name or oOograsp the nature of what aprg
before us as a'Juseas wayds io doanbt beek twirhitate what théy
designate, artwadaskaim is not imitation, but rather a conversion of the apprehended into the
visible. MerleaBonty describes this primordial apprehension that is expressed visibly in art
as the ovibration of appéaththeimageofaadle ch i s
evoking the sense of a new bititherefore, the artist must be persistently attentive to this
ocontinual reéebirth of existence. 6

While it is clear that such a simplified approach to perception and representation
resulted in artworks that look different than those of his contemporaries, | contend that
Cézann@8 artwork emerged as abstract because i

perception, 6 he pasialispf hissubjédhgpostatcanarifestatiorh e

UMerleatPont y, &® C®zwmtn,ed 19.
2MerleatPonty, & C®awumtned 17.
BMerleatPont y, ® C®zwmin,ed 18.
“MerleatPonty, ®@C®zwmined 18.
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Throughout his working life, Cézanne expressed extraordinary frustration with his own

ability to perceive and represent his beloved nature. In a letter written a month before his
death at 67 he worries, OWillandlsolenger arri v
pursued? | am stild]l |l earning from nfatur e,
To the end, Cézanne doubted his own perceptions. Meolegucenters the arfst

0doubt, 6 arguing that rather ®Ghf@as under st a
determining the waledKorthisfitS uissp etnhde nvgo rt kh et hoaetx p
valuesd t hat n@&unityaMeflegBortyraggaes that ik Céaanrle thése

values formed an unstable and nervous character in the painter, just as the perceptual
technique formed abstraction on the calivmweverthe artisls own frustration with his
perceptions suggest to mmabilithtadompnehensivelyd oubt 6
perceive his subjects with perfect cldhtghy, for instance, if he had achieved a purified

perception and representation of a subject, would he see fit to paint that subject again? And

“MerleatPont y, & C®zwmtned 9.

wMerlealPont y, & C®azwawmtned 20.

Y"MerleatlPont y, ® C®zwmin,ed 20.

18 Between 1866 and 1869, Cézaaoerded his responses guastionnairétled Mes
confidencesl n response to the question, oO0OWhat,hk i
happiness?6 he replied: 0To have a good fo
i's your main hope?d he wr otCenversatiorss aveceQezanne u d
(Paris: Macula, 1978), a023.
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again? Cezanne is famous for his repeated return to his favored subjects: Mont Saint
Victoire, arrangements of apples, bowls, and bottles, and of course his wife,Fitpuregnse
Cézanne.

Unlike academic artists, impressionist artists often returned to the same subject time
and again. Claude Monet famously rented a room across from N&Randg Cathedral
so he could paint the chu&lfacade over thirty times. This serializing of subject matter was,
for the impressionists, an opportunity to capture the changing effects of atmospheric light
and color on an unchanging scenic object. When surveying the paintings of Fiquet Cézanne,
howeve, it becomes clear that Céza@nserializing of th&ibject was provoked by a
different purpose. There is a distinct lack of concern for the changing qualities of
atmospheric light in these paintings, as they are almost entirely composed indoors. There is
little concern for variation in costume or accoergs, asiquet Cézanris often clothed
in a plain housedress and often in a repeated style without any additional objects of
particular interest. As Sidlauskas points out, the effects of time on Fiquet8Cézanne
countenance are also of little concer@ézanne does not portray her with any qualities
that suggest the process of aging throughout the'sEhieqerception and representation
of his subject seems to be his primary concern, and, over the course of the series, the subject
appears stubbornly opaque. As argued in chapter 4, there is no pliancy in Fiqudt Cézanne
expression that would suggest the artist has a unique acquaintance with her personality. In
the portraits, the subject of Céza@npenetrating concern is Fiquet Cézanne, but she is

entirely resistant to comprehensive disclosure. She shows her hypostatic appearance, and

¥ Sidlauska&ézan@eOther: The Portraits of Hdtense
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also withholds. As Theod&€hristological anthropology would maintain, Cé&anne
perception (and therefore realization) of his wife will always be partial.

Could it be that Cézanne returned to his wife as a subject because he sought a
purified and therefore comprehensive perception of her hypostatic existence but was met
with partiality? Is it possible that this partial perception expressed itself inatbioabsin
the canvas? 7. Clar® interpretation of Cézar@®evork helps us answer these questions in
the affirmative. Moreover, Clark brings to the fore the second aspect of hypostatic likeness
that Cézanne encounters in his practice: the parfiadifipatioror representation. The
reader will recall that Clark, whose interpretation of Cézanne we closely surveyed in chapter
3, argues that the abstractions in the@niistks are signals of fiadureof a positivist
guest for certainty. Clark claims for Cézanne what the artist seems unable to face: that there
IS no way to positively secure a representation. In a late letter to his son, the year before his
death, Cézanne expressed his frustrationhgitimitations of the medium of painting:

0 mally, | must tell you that as a painter | am becoming morsighead in front of

nature, but that with me théalisatiaf mysensatidasstill very laboured. | @aachieve the
intensity that builds in my senses. kidwave the magnificent richness of colour that

e nl i v e nRéatisationior G&zaidne, was the manifest expression of his perceptions

on the canvas. This theme of realization retains, too, the character of achieving the potential

of the perception that would mark a unity or a fullness or a completion. &é&xmirers

2 Paul @anne to his son, Aix, September 8, THGS| etters of Paul Cézeame Alex
Danchev (London: Thames & Hudson, 2033).
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and interpreters celebrated this ambiguity as suggesting a kind of realism about
representatid® potential; yet, as seen in this passage, the artist laments his own inability to
realise his perceptions in painting. He doegloait about his own achievement of a
purified expression, or his overcoming ofithgations of the medium, as a man who has
dedicated himself to the practice of painting for a lifetime might do. Rather, he seems
confounded by his own and the mediulmitations, almost despairing over the limitations
of the process he has spent his life refining.

When one looks closely at Cézanpaintings of his wife, guided by @aakcount
of modernitg skepticism, one can sense the@uistovery of the natural limitations of
the medium. Pissasampressionism promised the truthful conveyance of a fleeting
moment of perception. Yet, Cézanne discovers there is no amount of attention that can
transform his brushstrokes into blood and breath. It is as if the painter is surprised to hit a
wall as heomposes an image and must begin again. Accountpahth& process, not
to mention the layers of reworking done on the paintings themselves, testify to this sort of
compositional behavior. The abstraction of the images is the result of coming to know,
intimately, the limitations of the medium. This is why Geegiah formalists so admired
the paintes approach. The paintings are bluntly paifititigsy do not try to hide their
paintingness. That is, they do not attempt to conceal theditmensionality with illusory
tricks of perspective or modeliRather, the abstraction, by always recognizing painting
limits, gives painting back its integrity as painting, much to Gréedélkgbt.

Cézann& discovery of these limitations does not mean painting is inadequate to the
task of representation, or that the appearance of a human cannot convey a hypostatic life

effectively, but it does indicate that they both do these planigdy which is
30¢
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understandably frustrating for Cézanne. The limitations that Cézanne presses against and
inevitably conveys on the canvas are the same limitations that Theodore recognizes in the
body and representation of Christ: the metaphysical limitations of befirélsentation or
realization and the perception or sensation of hypostatictiife.context of academic and
impressionist skepticism, Cézanne still believes that representations can communicate their
prototypes. They are abstracted, not because digdwsied his subject for the sake of
communicating the truth of the form or the artistic experience, and certainly not to give a
oprimitived expression, but because he is
@theBthat is his subject through that sul@esppearance: these are the limitations of
perception and representation Cézanne encounters. These paintings are, inevitably, partial
and imperfect not only because painting itself is partial and imperfect but because human
sight and knowlge is partial and imperfect. Clark is right, then, that these paintings
represent the failure of Cézammmsitivistic quest for formulating certainty, but this failure
doesti justify the claim that the artist is the ultimate modernist skeptic or nihilist. Rather,
this failure reveals his optimism about the task of representation. Cézanne never gave up on
representing the body, in spite of the limitations inherent to bodiptp@rand painting.

| have shown the deep parallels between Théédpproach to icons and
Cézann@ approach to painting his wife, understood under the hermeneutic of recognition.
However, when it comes to the partiality of hypostatic disclosure and representation,
Cézanne clearly displays far more discomfort than Theodore. Cézanne is discoh&nt with t
limitations of his perceptions and of painting. Theodore, however, is utterly confident that
Christs likeness in an icon, however partial, can adequately represeosthgchyfp of

its prototype. Is Cézarmextraordinary disappointment with perception and representation
31C



Chapteb:0 For med in the Face of Hor t e n ChristifaiCqroes Ananias

another variation of modernist skepticism? Is this fervent quest for the disclosure of
hypostatic life a manifestation of @kepticism? By my lights, no. Rather, Cé&anne

practice shows us what seeking recognition looks like under the conditions of modernism.
As | have outlined in earlier chapters, there are unigue stresses that press upon both
representation and perception in modernism, stresses with which Cézaaipe is sur
grappling. In Cézan@eapproach to hypostatic partiality, recognition begampear as less
than guaranteed. As we continue to map Theodore and @ mssor@ances, these cracks

will grow in size and scope.

(I.C.) HYPOSTATIC RECOGNITION ENTAILS RELATIONSHIP
(I.C.1) RELATIONSHIP AS THE FOUNDATION AND TASK IN ICONOGRAPHY

Because of what Christology has taught him about hypostatic existence, Theodore
will expect to encounterglationaind personal presence in the icon. The iconoclasts were
skeptical about the io®rability to make present their prototypes consubstantially and, thus,
they understood icon veneration as idol worship: the board, oil, and form that constituted

the material of the icon could never be anything other than deaf, dumb, &hd blind.

20The aforesaid creator of evil, not wishi:i
refrain from using at different times different means of wicked ingenuity in order to subdue

the human race to his power; thus, with the pretext of Christiangintteluced idolatry
unnoticeably by convincing, with his subtleties, those who had their eyes turned to him not

to relinquish the creation but rather to adore it, and pay respect to it, and consider that
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Alternatively, for Theodore, the icon makes present the prototype by hypostatic likeness: a
relatiothat connects the icon to its prototype, and, derivatively, the viewer to&he icon
prototype. In the icon, the worshippecognizks likeness of her savior. As such, the icon
presents a hypostatic encounter that discloses a circuit of relationships that is personal and
dynamic.

Throughout iconophilic literature, a relationship between the iconic image and the
prototype (Christ or the saint) is defended as the channel by which iconic veneration passes
on to the prototype. As Wwe seen, Theodore characterizes this relation as the likeness of
hypostasis, in contrast to the iconoclastic relation of consubstantiality. Here is one of many

relevant passages:

Rather, the prototype is in the image bgithdaritfrQ 0 o poDigostasis
which does not have a different principle of definition for the prototype and for the
imageTherefore, we do not understand that the image lacks equality with the
prototype and has an inferior glory in respect to similarity, but in respect to its
different essence. The essence of the image is not of a nature to be venerated,
although the one whs portrayed appears in it for veneration. Therefore there is no
introduction ofdifferent kind of veneration, but the image has one and the same
veneration with the prototype, in accordance witidemity of liker(Bsg dzDZA Dz §

TQ0a DG ) .

which is made as God, calling it with the n@heist® F r ohworosf theeSynod of

Hierig trans. Daniel Sahadéonns and Logos: Sources i@ &igimh Iconoc{@smonto:

University of Toronto Press, 19&f)oted in Marido®Mondzain)Jmage, Icon, Economy: The
Byzantine Origins dEdnéemporary Imagi@ahyral Memory in the Present (Stanford:
Stanford University Press, 2005), (9421229.

22Theodore the Studit®n the Holy IgadifisC.1, 103 (italics mineG 99:390.
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As noted in chapter 2, the concept of ol ik

positively in the history of Western thought. For Platonists, an imitative object was

disparaged because of its ostensibly deceptive removal from the origiichl ibn wh

depended. Barber suggests that there is a sense of distance and removal implied by

iconophile use of these terms, but that this distance is the differeatcetbtit we have

discussed above. Torstein Tollefson has shown tmatttreentury ionophileduse of

likeness samples more heavily from Aristotelian logic, and therefore likeness is granted a

more positive |idght as a kind of orelation
Relation is one of AristoBfamous categories that describe the kinds of

predications that can be made of beings. The rgiatsdif one such category. In the

Categorjes he describes it as such: O0AIl I those t

they themselves are, are said tofbet her t hings, or in *ome re

Poryphory expands this to say that this de

#TollefsenSt Theodore the Suditéence of the tapser 3. Tollefsen does qualify this by
noting that owe cannot just take it&for gr
Categores t he tradition of the commentators. ¢
tradition may make us aware of features of Thédogeimentation and reasoning that we
would miss without this SiBheokogerthe Guddéenkerob wl e d
the lcons01102.

24 Aristotlg quoted in Tollefsergt Theodore the Shuditéencehsf Icons02.
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but exist in r el at®Fa axanpfe, the Ban is thd Blitheg-athey ano't
and the Father is the Fatloéthe Son; they are therefore relative to one another. Tollefson
highlights the substanti al i mplication: OW
substances, when the one is the prototype of theqothierage, the being of the two
related items consists i n ?FTheodoresdysas inuchm o f
0The prototype and the i mage *Hlssabstantee i r be
relation is, as we have seen, what the iconoclasts understood as the threat of idolatry, and
they therefore rejected any consideration of relation between Christ and his image.

MarieJosé Mondzain, however, describes the relationship between icon and
prototype in terms of iconic econoraik¢nomia. o0l t i s because the r e
natural image and the icon is a function of the charismatic economy established on the
model of the Incarnation that the iconic shadow takes on colored hue, that the copy
(homoibinaecomemimetic 26In the iconic economy, established on the model of the
Incarnation, the icon or image discloses hypostatic knowledge because God has disclosed
knowledge of Godself to humanity in Jesus Christ. To create a likenesssohyliastasis
is to generate a likeness that points to the incarnate Christ, who points to the Father.

Therefore, it is proper to claim, in a qualified way, that the worshipper viewing the likeness

%5 Poryphoryquoted in Tollefsert Theodore the Shubiéence of the dths
% TollefsenSt Theodore the Ssubiéence of the s

*’Theodore the Studit®n the Holy IgdifisD.5, 110.

28 Mondzain)magécon, Econo®g.
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of Jesus Christ in an icon wetogni@ed. While we have argued that Thedsore
innovation is to center the iconoclastic debate on incarnational language of hypostasis rather
than the language of consubstantiality that the iconoclasts prefer, there is nonetheless a
trinitarian dimension to Theod&argument that casts the relationships within the iconic
economy in a trinitarian light. In Theodore, when viewed through this relational lens, there is
what some scholars call a unitive Christology, wesamdtes a profound relation of
Chriss natures in his divine hypostasis in the union of the incarnation. For as we saw in our
exegesis of Gregory in chapter three, the Christian development of biypostatss
established in the heat of trinitarian debBfgostasisin the first Christian case, names
each othe persons of the Trinity, and these persons are individuated grintiaeity
relation to one another. Their hypostatic particularity, in other words, is founded on their
relationship téheothers And, as we saw with Gregory, the@Saatation to the Father is
not only consubstantial, but also a relation of likeness. So, in this incarnational economy, the
icon images an image, which points to the Father. The way that the icon is in relation to
Christ hypostatically is the way thaSbe is in relation to the Father, which is not to say
consubstantially, but through likeness (cf. Hebrews 1:3). In theological debates about unitive
Christologies, the distinction between nature and hgipastthe person of Christ gets
blurry, as it does in Theod@rprose. However, the point remains that The@dore
expectation in icon veneration is that he will encounter a (divine) person by encountering
that perso@® likeness.

A further quality of the Aristotelian cateqgoosif 0 r el ati ved) i s t hat
can be translated as Obringing toward, 6 wh

use as a Obringing towarddé of the icon to
31t
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who contemplates the icon toward the prototype in worship. Nikephoros summarizes the
first sense well:
The icon has a relation to the archetype, and is the effect of a cause.
Therefore, because of this it necessarily is and might be called gretatjva (
relativegros t) is said to be such as it is from its being of some other thing, and in
the relation they are reciprocal. é Lik
between the extremes, | mean the likeness and the one of whom it is a likeness,
uniting and connéag by form, even though they differ by nafure.
Here Nikephoros characterizes the dynamic reciprocity between icon and prototype. The
icon receives its form from the prototype and in turn points back towards its prototype as
one that is oalike. d The i con dtfkdnegsofot ot yp
form.
This dynamic reciprocity that depends upon likeness is also present in the act of
veneration described so often by the iconophiles.-téntlary iconophiles refer back to
John of Damascene repeatedly to claim that there is a unity of veneration leeteogen th
and its prototype. I n this passage, Theodo
relation insasmuch as the copy is in the prototype; one is not separated from the other
because of this, except by the difference of essence. Therefdtes simage of Christ is
said to have Chr&tform in its delineation, it will have one veneration with Christ, and not a
di f f er e n t*Theeaniteof verteratmmdepends upon the relative likeness of

Christs form in the icon. The likeness brings Christ toward the worshipper, who is taken to

Christ. This relational circuit is the logiprok ti

29 Nikephoros in BarbeFigure and Liken2$s.

%0 St.Theodore the Studit®n the Holy IcaBslO, 106.
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Theodor& two moments of recognition mentioned at the beginning of thisfsebton

recognition of God in the incarnate body of Jesus and the recognition of Jesusfin an icon

are both deeply marked by this dyngmis fogic. The theologian expects that the

experience of recognizing J&slilseness in an icon will be a dynamic and relational because

the experience of recognizing God in the incarnate Son is dynamic and relational. Jesus can
tell his disciples, OHe who ndtlaesause éegese me h a
the Father, but because it is his hypostatic identity to be related to the Father by likeness. An
encounter with Jesus is an encounter with the dynamic, triune God. Therefore, to recognize
Jesus in his depicted likeness is to be similarly caught wymathes and relational chain

ofprosti It is to be Obrought towardo6 the triodt
of God® incarnate likeness. We will unpack the implications of such a recognition (and the
consequences of snécognition) in the next chapter. However, it is enough for now to note

the triune relationality at the heart of hypostatic recognition for Theodore.

(1N.C.2) RELATION AS THE FOUNDATION AND TASK OF CEZANNES
PORTRAITS OF FIQUET CEZANNE

Overwhelmingly, the scholarly attitude toward Cé&&gronraits in the past century is that

the portraits demonstrate thiesenckinterpersonal relation. Meyer Schépiro

interpretation of a late portrait of Céza@gardener Vallier is particularly representative of
this perspective: OHe [Vallier] does not ¢

expression and the posture tends to be rigid. It is as if the Ip@smeraccess to the interior
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world of the sitterb ut can onl y s ®Tdhe rhaskike cbuntenance ofitee o ut s i
subjectshas,asiwve s een, suggested to many that C®z
subjectdé for the sake of achieving d&8&n art.i
surveyed, recent scholarship has shown that this interpretation is not at all faithful to
Cézann& own stated goals for his art practice, nor does it make sense of the visual data in
the art historical context. Instead, it makes more sense to conclude, as Susan Sidlauskas
argues in the monograph already mentioned, the nearly thirty pbRigitsetoCézanrere
in fact, protracted meditations on the relationship between self arit \then viewed
through the lens of Theod@e@inderstanding of iconic imaging as tpeegentation of
hypostatic likeness, Cézammmgagement with his wife as a subject could be understood as
a personal and dynamic encounter of persons, rather than a skeptical exercise in turning
subject to object. In the terms of our study, in painting his wife, Cézanne hopes enable
relational regmition.

To describe what she considers to be Cé&aappoach to painting his wife,
Sidlauskas quotes from Hippolyte Tain@ntelligen@efavorite philosopher of Cézanne):
o0When we caeansatfthetsamewdbrafavored by Cézanne], we are at the limits of

the mental world: between it and the physical world there is a gulf, and as it were, a deep

8'Schapiro quoted &nPdr toddan Rexiew 6fIBEOkBD Z®Zz ann e
(January 2018jttps://www.Irb.co.uk/thepaper/v40/n02/t.j-clark/relentlesstimacy.

%2 Sidlauska&ézan@OtheB.
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sedSiéd!l auskas suggests t haéportraifsof Figuat sust ai ne
Cézanne arrogated the place of that deep sea. Their surfaces exist as evidencé of the artist
struggle to knit together the sum of his sensations, mingled with those of his subject, and
thereby to bridge the i néAdpailtihngeoflsisowste di vi
osignificant HRgueh@randportraliseepresent thecasBgpardistent

attempt to relate across that sea. In the paintings, Sidlauskas notices the push and pull of
coming to know and nd&now. In a particularlgsightful chapter, Sidlauskas traces

Cézann@& idiosyncratic use of the artistic tradition of connecting touch and sight in portraits.
0The prevailing idea, 6 she explains, i s th
subjeds skin (and its sensuous extensions and substitutes) would fill the presumptively male
viewer with the desire to caress and thus
Through carefully examining the series of portraits, Sidlauskas shows that Cézanne was less
concerned with generating a portrait that would beguile and seduce the viewer and more

i nterested in how painting O0i necttofthscheso co
concerii his wife. Through examining the way in which the artist used transparent and then
opaque passages to depict higdagten, clothes, hair, and, above all, hands, Sidlauskas

argues that oof all the fi dgiurliieand@iRbesanne pa

# HippolyteAdolphe TaineDe Lantelligen@aris: Hachette, 1870), ldidbted in
Sidlauska§;ézan@eOtheb9.
% Sidlauska§;ézan@eOtheb9.

% Sidlauskagézan@®Other, 101.
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distilled her husba@dambivalence about touch: a yearning for contact married to an equally

profound n e edézhno@ paimtisge of kis wifeoare.ndt studies of an object

that happent be a person, but complex relational engagements with a hypostatic other.
However, to put the matter mildly, nurturing healthy and strongensenal

relationships was not Cézaarstrong suit. In his early years as a struggling artist in Paris, he

enjoyed close friendships with-llkeded young people, but these friendships were not to

|l ast into his old age. Further, C®zanne wa

gettirg theirgrappiish o o k s ) * His lack of éasemwithévulnerability and his

temperamental fragilliEdroghée@s knierdl éhs an drhee) .ni Tt

portraits of his adolescent friends display a more traditional intimacy that lends itself more

easily to recognizing a personal othebtisait of Antony Valabdlg¥ 2 for instance,

shows an impressionist handling of color that merges with a more traditionally affectionate

rendering. When considered alongside a later poriajtief Cézannsuch aMadame

CézanneinaYellow€Cmaiom 1889, the contrast is striki

an ehibitonof Cézanie portraits, o0did C®Whilewee stop p

cannot know the specifics of Céz@nnaational struggles and victories, it is clear that there

iI's a decisive shift away from traditional/l

¥ Sidlauskagézan&©Other, 141.

% Sidlauska&;ézan@©ther, 63.

BT. J. Cl &r kP,o rdch@arn Baweyeodf Bdmks15, 2018, accessed March 21,
2024 https://www.Irb.co.uk/thepaper/v40/n02/t.j-clark/relentlesitimacy
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stilted paintings dfiquet Cézanrend other later subjects. We have already shown that
Cézanne did not give up the strenuous and dogged pursugerfdhandrealizatiovf
hismotifCézann® favorite word for his subject), even the potentially threatening hypostasis
of a personal otheWhat do the paintings suggest Cézanne found in his search for the
hypostatic other?

Jonathan Crary suggests that o0C®zanne
discovery that looking at any one thing intentlgaligiad to a fuller and more inclusive
grasp of its presence, its rich immediacy. Rather, it led to its perceptual disintegration and
| os s, its breakdown as intelligible form.
the evanescent appearanceseoimbrid but of confronting and inhabiting the instability of
per cept ¥Ashhavelsealy rhentibned, the series of portréiguet Cézanne
are remarkable for tierecognizability of the same woman from portrait to portrait.
Perhaps, as Cézanne studied his wife intently, the woman changed dramatically before his
eyes, night after night. Not, asiheeseen, because of the effects of atmosphere or time, but
because of the very act of looking and cetoikgow. Perhaps in his extremely penetrating
act of sensation, Cézanne sought to recognize his wife but instead encountered a stranger
time and agaitf. this is the case, we might be surprisdohdl any recognizably repeated
features whatsoever from painting to painting. Samuel 8eefieittion on Cézarme

painting captures this unease: dlmd seems

% Jonathan Craruspensions of Perception: Attention, Spectacle, an@Qdodwidg@ulture

MA: MIT Press, 1999), 2889.
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portraiture, by the look of thifg® and st ate it as material of

i ncommensurable with alt human expressions
Furthermore, if, as MerleRonty passionately contends, CéZamaintings seek to

redupl i cat eensation the canvas for the diewerfto also experience, the

resulting critical response to the portraits is far from a recognition of a relational and

dynamic hypostatic oth&iquet Cézannis barely recognized as a human person

what soever by the critics. She is objectif

butter. 6 T & teuns@zameantidkeptidallp@jeckofcegnizing the

hypostatic other and presenting that other in an artwork for recognition by a viewer shows

itself to be an uttdailuré'l n t he same exhibition review, (

lack of interest in faces is thought to be weird, maybe even pathological, and baeedidn

to be a Sedimayr in the 20th century [a critic unsympathetic to @qxannadts] to drive

home the apocalyptic paradox: these are the &gteat paintings, yes, but seemingly

because in them attention and é&strangement

“Samuel Beckett, quo& elo i ronddn.Rewdkw 6f Bimksr k, 0 C(¢

15, 2018accessed March 21, 20&#hs://www.Irb.co.uk/thepaper/v40/n02/t.i-

clark/relentlesintimacy

“1 See discussion of T. J. GlmAssessment of Cézammpertraiture as positivistic failures in
chapter 4, pages XX.
2T . J. CIl @&r kP,o rd@hd@r Beweneof Bdmks15, 2018, accessed March 21,

2024 https://www.Irb.co.uk/thepaper/v40/n02/t.j-clark/relentlesitimacy
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(IV.) CONCLUSION: THE MODERN FAILURE OF HYPOSTATIC
RECOGNITION IN CEZANNE & PORTRAITS

| have argued that Cézanne and Theodore share a concern for hypostatic recognition in
image8 in portraits and icons, respectively. Theodore and Cézanne both share a value for
the disclosive properties of the human body, in all its particularity andessigaerther,
Theodore and Cézanne both acknowledge the partiality of hypostatic disclosure and the
limitation of painting. Finally, Theodore and Cézanne both acknowledge and court the
deeply relational aspects of hypostatic disclosure through porinaitese ways, |
contend that their works demonstrate a hope for hypostatic recognition in icons and
portraits. However, Ceza@ewn perception of the portraits and the reception of those
portraits alerts us to an important quality of hypostatic recognition that, | contend, Theodore
does not adequately address: the possibility of failure.

Cézann@& portraits ofiquet Cézanné contend, show us the tragic possibility of
misrecognitewven of on® own wife (or even o8eown expected savior). Cézanne, then,
brings our inquiry back to the realm of the skepticism arskepticism dialectic. For there
is no amount of attention to particularity, apophatic reserve, or expectation of relational
encounter that can guard agathe possibility of misrecognition. No criteria or convention
can verify a recognition. Once again, we h
skepticismé: there is no guarantee against
concept of acknowledgement (immediately adjacent to our concept of recognition), in
contrast to the skepticism and-akgpticism dialectic, in order to bringattention back

to the ordinary ways that interpersonal communication operates. & @zamneys show
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us that misrecognition is just&wark oordinar
foregrounds the ethical dimension of recognitianjsaakes on this plane can prove
morallydisastrous, as we will see.

Cézann& paintings enable us to see a weakness in Ti@&adooent of hypostatic
likeness, as the theologian does not give adequate attention to the tragic possibility of
misrecognition and its consequences. Cézanne shows us, by pushing the tradition of portrait
painting to its extremes amidst the culture ofenmist skepticism, that the possibility of
misrecoghnition or the failure of recognition is always possible. @§zaimtiegs, and, as |
will show, the crucifixion of Jesus Christ, demongtat®mhsequences of this truth in the

realm of failed hypostatic recognition.
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CHAPTER SIX
RESURRECTION (MIS)RECOGNITION IN
THE GOSPELS AND CEZANNES PORTRAITS
OF FIQUET CEZANNE

(1) INTRODUCTION
Throughout the dissertation, | have argued that both iconoclasm and modernism display

characteristics of skepticism. Skepticism, as | have used thateattitigle of epistemological
doubt premised upon the inevitable failure of criteria to guarantee certainty about our images, w
representatibhgther showed that Cézanne has been understood to be a crowning figure in
modernist skepticism, as his works have often been seen to diminish the subject in light of
representatid® inevitable fire! Over and against this interpretation of his work, | showed

that when read through an iconophilic hermeneutic that approaches peintisigsically

that is, treats the recognition of meaning in a painting like the recognition offa person

Cézann@ portraits of his wife are profound engagements with their subject, in and by which
hypostatic recognition is sought. However, at the end of the last chapter, | identified some

traits and concerns that distinguished Cézanne from Theodore the Studite. Most

'!Ri chard Shi ff, 0 Kxpmplessienistsiilldid ElzesE Rathlwohei on, 6
and George T. M. Shackelford (New York: Phillips Collection in association with Harry N.

Abrams, 2001%2.
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importantly, Cézanne contends with the tragic possibitiigrecognitiroa way that
Theodore does not even approximate.

In this chapter, | will elaborate on how misrecognition can be such a weighty mistake
when considered hypostatically. | will begin by thinking about how the tradition of
modernism tragically misrecognized Cé@amife as a monstrous object, which then
prompted the development of a representational style that reduplicated the objectification
and violence of more traditionally misogynist representational styles. Then, | will turn to the
prominent theme of the tragnisrecognition of Jesus Christ as aralmather than the
Son of God in Joh@ crucifixion narrative, to show that a theological account of hypostatic
recognition must contend with the possibility of misrecognition. Howevé niohation
of the resurrection appearances reveals the finitude and sinfulness that generated the
misrecognition of the Son of God at the crucifixion as powerless to thw@rsé&iod
disclosure. After the resurrection, the crucified and risen Image recognizes hisvtlisciples,
in turnrecognize both their savior ahdmselves with new clarity. It is only @gdacious
recognition of us that activates our right recognition of the icon. In light of this Johannine
account of (mis)recognition and its reestablishment, | finally reconsider&paariimgs
of Fiquet Cézannarguing that in their persistent and brutally honest pursuit of recognition
they function most of all likkenfessidbeuld it be that Cézanne appreciates that the
hypostatic presence of his wife is nothing other than sheer grace? | argsiesthagkt

indeed be the case.
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(Il.) THE TRAGEDY OF MISRECOGNITION
When viewed within the skepticism/askiepticism dialectic, Cézamrportraits of his wife

remind the optimistic iconophiles of the innumerable obstacles that threaten to block the
certainty required for a representation to properly reference its subject (and not become an
object or idol). Even when cast in terms of r@tog, which shifts the emphasis away from
certaintyy changing the question from owhat i s
ways for both the artist and the art vieweetatgvrong: to misunderstand, to misjudge, to
misrecognize. The imagjeepti& claini that perfect correspondence between image and
archetype can never be judged with cerfiaprgves true. Even when that correspondence

is qualified as partial, the gap between artist and object, artist and subject, artwork and
subject, arviewer ad artwork is too wide to bridge with certainty. The possibility of

misrecognition persists.

(ILA.)) THE TRAGEDY OF MODERNIST MISRECOGNITION: WOMEN
| have argued that one strategy of modernist skepticism is to unmask the falsities upon
which traditional artistic representation was built. Throughout the modernist period, the
womar® body was a particularly electric site for this unmasking. For Frie@d O\ameia
unmasked the bourgeossie deni al of the oOoOmetaphysical cCo
to be beheldOlympi@&facingness forced viewersriecognizer as a painted surface, as a
painted subject, and even as a human person. FoMaiae Olympianmasked the
circuit of commodified exchanges that were built upon the elaborate fictiocrooftégan

Olympi& recognizability as Victoire Meuret forced viewers to reckon with the reality of her



personhood. | have argued that Fried and@&lzakration of these tmaskings make clear
the finitude and frailty of human perception that can occlude true and proper recognition.

As an inheritor of Man@tmodernism, armed with the knowledge of these potential
obstacles, can Cézanne overcome them to achieve the recognition he so desires? Can
Cézanne recognize his wife in her bodily appearance and represent her hypostatically in her
portrait? In the laststgon of The Claim of ReaStanley Cavell reflects on another husband
seeking to recognize the truth of his wife: ShakeBpetrello. In Othell@ skeptical rage

for confirmation of her fidelity, Othello encounters and refusdruth of skepticism: that

human persons wil |l al ways be Oseparateodo fr
the other with certainty. Othell o demands
turns out, oOcomesuroensl yhiwh etnh ahte rs hdee aitsh naosrst a

Cavell reflects on their deaths:

A statue, a stone is something whose existence is fundamentally open to ocular

proof. A human being is not. The two bodies lying together form an emblem of this
fact, the truth of skepti ciiteor@Their dif
everything the othes nofi form an emblem of human separation, which can be
accepted, and granted or not. Like the separation from God; everything we are not.

In his devotion to perceiving the nature of his subjects, did Cézanne rage for optical proof

of Fiquet CézanffeDid he deny the truth of skepticism, turning his hypostatic other, this

2 Natalie Carnes, "Possession and Dispossession: Wittgenstein, Cavell, and Gregory of Nyssa
on Life Amidst Skepticismyioderitheolo@®, no. 1 (2013)12.

3 Stanley Cavellhe Claim of Reason: Wittgenstein, Skepticism, MoraljtiNeamé& ditaaredy

(New York: Oxford University Press, 1999p.
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human person to a stone (or an apple or pat of butter)? Did tisisegtital painter
unwittingly embody the tragic defeat of the sli@pienial of human separation and frailty?

The reception history of Céza@napproach to painting women suggests as much.

Figurela Paul CézannP,or t r ai t Figure20 Pablo Picass@ertrude Stel®06
Wifeca 18782

Cézann@ Portrait of the AdidwViféfig. 19 was bought by Gertrude Stein in the
early twentieth century and displayed in her salon. From her prized position high on the
collecto® wall Fiquet Cézanmngood watch as Pablo Picasso painted théamoous
portrait of Steinf{g.20).The similarities between Céza@npertrait ofFiquet Cézanrend
Picass& portrait of Stein cannot be missed. Nor does Ricasiebtedness to Cézalne
approach to painting people end with this portrait. To follow Gleizes and Miteureger
and interpret Picasso as extending the pathway broken by Cézanne, one might trace a line of

influence from Cézan@eportraits all the way Tthe Painter and His M(feigl21), a
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representation of representation that centers the active male artist and the passive female
model. Yet, in Cla@kreading, this painting takes on a chilling, violent tone. ®icasgo

act of representing makes the subject/object

monsterhe brush becomes the phallus and tf
knife: at once generative and destrutiive

forms barely hold together on the enormous

canvas, as the representation almost dissipa

into pure abstraction. For Clark, the faiire

Cézanne that signaled skepticism about

representation has come to its nihilistic
fulfillment in Picas$® painting. The woman is

no longer a hypostatic other or even merely &

ablo Picassd he Painter and His Mo

tha
Figure21 P
1927

apple or a stone, but a disfigured monster of
artists own creation. Not only is a truthful
representation impossible, but the very act of representing is violently destructive. This
monstrous subject appears again in P&d€92tNude in a Red Armdtfigir22), a painting
that many scholars identity as a quotation of @& g@ortrait of his wiferom 1877(fig.

23). In this painting, Picasso has brought Cé&ammeitting skepticism to its logical end,

with the violent distortion of the won@ihypostatic presence into a monster. For Fried, the

“T. J. ClarkRicasso and Truth: From Cubism to(Briecettm University Press, 2013)

149190
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objects of literalism became monstrous \@ah#mopomorphized; in Picasso, following
Cézanne, the woman becomes monstrous paneeived and represented as an object.

Subjects, when treated like objects by artists, become monsters.

Figure22 Pablo Picassblude in a Red Figure23 Paul CézannMadame_ Cézannein a
Armchajrl929 Red Armchali877 Museum of Fine Arts,
Boston
In light ofCézann@ antis k ept i cal ofailured6 (as Clark

make of Theodod optimistic artskeptical theory of representation? In light of the
pervasive truth of skepticism, in both human relationships and representation, the
iconoclastic position is understandable if not commendable. For the stakes are much higher

when considéng the right recognition of the Son of God: the threat is creating a monster of
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Christological heresy and venerating that monster. The threat is the tragedy of idolatry. Or

worse, the threat of crucifixion.

(11.B.) THE TRAGIC MISRECOGNITION OF THE DIVINE: THE CRUCIFIXION
Christians are not unfamiliar with the tragedy of violence that can result from

misrecognition. In his groundbreaking book on theological ré&isiism and the Christian

Faith Andrew Moore contends that oO[t] he even:

himself arethlocue f t he deepest crisis of represent :

of representation is seen to be precipitated by hu@atidpation from God. The deepest
crisis of representation concernsntiogah i d d e n n e SlrsJohoif pasSandrrative,

we see that knowledge of @oidlentity in Jesus Christ is nobetinargffair of hypostatic
recognition. Instead, the Son of God in Christ, the perfect Image of the invisible God, is
profoundlymisrecogniaeer and over, with disastrous consequences. At the crucifixion, the
finitude and frailty of the human capacity to know God seems to defé@aai@malpt to

disclose Godself in Christ. The most profound example of the crisis of representation, cast
in theological terms, is the hypostatic misrecognition at the cross. Tisendressthe

double image perfectimaggerfect Image is broken, iconoclastically, by its behofders.

! Andrew MooreRealism and Christian Faith: God, Grammar, a(@avtéaitdgg
Cambridge University Press, 2008).
2This is a point made in different, bimhilarways by both Natalie Carnes aeak_uc

Marion Carnes address the cross a®&naked moment
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JesuS arrest, trial, and crucifixion can be read as a meditation on & manity
persistent and catastrophic misrecognition of Jesus. The theme of misrecognition is
prominent throughout the Gospel of John but gains particular force in the crucifixion
narrativé.In the Garden of Gethsemane, Jesus asks the band of soldiers tasked with his
arrest whom they segln. 184When t hey say o0Jesus of Nazar
he, 6 clearly referencing angvenasSngleli8&t i ng h
6). This interaction occurs twice, and on the second time, the soldiers are thrown back onto
the ground by the power of J&ysonouncement. Undeterred by this demonstration of
divine power, nor the subsequent demonstration of divine grace when Jesus tells Peter to put
away his sword, the soldiers still arrest Jesus (Jn. 18:12). In spithey sénat the
soldiers will themselves to identify Jesus as a blasphemer. These signs could not activate the
soldiersright recognition of Jesus as the Son of God, and they carried him away as a

common criminal to face trial.

suffering, vulnerable body on the cross is the impassibility of love made visible. Breakingness
comes with brokenness as tNatalie Gasngbpageanch of t
Presence: A Christological Reflection on IconoclaspEacduoterapdpilieaditions

(Stanford, California: Stanford University Press, 83088), Mar i on simil arl vy
kills the image on the cross, because he crosses an abyss without measure between his
appear an c dearhut Marign[The ICpssing of the YiSildieral Memory in the

Present (Stanford: Stanford University Press, Z60#)ll discussion &&.

3 All citationsof Scriptureaefer to theNew Revised Standard Version Updated Edition.
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The religious leaders condemn Jesus as a blasphemer and usher him to Pilate, where
the governor questions hi s Undl&B)t liorticglly,it o Ar e
is the pagan military lea@dips that utter the true identity of Jesus, not the religious leaders
who have long awaitéstae® MessiahThe priests that condemned Jesus had spent long
hours in the synagogue, conducting worship, learning, memorizing, and teaching Torah, and
praying to God on Isr&lbehalf. They were prepairedll the waythat they could
possibly have been to recognize the Messiah. And yet all this experience and knowledge did
not precipitate recognition. Moore claims that readers @ Jolgno s pel wi | I f i nd
guestion implied by and never far from the surface of the narrativeasfideand death
was whether he was an idolater or@&odf ai t hf u |l * Theegligioesdeaders at i ve. 6
misrecognize Jesus as an idolater and deliver him to Pilate (Jn. 18:28).

Pilatd8 q u e s tyousheK o r ef t he Jews?0 begins a
identifications and misidentifications of Jesus throutijteorest of Joh& crucifixion
narratve Jesus responds, oOYou say that | am a
into the world, to testify to the truth. Everyone who belongs to the truth listeng I my e 6
(In. 18:37). Jedueply implies an affirmative answhe is the King and the Truth. But
Pilate rejects not only Jesusvn identification, bgkeptically questions the possibility of
shared rational?d4 yovador famodsly repdEgi&3B)nthes t r ut h
moment of distrusting Je@uaord of selfdentification, Pilate utters the archetypical

expression of skepticism. He cannot ascertaiGJagusstatic identity with certainty, even

“ Moore,Realism and Christian Faith: God, Grammar, aridgtdleaning
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when Jesus, the living Word, confesses his own kingship. If the Word cannot be recognized
even as Jesus stands before Pilate, the author seems to implyahgwitanvhich is
derivative of this singular Truth, be recognized at all?

The irony of Jes@shypostatic misrecognition builds and compounds as Pilate
repeatedly brings Jesus before the crowds. He asks if the crowds would rather him release
Barabbas the convicted Jewsd r €lhacioodsd s3 9 or
demand Barabbas over the true King. Pilate has Jesus mockingly clothed in purple cloth and
a crown of thorns placed on his head. OHai
cry, as Pilate again brings Jesus before the religious leat@Z} Cr uci fy hi m! o
snarl, again rejecting the true King. Upon
hi mself the Son of God, 6 Pilate again ques

power over me unless it had been given you frore abov( J-bl). A @ird 1inde Pilate

attempts to release Jesus, but the crowd r
opposes Caesar, 60 thus, yet another time, r
Jesus to another place, Pilatespres s him one | ast time for th
your King!dé shouts Pilate to the crowd, wh

Caesar!dé (Jn. 19:15). With this fourth rej
On the cross, Jesus, the King of all Kings, is misrecognized as an idolater
suffering for his crimes. The perfect double image (Imageagub objectified and made

a monster of human corruption. Those who behold the cross encounter the true King but
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treat him as their victintde is clothed in the conventions of suffering (blood, wounds,
nails), shame (nakedness, exposure), and mockery (crown of thorns), and so recognized as a
common criminal. (Isaiah 53:2, 3) As many scholars have shown, the cross is the archetypical
moment oficonoclasm: as the image is broken, the channel @fgsace and self
disclosure is rupturé@ould it be that human corruption, perversion, pride, and violence
have thwarted Gdkleffort at loving setfisclosure? Can the cry of dereliction (Mk. 15:34)
be understood as the ultimate severance of image and afciméityjpely more gruesome
than Cézani@objectification of his wife and yet paradigmatically resonant? For, ostensibly,
both misrecognitions end in the mutilation and destruction of a hypostatic life.
The resurrection of Jesus Clirigte double imagieanswers these skeptical queries
with a decisivéno 6Human depravity has not and could never frustraté Gelétlisclosure
in God® Image, Jesus. For, in the resurred@sus Christ is recognized as the Son by the Father
through the Spiitite hypostatic life of tHeoggghe Image, in the broken body of Jesus
Christ is vindicated in the resurrection as precisely representativé stlzothe Father
recognizes the incarnate Son because the $egbdrimself in the $pfife (and death)a

life poured out for the sake of Gdtheloved and pitiful creatures. Thus, all of@diéels

*Above Jesd® head, Pilate places a sign that rea
and Greek so that all can read and understand the identity this man ha(lLet4ieaéql

The chief priests demand it be rewritten t
said@ amthe King of the Je\is, but Pi (12212) decl i nes

¢ See fn. 10 above.
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from birth to ministry to crucifixion is v

the exact imprint of his naturedé (Heb 1: 3)
In the resurrection, those obstacles that so violently challengedeldigclosure

in Jesus Christ are decisively overcome. In Jesus, Godhmomgisiman finitude and

frailty to decisively demonstrate @adentity as the loving Creator redemptively

committed to creation. The resurrection vindicatethtbiggimovement: it shows that by

taking on human finitude in the incarnation of Jesus Christ, the triune God is revealed to

epistemically limited creatures, and by enduring the agony of horaaityd®n the cross,

the redeeming and loving God is revealed4disthed creation. In the crucifixion,

humanity used every tool at its disposal to silence the Wordoe@da torturous

death. But Go@ raising of Jesus by the Spirit shows the clarity of thesHatlagie cannot

be effaced. In the resurrection, JBdusnan body, broken by the sin of the world, does not

occlude the Fath®rrecognition of the Son by the Spirit. Rather,@é&saty, marred by the

crucifixion scars, is identifiedtas living Image, acknowledged hypostatically as the

perfectly representative Son of the Father, by the Spirit. This picture of recognition is

resonant with the Christological realism with which Theodore argues for the recognition of

Christ in an icon. Fpas wé&e seen, Theodore affirms that the body, crucified and

resurrected, is not an obstacle, but thenweaysf proper recognition of Jesus as the Son

of God. This crucified and resurrected body is what is vindicated as disclosive of the Son of

God by the Fathé recognition in the resurrection.



(111.) POST -RESURRECTION (MIS)RECOGNITIONS
However, Theodo@&realist optimism is not shared by the gospel writers, who testify to the

disciplegpersistent misrecognition of Jesus after the resurrection. Where we might expect a
glorious revelation of Je@tesurrected identity and a tearful reunion with his followers,
what we get instead, in at least two stories, is complete and utter misrecognition. The human
problem of misrecognition persists even after the resurrection. Directly outside®f Christ
tomb, Mary mistakes Jesus for a gardener (John 20:16). Od thé&romaus, Christ
appears to two of his followers, but, the
himé (Luke 24:16). Even t Heswmethedimeshe appebreddo, w
themdid not recognize Jesus. They go on to have a lengthy conversation akatit Jesus
Jesuswithout knowing to whom they are speaking.

The clarity of the Fath®recognition of the Son by the Spirit in the resurrection is
not, however, merely a truth that describes the relations of the immanent Trinity, remaining
inaccessible to the epistemologiiatiged world. This recognition opens out, toward these
discipks and others. In each of these stories, it igsdagusment towtheldisciples that
unlocks recognition. In making himself known as the resurrected Son of God, the disciples
come to know Jesus and themselvestié Forthe disciples on the road to Emmaus, the
moment of recognition finally comes, as illustrated so poignantly by Caravaggio, when Christ

breaks bread withthéthhu k e ref erences their eyes again

7 Caravaggid,he Supper at Emmaus, 1601, oil and tempera on canvas, 141 x 196.2 cm, National

Gallery, London.
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their eyes were opened and they recognized
savior was not enough for the disciples to recognize Jesus, nor were the criteria Jesus himself
provides for them in his messianic interpretation of@ssaeptures. It is not brute visual

data nor any amount of knowledge that enables recognition of the savior. The recognition
seems to come when Jesus wants it to come and by his own power: in the humble sharing of
a meal, and in gratefulness to God. fBaisgnitio, from which all recognitions derive, is

an ordinary miracle. In the moment of recognition, the disciples discover that Jesus is the

very messiah they have been discussing, the One who is powerful over death and bringing
restoration to Israel and the wdoih the resurrected Jesus, they findhlegtave been

recognizedthe saving Son of God.

Likewise, Mary comes to recognize Jesus not because she sees his body nor because
she learns special knowledge, but because Jesus makes himself recognizable to her. In the
moment that Christ calls to Mary in the garden on Easter morning, she undeastsimels th
is recognized by God with a recognition more truthful to her deepest identity than she has
ever known (John 20:16). The good news of Eastthigt our epistemic equipment can
be enhanced so as to secure comprehensive certainty about otionscddra good news
Is thatwe ammiraculously recognized by God in Christ, known more truthfully than we can
know ourselves and in this way we are given not comprehensive certainty, but confident
recognition. Go@ recognition of us in Jesus initiates and empowers our recognition of God.
This reflects a fundamental Christian epistemology grounded in creation. Judith Wolfe puts
it thus: 0ét he aankallimgwecogrdtignéah@ad ts alWaysha aesporise

to his prior act of creating and sumitey us, and thus involves the recognition that our very



power of acknowledgement al ways alr®,eady pa
We can be certain of this because God has overcome human finitude and rebellion in the
resurrection, recognizing Jesus as truthfully the Son of God, and vindicating him through
raising him by the power of the Spirit.

On this understanding, recognitajrthe risen Christ always entails a renewed
recognition of oneself. The risen Son of God simultaneously implicates, restores, and calls.
As Rowan Williams has shown, recognizing the risen and crucified Christ entails
Or ec ogn iGiftin aspifie drdghat is,Gn recognizing the resurrection as the
dénouement of our story with Christ, one must contend wiamaplicity in the
victimization of the Son of God. When enco
recognize Jesus as Lord and themselves as disciples; but that buried past in which they were
his disciples, the past that is slowly returning, ihadsotpast of thei? deser
The recognition of self that comes with recognizing Christ is not an erasure or replacement
of onds past or memories, but the exposure of the full reality and weight of that past
including on& desertions, betrayals, victimizations, and violence. For Peter, for instance,

JesusChri r esurrection means that he has to 01

8 Judith E. Tonning)Acknowledging a Hidden God: A Theological Critique of Stanley
Cavell on Scepticigiii,he Heythrop Jout@aho. 3 (200:7399.

® Rowan William®esurrection: Interpreting the East2ndedpéCleveland, OH: Pilgrim
Press2002)5.

YWwilliams Resurrectiga.
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the past that ntarkJehs® ghspeiJesmhlisen pnesende foreas Peter
to face the parts of his history, his identity that he would rather forget. Peter recognizes his
friend, his Lord, and his God as his victim. But®8etew i ct i m does not cono
must be assimilated, lived through®again a
the gospel, the oOpast is recovered in such
extended identity, the soi®Therecognifonafthe a r ed
risen Christ activates the recognition of oneself in the realitysobasteand the hope and
call of oné& future. When the risen Christ is my hypostatic other, the truth of my own
hypostatic identity is made clear.

At Pentecost, moreover, the church is recognized by God &% Bbdgiand given
the Spirit of illumination. By the Spirit, humans are recognized as created to be images of the
|l mage, indexed to God as our Creator and A
the Spirit . . all of us, with unveiled faces, setie glory of the Lord as though reflected in
a mirror, are being transformed into the s
Cor 3:8,18). By the Spirit, God overcomesownfthe and si nf ul ness, our
such that we can recognizevégtéf Christ, Go& Son, and others as images of the image.

When we are recognized by Christ, we can in turn recognize other humans, by the

Spirit,in light &hrist. Wolfe draws on John Paul Il to claim that a theological approach to

williams Resurrectig8.
2Williams Resurrectias.
BWwilliamsResurrectias.
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recognizing others always indexes them to Christ as images ‘aitigiftsdy of the
other is not seen as either an obstacle to
that points to the Creator. Like Clist body, t hefrer titsé at hath oiwmnmage
fundamental, hypostatic relationship to God (In @cdase, a relationship of pointing
toward the Father, in the hun®aoase, a relationship of pointing toward Christ). When
indexed to Christ, the body does not obfuscate this hypostatic imaging, but enables it.
Further, when recognized as a gift from God in Christ, the human other is not objectified in
termsof usebutseen as fundamentally cMeesheed for 0
gift of the created othétsypostatic presence enables recognition without the need to
exercise control through establishing certainty. Receiving the other as a gift from God
acknowledges the partiality of hypostatic disclosure without hesitation, as the other will
always befunde@mnt al |l y ohit*dden in Christ. o

This postresurrection recognition still carries the marks of recognition we

mentioned earliérJesus presents hypostatically as embodied, partial, and deeply relational.

4 Tonning,0Acknowledging a Hidden God: A Theological Critiqgue of Stanley Cavell on
Scepticism 400.

5 Pope John Paul IMan and Woman He Created Them: A Theolog\traintheMBclayel
Waldstein (Boston, MA: Pauline Books & Media, ZR&uoting fronGaudium et Spés
Quotedin Tonning, 400.

% Tonning,0Acknowledging a Hidden God: A Theological Critique of Stanley Cavell on
Scepticism 401.
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Indeed, these aspects take on even more profound meaning in the resurrected hypostasis of
Christ. However, the difference is that the misrecognition, like @zariné ai | ur e6 t o
recognizé-iquet Cézannshows us how easy it is to get this wrong. They show us how
guasirealist antskepticism, phenomenological encounter, and Cavellian acknowledgement
(recognition) can all present as failures before the hypostatic othér pGhiriesurrection

hypostatic disclosure should engender a profound hopegsfitieoan Christian persons,
butthishop@ compl ete fulfillment i1is wultimately
only a reflection, as in a mirror, but then we will see face to face. Now | know only in part;
then | wil/ know fully, even as lophohve bee
recognition does not itself prevent a beholder from making an icon, a portrait, or a person

into an idol, object, or monstér.

(IV.) CONFESSING FIQUET CEZANNE
So, what of Cézan&eortraits of his wife? Is the most that we can say of C&zanne

intriguing portraits that they show us hoywossiltkee project of hypostatic recognition

truly is? What difference does the kind of recognition we have charted with respect to the
resurrection of the crucified Christ make to our interpretation of C&zzomtrits of his

wife? In light of what we have already discovered about @appneach to painting his

wife as a hypostafithebthat is difficult if not impossible to fittingly represent, | would

17For a fascinating account ofMidaelkFfiedtarnidood dé as

Objecthood: Essays and @&wage: University of Chicago Press, 1998).
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like to suggest the best theological category for considering these workscanttesisain
Confession carries the helpful dual connotations of acknowledgemedt fofitude and

fallenness while simultaneously conveying the sense of proclaitifagtionsatalie

Carnes brings confession into relation wit
that it, too, might resist closing in on the visible [making an idol of the image]. It is broken as

a false image and as a false beholderafisnégL i ke a doctor setting
breaks the self to bring it into |ine with
be wounded in love; then i s ®Coul@itbethati bl e r i
Cézanne felt the limitations of his own finitude and fallenness when encountering his wife as
the model of these portraits? As argued above, we can be sure that he engaged deeply with
his subjects, courting the relationalgnatake tlat comes with viewing another person,

and we can also be sure that he lamented his inability to feafighis sensatians the

canvas. Clark argued that the signs of this failkg&limanifested as the abstractions in

the paintings. It is possible to see Cémmueasing abstraction in the development of his
practice as reflective of his edeepening awareness of his own limitations. Indeed, | have
argued with Johnathan Crary that just such a possibility {$H&ehaps the abstraction in

the paintings is a type of confession of the finitude of p&@rgossibilities, as well as the

finitude of his owrsensations.

18 Carneslmage afitesence: A Christological Reflection on Iconoclasn@and Iconophilia
¥ See chaptdive, p321.
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More to the point, and, admittedly, mgpeculatively, perhaps the paintooggess
amordimitation as well. When recognized by Jesus Christ, | argued with Williams above,
the disciple recognizes herself or himself as betrayer and victimizer before receiving the
fullness of Chri& resurrected mercy. Hypostatic recognition always implicates the beholder
in the beholding iparticulandhistoriways. When beholding his wife, Cézanne would have
been confronted with the recognition ofitheBthatwas, in some ways, Cézé@nmietim.

By all accounts, Céza@nelationships were frequently turbulent, as he was prone to
isolation and spells of depressive and erratic behavior. While we have no extant
correspondence between the two, it is clear that Cézanne concealed their i@latioinship
their son, Padilsi for many years, living apart, before agreeing to a marriage to secure their
sori financial futur@.Indeed, the volume of the paintings is often viewed as extraordinary
because of the contempt Cézanne ostensibly carried for theif'dDbjddtit be that these

paintings carry the signs of Céza@nretational struggle wkiquet Cézanf?ePerhaps the

2 Susan Sidlausk&szan@eOther: The Portraits of H{Berhsgey: University of California

Press, 20096.

2L Paul Alexis reports that Cézanne reduced h& allavance so that she would have to

leave Paris, her home, and move into a smaller, more uncomfortable lodging that the artist
refused to share: o0Yet he himself does not
whom he has installed himselfhia suburbs; he likes it there and prefers them decidedly to
his wife. 6 Paul PaAul @Gzanng, Ldtienss.dahn Rewald{NeWw ¥ork, i n
N.Y.: Hacker Art Books, 198234.
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recognition that he sought of his wife in painting her portrait entailed a recognition of his
particular history and life with her. If so, a painted confession of this historical recognition
would certainly be ambiguous, if not pained. Perhaps th@litlaat Cézanne
encountered and confessed when painting his wife were both technical (in terms of both
realizaticandsensatjoand relational.

But confession also can also be a proclamation of faith. To confesgiigdestify
withesB toonds convi ctions. C®zanne once wrote,
believes. As for me, ?AswemaveseantCézanné ng my r e
demonstrated a commitment to theti{subjectpf painting that was unparalleled in his
moment. He returned to the appearance of his subjects again and again because, as we have
argued, he was exercising the hope of recognition.

When read this way, Cézamra@proach to painting Fiquet Cézanne profoundly
diverges from the skeptical/asitieptical approach to representing women. She is not
objectified in the way that traditional styles of w@npentraiture might have done, as we
saw in chapter thré€The academic convention of presenting the countenance of a woman
with idealized precision and characteristics that would make her identifiable from portrait to
portrait is turned on its head. She appears witsrpgnizable from painting to painting,

as Cézani@depiction of her countenance varies wildly. Here we see no rage for visual

22paul Cézanne to Emile Bernard, 190Bairt Cézanne, Letters
23 See chapter 3, pad&$191
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mastery over Fiquet CézaBirte/postatic presence. Here we find no identifiable
conventions of visual certainty.

But she is also not objectified in the modernisbweat is, diminished as a person
for the sake of some other artistic agenda. Hypostatic recognition is not abandoned because
a certain correspondence between image and archetype is unachievabdddndeed,
understood as confessions, Cézampuetraits appear more like a chaaftey, an attempt
toward, the recognition of Fiquet Céz@hgpostatic personhood.

In his attempts to represent his wife, Cézanne discovers his own inability to
comprehensively enclose (circumscribe) thepmitsonal dynamic abundance of her
personhood. Instead, Cézanorfeskes r . He shows us what he se
out of P*Heiclkakes dfter aedognition, sharing what he discovers, and asking us to
join him in the process of comittgsee. Comprehensive certainty is not the point. Seeing
Fiquet Cézanne (and subsequently coming to see oneself) is the point. Visual confession
knots together what we know and what weidmow, what we can see and what w@é can
see, and in that entanglement, we find that wieetrsee andaf see are more capacious
than we thought. These paintings remind us that when it comes to knowing and representing
the other, even our most significant other, our offering is meager. But that, somehow, in
these meager offerings, recognition is possibléopkef recognition is not in vain,

because recognition is given as grace.

24 Joachim GasquépachiGasqudtCézanne: A Memoir with Convéxeatiofmk, New

York: Thames and Hudson, 199DP5.



CONCLUSION
THE CRADLE OF RECREATION: THE GRACE
OF RECOGNITION

0The painter recaptures and converts in
remain walled up in the separate life of each consciousness: the vibration of
appearances which is the cradle of thin

oMaurice MerleaBonty

OPresentness is grace. o
oMichael Fried

OWhoever has seen me has seen the Fathe
John 14:9

I n his es®aBPoulbC®a a kBRoaty GasisecCézsime ds the u
paradigmatiphenomenologist-or MerleatPonty, the paint@ undeviating attention to
his subjec@@ppearance and his redoubling of that program of attention on the canvas enact
a restored connection between inner and outer, appearance and essence. In this act of

painted attention, threof the world is brought to birth, reminding his viewers that

! Maurice MerleaBonty,0Cézann@ Doubt$ in Sense and Ngmang&vanston, Ill.:
Northwestern University Press, 1968).
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appearance i s ©®Theéskepti® feardaregut o fest.tOhat leagt put té the
side.
The heart of this dissertat@®mrgument is that Céza@neaintings of his wife both
demonstrate and expand the pqat@nomenologic&lhristologic that undergirds
Theodore the Stud@evisual theology. In other words, | argued that the visual theology of
Theodore the Studite provides a fruitful lens for interpreting Cé&zammeaits of his wife,
and Cézani@portraits in turn pressure Theod@owésual theology toward more precision.
To this end| demonstrated that it is possible to trace common impoleas t
skepticism in the iconoclastic arguments of the eighth andemithe®n the one hand,
and in the emergence of modernism in the nineteenth century on the other. By considering
both of these movements in terms of the dialectic between skepticismskagptcism, |
claimed that certain iconoclastic writers and certagrmiidartists and critics harbored a
similar attitude of epistemological doubt in the ability oégsnadittingly represent their
archetypes. | then contended that Theodore the Stuchigophilic response to
iconoclastic skepticism, premigpdn his understanding of thgpostatic union of divine
and human in Jesus Christ, can shed light on Cézaonmeaits of his wife, because both
the painting3style and the paint&mapproach to his practice also betray an orientation to
images we might call iconophilic. If, for Theodore, the incarnation of God in Jesus Christ
dignifies appearance as thendtefe site ofecognitiand authorizes the painted likeness in

an icon as a possible participant in this recognition, then the appearance @ Cézanne

2 Maurice MerleaBonty,0Cézann@ Doubt) 18
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subjects (including his wife), should be adequate for tliesamnisati¢enlightened
perception) of his subjects and subseqaahsatigmeaningful depiction) of those

subjects. While the dominant interpretation of Cé&anaiatings tends to claim that the
artist skeptically diminished the subject as a result of its (or her) ultimate inaccessibility,
Theodoré& visual theology makes sense of and gives credence to&gaesuieof

recognition.

In theapplication of Theodaeaccount of hypostatic recognition to the portraits,
however, we discovered that Cézarumaquely modernist concerns invite a further
expansion of TheoddsevisuaChristologic. While the quality and approach of these
portraits enactlaopef recognition, they nonetheless demonstrate the tragic possibility of
misecognition. Interpreters objectify Fiquet CéZamoeintenance in the portraits,
comparing her to an oappled or pempaAnd,of but
moreover, the disparate and chaotic quality of the paintings themselves suggest the failure of
Cézann@ sensatiandrealizatiasf her hypostatic presence. By highlighting the prominent
theme of the tragic misrecognition of Jesus Christ as a criminal rather than the Son of God
in Johi® crucifixion narrative, | showed that a theological account of hypostatic recognition
must contend with the possibility of such misrecognition in a way that critiques but
nonetheless complements Theodore the &uchinfidence in the ability of images to call
forth recognition of their prototypes. Following the Gospel of&lotum narrative arc from
tragic misrecognition to renewed encounter with the risen Glest,dn to arguihat the
resurrection of Jesus Christ, as the vindication of t@eir8mrnate work by the Father in

the Spirit, reestablishes the ground for hypostatic recognition on the far side of tragedy.
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Humanity can recognize God in Christ only insofar as we are recognized by him. The
resurrection of Jesus Christ demonstrates that even the tendency to objectify or idolize the
other can be overcome, as human persons are recognized, by grace, aherlagggeof t
In this way, appearance can be understood as the site of the gracious revelation of redeemed
hypostatic presence.

In light of this theological framing, | argued in a final move that C&zanne
portraits of his wife can be understood aneeressiddézann® portrait visually
confesses his wife, in that the paintings both profess what he can see of her, which is partial
and incomplete, while simultaneously acknowledging his ovpeiateral entanglement
with her. Within the givendtake of such a paintednfession, | argued, the hope of
recognition abidé@snot despite but precisely because of thedadispgsession of his
doubt.

As an epistemological posture, therefore, confession acknowledges that bodily
appearance is the site of iqtersonal knowledge and connection, while simultaneously
acknowledging that right recognition cannot be certified or controlled by any formulaic
construal of apparent parts. The hypostatic presence of ttie wthether that be ofse
wife or on& saviai is always a gift. To echo the famous phrase with which Michag! Fried

ended his watershed reogmionisgracArt and Obj ect

*k*

There are many ways in which the ideas explored in this dissertation might be
expanded and developed. First of all, and most basically, it is more than possible that this

hypostatic epistemology to bear on other portraits by Cézanne and other artibis. Does
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idea of a painted confession still hold true if the paithenbis not interpersonally
entangled with the artist? Perhaps the mode of apophatic acknowledgement might be a
fruitful alternative frame of reference to pursue in this line of ihquiry.

Second, this hypostatic epistemology of recognition might be cast in a more cosmic
light, beyond strictly anthropological concerns. Christians confess that the redemption won
in the incarnation, death, and resurrection of the Son of God in Jesus €bhssdgtom
the cellular to the interstellar, encompassing @neating every inch of the cosmos. In
light of this, what kind of recognition, if not hypostatic, might make theological sense of
paintings beyond portraiture? In other words, does a higpegistemology, grounded as it
is in the person of Jesus Christ, extend to make sense not only of paintings of people, but all
manner of subject matter? This is a visual way of asking the question: how does the
redemption won by Christ affect human comigation more broadly? We could well
follow the logic of Judith Woleessay, explored in chapter te@onsider, with Stanley
Cauvell, visual language more broadly.

Third, | cannot fail to mention the relevance | see for a theological account of

recognition in the imagaturated age in which we find ourselves. Technology has

*The apophatic and confessional are two modes of visual thinking that Natalie Carnes
explores in chapter two Natalie Carnenage and Presence: A Christological Reflection on
Iconoclasm and Icondphdauntering Traditions (Stanford, California: Stanford University
Press, 2018}f. 7981.

“ Seechapter 2p 144152
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exponentially multiplied the amount of visual information that the population takes in day by
day, and much of that is images of other people. There are many layers of ethical
considerations to untangle in this new situation, and many new ways in \gti@hsChr

need to learn to be visually literate. What do Christisathideok like in this new age?

How can we learn to see rightly in order to act rightly toward one another? Grounded as it is
in the incarnation, death, and resurrection of Chissgdcount of hypostatic recognition

might be a particularly fruitful lens through which to consider our new visual world. How
might we learn to recognize the other as an image of the Image not only in portraiture, but

in the various media of our digagk?

*k%

Hypostatic recognition, | have argued, can not be controlled or contrived. Whether
in body or image, there is no formula, no convention, no set of artistic techniques or tricks,
for certifying our recognition of the other. The obstacles to right recogméibave seen,
are plentiful. And yet, recognition comes, moment by moment and day by day. At their best,
the arts witness to this ordinary and astonishing phenomenon, inviting viewers to marvel at
the gift of the hypostatic presence of the other anshwwal recognition. Icons and

portraits can remind and reassure ugéagnition is grace.
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APPENDIX A: PLATES

Figure 1: CarolBaylor,Pantocrator |01 3, gesso, tempera, and gold leaf on wood board 7
1/2 x 9 1/2 in., private collection of the author, Nashville.
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Figure 2: Madame Cézanne (Hortense Fiquet, 1:89@2) in a Red Dressa. 188890,
oil on canvas 45 7/8 X 35L/4. The Metropolitan Museum of Art




Figure 3: Maurice Denis, Homage a Cézann&900.182 x 244 cm Oil on Canvas, Musée dOrsay, Paris.
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Figure 4: Matthias Grinewald, Isenheim Altarpiecel516,0il on board, 8ZN wk ¥ UW? wiR why 2 w
(2.69m x 3.07m) Unterlinden Museum, Colmar, Alsace, France.



Figure 5René Magritte, The Treachery of Images (This is Not a Pipe), 1929, Los Angeles County Museum of Art
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Figure 6: Gustave Courbet, The Stonebreaker$849, oil on canvas, 165 x 257 cntGemaldegalerie, Dresden [destroyed]



Figure 7: William -Adolphe Bouguereau, Orphan by a Springl1883, oil on canvas, 144.8 x
87.6 cm (57 x 34.4 in), private collection
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Figure 8: Alexandre Cabaiiéle Birth of Venl&75, oil on ¢
York.

anvas, 41 3/4 x 71 7/8 in. (106 x 182.6 cm), Metropolitan Museum of Art, New
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Figuré 9: Edouard Man€ilympial86365, oil on canvas, 51.4 x 74.8 in (130.5 cm X 190-ch1), Eursag, dParis.




P

Figure 10. Jedtonoré F The
London




Figure 11: Jean Auguste Dominique Ingres, Jos&éimereMarieP de Galard de
Brassac de Béarn (182360), Princesse de Broglie, ZB5M47 3/4 x 35 3/4 in. (121.3 x
90.8 cmMetropolitan Museum of Art, New York City
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Figre 12: CIude Mon€&amille Monet d a Child in th® Gdisten in Argent28il5, iI on canvas, 55.3 x 64.7 cm (21 3/4 x 25 1/2 in.), Museum

of Fine Arts, Boston
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Figure 13Camille PissarrBortrait of Julie Velai4, oil on canvas. (no other information)
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Figure 14: Rembrandt Harmenszoon van Rijrirait of Maria Tripf39, oil on canvas, 107 cm x
82 cm, Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam



Figure 15: Paul Cézanktadame Cézanne a la ChaisE8881:890 0il on canvas®§0.3 x 64.3 cm
Foundation Beyeler, Basel
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Figure 16: George Kordiheodore the Studifer, tempera on wood, 35x35 cm, private
collection.
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Figure 18St. Demetrios with Ddirst$alf of the 7 century. Mosaic on nave'pilar, St.

Demetrios

Thessaloniki, Greece
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Figure 19: Paul CézanRertrait of the AGidtifeca 18782, possibly reworked 188%, oilon
canvas, 36 3/8x28 ¥4 in. (92.5 x 73 cm) E. G. Birle Collection, Zurich.
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Figure 20Gertrude Steif06, oil on canvas, 39 3/8 x 32 in. (100 x 81.3 cm). The Metropolitan
Museum of Art, New York.
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Figure 21: Pablo Picastbe Painter and His Mb®2T, oil on canvas, 214 x 200 cm, unknown
location.
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g
X 129 cm, Museo Nacional

Figure 22: Pablo Picassode in a Red Armch8i29, oil on canvas, 195
Picassdaris
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Figure 23: Paul Cézanne Madame Cézanne in a Red Armchai,77, oil on canvas,72.4 x
55.9 cm (28 1/2 x 22 in,)Museum of Fine Arts Boston.
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