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ABSTRACT

This disseriation examines Paul Cézanne's still-lifes and proposes

that the interpretation of meaning in these works depends upon the_
analysis of their stylistic elements.

In Chapter | it is argued that the relationship between meaning:'and

ir*arpretaton in the discipline of Art History is a complex one. An -

examination of the recent theoretical literature offers valuable

] insights_ into the ways in which art historians have assessed this

relation'és'l‘iip and the ramifications not only for the discipline, but for
the interpretation of Cézanne's stil-lifes.

The different ways in which scholars have interpreted Cézanne’s
oguvre {particularly in relation to formélist apprdaches) are
examined in the overview of the Qézgnne jiterature in Chapter ll. It
is suggested that the existina body of interpretations i, the
literature forms an important part ofa wWoK'S meaning anql_-,-.'-that
therefore, the meaning of Cézanne’s stll-ifes should not Ibe
considered in an historical vacuum. Furthe}mor , it is argued that
the formalist interpretation of Cézanne's still-lifes warrants re-
evaluation. | :

in Chapter Il seiected still-lifes are analyzad. The traditional art
historical dichotomy, raflected in the Cézanne literature, between
‘torm’ and ‘cantaht', is challenged. The genre of still-life is
pontextualized in relation to Cézanne’s other genres to substantiate
the netion of a ‘drama of style’ evident in the still-lifes. It is argued
that a stylistic approach tp the still-lii“es reveals both the importénce
of styie in the interpretﬁion of meaning in the still-lifes and the
notion of artistic process }wident in thase works.
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Introduction

In this dissertation it will be argued, in ths snalysis of selectad
éti!!-life_s by Paul Cézanne (1), that the stylistic interpretation of
thése \fvorks affords the scholas insights into the artist’s work and
artistic programma;_

In chapter one, an éxamination of some of the ways in which art
- historians have ppr{;gchad the issues of meaning and interpratation

will be outlined, as well as recent developments in the ‘New Art |

History'. it will be argued that the art historiar’s role in accessing
the meaning of & wotk--of art is an intricate process. The complex
way in which the art ﬁistorian constructs meaning in relation to her
ébject bf stpdv will b critics. . examinad, As E.H. Gombrich has
suggested, ; "

‘Because works of art so perfectly reflect their sye, we shcid
also add that like mirrors they will reflect ‘different facts
about the age according to the way we turn them, or the
standpoint we adopt, not to mention the tiras&mg tendency
of mirrors to throw back our own image. ... Thea history of art
is orie strand in the seamiess garment of life which cannot be
isolated from the strands of the eco’jomic, social, religious,
or institutional I tory without Ieaviﬁg any numbsr of foose
threads. Where he makes these cuts and now he constructs
his narrative will depend for the art historian ... both on what
he wants to know and on what he thinks he can find out. (2)

[
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il

The different ways in which Cézanne scholars have constructed
paradigms for the interpratation of the meaning of Cézanne’s

Qsuvre is exammed in an overview of the Cézanne literature, with

particutar reference to the tradition of formalism {chapter two). This
survey elucidates the varied and ofien conflicting ways in which
Cézanne's still-lifes have been intarpreted, in relation to the two
major trends in Cézanne scholarship namely, formalism and
iconographic studies. The New Art History xs also dtscussed and
although it is ackncwledged that major contnbu*mns by its
pra_ctatignars have been madse, both in the discipline as & whole and
with specific reference to Cézanne, the important activity'of visual
analysis in this latter approach is neglected;

in chapter two the analysis of particular Cézanne scholars reveals
how meaning is dealt with in the Cézanne litsfature and facilitates

an undersianding of the underiying structures that hava informed.

Cézanné scholarship. The literature on Cézanne is.extensiva and
this will not be a detailed a?‘ialysis of avery aspect of the litersture.
Rather, | will attempt, through an analysis of selécted authors, to
isolate the concerns of these authors and thereby establish how

| these concerns inform their respeati\}e iﬁi‘érpretations of Cézanne's

oeuvre and subsequent{y colour our ‘reading’ of the m[g
genera!!y and of the genre of still-lifes specifically.

J

in chapter three, the traditiona! dichotomy betwean form (on the

one hand) and content (on the other) in the Cézanne liferature as
wall as the split betwean theoratical practice and visual analysis in

the dicipline as a whole, will be addressed. The shift away from

R |
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visual Qnaiysis by recent scholars (referred to above) will thus be
challenged. in a ‘reading’ of selected still-life paintings of Cézanne,
‘2 "revised'. fwnéiist approach will be explored in order 1o test its
current validity ds an intarprétativo tool. The ovarall intention of this
dissertation is o reveal the machanisms that inform the
intbrpretation of ézanne’s work and to asseés the validity of the
formalist appro'hch to his work in our current ébntext,_. It wili bse
argued that visual anéiysis of Cézanne’s still-lifes erhances the.

% inte-sretation of his works and facilitates an understanding of his

il

' artistic programme as a whole.
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I. Meaning, Interpretation and the New Art History in

the Study of Cézanne

In this chapter an analysis of the nature and role of art history and
its practitioners will be presented in reiation to the waﬂrs in which
meaning and interpretation is accessed and carried out in relation
to the work of art. This analysis H'wi!i inform the visual analyses of
Cézanne’s still-lifes, carried out in chapter three. The impact of the
New Art History on the discipline of art history and the issues
'faise.{jm:‘ the New Art Historians will be examined. The question of
__i_nterpf;ting'the literature will be raised in an attempt to clarify how
access to the literature is gained and also %‘b detarmine the
relationship between the image and interpretations of that image.
Sinca language is engaged in providing contexis for sesing the art
object, the rola of language in interpretation will be discussed.
Since the issue of intentionality is central to the. debates about
interprétatimn this will ke addressed in relation to the artist, the ant
object and the context within which the art work is produced.

The Tocus of fhis invastigation is informed by iésues raised by the
New Art History and therefore, a critical anélys_f;’s of its impact on
the discipline with spacific reference to Cézanne scholarship will be
undertaken. An assessment of the possibilities of the New Art
History for the discipline will be examined as well as the
problematic areas which it highlights. While for many scholars
these relatively recent developments are easily absorbed into the
discipline, for others they point to a crisis
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in the discipline without whose resolution a new era cannot beﬂ

heraided. Eithar way, they cannot be ignored.

Itis ;saentiai to contextualise the New Art History and its foci in
order to understand the present crigis in the discipline. The term
‘New Art History’ was first publicly used in 198\'@ (1) Accordmg to
Rees and Borzsllo,

The new art history did not just “happen’ either, & vision
ravealed 10 & band of heroic historians 13‘? be passed down 1o
their faithful followers. It is a product of the late-sixties

tolerance for left-wing and ‘continental’ ideas which has

changed the nature of every acadsmic subject over the last

‘two decades, combined with the sxpansion of art history as *

an academic disciptine. (2} %
The ‘continantal ideas refarrad to above mc\b‘i@ feminssm,
Marxism, structuralism, psycioanelysis, and other Q/ o-political
ideas. As a result, many scholars whose areas ot rsse‘a?\i were not
previously direcied towards art history have tumed their attention
to the disciptine. {3) With the dns*.mctnon between art history and
other traditionally separate pract:ces blurred, art crltlcs such ps
Donald B. Kuspit entered into the debates about the na*ure of art
historical practice and urged that, R;;\ "

¥
o \
ifitis to devaalo;;, to gat a move oi\ the distinction betwaen

the art-istorica! and the extra-art hlstoncal what is proper
and improper art history, must give \-ﬂay. (4)

\\' - j:f
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He further insists that art history, "...must stop ritualisticaily doing
busindss as usual, and ask itself what its business is about.” (5} -

Given the ae!f-éonscigusnass permeating the discipline as a result
of the impact of theory, the nature and role of art history and its

practitioners have been questioned. While much of the recent

literature grapples with issues previously nagiect{;&j_', it should be

strassed_:_;bat.

W

In its own time, the tradition against which the new art
historians pitted themselves had itself been revolutionary. A
product of nineteenth-century Europeah rationalism, art
history had wrenched art objects from thair religious andﬁ
aristocratic origins to set them firmly in history rather than
myth. To protect itself from what was most feared in ert -
mysticism and idolatry - it took as its task the imposition of
order. Art history was founded by Wélfflin and Riegl on the
principle that formal analysis of art was tha. key to _its study.
Inthe 1920s, Edgar Wind and Erwin Panofsky led a bampaign
against formalism, announcing the importance of the cultural
and historical context of art. Whan the 1930s brought the
German scholars in their flight from fascism, their zeal for
pracise knowledge and intalledtua! seriousness transformed
art history in this country from a connoisseur’s pursuit into an
academic discipline. (6)

As suggested above, the practice of traditiona! art history is diverse -

and caution should be taken against oversimplifying the exact

25"
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paramesters of the so-called traditional art "historv. it is"interesting
to iote that one. of the effects of the New Art rlistory has been a-

critical exammatlon and re-evaluation of the writings of art
histprians such 35 Erwin Par,mfsky and Heinrich Wélifflin. {7) This
area of new research has clarified the differences in approaches to
the art object and methodologins batween traditionat art historical

scholars and has generated and defined a new and interesting area

for art historical scholarship.

Stephen Bann, in his article, “How Revolutionary is the New Art
History?", stresses that in crder to assess the ravolutionary nature
of the New Art History, 8 senss of the traditional art history must
be ui‘&jgrs’:ood. He suggests further that s comprehansive definition

| of what constitutes traditionat art history is problematic given its
variaty and diverse naturs. (8) |

According to A.L. Rees and F. Borzello, joint editors of The New Art
...the two inost distinctive tendencies in the new art history
are the interast in the social aspects of art and the straess on
theory. (9)

The focus of much of the recent art historical literaturs sxamings
the theoretical aspacts of the practice of art history and arose in
response 10 a shared perception that traditional art history,

concerned inter slia with issues of attribution, style and
iconography, neglected the important ideoclogical infrastructure at

D
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work in the practice of tha discipline afnd the ways in which art is..

the product of a socisl context. This new focus "... is signalied by
a diffarent set of words - ideology, patriarchy, class, muthcdology,
and other terms which betray their origins iri the social sciences.”
{10} One of the central problems that arises when assessing the
tendencies outlined above is that, W m pushed to extremes, both
approaches risk overlooking the art they are investigating.” (11)

Given that the so-called New Art Hist¢yians have initiaténs central
to their project a self-reflexive and éalf—critical approach to the
discipiina of art history, it is not surprising that as stated above,
important issues to fall under their scrutiny include the nature of art
historical enquiry itself and the role and practice of art historians,
its practitioners. In addition, these new art historians have posed
questions about the impact of their methodologies and approaches
on their self-desigriated areas of research: |

In addition to generating new sreas of resesrch and thereby
fundarnentally redefining the parsmeters of the art histarians
activity, th_é New Art History has formulated and postulated
challenging questions about the traditional practice of
interpretation, which remains one of the central tasks of the art
historian. Acknowledgement of the need to understand how access

to the meﬁning of the art object vis interpretation is gained, has

remained a critical issue for tne discipline.

As stated previously, in critically av#juating' tha discipline of art

history and exploring the problematic of its methods, scholars from -

Pach

&
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within the discipline have imported ‘foreign’ mg'thodoiogies from
disciplines such as aesthetics, literary theory and philosophy, to
construct paradigms for analysing the issue of interpretation. The
impact of metﬁoiflologios forwarded by Marxist, feminist and
psychoanalytical scholars has been significant. Scholars from
disciplines other than art history have turned their attention to the
visual érts in an attempt to impact on the perceived crisis in the
discipline. This healthy interchange of ideas and methodologies will
no doubt continue to have significant repercussions for the
discipline of art history. y

]

Undearstanding the meaning of & work of art involves jnter slia

description, analysis and interpretation. interpreting the work of art

has traditionally, as for axample in Pandfsky. been distinguished
from the sxplanation or analysis of the wark of art. {12) The
question as to whether these terms can be distinguished from one
another - and if so in what ways - is an important one and is
examined by the New Art Historians. The problem of the
distinction, in Panofsky’s terms, between formal and iconographic
studies, is raised. As a result, the position and validity of forrha!
analysis as an interpretative tooi in the ur:"..c:getanding of art objects
has become a critical issus for art !'iis'wrisnél today.

One of the factors that determines the focus of the art historian‘s
interpratation is her attitude to the status of the art object. This
affects“the Kinds of issuas that will be addressed in any given
interpretation. While many art historians see the art object as a
repository of an historical moment, as Panofsky does, others see
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the art objsct &# -a repository for the statement of aesthetic
problem:s and solutions which, though they may be born st a
particular historical moment, transcend this particuiar instance of
history. In this latter approach, the art object is vievsed as capable
of aesthetic import and universal aesthetic vﬁiidity for ali time, as
is suggested for example, in the writings of Clive Bell.

Difterent approaches 1o the nature and role of ait history and the
art object refiect different asesthetic attitudes “and ideclogical
positions.*3 recent art historians have commented, the practice of
the dlscsplxne is’ w.,amed out under the guise of pursuing am:f
unveiling truth while in reality ct processes information in ways tha;
construct truth. The tradltmnai approach differs ssgmf:cantly from
rore recent approaches in the followmg way: the former sets itself
up as an unengaged, ideclogically neuirsl activity, while the latter
acknowledges the ideological and methodological assumptions that
govern their sngagement with material culture. In Critical Praciice,
Catherine Beisey, although dealing specifically with Irterary texts,

J

Common sense assumes that vsiuable litsrary texts, those

comments thus:

which are in a8 special way worth reading, tell truths - about
the periods that produced them, about the world it general
or about human nature - and thet in doing so they expregg\":
the particular percepticns, the individual insights, of *digl"rw
authors. (13)

Scholars generally fail to recognize the different ways in which they

i)
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ars constructors of maaw‘ng, rather than deci,. nerars of an alieged, |
inherent truth of the %bject of their study. The lack of any

setf-consciousness in methodological approach .. cessarily limits
the exploratlon of valid theorotical frameworks within which to

e "
Vtﬂw an. artn Work

Svetlana Alpers and David Cacrier, in cffiit:ally examining the
‘practice of art history, have raised important questions about the
art historical dlsclpi‘?e and the: practica of interpretation. Carrier, in
"Manet and his Interpreters”, {14) poses the fotlowmg quastlon
"What does it magh to place Manet in bis hlstoncal context w;thwt“ i
projecting on 1o _if;{h work some m{i_nem theory?® {15} Tradttuo:*gall\,r,
-art historians have tended tc upﬁold the view that in,__._pliacina tive

artist in an historical context the art historian attains a sense of
historical objectivity and hence arrives at the ‘truth’. Cerrier

/ questions this :iypo;hasrs w suggnsts that the vryy activity of

contextt;)ahsatlon is m ttself histoncal!y definad and specific.
Carrier's aim in analysing the various interpretations of Manet's
work differs from traditional surveys of the literature in that he
focuses on the the;oretic-al issues of interpretation, which he carries
cut in an examination of several interpretations of Manst's work
forwarded by various scholars. His is not an overview of the Manet
literature, but rather an attempt te confront the very problems
involved in asseszing and evaluating this hterature Having c:tecf
Manet as “the f!rst modernist and/or last old master", {16) Carrier
comments:

Wy
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The subject in his own tims of journalistic v;riting, by the

1260s Manet’'s sources and compaosition were ‘studiéd in

more sophisticated ‘ways. The great New York retrospective

of 1983 provided a happy occasion to view the body of his
work, and now a number of new texts amplify and criticize
these earlier interpretations. (17) |

- Carrier defines his central concern sarly on in his article when he
poses the following question: "Faced with so'many, often opposed
commentaries, what lessons about interpratation can be learned?”
(18} "

In axamining tl'{a role of the art historian, Alpers in "Is Art History?”

stresses that,

... a8 scholars, art historians all too often seae themselves as

being in pursuit of knowledge without recognizing how they -

themselvas are the makers of that knowledge. (1_9):7

in Alper’'s terms, Carrier rightly addresses the ways in which art
historians are constructors of rneaning ‘and knowledge by employing
particular methods and appropriately questions how these methods
" o?ﬁ%‘ii& knowledge and thereby affect the way in which
knowledge is communicated. Carrier, ifi addition, questions how the
' prog9§ses of interpretation affect the kind of knowledgs ultimately
communicated by the scholar. Carrier states in his concluding
paragraph that, | '

S
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...his aim is not to attack the discipline of art history, nor to
import into its domain an alien methodology, but to illustrate
how its present practice involves, unavoidably, ncerns
asbout the reiativity éf interpratation. {20}

As indicated above, the sesmingly simple task of interpretation is
complex and ite aims and methods varied. lssues about the role of
interpretation, not only in art history, but in literary studies,
aesthetics, sociology and philosophy, contint. 0 be dabat;d.

What remains for the art historian to consider, ara the infinite
interpretations that accrue in relation to a specific artist’s work,
which ara testimony to this complex enterprise of interpretation.

Cézanne's work is no exception, and the many different

interpretations cf his work thet have besn forwarded in thé

literature govern our understandiné of his art.

in this disseriation_ the meaning of Cézanne’s art is understood to
reside not anly in the reprasentational function of the image but
also in the ways in which images acquire meaning in relation to
factors outside the ‘frame’. The dynamic interaction between image
and interpretation and the unavoidable symbiosis that occurs in this
relationship will be addrassed. In addition, the role of !anguaée in o
the construction of meaning will be analysed and seen to affect the -

interpretation of an artist’s work directly.

The spectator gains access to the work, of art by several entrances
and works of art are open to continual (s0c dly determined)
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racreation. Hence, Cézanne is still the subject of scholarly enquiry
today. {21) |

As with so many artists singled out as central to .. : development
of modsm &ri, a great deal of scholarly rasearch has baen devoted
to the artistic output of Cézanne. This iiterature affirms and creates
the central position afforded the artist and his work. One of the
central tasks facing the art historian in the interpretation of an
artist’'s work is tharefore the body of literature that precedes,

surrounds, follows and continually ‘invents’ and thereby ‘reinvents’ -

“the artist’s work. Whila the art histotian may view this literature in
- 8 number of different ways it may always be seen as an
indispensable part of the works’ meaning. Furthermorg, any
attempt to interpret Cézanne’s artistic work must critically embrace
this research, first becaijsa it has come to inform the very téqrms_in
which we presently contextualise and view his works, and sacond
because in critically evsluaiing this literature, the meaning 6f the
artistic process in general - and here specifically in relation to
Cézanne - is significantly enriched.

In this secxion, | will examine how ‘meaning’ is ‘constructed’ in the
Cézannae literature and how the relationship between the image and
the literature constitutes an important level of meaning in theu, work
of art. While select, spacific references to authors will be made
where necessary, the literature will be viewed more generally as a
body of interpretation that in its use of particular art historicg\l
constructs affects the way access to the meaning of Cézanne’s art

is afforded. The literature as a mechanism for meaning will be the
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main focus of enquiry.

=

The writings of and about Cézanne will be shown to have direct
bearing on any understanding of Cézanne’s art, and thus constitute
an intricate and essential level of meaning in his works, !t will be
argaed, that in accessing the meaning of Cézanne’s art, the works
cannot be divorced from readings of them. The use of the word
‘'reading’ is intantionél. for the study of art is inextricably linked to

the study of lan'guage 'Any interpretation of Cézanne’s art must be . "

srtuated within the discourse of language, and should be sensitive,
not only to ihe visual language of his work, but also to the
discoursas of the written word that inform any undarstandln”g of his
art. ‘Implicit in the word ‘reading’ is the idea of narrativa. Al
interpretations in art historical enquiry are inscribed with the
narrative fotni and they are subsequently characierized by qualities
of temporality, continuity, sequentiality and history. Therefors, the
{iteraturs always reflects the subjectivity of the time within which
it i5 written. While this historicity seems unavoidabla. the scholar
attempts nonethsiese to sustain an element of abjectlvny in her
research, insofar as 1his is possibie,

The ways in which the literature ‘represents’ Cézanna will be
understoed to inform both the way wa see his works and uitimately
construct their meaning. To put it anothsr way: while perception
informs and guides inferpretatio'n, it is also informed by the
conceptual processes of interpretation. This mmplax relation
between the conceptual and- the perceptual processes of
interpretation is usually not accounted for in the iﬁ‘nrature The
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work of act is often sean to "gxist in a sealed space, finite and
closed as a signifying system - to be penetrated by an objective and
distanced scholear. In this dissertation the relationship between the
nature of the work of art and its relation to the engaged scholar and

her interpretation/s of the work of art is viewed as symbiotic. (22}

This symbiotic relationship between the art object and
interpretations of i, consists in ths subtle relationship that is at
play in the art historical discourse between words and images. in
that this dynamic interaction between the imgge and interpretation
form part of the process in which images acquire meaning, a study -
of the Iitaréture is sesn as esseatisl 10 an examination of thé'-'ihrt
object and will lead to a richer, ruther than depleted, understanding
cf it. in considering the literature {seen as the mechanism for the'
interpretation of works of art} as central to thé work's mesning, the

" 'fundamontaiié_t view of the autonomy of art is chalilenged, without
failing to recognize and defand the need 1o evaluate the art object
as an individual construct. This iattsr aspact will be explored in the
analysis of spacific still-lifes in chapter three,

in that the ‘meaning’ of a work of art is accessible to the -
interpreter through processas of dacadification signifiad in Iangujafge
itself, attention to tha use of language is of paramount importm’lﬁse,
whether in desi:ribing, analysing or interpreting the art work.

it may be argued that, whather in the agsessmant of the reliability
of particuiar accounts of the artist’s life, or in the evaluation of the
analyses of individual works or genres, the literature should always
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be interpretaed rather than read. This research therefore, anters at
the outset into & dialogue with both the existing body of
interpretation on Cézanne as well as his works of art. The
’histbrical present’ from which this dissertation is written is
historical in the sense that the subject of study is from a time
passad, and present in the sense that this historical perspective is
viable only through the present research that is continuous with
that past.

I,i; is important for the schofar to ask how the spectator is able to
respond to works of art from earlier periods in their own terms. On
the one hand the scholar can femiliarizc herself with the historical
terms within which the works under analysis were made, but it is
' Fifoblematic to assume that the scholar can respond emotionaily to
these terms given the fact thet the historical periods will differ so
significantly. Givan that a particular age is informed by & speciffc
symboli'c order, it ig difficult for the épactator\'_‘.m share that
historical symbolic oﬂﬂer completely. As a resuit; fthe Ispactator is
forced 1o respond to works of art in terms of her own cuftural
context, albeit infar&ned by a reconstruction of that period’'s

historical terms. (23).

The scholar, in atteriipting tc interprat the works of Cézanne, is
simultaneously the débcoder of the artist’s visual language and the
numerous verbal andi; written manifestations that cornment on his
artistic production. Eﬁbxandall, affirming the c. atrality of language '_:
in the interpretative enterprise, states that, |
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We do not explain pictures: we explain remarks sbout
pictures - or rather, we explain pictures only in so far as we
have considered them under some verbal description or
specification. (24) |

Baxandall in his study of how access to a work’s meaning is
gained, stresses that

...though ‘description’ and ’‘explanation’ interpenetrate each
other, this should not distract us from the fact that
description is the madiating object of explanation. (25)

In the terms outlined above, the study of art is seen it be
intrinsically linked to the study of language. These terms.are
defined by the discipling of art history itseif, which is as much
about looking as it is about writin‘gf*in order for an interpreter of
Cézanne to add to the !iterature she must situate herseif within the
literature which is essamially a discourse of language. This
discourse of language ns balanced by a process of vnsua[
angagement with :mages ‘!
Thus, intarpreting an image is not only a matter of looking at an
image and defining or -describing its constituent parts. irl
recognizing these parts and naming them, the art historian entar&;
not only into a dialogue with the image but alsc with the literaturib
that surrounds the image. As Judith Wechsler notes,

We do not see Cé&zanne with an unbiased eye but through a

\‘}\‘.
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fiter of interpretations which have accrued to his work and
have become part of the conditians of our sesing. (26)

The art historian, in dealing with the image and ihterpretations of
that imag&,"fﬁust take cognizance of the underlying methods that
cantnbute to the arrangement, crganization and commumcr}ion of
ideas manifast in the literature. The New Art History has focused
a’éantlon on this aspect of the discipline and has made significant
contributions to these parameters of enquiry.

Central to the art historical task is the analysis and examination of

images. it has been argued that the meaning of Cézanne’s art is
undarstood to reside not axclusiyi\e!y in the representational function
of the image but also in the ways in which images acquire maaning
in relation to factors oum/da the ‘frame The process in which
Cézanne’s works come to acquire meanllng assumes that we may
artificially digtinguish between the art wark as it ‘really’ is from that
work as it is interpreted. Howsever, this distinction is illusory and
problernatic. The mediating function of ldnguage in intarpretation is
central here.

The meaning of a work of art is accessible through a process of
decodification. While the visual language of art is by dafinition
intrinsic to the work of art, at its inception, the unit we call the
work of art, is already part of a greater whole. This greater whole
is made up of a system articulated in both verbal and written

language. These languages define and encircle the parameters:.

within which the practice of art is facilitated. These parameters
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include the category-of visual arts generally, of artists who practice

the discipline of art making, of the status of art practice in that

particular society, to mention but a few. In accessing the meaning

of a work of art, this complex Ianguage system must be
acknowledged. (271

An artistic style is not an innocent raflection of reality and is
therefore aiways mediated through language. /f hl8 is particulary
pertinent in relation to Cézanne and will therefore be discussed in
greater detail in chapter three. Since language is historically defined
and reflects the ideological leanings and symbolic codes of a
particular society, it too must be interpretad. The articulation of
experience throuﬁh the mediation of language foragrounds the
importance of language as a means of exploring the workd. How we
articulate our world, determines how we arrive nt- what we call
‘reality’. The ‘lia’ of ianguaga consists in the pretence that language
can offer us “true’ knowiedge of ‘reality’. Commeiiing on the
complex rélstionship between language and the work of art, Tom
Gretton argues that,x

...aesthetic criteria have no axistence outside a specific
historical situation; aesthetic values are falsely taken to he
timaless. In the circumstances the category ‘art’ cannot be
taken to have an absolute sxistence. Rather it is the naume of
a s?éial relationship, in the first plsce betwaen people and
cbjects, but ultimatsly bstween people and people, 3
relationship which is disguised by its reification. (28)
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An acknowledgement and understandmg of the mterrelataqtness of
the work of art and the practice of interpretation foraq ounds,
unlike previous positions, that the life, perhaps aven the existence,
of the work of art depsnds upon the’active and engaged schtator.
Many previously held positions indicated the limitations of i{pnguage
in caﬁiuring the meaning of a work of art and all ei‘}orts to
concretize this meaning through language were vser’wed &s
approximate and deficient. This apprr,vsch assumed 1hst the
meaning of a work of art cojid be isolated from the cdptext of
language and that the work’s meaning existed solaly withm the
context of the ‘frame’ and in the material parts of the w;brk This
aspect will be explored in relation to formalism and alﬂo in the
visual analyses of Cézanne’s still-life paintings undeﬂakqn.
Both Richard Shiff and Judith Wechsler have made significant
contributions to Cézanne scholarship. An examination of their
writings highlights the similarities and differences in their
approaches to the Cézanne literatyre. "

Both Waechsler and Shiff attempt to.account for the fact that the
work of Cézanne has produced a great deal of interest in art
historical scholarship. For Waechsler, this is evidenced in an
historiographical study of the iiterature which maps out the
development of the different cont:emg of Cézanne scholarship. This
diachronib approach reflects the different attitudes to Cézanne’s
work through history and to some axtent, accounts for the shifis
that occur in the Cézanne literature. It reflects the shifting concerns
and interpretations of Cézanne scholarship and reveals a great desl
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about the preoccupations of the writer's own historical context. in *

addition, it reveals the way in which these preoccupations govern
and direct specifh‘c readings of particular works of Cézanne. Shiff on
the other hand, while referring throughout his text to the numerous
literatures on Cézanne, focuses on the effects that these literatures
have on constructing any ‘original” meaning in Cézanne’s work. The
projects of these two scholars are fundamentally differsnt in Soth
the tasks they set themselves and the methodologies they amploy
to carry out their respective tasks. ,
A ff/ g
Two publications by Judith Wechsier that ‘have contributed to the

Cézanno literature will be critically * examined: Cézsnns in

Perspective (1975) and Ihg_lnmmmmn_nf_cémne (1981). (29)

Thase two publications are a useful starting point as they«ieal with
2 wide range of critics” and art historians’ resborises to--CQzanna’s
work. S '

-

Wechsler's Cézanne ip Perspective is.publishéd a? part of

The Artist's in Perspective Series {Genersi Edlto\' H.W.Janson},’

whose aim is thus defined: \_

|
§

|
The Ariist’s in Perspective Series presents individual

\
fllustrated volumes of interpretive essays .n the most
significant painters, sculptors, architects, and g;&-ms of world
‘art. Each volume provides an understanding of s::[t and artists

through both aesthetic and cultural evaluations..(30)
: lI-L

~ From the outset, and within the parameters of the sta;if'zed aims of
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the sarios within which Wechsler’s book is published, fittle concern
is ‘given to the theorstical problem of interpratation itself. The
Cnbjectmty, sets about constructing a hist., ;_y of Cézanne
scholarship.

%
y

Wechsler's ﬁgzammmmm is divided up in the fda;‘pining

‘way: Prcface\ Introduction, Reactions of Some Contemporary

Painters and Crgcics: 1874-1807, Reflections of Some Maijor
Painters: 1908- 1&43 Biographica! Data, Notes on the Editor and
Contributors and & Seiected Bibliography. In ths Introdumion.
Woechsler partlcuianzes the ebove divisions: Cézanne’s flrstﬂ..mics.
Neociassical critics, cablst views of Cézanne, Rogar Fry and
Formalist critics, New \@ctors in Céz~zne ressarch, New

considerations of Cézanne’ Q\\peroeptionﬂ and composition "of space,

Mayer Schapiro: New t:ritarm ipr 'nterpratat.f.\n, Cézanna ressarch

since ‘!952 '\,{_ .
\\ oy -

It is interssting to note that the very way in which Wechsier

organizes her material is a level of interpretation imposad on

historical ‘facts’; evidence {(in Alper's torms) of the way in which

art historiai:s are themselves "makers of knowledge”. {&1)

Dawn Ades explores the problem of the issue of interpreting
historical facts in "Reviswing Art History”, in the following terms:

The assumptions, however, that we have madse about
history, that it is {or can be) objective, impartial, sientific

‘ T
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and true, have begun to fade. We ail know that locai
{national) versions of events in political history tend to differ.

But, as Levi-Strauss arguas, the writing of total history would

be i_mpossibia: it would present us with chaos. (32}

o

Woechsier rightly insists in her Introduction that,

[PES

To claim that cne can bypess the critics in an attampt tosee

Cézanno ‘as he really is’ ignorss tha extent to which all of us
have a parceptual bias, whather or not we are critics. The
mterpratatlons which have accrued to Cézanne’s work have
become part of thHe conditions of our seeing. The Irterature on
Cézanne reflects not only the nepd to explain his paintings,
but is also a response to previous interpratations of his work.
The interpretations are linked one fo another in‘a' historical
network. (33)

While Wachsler ciearly acknowledges the interconnectedness

batwaen the art object and its literary baggage she does not
address the implications of this for the practice of interpratation

itself. As stated above, this is where Shiff begins in hts analysas of
Cézanne. Wechsler insists that,

We must ask y\ihethdr the bias of a critic in singling out a
particular aScht of Cézanie’s werk throws the whoie
perspective of his pamtmé out of balance, or whethsr in
elucidating a salacted aspact the critic illuminates his work

;]l

as a whole. By restr;ctmg the domain of mvastlgation to a

N i
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narrow band, the knowlaedge that is ~:uved does not alway'_g
" corraspond to the reality experienced. The critic's need for "
certainty may preclude speculations which are by nature *

" more far-reaching and profound. {34)

Wechsler states that, "To be &..-2, many major figures in art and
literature have evoked multiple interpretations bound to gest_het:c
biases.” (35) Y

- Elsewhere she notes:

0

* In their response to Cézanne’s work successive generations

of psainters and critics have consciously or unconscicusly
reflected the aasthetic attitudes and experiencés of their own
intellsctual and artistic milieu. What was visible :co_,fjﬁservérs
of Cézanne’s art depended, at 13ast in part, on Wh&t they

could see as a function of their particular pericd. For

_gxamp!e, the lrﬁ'ﬁressionist’s prepared the critics to see

Cézanne's co!pur, but their frame of reference did not prepara

* theinterpreters for a sympathetic understanding of Cézanne’s

use of line or his deviations frain traditional perspective. {36}

B}

While Wechsler asserts ths iﬁiﬁiogicaally det'eriﬁined and historically

specific interests of the various interpretations of Cézanne's work, -

she does not choose to 2xamine the impiicatiors of thess insigats
from a methodological point of view, or to situate herself within

7t

this complex network of meanmgs Her position, indicated hy_ Lo

; 1
several statements, is constructad as an outsider v ' jse

R

f\\\_ :
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‘objectivity’ i's guareniteed by the nution afforded by historical
| 'persp&ctiwe. She siates ih her Preface, forexample: "Cézanne was
8 revolutioﬁaw painter. The complexity of his art has led fo a
considerable literature in the past one hundred years.” ___(3’7)

Neither the ‘revolutionary’ status granted Cézarne, nor the
‘compiexity’ of his art are viawed as problematic. Rather. Wachster
used these concepts as neutral descriptions of seamingly empirical
data. it is as if Wechsler, in another instance, while recognizing the
limits of a formalist approach to Cézanne’s works, and insisting on
the importance of his subject matter (vis & vis Meyer Schapiro)
argues for a synthesis of the two spproaches. She states,
"Ganerations of Céza_nns's critics focused on how Cézanne painted
and ignored the questions of what he painted and why." (38} She
says elsewhere that .

One of the most serious conflicts in twentieth century
criticism is apparent in the Cézanns literature - the conflict
hetween formalist and humanist interpretations. The formalist
approachas consider primarily the intrinsic problems -of
Cézanne’s composition and formal inventions. The humanistic
interpretations regard Cézanne’s compositicn in relation to his
subjsct matter in the light of his personal, social, historical
and even spiritual context. Cézanne is almost unique among
nineteenth-century painters in catalysing both the most
exacting foéﬁ(nai analyses and psychoanalytic, existentialist,
phenomanological investigations<. While Cézanne’s pairiting -
invites a formalist approach, it aiso reveals the ;nsufficiency
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of it. What is unique to the Cézenn literature is that it marks
a shift in mid-twentisth-cantury ciiticism from a
pradominantly formai trend to a humenistic one. (38)

Consideraticn of Waechsler's publication Ih_e_[nmpm_ta]mn_gj
Cézanne (1972, 1981) is important. In her Preface and
Acknowledgements, she states that in The inferpretation of
Céazanne, a doctoral thesis completed in 1972 under the supervision
of Profes.or Linda Nochlin, féw"chanqes sre made, She says, "lt's
argument is substantiaily unchanged and its review of the historical
literature since 1972 is limited.” (40)

Wechsler’'s introduction to The interpretation of Cézanne is a
substantially shorter version to that of Cézanne in Perspective.

There are seéven parts to her book 1. Cézanne criticism and
Interpretation, 1865-1807; 2. Cubist lnterpretatlons of Cézanne; 3.
Roger Fiy on Cézanne; 4. Lionello Vaﬂwri, Fritz Novotny, Erle
Loran; 5. Meyar Schapiro on Cézanne; 6. The lhterpretatmn of
Cézanne since 1952: Kurt Badt and Thf. ,dore Reff and finaily a
Summary and Conclusion.

In Wechsler's introductior to The Interpretation of Cézanne she
begins her study with the following gquotation: “thé content of our
truth siepends upon our \?ppmpriating tba historical foundation.”
The guotation comes from Karl Jaspers, "On My Philoscphy”
originally pubtished in 1941. (41)

" Given thet the work of art is a complex unit, multi-layered and

3
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multivalent, the art historian’s search for any singular meaning in
art is somaswhat problematic and in some senses an __ anomaly.
Perhaps fhe.a\earch for singutarity has more to do with the scholars
own salf-invéhtion through critical practice than with the work of
art which is her subject. The way in which the scholar is both
maker of meaning and finder of meaning wili ba explored
throughout this research. it is noteworthy that Wechsler’s aporoach
to the Cézanne literaturc does not taIEa into account the problems
outlined earlier by Carrier. Wechsler's surveys of the literature in
both her publicatidns -on Cézunne aim to reiste infermation
‘neutrally’. In Carrier's thnns_, this is $een to be problematic in that
a art historian is acknowledged to be both a decipherer of
meaning and a constructor of meaning.

Throughbut both Wechsler's publications har attention is devoted
to the interpretations that have accrued in relation to Cééa’iﬂnﬁl‘s '-
work,'gut Iittle'is said of the thsorstical praconditions that facilitate
interpretation o¢r indesd har research. As a rasult, Wecf\sler' s
publications are valuable largely for making readily accessible,
articles and dotsuments often difficult for the scholar to locate.

in contrast to Wechsler's aim, Richard Shiff, in Cézanne and the

End of Impressionism. attempting to grapple with the meaning of
Cézanne’s art, states the focus of his research thus:

..l am concerned with the meaning of the layers of
interpratation superimposed on Cézanne’s art as much as
with eny ‘criginal’ meaning that might be ascribed to his

o
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work. These added layers affect what one sees aven after
they have been identified and have seamihgly become
transparent. To use a diffarent, bﬁt equally familiar,
metaphor: my understanding of Cézanne is boiix constrained
and enhanced by an interpretive discourse already in play, a
‘discourse to which the painter himself is but one of many
contributors. (42)

Shiff's statement highlights the problem, at the outset of his
ragearch, of th.e difficulty and complexity in interpreting Cézanne’s
art. As a result, the intricate issue of how the scholar gains access
to the meaning of a work of art in the interpretive enterprise, is also
highlighted. Central to Shiff's investigétion of the meaning of
Cézanne’s ait is the premise that meaning is located both within
the confines of the picture frame and be?ond. Shiff’s concern, in
his study of Cézanne, can be clearly located within the parameters
of the New Art History, in hig focus on the theoretical practice of
the "di'scig!jn'e and the effects of it’s methods on interpretation. (43)

In attempting to reconstruct the ‘originel’ meaning of Cézanne’s art,
the sdholar must account for the historical dimension inscribad in
the work of art by way of an investigation of the aesthetic
properties that govern its making: The artist’s creative process

itself warrants exploration (alheit problematic and »t times °

seamingly impossible) and affords the scholar inéight into 'the first
spectatorship, in a sories of spectatorships, in which the artist is
tha first interpreter of his own work.
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Traditionally, the artist is seen only in the roie- of the creator of the
work of art and not in the role of the spectator of the work.
traditionally ascribed to, afid the sole privilege of the viewer. This

notion is examined more fully later on in the text. Although Shiff's

meathods cén be related to the work of earlier art historians, most
notably Erwin I-'anofsky, in his insistence on the contaxtual
approach to art, an important distinction must be maoa* while
earlier art historians insisted upon the meaning of ihe work of art
as singular and monolithic, Shiff offe,s the work a diversity of
readings that are not necessarily reducible to any one dominant
meaning. Because the work of art is a galaxy: H.' Sy ;.'!iem"\f'l not a
structure of signifieds, the meaning of the work of art 5 continually
being redafined and &t no point can be said to have a.cleanf fixed
meaning. In addition, & work of art is e structura of vignitications
whoss interrelatedness must be understood. The work nf art in the
context of Shifi's practice of art history is thus Jnhscribed with a

if

dimension of process usually denied it.

: .\\..\‘-\.
It has been argued that language plays a signifi&ﬁnt role in the
iiterature and that the literature is the mechanism by which an
artist’s work is interprated. In examining the ways in which art

historians access the meaning of a work of art, it is essential to

consider the spacific languaga structures that bperate within

interpretatiﬁpn._ |

The interpretative enterprise is made up of a tripartite structurs.
namely, the artist, the art object and ths spsctator. These three
elements (or ianguaga structures) that make up interpretation, must

)

B
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be seen as broad components each with their own context and
without definite boundaries. Scholars may focus their attention on
any one of these aspects, or they may combine, in their analysis of
a spacific artist’s work, any number of these components and/or
contexts. In all instances of interpretation, the art historia\?fs focus
on any one ¢f these components will determine, to some extent,
the purpose of their erquiry and the nature of their interpretation.

it is noteworthy that in analysing these thres contexts for
intarpretation, two different methods are necessarily employed: a
syhchronic. method which outlines a constructed and artificial
paradigm within which art historians categorize and organiia
information and a diachronic method which accounts for the
historical dimension that shifts and afters these seemingly static
contexts. in addition, it should be strassed that this triad of the
contexts of artist, art object and spectator are rarsly fixed in
interpretation, and more ofteri interpenetrate one another.

The meaning of Cézanne’s art has depended, to some extent, on
these specific contexts, within which intarpretataon is facilitated
and meaning ascribed. Aithough the meaning of his art is context-
bound, with regard to the broad historical psriod within which he
worked, the contexts are boundless and scholars have focused on
a mytiad of aspects that inform our pra'seht understanding of his
art. Since meaning ascribed to Cézanne’s art is inforred by the
various contexts within which scholars situate his artistic
entarprlse. the overview of the Cézanne literature undertaken in
chaptar threa waﬂ highlight how these cantexts, evident in the
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literature, govern the differing concerns of Cézanne scholars.

In addressing the complexities of the relationship in the
interpretative enterprise, between the artist, thg art object and the
spectator, the scholar must therafore consid';r what the art
historian’s activity and function are in relation to her material, as
well as the methods she may use in fulfilling this defined function
and finally, the effects of thes2 methods in determining {and acting
upon} the nature and status of the material studied. Central to this
consideration and linked to the enterprigse of interpreting meaning
in the visual arts, is the much debated concept of intentionality.

The concept of intentionality can be applied to any one of the
aforementioned structures that constitute the interpretative

~enterprise; namely, the artist the art object and the spectator.

Common to ali the litarature is the desire to recuperate tha intention
of either the artist, the art objact or tha spectator. In tha Iatter case
theﬂ spectator may include a consideration of the historical
conditions within which a particu!arlwork of art vvas produced and
quderstood by a spectator contemporaneous with the work in
question, that is to say, the intantionality of a partncuiar context. In
addition, tha context of the spactator may also consider the role of

"subsequent spectators of a werk of art.

Common to the way in which historians have approached thesé

three contexts is the tehdencv 1o unify often fragmentary aspects.
Within the context of the artist, for example, the schalar may view
the artist’s biography, his personal history, his letters and his
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psychological personality, viewed as a totality of factual
information. {44} Similarly, in analysing the deveiopment of an
artist"s work, the scholar may describe this development as a linear
progression which unfolds naturally and logically. Finally, the
development of art history, within which the artist’s work may be
meaningfully understood. is often viewed, as indicated above, 8s a
!ogiéa! unfolding, seemingly unaffected by the dynamic and
continually changing aspect of history. in the latter case, the
apparent stasis of history is the luxury of hindsight, afforded the
scholar by historical perspective. Aspects of this tendency to unify
the divarsity of either the artistic persona, his output o: his
historical context, will be referred to in chapter two.

The interpreters attitude to the notion of intentionality will directly
influence the kind of values gscribed to the artist, the art object or
the spectator. The differsnt interpretations of Cézanne can in part
pe attributad to the different ways in which art historians have
reconstructed Cézanne’s inteﬁtions. :

The relationship between Cézanne and his works is often defined
as homogeneous in the literaturs and this, as well as facilitating an |
approach to the intention' of the artist as existing prior to the work,
undermines the dynamic concept of artistic -process. An:
examination of the artist's intentions in this homogeneous view is
seen to clarify the interpretation of the work itself. It is sgainst this
prevailing attitude that the literary scholars, Wimsatt and Beardslay,
cited below, forwarded their ideas. Since the concept of
intantionality is debated in art history, as well as otherrelated
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discipiines, references will be made to the cont:ibution; of writers
in the related fields of aesthetics and literary studies. in all these
disciplines, including art history, the intention of the artist {author)
is ceniral to the task of interpretation. As M.H. Abrams, the literaiy
critic has remarked in relation to literary texts,

' Y |
ali criticism has to deal with thae interrel#twnship between the
work of art, its creator, and its audience, but the endeavour
of much modern criticism from Eliot and Richards in the
twenties to the American New Critics in the forties and
fifties, was o achiaﬁe an ‘objective’ criticism in which

_ attention would be focused upen the meaning of the work
itsp.%, undistrgcted by inquiries into its érigins in personal
sxperiance or effects on particular individuais. The assays of
Wimsatt and Beardsiey constitute the most uncomprom:s:r.,, :

- theorstical statement of this position. (45)

As stated previously, critics at different times of history have
privilaged different aspects of the interpretative enterprise. Whaen
Wimsatt and Beardsley published their seminal essays "The
Intentional Fallacv” (1948) and "The Affective Faliacy” (1949},
critics at the time were concernied primarily with the meaning of thi

text as mediatad through the explanation of the intentions of the\
author, or by reference to the effect of the text on the reader. |
Within thi. context they wrote: | \\

The Intentional Fa!lacy is a confusion between the poem and \\

its origins, & special case of what is known to phjlosophers
Sl
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as the Genetic Fallacy. It begins by trying to derive the
stahdard of criticism from the psychological causes of the
poem and ends in biography and relativisin. The Affective
Fallacy is a confusion between the poem and its results
{what it is and “what it dves), a special case of
epistemological sceptiéi’s; . though usuaily advanced as if it
had far stronger ciaims than the overall forms of scepticism.
It begins py]twing to derive the standard of criticism from the
psycholodiéal effects of the poem and ends in impressionism
and relativism. The outcome of either Fallacy, the Infentional
or the Affective, is that the poem itself, as an object of
specifically critical judgment, tends to disappear. (46)

Their position can be sesn as representative of the §o—callé&
anti-intantionalists, and as such is valuabie for the clear position it
articulates against intentionality. The formalist cr&ics, Bell and Fry,
share many of the ideas forwarded by Wimsatt and Beardsley. In
the same way that the formalist critics of the early twentiath |
century openad new ground for the interpretation of Cézanne so
too did the insights of Wimsatt and Beardsley. However, once
these approaches had been explored and adopted by academic
institutions, they tended to limit the parameters of enguiry in
subsequent generations of interpreters.

For Wimsstt and Beardsley the poem itself is the sole aspect
toward which the critic should address her attention. In that the
poem is in itseif evidence of the poet’s intention, they maintained
that the need to go outside the poem was irrelevant. The:\'r argued
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that since the maaning of the poem was generated *; the poem,
the scholar nesd not turn to information that was considerad by
Wimsatt ”F‘d Beardsley 1o be external to the poem itself. The role
of the c;itid was to examine the internal workings of the poem only
and her aim as a critic was to thus arrive at the poem’s meaning.

The relationship betwasn the artist and his life is often the core
sround w...ch art historical enquiry is developed. As a result, it is
“important to analyze the way in which this relationship is

- specifically reconstructed in the literature and the implications tor
interpretation in general. Factors geverning the interpretation and
explanétion of an artist’s work include notions of intentionality,
biography, psychology, historical and gacial milieu, psychoanalysis
and the artist’s letters. Al these elements contribute to &n
understanding of the artist, which forms part of the tripartite
structure mentionsd above. Depending on the scholar's approach
to the construct ‘artist’, the interpretation that takes place will be
affected, The construct ‘artist’ is the one constant element in the
tripartite structure of interpretation. However, it should be noted
that the stable position of the construct ‘artist’, shifts subtly in
relation to the other two parts of the triad. The idea that at any one
particular moment this triad is fixed and immovable §§ of onurse a
myth. i “

" Twited to debates about the importance of the artist’s intentions

in interpretation, scholars have come to question the exact nature

of the persona wa term the ‘artist’. In questioning this persona,
scholars have posed questions about the implied maaning

R

I
/
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suggested by this term. The term ‘artist’ is assumed to be )

accompaniad by a context whose enalysis affects intarpretation and

it is for this reason that scholars have insisted that the context of

the artist warrants anaiysis. Although the art hist&:iggn uses the
 term frequently, some articulation of the concept is n'ésa"ssary in
order to understand fully the way in which the idea of the artist
operates in art history. Simply put, the question of who the artist
is, neads to be asked.

Roland Barthes’ article on the subject is-useful, for it provides a-

vaiuable formulation of the construct of the author/artist. (47)

8ecau- this article appears within the contaxt of literary studtes,
the term ‘authior’ is empldyed, rather than the term ‘artist’. Given

the parameters of the enquiry forwarded here, the term author‘ will -

be considered to be :ntarchangeabla with that of ‘artist’. Where
diffarances are slgmf:cant this will be notad. -

Barthes, in “The Death nfthﬂ Author® (publlshad in1977) exammas
the way in which maanmq in the litg-gry text is investsd in the
persona we call the author.

Barthes states at the outset that'f-'”

.

The explanation of a\work is always scught in the man or

woman who produced :t,a) as if it were always in the end,

thvough the more or less transparent sllegory of the fiction,
the voice of a cingle ~;8on, the author ‘confiding’ in us. (48)

L)
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Barthes goes on to question the idea that the author is the sole,
creator of the Iitefzry text, and argues that meaning in the literary
text is created and sustained by the reader who emerges, * .at the
cost of the death of the Author*, :\19 active parttcipant in the
reading of literary texts. (49) Intarestmgly, the tyranny of the
‘author’ in Barthes model is replaced ir Michel Foucault's model by

the tyranny of the reader, (50)

in thmr si*emp‘ls to centrelise the importancs of the positson of thp
artist in 1 1he interpretation of a work of art, scholars have ‘ofterr
turned to the written documentation {as opposed to the visual
wmks} of an artist, to justify an approach to or mterpr&;_sytmn of

. A,
her/his work. The artist's letters form part of the written

docuvnentation which scholars address-in their #ttempts te defins
the artist's intention. Other written documentation includes, for
example, manifastos and aricles wntteg on the phtlosophy of art.
These written documenits, extrinsic tcr *the work of arf, are often
sean to shed fight on the works’ meaning. This extrinsic information
is often understood to depand neither on the roia of the art' |

~ historian as mediator nor on her interpretativa skdls. It is proposed

thut these extrinsic factors need to be decoded in_order to
understand how they fégiji;gta interpretation.

Herschal B. Chipp, in Theories of Modern Art: A Source Book by
Amgts_animm correctly states that
...the writings and stéterhents of painters and scuiptors as
well ag of critics and poets are valid source materials for a
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study 0{ | ?.éaas Qnd doctrines of modern art. (51 )

~ Certalnly the documents, writings and statements of artists may
give the scholar access to the artist in ways that tha objac't may
not, but it is essential to consider, as Chtpp doss, hovj tha scholar
processes such information.

Chipp forwards the idea that in ‘order fof the document to be of

greatest value to the scholar, and toﬁ_,avoid frequent instances of "R, y

misquotation and misintarpretation_, xt must be seen within the

. various contexts that form part of ifs function and meaning. {52)

Chipp’s contextua! appmach to the dogument, while it minimizes
the instances of misinterprefation, does not fully acknowletige how,
despite the consideration of these contaxts_:;a plurality of meanings
is nonetheless generated by different readings of the ietters. The
issue of intéhtionaiity is pertinent here. The scholar in this
contaxtua! approach, whnle she ‘may not ascribe or locate the
artist's intention w:thm the document atself seeks the mtenﬂqn ng
the various contexts suggested by Chipp. \\
_ y

While Chipp rightly insists upon the(importance of ah&ivémirig
extrinsic information to the letters, fie sees :hig '-:\extrinstp
information as readily ?ncessible to the’ scho{(‘ar ang fails tc
,____.acknowledga that, m order to gain access to theje co texts, the
“séholar must interpret them. In so doing, the sc!a ofar ascribes

T oy

meanmg to ths vanous contexﬁp proposed by Chipp, in a swar

way as she ray da to the artlsft//leﬁass !mphclt in Chipp's system

l\“; 3
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is the functioning of the scholar's objectivity in the interpratation
of extrinsic iticmation. This needs to be questioned, and one may
ask whether tha scholar can ever step outside of the interpretative
enterprise and view har terrain objectively. -

‘While an examination of the artist’s intention facilitates an
explanation of the work of art which is part of the historical
enterprise, |’c1 is important to stress that the artist’s intantions as
understood to be expressed in his leiters, need to be inﬁerpr_gted. In
the same way that the work of art wairants iruterpreiati.:n, 80 100
the letters. While the art historical activity of axpla':i‘;ation is
directed toward Iocating arid isoiuting the reasons Yfor” the
appearance of a particular work (or works), ths inteipretatior of the.
work of art seeks to understand, through visual analysié;__, the
effects of the artist’s visual ianguage, in all its complexity, oﬁ-____the
spectstor and t  ways that the artist's visual' 'languifgs
communicates meaningfully. Interpretation therefore, unlik:g- :
explanation, does not seek to reconstruct the artist’s intentié;n
througi visual analysis. ” ‘

Thus far it has been suggested that the !ii;fﬁtura is an essential
index to the meaning of a work of art. As such, in specific refation
to Cézanne, the sanealysis of the literature affords the scholar
'valuable insights into the shifting concerns of Cézanne scholarship
ang_ the ways in which these govern our understanding of
Cézanne's art. '

N

n the following chapter, the precisa ways in which the literature on



T

oty

Cczanne has defined the paradigms for interpretation will be
investigated, -

f=kil

Ty

="

]

41

#

L



¢

[+

Il. The Cézanne Literature: An Cverview

- In chapter ona an analysis of the ways in whidh meaning is

constructed in the interpretation of the art object was presented. °
References to selected theorists indicated that the process of
interpretation was both 8 complex and idsclogically encoded
practice. In addition; it was arguad that the literature informs the
meanihg of & work of art in significant ways and therefore warrants
bot_h considération ‘and analysis.

T
LW

~ In this chapter, traditional approaches to Cézanne's work will be

examined and critically evaluated and thereby, existing paradigms
for Cézanne scholarship will be outlined. In addition, the

- implications of new appmaches for Cézanne scholarship will be

evalusted. - o o

hs previously “suggested. the dynamic interaction between the
image and interpretation form part of the process in which images
acquire meaning. ‘An examination of the literatue offei's insights
into the reception, intarpretation and historical position of the art
object.

()
A great dzal of literature has been devoted to Cézanne from the
first written account of his work in 1865 to the most recent /’
publications. This in itself is testimony to the importancé accordad
the artist in the art historical literature. Whilg linany art histofians
have contributed to the literature, important contributions have also



historiang. Cognizance of the status of tha writer when discussing
her contribution will be taken into account, as this situates her
within a particular language construct, which defines in turn, the
paramaters within which interprétaﬁon takes place. For exampile,
the role and function of the art critic may differ in purpose to that
of the linguist or art historian and thus, affact interpretation.

Certain interpreters of Cézanbe will be examined in greater depth
than others, in order to draw attention to specific theoratical
constructs that inform the activity of interpretation, with particular
ramifications for Cézanne scholarship. Furthermore, it will be shown
how the ‘meaning’ of Cézanne’s art is linked to interpretations, of
it.

in broad terms, two main tendancies in the Cézanna literature can
be isoiated; namely, mterpratatlons concerned with the formal
aspects of Cézanne’s work and those concerned with tha
subject-mstter or thematic content of his work. In this examinaticn
of the shifting concerns of the Cézanne literaturs, the tarmé “form’
and ‘content’ &re used to indicate the emphasxs of particular
writers’ interpretations. n aII instances the word ‘content’ is

- understood to be coterminous with the words subject-matter and

themae.

oIt was not until the 19560s, with Meyer Schapiro’s étudv of -

Céz_an'he (1952), that the formalist tradition prevalent in the
Cézanne literature, was challenged. As Wechsier affirms, -

_ 43
" besn made by art critics, philosophers, psychologists, I&a\guists and



7 2
_ 44
What is unigue to the Cézanne literature is that it marks a
ghift in mid-twantieth cantury criticism from a pradominantly
formal trend to a humanistic one. (1)

This shift, that occurred after the Second World War with the
writings of Meyer Schapiro, Maurice Merleau-Ponty and others,
aitered the terms of Cézanne scholarship for the next generation,
Thase wntmgs challenged the formal emphases in the Cézanne
literature and began to forward the lmportance of examining
Cézanne’s content as an app?opnata index to the meaning of his
art. : »

It it important to stress at the outset that these two streams of
criticism emerged at particular moments in history and tnat tlgpe
historical context, to some extent, governed the direction of their
enquiries. In addition, writers often articulated their particular
emphases in the mterpretatlon of Cézanné’s work, end thus, -
justified tiieir theoretical posrtlons which often explains their
neglect in either their attention to formal issues or those of content.
. {‘4 !‘f
An ,e:’éamination of the ninetesnth century context and the early
criticism on Cézanne will be carried out, as well as the conditions
that facilitated the emergence of Formalist criticism st this time.
Given the significance and dominance of the trend of Formalisin in
the Cézanne literature, the important Formalist contributions of
Clive Bell, Roger Fry and Clerment Greenberg will be analyzed. In
addition, an analysis of the status of Cézanne’s letters in the
interpretation of his art will be conducted. While the important

!
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contributions of scholars concerned with the subject matter of

Cézanne's work as opposed to the formal aspacts of his work, s:i‘ch
as Maurice Merieah-Ponty and Meyer Schapiro, wili be examined,
their ideas will aiso be referréd 10 in- chapter three. Finally, an
examination of the ways in which recent scholarship has redressed
some of the inadsqhacies of the Cézanne literature will be
undertaken,.

In addition to the analysis of specific Cézanne scholars, reference
to different types of art historical Iiteratufé, for exampie the
monograph and the gatalogue raisonné, will be made throughout.
it will be argued, that these types of literature organize information
that affects the ways in which \"Cézanne's works are ultimately
interpreted.Similarly, art historical concepts such as ‘development’
(as applisd to the arrangement of an artist’s work into snecific
periods, particular genres, and in relation to the develcpfnai"lt of
movaments within the narrative of the discipline of art history),
affect interpretation. '

Any study of the literature on éﬁzanne, as well és offering insights
into the different perspectives on the artist and his work, is also & _‘
study of the shifting methods and concerns of art hf‘story isa
discipline, from the late nineteenth century to the present day.
Recent developments examined in the New Art History, and
outlined in" the previous chapter, have highlightéd' both the
unavoidability of an ideological position for the art historiéh iﬁ
interpreting her subject as well a; the importance of decoding these
positions in the history of the discipline.
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A sﬁrve\_r of the literature is valusbie because it iri&icates how
particular historical moments informed the writings on Cézanne. It
will be showri that one cannot read the literature meaningfully
without contextuslising its concerns historically and furthermore,
that what is possible ‘tb say about Cézanne, is defined by the
parameters of history. Given the above, this -s:'urvey of the literature
inevitably refiects the preoccupations of the preseht writer's own
historical context as reflected in both the ‘reading’ of the literature

and the ‘reading’ of Cézanna’s visual language.

The importanc; df the early criticism that emerged during
Cézanne’s o_,Wn lifetime lias in the various ways in whkich it dsfined
the terms and parameters for writing about Cézanne during this
time, but aqually, for the ways in which subsequent interpreters of
Cézanns internalizgd these paramsters and parpetuatéd them in
subsequent interpretations of his work. Centrai to an understanding
of this early literature is the historical context of the nineteenth
century within which this body of literature emerged and
fanctloned Failure 1o contextualise these writings hlstoncaliy
distorts iha pregnant moment that defines this period.

- The first printed mention of Cézanne’s work, cited in Wéqhsler, is
made by the art critic Mariﬁi*s Roux in 1865. He stated that
Cézanne, " ‘...belongs to. a school which has tha privilege of
provoking critizism.”” (2) Roux’s statement does not att’"almpt to
comment directly on any aspect of the man or his works; réther, he
anticipates the unfolding of a narrative of commentaries on

' Cézanne. Interestingly, the early literature was to be the domain of
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the art critic, and it was only much Iater that other writers bagan
to enter into the existing dialogue on Cézanne. From thie tirst
mention of Cézanne in print, a;ll subsaquent interpretr;até’ié!nr; of
Cézanne’s work may be seen to build upcn an existing discourse.
Generations of scholars would. situate themsslves in relation to
previous commantary, whet[ig: in sympathy with it or not.

It would be hiéto:ically. - " 'purate to suggest, for exampis, that the
aesthetics of Bell and Fry ‘were not part of an already immanent

tendency in the ap;;raciation of Cézanne. L.ooking at thair assthatics

suggests in fect that the issues raised therain are linked very much.
to tha nineteenth and early twentiath century debates about art.

In other words, the | s raised by Bell and Fry, were 8
continuation of the dabates initiated in Cézanne’s owh lifetime.
’ Indeed the strong fomia!ist tradition in the Cézanne literature was
a product of thig period. The implications of the formalist approach
J for Cézanne’s painting are reformulated and reiterated in the
formalist approaches to his work in the early part of this century.

i
v

Since Cézanne’s earliest critics were concernad primarily with the
formal qualities of his work, it is important to questien briefly why
the formalist approach to Cézanne’s paintings was inauguratad by
his earliest cfitics and furthermore, to qusstlon why this approach
seaniad so readily sppropriate to the racaptmn of his work at this
time. In addition, it is important to astablish what, if any, impact
this had p_n,__.f__al._ubﬁ:ﬁﬁi'el,;aﬁf interpretations of Cézanne’s work.
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An analysis of these early critics gerves ‘to contextualise Cézanne
as an artist of his time, rather than as is often suggested, the
solitary ‘genius’ and singlehended precursor of Modem art.

The eatly reception of Cézanne’s works was characterized by

| difficulty, and Cézanne’s earliest critics, according to Hamiiton, set
about creating a language with which to___confrorii this new painting.

Thess early nineteenth century critics sought to invent a critical
language with which to evaluate and make sense of those artists
allied to an emerging avant-garde. in so doing they facilitated a
constructive and empathetic roie for criti:.:s at the turn of the
century. (3} " '

Critics who attacked Cézanne’s art in the ninetesnth century
context did so in relation to the expectations and standards st and
fulfilled by académic artists and academies. These critics saw in

. Cézanne’s art an _lnabilﬂy to sustain those skills necessary to draw

and paint well as defined at this time. Cézanne’s art was not saen
as g rejection of the represantational function of art, which belongs
to a specifically tweéntieth century view of his art. instead, his art,
in it's disregard for the traditional standards -\____of excellence
associated with the Academies, and seen to be u_rﬁ"mld by them,
was seen as incompetent.

Critics who viewed Cézanne’s works in & positive light used the
same kind of !anguage'as these critics who ware discié?nful of it.
The context within which such words as ‘primitive’ and ‘naive’
occurred, defined the critics’ attitude to Cézanne. The shock value t
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with which his works were met is difficult for the twentieth century
vi'aw;er'to appreciate. The chalienge of Cézanne’s art is perhaps
commonplace to the twentieth century spectator wha has
\wrnessed the 'dermse of the represantational and flguratwe

«, function of &rt, with movements such as Cubism, Abstract

Exprassionism and Conceptual Art.

Céz?nne s pos:twe crutncs at the time, spoke of his paintings in
terms of their lnnovatlons in pictorial language; others crilicized and

" attacked these innovations. The latter critics initiated issues about -

Cézanne’s work which are still debated in the literature foday. An
axample of this is the apparent ‘incompieteness’ of his paintings,
which, in the nineteenth 'century context was unacceptabls in

‘ralation to 'standards set and fultiled by academic painters

operéting within the rigid framework of the A_aadaniies.
oy
Hamilton points out that, =

in 1891, Bernard had mtrodu\ciad a concept which above ail
others was to prove he!pful foi the uitimate resolution of the
critical difficulties presented by 'this new pamt;_lng. (4}

Emile Bernard said the following apout Cézanne:
As a painter, befors averything eise he is & thinker, and a

serious one at that; he opens for art this astonishing portal:
painting for itself alone. (5)
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in this statement Bernard gives credibility to the piclorial character

of Cézanne’s art. Hamilton remarks further that the cancept of

‘pure painting’

f:'j}

was of help through the 1890s for the analysis of Cézanne’s
innovations. If the critic could convince the spectator that the
pureiv pictorial values ware of primary importance, the
Iattar s attention might then be divarted from the distortions,
the exaggerated perspective, or the artist’s disn'egard for
subject matter. (€) _

The artist’s apparent disregard for subject matier was judged by

unfavourably disposed critics in relation to a hierar¢hy of genres

institutionalized in nineteenth centuty academic painting. Hamilton,

in his "Cézanne and his Critics” quotes &A‘iénson's 189b commant

thus;

ia)

‘In comparing Cézanné‘s still lifes w;ith the customary
academic article desugned to whet the appotite of the
gourmand and the sensualist, he remarksd that w:haf

academic painting lacked was ‘the egsential, impenetrablef

and most precious (element)...everything left over, which is

. nothing but painting’. (7}

The idea of ‘pure painting’ that emerges in the sarly criticism was

~ an attampt to respond positively to an smerging new pictorial "

language and thereby offer altarnatives to tne psnchant for literary

allusions prevalent in acadsmic painting of the timp, both in France
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and in England. When the idea bf ‘rure painting’ was th!_;ls viewed
it was seen as a corrective 1o the prevalence of literary subject
matter ii: academic painting. |

In rplation to academic painting, the still-life genre could facilitate
aii "'éxploration of pictorial problems without aitention to literary and
philosophical subjscts. However, if this was the impetu_gs fortherise
of stil‘rlife painting, it is nonetheless not a logical step ".'to insist, as
scholars have done, upan the neutrality of subject matter in

Cézanne’s still-lifes. Thls idea will be further expltbred in the

analysis of still-lifes in chapter three.

in the same way that eaﬂy critics reacted against the prl_bvailing and
prescriptive attitudes to all aspects of art, inciuding the -_es'tablished
expectations of particuiar hierarchiss in relation to genre, so too the
early formalist critics within the context of "'.English art and art

criticism.

Closely related to the notion of ‘pure paintii{img' was ihe re-
emargence in the ningteenth century of the gbnra of still-life.
- Traditionally tha academy regarded the still-life gemre as the iowest
genre in a hierarchy .»f genres, while history pam\pn«g was one of
the most highly valued genres. Noteworthy in thﬁﬁs regard, is the
fact that the very reatons that relegated the still—li}‘e genre lo the
lowest position in the academic hierarchy of gem‘ess!:'T were the very

same reasons that it seemed an attractive vehicle ﬁ]'pr the painters °

Iand critics who heralded the notion of ‘pure paintin ) witnessed in
“the new painting. The u:iea of ‘pure painting’ was st{}en 1o be most

/ i
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sasily rendered i u; a genre like still-iife, which was not ovarbfurdened
by Ilterqry, hlstoncal and moral subjects, and in which the artist
could readily axperiment with the new forms and psinting values
articulated by their small band of supportive critics. From the
1840s to the 1870s, stili-life became increasingly important and
this seems partly accountable for, by the éhifting values that
occurred at this time. Bettendorf notes +:at, in addition to the

gbove, the revivat of interest in Chardin's work in the nineteenth .

century, which reached B naak under the influence of Realist
painters, resulted in the re—eva%u‘-' .on 4 zthe tra\\dxtlonal values within
the category of stali—hfe {8) - '
i / /

it is ironic that the perceived potential for ne.rtrahty in the genve of

stili-life in the ninetesnth century wes subvertad in later criticism
" that addressed the issue of the importance of subject matter in art.
- These latter critics, in their investigations mto Cézanne’s themes

and subects reinvested the utill-life genre {mth Ilterary, rmorsl and

historical import.

The impact of formalsst criticism on the Cézanne !#ﬂ{amm cannot
be underestimated; from the eatiest manifestal . & during
Cézanne’s own lifetime 10 the writings of the twentieth century
critic, Clement Greenberg. The formalist criticism that emerges in
the late nineteenth century.gnd the conditions for its emergence,
differs markedly from that “bf the early twentieth century, as
evidenced in the writings of Clive Bell and Roger Fry. By the time
Greenberg published Bis writings on Cézanne the art wqud was
fully entrenched in 'éhe notion of Modernism, within which

A
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Gr{_%anberg's aesthetic must be understoexd.

= At the turn of the contury formalism cén b'e viewed eis' a liberating "

approach to art in that it fecilitated an exploration of the importance

~ of new forms in pictorial language. However, as formalism as an
approach to art became entrenched, and the ncw language of

crmctsm that it faqr*;ated was accepted, the parametsrs of
formalism seemed to nagnte cther aspfscts -of this art which by the
1940s and 1980s could-be opened up f fvr researchers and explm‘ed

On the othar hand, the responses to formalism were not a rigid

" rejection of formalist concerns, but rather, & balancing of these

concemns with others, forwarded. ;y post-war scholars. Erle Loran,

although he researched new material in the C&manne litevature, may'

~ be called a more traditiona! formalist: than sav, Meyer Schap.ra

who brought new insights s his analysis of Cézanne’s suq;act _

matter through the essentmliy formal cons:darat;on of hig stvla

O e :
No attempt is made here to comprehengiirely study the formajist
traditions, and any comprehensive definition of formalism nacessarily
negates the subtly differentiated pu‘%itions that its exponents

- articulate. (9) Light cautions that,’

. o
A hybnd of disparate thecries, formalism has nc precisc sat

of prmclplae indeed preblems of conms;dnt interpretatioiv
arise even within the confines of any one of its thinkers. Ball
sspecially, s nntec? for the infonna!nty of his srgument; wht!e
Fry, a more ngorﬂms thinker, altertd his position over the
“years, (10}

53
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Rather, the insrghts;'i' brought to bear on the mterpretatlon of

Cézanne’s still-life ilntmgs in the formalist trachltlor;, wiit be

%

N

Risk;::y a reductionist viev}ﬂ it is possible to state that, common 1o
al these formalist permdtations, is the preoccupation wsth and
ar; ‘!phESiS on the form and formal elements of the art obtect
Araadly spaamnn, critics that privilege ‘form’ over ‘content’ may be
called formalists, although, this distinction is an artificial and often

* iflusory one. {11)

i

The formelist tradition in the Cézanne literaturs, as initisted by
Cézanne's earliest critics, canonized specific principles, which have

"’"‘_'ﬁfaffaciad the way in which Cézanne’s stili-iifes, as well as his other
i1+ genres, have been [nterpreted. The critique of formalism manifests

itagif in the verious responses to the formalist peéitiqn. in the
fol_fpwing examination of tha aesthetic positioné of Clive Bell, Roger
Fry' and Clement Greenberg, the development of the formalist
tradition will be critically evaluated. The choice of these critics is
not entirely arbitrary and warrants some justification.

On the most slementary level, the fact that; Bell and Greenberg
weare both art critics, gives them a certain coherence. The
importance of the critics role as mediator between the artist and
the public facilitates an assessrﬁ'/ent of the historical conditions that
gave rise to these arbiters of taste. The nineteenth and early
twentiath century contexts inform the issues raisad by Bell and Fry,
while the later twentieth century context informed those issues
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debated by Greenberg. The nature of these critics’ assthetic
positiong is partiy moulded by the art that they responded to and
defended. Both English critics, Bell and Fry wzre instrumental in
bringing the New French art to the attention of the English public.

In assessing the contributions of Bell, Fry and Greenberg to the

tradition of formslism and to the Cézanne literature, the foliowing

elements of their v;friiings will be considered. First, an analysis of

Bell's concept of ‘significant form’, introduced in his book Art (first
published in 1914), wil! be undertaken. The term is problematic and

its analysis serves to concretize several issues that are central to

the enterprise of formalism. Second, "iﬁry's authoritative and

influential monagxﬁiph on Cézanne {published in 1:)27)\, which

encapsulates miany formaliet attitudes that ate reiterated in the
subsequent Iitaratuf&, ‘ ;:Gitl be  examined. T 2 torm

‘Post-impressionism’ coined by Fry in 1910, Wil be, ,fa;m&yzedl,.;
further on in relation to the writingé of Richard Shiff.' ‘.i-‘-‘:_",nﬁlly.
Clement Greenberg’s essays on ‘Cézanne’ {1851} and ‘Modernist
Painting’ {1985) which suggests the relationship between Cézanne,
the formalist tradition and Modernism, will be examined. The
appropriation in the literature, of Cézanne as the pracursor of many
modern movements, is an instance in which the above relationship
is brought into plav, “

For Cézanne’s eariy critics that initiated the formalist debates about
Cézanna“’“s\ art, and for Bell, Fry and Greenberg, form is the
privijeged'défrier of the work’'s meaning. All these critics privilaged
form over coﬁtent as the appropriate index of meaning in works of
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art, although they art;culétad thrs pr«wlegmg in very different ways.
What becores clear in the anah §i8 ok the aesthetics of Bell, Fry
and Gresnberg, is that from thi. 0y ;bet,. their assumptions about art
ere motivated by very specific convictions about the nature and
purpose of art. |

Baill \twho was part of the Bloomsbury Group) went to Paris ir; 1910
with Fry and Deéﬁ‘ioﬁ& McCarthy, to select pictures for the first
Post-Impressionist exhibition in London, held at the Graﬁon Gallery.
In 1914 =il published his influential book entitied, Al:t. i which he
posed the. following gquestion in his chapter on/'The Aesthetic
Hypothesis':

What quallty is common to Sta.Sophia and the windows at
Chartres, Mexican sculpture, a Persian bowl, Chiness

carpets, Giotto’s frescoes at Padua, and the masterpiecas of

Poussin, Piero della Francesca, and Cézanne? {12)

Bell'= answer was articulated in the form of the concept he
deveioped, namely, ‘significant form’. He considered ‘significant

form’ to be the common denominator of all assthetic experience.

~ In support of this idea he suggestad that in each of the works of art
mentioned above: °

lines and colours combined in a particular way, certain forms

and relations of forms, stir our aesthetic emotions. These

relations: and combinations of lines Snd colours, these
aesthetically moving forms, | call “Significant Form*; (13}
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The reasons why certain formal arrangements move the shpectator
is, according to Bell, because form "...expresses the emotion of its
creator.” (14) The art af the turn of .the century challenged
traditional notions of beauty and sny aesthetic position that
centralized the notion of beauty could not accommodate this art in
its paradigm. Ti.« fact thnt Bell's concept of significant form did hot
depend upon traditional values of besauty made it an attractive
concept for Fry and othere who wished to devslop a \!anguage of
criticism in sympathy with new developments in art.

As Solomon Fishman has stiggested, the idea of significant form
sarved as a tahsman for axpiammg the powerful yet
dlsturbmg effects of the naw art often achieved by ignoring

or violating notions of beauty. (15)

in Bell’'s differentiation betwaen ‘material beauty’ {(butterfiy's
wings) and the work of art, he concedes that, though both may

move the gpectator ‘material beauty’ or ‘beautiful form', *...does

not move us aesthetically.” {16)
Bell corhments that,

It is tempting 1o explain the differance between ‘significant
form’ and ‘beauty’- that ig to say, the difference betwsen
form that provokes our aesthetic emotions and form that
does not - by saying that significant form conveys to us an
emotion felt by its creator and that bsauty conveys nothing.
N
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! Another 'sa_minal distinction that Bell makes is that betwesn ‘form’
a!}d ‘representation’. He asks .tﬁ?at, ) i

no one imhgine thst representation is bad in itseif; a realistic
form may be as gignificant, in its place as part of the design .
es an abstract. Butifa representatii«e form has value, itis as
form, not as representation. The representative element in a
work of art may or may not be harmful; siways it is
irrelevant, (18) ”

7 .

" This distinction forms the basis of chatlgnges by later_i’r*}}ti~fomalist

critics who argued for the intimate relstion batwq‘ n what is

represented, and how this representation conveys mekni_ng.

While Beli's focus is more on the nature of art ¢nerally, Fry's
criticism addresses both genaral sesthetic iss: »s u:d Cézanne’s
genrs of still-life specifically. His observations on the still-life genrs
are informed by Ball's distinction bstween ‘form’. and

‘representation’. He states that,

- the still-life...guards the "pictura itself from the
misconstructions of those whose contact with art is
- confined to its effect as representation. In still-life the idsas
~and smotion§ associated with the objects represented are, for
the most patlt 80 utterly commonplace\%nd insignifi%t that
 neither artist nor speciator need consider them. {19}~ o

P

For Bell the notiorn of quality is & distﬂinguishing feature of

h
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“significant form’. He discusses this in relation fo the idea of the
| original work of art and the copy thereof. His formulation of the
differences between the t\‘gvo is thus }efl-auzted:

‘vhe two visible objacts, the originai and +“he copy, daffer.
because that whlch ordered the work of art does not pres&de

et the manufacture of the copy. Tha* which orders the work
of art, | suggest, the emotion which empowers artists to
create significant form. The good copy, the copy that moves
us, is always tha work of one who is possessed by this
mysterious amotion. . Tha power of creating significant form
depends, ...on some curious mental and emotional powsr.
(200 - =

In his conception of form, Bell does not consider the role of

technique as an important one. He insistad that the purpose of art

*...i5 not how it is painted, but whether it provokes aasthetic

emotion.” (21) Bell argues that aithough, *Certainly Cézanne

invented a technique, admirably suitedto his purpose, ..." (22) the
painters showing at the Salon d"Automne orLes Indepéhdants, who
adopted the Post:lmprassionist techniques were...quite worthless."
{23) What smerges from this aspeact of Beli's agsthetic is insistence
that, in order

[

10 appreciate a work of art we nsed bring nothing from life,
no knowledge of its ideas and affairs, no familiarity with its
emotions. Art transports us from the world of}ﬁnan s activity

to a world of assthetic sxaltation. {24) }J
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~rt, that possecses ‘significant fofm'. in its transcendence of
phenomenal reality, signifies and resembles transcendent reality. In
this way, Beli’s definition of art, is, finally & metaphysica! one.

Despite the obvious appeal that Bell’s concept of ‘significant forrn’
had in the early part of the twentieth century, the tautological
nature of his argument cannot pass unnoticed. Bell states
smphatictity that ‘significant form’ communicates to the spectator
and induces in her an aesthetic amotion, but he does not
_.\'i‘;dequately elaborate on or further explain this' process of
ilhtarchange between the spectator and the work. Rell’s
metaphysical interpretation of art focuses exclusively on ths formal
properties that evoke in the spectéior some kind of aesthetic thrill.
He fails to analyze, or even pcint to, the subject matter of the work
of art, its moral message or anscdotal content. For him, the notion
of artistic intention is not problematic, and the work.of art, not
dissimilar t¢ an iconic image, communicates magically. The
apparent naturainess of the way in which this occurs is never
questibned by Beil. |

A significént difference between Fry and Bail is’' Fry’s attempt to
analyze the specific propertiefsof individual works of art. According

{\-_.Eto Wechsler, it was Fry’s intention *...to do for the understanding
“of contemporary art what WB&lfflin had done for the ltalian

Renaissance." {25} Bell, who maintained that he could recognize
the presence of ‘significant form’ by its affect on him, waé: unable
to discuss form as an objective phenomenon and spoke generally
abbut Cézanne, Post-impressionism and other art.
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in Fry's monograph on Cézanne: a study of his development,
Cézxanne’s art is roughly divided into four stages:an early stage, an |

. Impressionist stage, & constructive stage and a mature stage. Fr\?'s
mfluie Fﬁe on this aépect of Cézanne’s art is substantial and scholars
such as Schapiro, Reff, Klimova, Orienti accept this iinear
pérception of Cézanne’s stylistic deveiopment, and interestingly, all

~ use similar words 1o describe the various periods. Fry says of the
early period that is was, ‘haliucinatory’, ‘reckiess’, ‘intensely
personal’, ‘baroque’, and that .. .they were the result of Cézanfze" s
invention rather than ks direct observation of nature.” (26} Other
scholars such as Schapiro (27) apd Klimova (28) have also
remarked on these qualities of the early period.

i
Although Fry's categories or periods wers adopted by later Cézanne
-scholars, Fry himself was awars of too rigid a conception of
developmant. He suggested that stylistic change was neither
gradual, - |

Nor is it so regular that we can trust to it altog Ither to fix the
exact date of any given work. There are retutns to the old
impasto, but thin painting certainly predominates toward the'\
end of the century. (29)

~{t is noteworthy that Fry's formalist position was articulated in
response to a pravailing literariness in British academies and
paintings of the time. Fry heraided the new French art in"response
to a strong narrative, iitera?r and mora! English art; ?_as for e:éample,
rlogarth, Millais and Fold Madox Brown. Solomon Fishman .

:
4
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Since Fry was combating during a large part of his ciirear the

prevailing attitude towar _painting which placed primary :
stress on its illustrativa content and its literary associations, .
he tended toward the opposite exireme - an aesthaticism

which isolated art from human experience. He did succeed in

establishing, if not the idea of the autonomy of form, the

primacy of form in the fruitfui investigation of visual art. (30}
Fry's formalist interpretations of Cézanne'é still-life paintings
dmregamls the ra!evam:a of subject matter and theme. Fry and Ball,

expiofe the thernatic contant of his art. No consideration is given
by Fry tc the various typus of Gobiacts found in Cézanne’'s many
still-life paintings; deplctlons ot apples, skulls, fruit dishes, i:oaskats.f|
vegetables, statues ara all lumped izgether. This line oi’

\ f the introduction of

psychological and -psychoanalytical me _/tods into &rt history in

investigation was to fiourish later wi

which the latent symbolism of particular objects was investigated.
Fry states that; *...Jor Cézanne...a sku_ll was mé?eiy a complicated
variation upon the sphere.” {31} Nowhere glg\res Fry relate the skull
to the estabilished yanitas tradition in still-i. 3 painting. This more
obvious omission indicates the extent to wnich the consideration of
formal issues was privileged in Fry’'s aasthetic.

Although Fry does concede thai'm the history of still-life painting
there ara exceptions to the *...purely plastic significance of still

in jjn\ disregard for the subjects depicted by Cézanne, do not |

Ir\
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life", he insists that by the middle of the 1880s Cézanne had
abandoned any dramatic overtones in his manner of painting. He

e

i

argues that, *

«f the words tragic, menacing, noble or lyrical seem out of

~ place before Cézanne's still-lifes, one feels none the less the
smotions they arouss are curidusly anslogous to these states
of mind. itis mf) from lack of emotion th?t these pxcfuras are
not dramatic, lync, etc., but rather by o won of 8 procm of
elimination and ccncentratlon They ~ = tur 12 speak, dramas
deprived of all dlamat;c incident. (32}

Fry does not pursue this aspect of Cézanne’s still-lifes or the
potential meaning “of t_pa narrative content of this ‘dramatic
inciﬁlent' nor the maaniné of style as opposed to form. The noticn

of the drama of style and the idea of ‘dramatic incident’ will bei}

‘S:— .

explorad in the analysis of specific works in chapter three.

In the same way that the context for the emergence of the
formalist criticism of Bell and Fry must be understood as
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significant, the context of Mn&émism must be considered in

relation to Clement Gréenberg's criticism. Greenberg, as the
spokesperson for tha Abstract Expressionists in the 1940s and
1850s, championed the plight of painters such as de Kooning,

Pollock, Kiine, Gorky, Barnett Newman, Ad Reinhardt and Mark |

Rothko. The art that Greenberg responded to may be seen to
determine to some extent, the formulastion of his aesthetic
paradigms.
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it is 'interesting to note that the emergence, history and

development of formalism, is closely related to theé notion of the

avant-garde in art. According to Beverly H. Twitchell, in her study
on Cézanne and Formalism in Rloomshury,

formalism and avant-gardism often overlap and coincide.
Formalism dominated avant-garde art from Manet through

Pop Art or Minimalism. This resulted. largely from the |

~ separation of form from content, but the formalist trend also
~ had three vanguardist characteristics bolstering it;
svolutionism, with its accompeanying historicism and

modernism; the cult of purity which reductivism brsd; and

the alienstion which these other tiv,_g forces encouraged.
Together, - these factors encoursged the solipsistic art,
especially painting, which became art for art’s sake. (33)

—

Greenberg saw 'Cézanna as a vital link in the development of

. painting. In "Cézsnne and the Unity of Modern Art" {1857},

Greenberg statad the following:

Thus, Cézanne'é' efforts to turn Impressionism toward the
- sculptural was shifted, in its fulfilment, from the structure of
the pictoriai iliusion/, f the configufation to the picture itself
as an object, as a flat surface, Cézanne got “solidity’ ail right;
but it is as much a tiwo dimensional, litérai solidity as a
representational 'one. (34) K\
. ) ‘l)
Greenberg suggests that Cézanne was re(%pgﬁbibte for the shift

O
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from pictoriad illusion to “the picture itself s an object, as s fiat
surface.” (35) Greenberg identifies Modernism

with the inténsffication, almost the exac(rbation, of thi;
seif-critical tend3 uy that began with the %hi!osopher Kant.
Bab.ause -he was the first to criticize the means itself of
criticism, | conceive of Kant as the first real Modernist. The
es#ence of Modernism lies, .,“5 in the use of the
_ characteristic methods of a discipline to criticize the discipline
itself - not in order to subvert it, but to entrench it more
firmly in its area of competence. (36}
Fusther on Gresnbergﬂ states that, "What had to be exhib}tad and
made explicit was that which was uniquew@nd irreducible not only
in art in general but also in 8ss .na‘ticuiar art*, (37) and recells

that,. "It quickly emerged that ’tﬁa unique and proper area of

competance of art coincided wnth al! that was unique to the nature

of the medium.” (38)

Greenberg suggested that,
Flétness, two-dimensionality, was the con&ition painting
shared with no other art, and so Modernist painting oriented
itself to flatness as it did to nothing eise. (39)

tmpiicit in Greenberg’s understanding of Cézanne, is a post-Cubist
perspective. Cézanne’s concerns and intentions are conflated with
those of the Cubists’ and other ‘moderns’. In this way, Greenberg’s
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.wew of Cézanne s art is governed by his ,behef that his work
anticipates the tandencies of later twentisth certury: styles and
~ movements, Failure to situate Cézanne within a nineteenth century
context obfuscates the conditions of Cézanne’s ‘pmsant{; , and is
one of the central pro!;Iems of Greenberg's interprotation of
Cézanne'&a;‘wtlc enterprise. Although Grienberg highlighted the
quality of abstractlon and mcompjetaness in Cézanne's work,
Cézanﬁ '“En a letter to Emile Bernard (dated 23 October 1905),
mantmﬁw Jesc qualities, in the following terms and context:

Rt

o : '
Now, being old, nearly 70 years, the -sensatians of cofour,.
which give light, are the reason for trie absiractions which

prevent me from eith_ar Govaring my canvas or dontinuinq;g the
~ delimitation of the cbjects when their points of contact are
fine and delicate; from which it results that my image or
pictire is incomplete. (40) ' |
"-:’?fWhﬁreas in Cézanne's terms this abstracting proceS$ a:;d ansumg
mcomple’teness were viewed as limitations, for Greenberg and
others they are highlighted as ‘evidence’ of Cézanns's modernist
intentions. Cézanne’s method was a process of represuntmg nature,
rather than abstracting from nature, as suggested' bf Greenberg.

Gré'af'tberg, and historians working within a similar framework,
focused on speclfuc formal quahtles of Lézanne s work. They found
these qualities to res:de particularly in h:s late work and as a result,
do not tonsider, for example, his early work or those works that he

painted in direct relation to the concerns that informed
i
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impressioniem. The idea of the so-called ‘mature’ artist, a“nd its
corollary of ‘mature works’, is operative in this model of
interpretation. Cézanne’s watercolours became important™ for
modernist scholars since they sesmed mete readily to reflect the
‘spontc‘inao-us* quality of Cézanne’s k,&thod The ‘unfinished’ quality
of the watercolours and some of his later works was said Yo draw
attentiorf‘ia the modernist pnné»,‘nl..e of ‘painting as painting’.gs‘ﬂi{hce e
the allegéd subject cof modsrnist painting was thought to be its
surface {ané‘i the way in which the susface in modarnist painting

-~

was both % signifier and the signified_}. Cézanne’s watarcolours
and late v_yorks in their affirmatiop of the painted and flat surface,

~ were priviiegﬁ-d by modsarnist scholars.

y
N

5 e |
As indicatesd in the above analysis, scholars privileged different:

aspects of Cézanne’s oguvra at various points in the development

“of formalism. The critical response to the tradition of formaiism,

while it addressed: many of the imbalances of this formalist
approach to Cézanné. did not forward an enriched formalism that
could suggest new 'ways for an expaﬁdad reading of Cézanne’s
visual language. In chaptsr three new possibilities for formalism in
the interpretation of Cézanne will be investiqated. o

One of the limitations of formalism is its failure to discuss the
w¥ime or subject matter of a work so that what is representsd is
not seen as integral to a painting’s meaning. in addition, how an
image is represented, that is the technique employed by the artist,
is not seen as central to the work’s meaning. This failure was to be
redrassed by the so-called Humanist Criticism that emerged with
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the significant "wr'itings on Cézenne of Mever Schapiro and
Merleau-Fonty in the 1950s.

Although treditionally, the litersture is considered 1o be written
interpretation of an artist's work, the artist’s own writisn
statements or letters are not considerad interpratative in the above
senss. In the context of this surli‘a\av of the litarature, Cé; 'anne's
lettars, particularly those Intters i@ which he expresses hls Ideas
about his own work and the work of other artists, are seen as
interpretative. Cézanne's lett¢ 's can therefors be congidered within
the context of this suniey in two ways; firstly, i relatioch to the
different ways in which scholars have used the letters to interprat
Cé_zanne'sl _w::rks. and aactmdlyl, as Cézanne’s own written
comments’ xbout ﬁrt,. both generally and in specific relation to his
own work and sesthstic enterprise.

{ |
Since the‘i\( publication, in French "...more than 35 years ago, and
in Oxford, in an English translation, in. 1941.", (41) Cézanny's
latters hava played a cantral role for scholars in the interpretation
pf the ertlst’s work. in' the various attempts to reconstruct the
intention of Cézanne’s art and to undsrstand, not only the meaning
of his work but his personality and life, scholars have turned to the |
lstters of Cézanne. The status of Cézanne’s lettars in the
interﬁretation ot Cézanne cannot be under. stimated and it is
important in & survey of the Cézanne literature to assess their
purpose and function.

Cézanne scholars have turned to the lattars in many instances and
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for various reasons. {42) The central motivation in all these cases
may be seenin the scholars’ bslief that the artist’s biography,
evident in the letters and his artistic _interi&ions articulated therain,
are of paramount importancs. R '
Th; monograph. whose art historical purpose is to document the
artist's biography, and which studies the relatior hip bstween the
artist’s life and his works, attempts to recreate the artistic
personality of Céxanne in ord.er to expiain his works. In these
studies Cézanne is viewad as tha sole originator of meaning in the
work of art. The artist is privileged in this approach.and his
statements about art and his conversa_tibns recollec}ed by close
(iriends constitute the source material. Biographical ‘studies also
foreground the artist’s life as an important index to understanding
the artist’s work. (43}

Although one may assume that those writings that appeared closer
in time to Cézanne’s life and. death, are mors accurats, this
assumption needs to be questim\"@d. Common to the ealrlier and
later biographical studies is a shared set of assumptions about the
genera: relationship of art to life, as well as the more specific

, relationship between the artist and his work. These shared

assumptions inform the methodological approach ad pted’ by
diverse scholars.

[I' -,

.
\ o

 Any examination of Cézanne’s letters (as well as recollectsd

- conversations by contemporary artists, dealers and friends) as
source material for his art must caution against a simplistic
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parailelism between his art and his life. The lotters refisct a far
more complex relation to the artist’s life than is often assumed.

.. The ideas forwardad in'" chapter one by Herschel B. CHpp, on the

vaiidity of the documants, writings and statements of artists,

cautioned againsgt an uncritical and decontsxtualised reading of

---~-;:h3"° important scurces. While Chipp ackﬁl.@wigdgad that these

'_ rséurces could add much to the interpretation of an artist’'s work,

- the scholar should never fail to taks into account the broad

snvironmenta! conditions of which the letters form a part. In the

" cass of Cézanne the ninsteenth century context in which Cézanna

lived and worked should be seen to infoi’m the artist's views and

; Cézanne’'s aesthetic vision should not be obfuscated by the notion

. [” that the lettars provide unmediated access to Cézanne’s mind and
 thoughts about art. {44)

Bl
[

The literature has oftan viewed the letters in these terms aﬁd as 8
direct means of accessing Cézanne’s artistic intentloné. Whila the
' ~lettors do give the scholar insights into Cézanne’s artistic
" programme, they shouid not be read as statements of fact. The
scholar’s acress to them should not fall outside of our critival
faculties and should be informed by interpretative tools. In this
sense, the letters should be seen to form an important part of tiie
body of “literature’ that informs our understanding of C4zanne’s art.

Related to the biogfaphical line of research are a number of studies
that sought to understand Cézanne’s motivation, in psychologics!
terms, for making art. In addition, issues such'\as artistic
i

a

1

!
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persﬁnality, creé(tiva process and creativity are explored. In this line
of research, initiated by Meyer Schapiro in the 1950s and
developed by Theodore Reff in the 1960s (and later by Sidney
Ceist), the psychoanalytica! model is employed in relation to

Cézanne and his oguvre. Although significant contributions to the .

Cézanne literature have besn made by scholars who have focused
their attention on the psychoanalytical approach to Cézanne’s
Qeuvre, an anslysis of these contribi:tions will not be undertaken in
this overview of the literature. (45) While the psychoanalyltical
modei assists the scholar in the _@mlamngn of Cézanne’s figurative

works it is not instrumental in their jnterpretation. In addition, in‘its

focus on the figurative works, the P\;\)\sycho /nalytlcal model has
provided faw insights into the interprata@lon o/‘ the genrs of still-lnfa.

The letters are particularly valuable in that they_offer the gcholar an
instance in which Cézanne becc..ies _the spactétu r of both his own
work, and works by other artists. In his written articuiation of his
artistic ideas to practising artists, Cézanre may be sesn 1o

articulate his idaas in relation %o his roie as a spectator. Access 1o

this role of Cézanne as .spectatorpis important, as an analysis of his
paintings raveats his interest in tﬁe'way in which the artist is both
creator and spectator of thg image. This dialectic in Cézanne's
work will he further substaniated in the visual analysis of sslacted

- still-lifes .. chapter three, In that the sc,‘u;lar is always part of the
interpratative enterprise, it is suggested here that the letters should

be approached as an aspect of Cézanne’s own interpretation of his
work {and that of other artists) and as such the scholar should
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critically assess them as one would the literature on Cézanne. “

il f

in this approach to the letters, Cézanne is seen, not as the revaaler

of the truth of his paintings, but rather, as an interprater of his < -
artistic output. The letters become, not the oriqinatiné explanation

" of the work, but rather the first instance (aside from the creative

process itseif}, in which intorbratation takec place. Tha letters of
Cézanne sﬁduld be seen as one of several possibis interpretations.
Not unlike other mterpretatlons of critics and scholars, thay should
be equally subjected to scrutiny and critical examination.

The yalidity of the artist’s statements as source materiai fora sf_iidy-

., of the mesning of their art has received much attention in. tbe
. recentart historical literature. The role of biography in the analys.s‘

of artustlc production has been quesﬂoned by the growing Marxist
literature on the history of art. Marxist historians suggést that, in
positing the artist as the excliusive source of meaning of art, these
biographic scholars have contributed to the removal of art f:{‘qm its
historical context. Art becomes neither public, social, nor a product
of wealith. The notio'ﬁ, of artistic ‘genius’ is part of the myth that
the artist exists mystically isolated from his gontext, Aithough

+ scholars have consulted Cézanne’s letters in order * o settle disputes

about the maaning of his art and his alleged ar*". ..c intentions, this
consultation, on the confrary, has given rise 10 a bfbliferation of
often conflicting interpretations. In viewing the letters as one in a
series of possible interpretations of the artist’'s work, a different
aspect of the artist emerges, namely, the artist as spectator.
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It is worth referring to specific eiémplas in the Cézanne literature
. where the letters have beun unsuccessfully used to settle disputes
about the artist’s alleged intenfions. Cézanne's relation to tradition
as well as his ‘notorious’ influence on subsequant generations of
srtists will be cited ss examples. Both these issues are related to
the notion of ‘development’. and will thessfore be discussad in these
©ferms.

The idea of ‘development’ in art historicai scholarship is an artificial
gonstruct applied to historical data. it'is applied to the arrangement
of the artrst's g_eyxm ano 0 specific periods therein; to particular
genrss within that m and finally, to, that body of work in
relation to othar bodias of work that precede and foliow it, namely,
in ralation to the development of movemente. within the narrative
of ths discipline of art history. The idea of ‘development’ wili be
seen to facilitate the arrangement of Qrt historical matsrial in the

T

_interpretation of Cézanne. . #

- N\,

N

__Generally. the history of art and the ’development' of Cézanne s
work is described as a linear progression which unfolds naturally
and logically. T+is “‘development’ is defined causally and always
with the hindsight afforded by hlstoncal perspective. The New Art
kistory has redressed some ¢l the madequacaes of this modei in the

Cézanne literature,

While the enormous benefits that *'\e gatglogue raisonné hléve for
the art historian cannot be over estimated, (46) it must at the
same time be acknowicdged that the catalogue raisonné presented
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the scholar with an artificially constructed documentation of the

- artist’s work. In the same way that the monograph attempts'tq.

reconstruct a ‘unified’ artist in the comparison of the artist’s life

and his work, the catalogue raisonné presents the scholar with a *

‘unified’ picture of the artist’s evolution. The developmeital mode!
is used in‘this type of study to outline the attist’s progression from
early works to late wcrks. And if the sense of determinacy in style
is' not made overt, it is aiways implied in the evolutionary
organization of the artist's works. This seemingly logical and finear
sequentiality is determined and una\foidably reinforced“by the very
nature of 8 text, which prograasas-uniriterrupted, from left to right.
This daveiopmental model suggests a linear progression of cause
and effect in stylistic changes in the artist’s pauvra. (47)

This linearity is then ‘read’ in relation to the division of Cézanne’s

work into clearly defined periods whose interrelations are often

obscurad. {48) It is interesting to nota, as Wechsler has done, that
diffe‘?ﬂ%nt periods of Cézanne's work hdve bean sppreciated and

piivileged at different timas in history. She states,

ey

=y

In their response to‘ Cézanne's work successive genarations
of painters and critics have consciously or unconsciously
reflacted the sesthetic attitudes and experienices of their own
intellectual and artistic milieu. (48} |

The appropriation of Cézenne as the pracurso;:‘_ of modern art‘
movements such as Cubism and Abstract art is the rasult of

X}
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Ackermun puts it in the foliowing way: [
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...an insklious tendency to infer meanings and to ascripe

- purposs to great artists in order to clarify, if not create, a

S,

\\cgharent theory of stylistic change in art. (50)
N | | ..

In addition, the insistence on viewing the history of art as a
development of styles has situated Cézanne in a specifically
mid-twentieth (entury context despite ths fact that his work is
more appropridgtely understood ‘within a late nineteenth

" cantury/early twentieth centﬁry contaxt. As a rasult, the context
within which Cézanne lived and worked is overlooked in the
"interests of art historical progression. Donnell-Kotrozo tarm; this .

construct of an evolutionary progéess in style the ‘destination
theory of style’ and suggests that it is intimately linked tu the issue
of intentionality. (51) :

e
...Given our habits of hindsight, it is necsssary to adc that he

{the artist) is not aware of the works that will follow his; he
knows only the past and the present. He accepts and rejects
aspects of what he finds in things about him and he adds
something of his own. By this choice and by his contribution
he moves a step - sometimes & leap - away from the past.

Afe we, then justified in saying that-he has moved toward

the future? (52)

The way in which twentieth century historians and critics have
appropriated Cézanne as the precursor of modern art is evidenced
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in the ongoing debate in the literature about the relationship
between Cézanne and Cubism. In fdi'mulating this relationshipﬁ
scholars and critics have actepted the destination theory of style.
in Ackerman’s terms the tendency to situate Cézanne within a
mid-twentiath century context and as direct precursor of Cubism is
problematic. While Cézanne's %m}_é'?_“'jct on Cubism is undeniable, a
conscious awareness of tha langu"aﬁe of Cubism cannot, therefore,
be retrosp;ctlvelv ascribad to Cézanne's artistic programmae.

Two statements that Cézanne mada about art are fraquently qlio_tad
by critics and historians of Cubism in justification of their approach.
The first is: "1 am a primitive of a new art. | am convinced [ will
have followers.” (63) and the second, communicated in a letter to
Emile Barnard (dated 15 April 1904):

May | repeat what | told you here: treat nature by the
cylinder, the sphere, tha cons, everything in proper
perspactive so that each side of an object or & plane is
directed toward a central point. Lines parallel to the horizon
~ give breadih, that is a section of nature ar. if you prefer, of
the spectacie that the Pater Omnigotens Aeterne Deus
spraads out before your eyas. Lines perpendicular to this
horizon give depth. But nature for us msn is more dapth than
surface, whence the nsed of introducing into our light
vibrations, reprasented by reds snd yellows, a sufficient
amount of biue to give the impression of sir, ...°(54)

There are a numerous misquotations of the above statement in the
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Cézanne literature. The ssiectivity of historians in their
(mis)quotations is partly the result ¢ the assumption, referred to
sartier in the discussion oh Greenbarg and Modermism, that aimed..
tb\\nstltuﬁonaﬁze Cézanne as the ‘father’ of modern art. (55) in
addition, it is essential to question whether Cézanne in the above
letter was forwarding a tenet of his own theory of art, or whether
he was advising Bernard about a particular aspect that he
considared to be lacking in the latter's work. Given that generally
Bernard’s work did not expiore the issue of volume in space, .
Cézanne's remarks wouid have been appropriste.

Cézanne’s association in the Iiterature with different movements in
art history has consistently occurred. What emerges through an
examination of the literature associated with these different
movements, are pattarns that reveal the ways in which interpreters
of Cézanne have salectively traced the artist’'s iirl_;pa'ge to suit their
own ends. As generations of painters confronted the worlz of
Cézanne, so attempts emerged to establish connections between
their art and that of Cézanne.

Intersstingly, many scholars comment on the fact that Cézanne,
* unlike his contemporaries, did not have any pupils in the traditional
sehse. nor did his art generate a direct influence in the form of
school of art or disciples. And yet, despite thasa observatioris,
scholars continue to place Cézanne as the precursor of so many art
movements that make up the broad category of Modern Art. It is
perhaps because of the fact that Cézanne had no direct followers
that scholars are able to make numerous iinks between his art and
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that which followed. (56)

This selectivity can ba seen in 'ralation to the way in which scholars
have interpreted Cézznne as a romantic artist, inspired by the '
seminal work of De!qgrg} , or aiternatively as a classic artist,
associated with Poussin und the ideals of classical art. in debates
of this neture, scholars variously cite sither the romantic or the
classic sources that Cézanne copied in ' ! Louvre, as well as the
artist’s statsments (in the form of his letters or in the recollections
of his associstes) to justify thair arguments. The art historical "
construct of ‘development’ ansures a neat chronological sequencs
whose purpose is 10 explain'tlj‘ie artists’ place in history, by way of
an examination of his sources, as well as his importance for future
generations, by way of influences. While it is essential to astablish
the chronology of an artist’s life and work for curatorial purposes
for example of attribution, caution against the way this neat
chronology is used or ‘devaloped’ by art historians (as constructors
of meaning in Alpers’ terms) should be made.

In attempts to reconstruct Cézanne sither as the ‘romantic’
{(understood to foreshadow the expressionist tendencies, such as
Fauvism, that emerged in the late nineteenth century m)d early
| twentieth century) or as the ‘classic’ artist {zeen to be !mkﬂ&tn the
‘art of ninsteenth century neo-classicism as well as the -surly
twentieth century movements of Cubism and Abstraction), ébholars
have quoted Cézanne’s letters. The fact that Cézanne's lstters
allow for the justification of both these positions is not adequately

addressed in the literature. (57)
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As Meyer Schapiro has suggested.

» The marvel of Cézanne’s classicism is that he is able to make

his sensing, probing, doubting, finding activity a vigible part
of the painting and to endow this intimate, personal aspect
with the same quaslities of nobie order as the world he has
imaged. (58)

Cézanne’s ‘distortions’, seén{l}ngly ‘romantic’ or anti-ciassical
‘elements, and the disruption that these ‘distortions’ cause in the
" spectator’s expectations in viewing his still-lifes, are interpretad in
chapter three. The ‘distortions’ will be seen to contribute
significantly to the notion of 8 drams of style, evident in the
still-lifes. |

It is interesting to note Céranne’'s own attitude to thsary as
articulated in his letters and to observe that thoy are often
characterized by reservation and scepticism. in a letter to Bemard
(dated 25th July 1904) he stated: o

| don’t want to be right in Iheory. but in front of nature... . In e

order 10 make progress there is only nature, and the eye is
trained through contact with her. ...therefore institutions,
pensions, honours can only be made fc: certain, h : Bugs
and rascals. Don't be an art critic, but paint, thére fies
salvation. (59)

And in a letter to Camoin fdated 28th January 1902) he

oy}

\



comfnented:

A have little to tell you; indesd one says more and perhaps
better things ebout painting when facing the motif than when
discussing r}uraly speculatwe theories - in which as often as
not one loses oneself. (80) “

Al

This starce is reiterated in a letter td Bernard dated 26th M;y

 1804. Cézanne states,
i “'!r W C";)

‘.On the whole | approve of the cdeas you are 'going to
expound in your next article for the Qccident. But f must
always come back to this: the pamtar must da\gott himself
antirely to the study-of nature and try fo pv/oduce pictures
which are an instruction. Talks or art are aimost ussless. The
wark which goes to bring progress in one’s own siibject is

sufficient compensation for the incomprehension of

imbeciles.(ﬁy})

This particular letter not ontyuexpressesCézanne's anti-theoreticat

position, but perhaps more signiﬁéantly, refers the reader to the
fact that Cézanne saw his paintings as a"'kind ‘of text whose subject
was painting itseif, and suggests that Cézanne’s paintings, to some
extent are about the very process of art making ttss!f This idea will

be examined in greater detail in chapter three. Y
3
In Wechsler's study, Ibglnzﬂmmmg, the works of

Lionello Venturi, Fritz Novotr;y and Erle Loran are expiored in &
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single chaptgi;»;;’f S - . o [L

in ounm;nﬁng on Loran’s interpreta:. n.of Cézanne sﬁa states:

&
i ”"""‘,_'} -

“._.7 The richness and comploxntv of Cézanne’s art are done less o
" than justice: unwuttm@y Loran has createdd a parcdy of
formalism. (62} )

pacheler imiplies in the above quotation is endomic to t.he
snterprise, mmely, the 1anqencv to reduce the languaga

of artfio & structure of formui devices that are saen as separate B

he means by which an artist creates tha maamng of his art. |

Loren, in his analysis of Cézanne’s forma! !anguage in his book,
Cézanne’s Composition (first published i 1943), aims to explain

the way in whlch the artist structured the picturs surfaco His )
diagrammatic t{ *sposméns, albeit with Giidactic purpose, fsiled to,
zntemMe ways in which the structur!ng of the pictuu surface |
was intertwined with the meaning of Cézanne’s art. Hence. in his
analysis the dramatic impact and poetic nature of ‘Cézonne’s |
process are not interpreted. ’ | S o

™

R S

The didactic purpose of Loran‘s study governs, to & Iﬁrgn exfént,
the nature of his interpretation of Cézanne. As Wechsler rightly
suggests, .

Erle Loran’s study, Cézanne’'s Composition, {(1943) had a
twofold purpose: to analyze Cézanne's compaosition and to
reform the teaching of painting in the United Statés?throﬁgh

T 1 Lew =TT ¥]
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this type of analysis. (63)

.
Loran’s use of photographs in the analysis of Cézanﬁs s formal
organization are used to account for the dlstomons evident in
Cézanne's work. Implicit in this mode! is the assumption that
Cézanne's aim was 10 reproduce nature, without recording his
‘sansations’ before nature. Cézanne’s concern with the ‘reglization
of his sensations’ before nature, articulated in his corraspondence
with younger artlsts, suggests that his encounter with nature
involved both the raprese-uatlon of the external object, as well as
tne rendition of mtnrnal emotions and faaimgs generated by this
external. stimulus. Loran incorrectly assumes that the g;amara"
reproduces nature ‘exactly as it is’; the camera image, true to life
as it may faisely appear, does not reproduce nature ‘axactiy’.
because, for oxa?npla, ‘the eye behind the camcra lens {ths imags
maker) is involved in sslecting not only the subject captured, but
also the view-point of the subizst taken. In addition, whc;le the
phofographi_s image may be seen ss accurate in the recording of
nature in its own terms, it may never be seen equated with the
human experience and perception of naturs. In chapter three
Merleau-Ponty’s analysis of Cézanne’s distortion and his concept.
of ‘lived perspective’, will ba forwarded to chalienge Loran’s
severely oversimplified acccunt of his distortion. In addition,
- Loran’s analysis of the formal organization of Cézanne’s work is
dominaied by simplified diagrammatic transiations of Cézanne's
compositions that indicate the directional movements of objects
and significantly neglect, for exampla, to take into account the
important role of colour in hls work.
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Lionelio Venturi catglcgue raisonné, Q.innm._mun:mn onivre
{first published. in 1938), contributed sigmfncanﬂy to the
accessibility of Cézanne’s gayvra in all media. In thu same way that
the Cézanne literature was affacted by the major cgntributions of
John Rewald via the publication of Cézanne ; ietters and a
gﬂajggug_mjmnﬁof Cézanne’s watercolours, Venturi's publication
impacted on the interpretation of Cézanne’s by ‘simply’ making
Cézanne’s known work more readily svaiiable.

N

As Wachsler has noted,

Up to the time of Venturi's catalogue raisonné. Cézanne has

been viewsd aimost exclusively as a pracursor of new
movements. ... The publicatior; of Ventur's t:ataloﬁm, ]
the major retrospective exhibition in 1938 of cm«ﬁo s
paintings and drawings, most never shown before, called for
tha evaiuation of Cézanne's work. (84)

. T

s

The"_ra'action to the formalist traditioh in the Cézanns literature
forms part of this study, and the following overview indicates the
directions that wera taken in the post-wer yeafs in responss to the
formalists. Many of the insights afforded us by ths signi“rant
contributions of Meyer Schapiro and Maurice Merlsau-Ponty will be

discussed in relation to specific still-lifes in chapter thiae.

In 1952 Meyer Schapirq stated the follov ‘ng:

[a)
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Some will &p_iect that the themies of & painter havs iittle to do
with the valua or character of his art. But I baiieva it is
revealing to consider Cézanne’s printings as irnages of the
| real world - in doing so wa have the au_g_pprt of his letters in
which he often speaks of his joy in the sites he paints and
the importance of his sensations and smotions before the bit

of nature he selscts for painting.. The kind of objects that -

- attract him, his point of view in reprasenting rtham, count for
somethmg in:the final aspact of the plcturos and brlng us
nearer to his feelings. (65)

Schapiro was one of the first scholars to asciibe significance to ‘

Cézenne’s choice of subjects. Contrery to pravious scholars such
as Fry, Schapirc Iax'plorocl the particular meanings of Cézanne's
subjects, whether in r@dtion to hig stili-lifes or landsca'pes. He
stated in his 1952 sgudy of Cézanns: ' ’

The choice of landscape sites by Cézanns is & living and

parsonal choice; it is a space in which he can ggtis_fy his neect -

for a detached, contemplative relation to the worwl. Herice
the extraordinary calm in so many of his views - a trus
suspension of desira. (C6)

He continued, stating,

'*\‘::H,

...that Cézanne was able to reprasent still life and I&hdsmpe
alike shows how dseply he was possessed by this need for
painting what w ‘s external to man. But jn the still life, as in

\\\fn

]
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the Iandscape,(kit is the choice of objec;ts and his relation to
tham that are importa}lt.' Here again we discover a unique

- attitude which is significant for his art as a whole. (67)

Schaplm, in his mvastlgatton of Cézanne’s ‘content’ in raistion to

tha ﬁ,afmal language of his work, shifted the previously dommant
axclusion of considerations of Cézanne’s thematic content and his
psychological motivations for the choice of particular objects,
sitters and viuﬁs. in his analysis of Cézanne’s images, the nlatent
content is revealed., o

i)

i Merleau-Ponty’s interpretation of Cézanne, "Cézanne’s Doubt* (first |
published in 1948), was forwarded within the context of .

philosephy, namely, French Phenomenology. Wachalar correctly

. stales that,

ES
e e

Marlsau- Ponty saw Cé&zanne’s p\amtlr g as a paradigm of the

balance batween objecuva raality and stbjective perception,
.. he explamad that Cézenne’s way of organizing 2 painting

was pradicated not on abstract composition but on the

continual struggie to paint the world as it appeared to him...
- {68}

Merleau-Ponty’s important analysis of Cézanna's artistic process

“and his consideration of the ides that “Cézanne's spatial deviations

were perceptually more accurate than those ordered accarding to
an g priori system " (69) will b consldered{ in chaptsr threae.
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. - While the focus of the ressarch of the precading scholars &és
specifically Cézanne and varied aspects of his gauyre, the research
of Carol Donnsll-Kotrczo and Richard Shiff, is different in that both

examine broader contexts within which to interprat Cézanne's 7

enterprise.

{1984}, he analyzes both theoretmal writings of the par:od and
axp!ores t_he historical relationship«batween Impressionism and
Post-lmprassioﬁism. Fie states, in an sbridged article ;n his study,
“The End of Impressionism®, that, . '/

Often scholars have conceived of the end of impressionism

as its passage from an art of mere visual observation to one

of emotional expression; thus imbrasaionism is said to end
when it accepts, implicitly, the tenets of an <merging "
symbohsm in this familiar historical account, .it is as if the 7
two senses of end - chronological and teleological - were
exchangad or confused. We easily lose sight of the fact that
artists, critics, and theorists of the nineteenth century
associated expressive, subjactive cantent with u{iypresslomst

art from its very inception. {70)

He convincingly exploras the critical writings of Impressionism and
Posi-Impressionism, what he calls Symbolism, in order to show
that, contrary to-traditional belief, their projects were linked by
common concerns and fundamerntal similarities. ”

|
|‘
|
|
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Shiff's investigation is motivated by & questioning of received
opinior: which, “...tells us that symbolism arose in opposition to
Impressionism in order to reintroducs both subjectivity and rigour
into painting.” (71) He argucs further, through references to
Positivist thought as it was presented at the time, that, "The
impression... can be both a phenomenon of natur; and of the
artié'i;'s own being." (72)

He suggests that the aesthstic entarprisa /imprassionism. shared

the problerhntlc issus of being trus 10 nature

being trus to oneself, with that of the symbol.sts The difference,’

according to Shiff, is less one of aims than of means. For Shitf
Cézanne's art must be sesn to be linked intimataly to the
Impressionist projact as articulated in Shiff’'s terms,

Certainly, Cézanne’s works, in their affirmatior: of both the sxteinal
reality represented and the internal emotion generated through

contact with this external reality, suggest that, in Shiff's terms, his

aesthetic was in line with that of the Imprassionists in thair truth to
both naturs and the self. _ _ @

in the standard view of the relationship between the two

movements, scholers have polarized them in.ways that are

challenged by Shiff.

It is noteworthy to consider briefly the emergence of the term

‘Post—lmpres?i“&nism'. which was coined by the Fry, in ths early

part of this century. He used thes term as a convenient way of

while at the same time

L
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1
referring to those artists who came chronologically after the
Impressionists. interestingly, Fry had also proposed an alternative

term for these artists, namely, ‘Expressionist’. (73) The

connotations of tha term ‘Expressionist’, have bescome widely
accepted in twantceth cantury criticism and its currency has
reinforced the polanzatson of the goals of lmpressiomsm and those
of the so-called Post-impressionists. The term, as it is used, implies
the deliberate introduction of subjectivity in visual imsgery. A
dichotomy is thus set up between the ‘objective’ goals of
Impressionism and the "subjective’ goals of Post-Imprassionism.

Since many of the artists that are studied from this period shared
the goals of both these ‘movemeants’, this unnaturallv polarized
dichotomy between the obgactwe and subjactwo is highty
problematic. Cézanne 8 associatlon with Imprassionism, his
participation in the first and third lmpﬁ'ossianist Exhibitions {1874
and 1877 respectively]}, his association with Camille Pigserro {and
others) as well as his commants and kieas on Imprassionism
expressed in his letters, is well documented. {74} While Cézanne’s
association with Impressionism undoubtedly generated new
possibilities for his work, notably in the s.trulcturing of colour, his
exposure and involvement with Impressionist ideas shouid not be
seen as divorced from the genera’ cultural context of the tims. As
Shiff has suggested, the continuities between the various aesthetic
explorations of the time have been underplayed.

In order to clarify the ‘false’ polarity botween objectivity and.

subjectivity in the nineteenth century it is noteworthy to refer to
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the interpratation of the period forwarded by Carol Donnell—!(otrozo,
in Critical Essays on Postimpressionism (1883). Like Shiff,
Donnsli-Kotrozo argues thatth_g reiationship between Impressionism
ard_Post-impressionism has been incorvectly defined. She states
that, *...definitions of tarms such as reprasentation and m
have bacome confused and muddled in a manner reflectiva of the
duaslistic position of the mid mneteenth-cantuly philosophy of
positivism in whsch objectivity, an attachment 1o extarnal reality

(associated wuth representation) and subjectivity (associated with

axprassion) are irreconcilable." (75}

Donnell-Kotrozo suggests that, "Naturalism accepted the view that
one’'s knowledge of the world was limited toc those aspects of
reality which the observer experiencad empirically. In the most
literal way the naturalist uphdid the view that ‘sesing is beiievirig’“
{76), end argues that, "Impressionism carried the geeds of its
disintegration within its own theories as many painters within the
movement came to see that the depiction on éanvas w&s more than
the simple recording of pure ‘innocent’ visual sensations.” (77}

Cézanne's ‘distortions’ of so-called reality - are seen in
Donneli-Kotrozo’s terms, to have been incorrectly interpreted by
scholars as deviations from the repressntation of reality, "Because
the naturalist’s and impressionist’'s rapresented the standard of
photographic accuracy in painting at this time, it came to be
believed that the Postimpressionists couid offer only a ‘distorted’
representation of reality by comparison.” (78}

3
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Both Donnell-Kotrozo and Shiff in their studies of the period, and
their re-evaluation of traditional paradigms for interpretation of the
period, generate new pdssibilitias and contexts for the
interpretation of Cézanne’s artistic enterprise. o

in this chaptar it has been suggested that the lrtarature mﬁm the f
shiftmg concems of Cézenne scholarship and iri\tgis way informs 6
the undoutandﬁtg of his images. in addition, it has been argued

that since the scholar cannot bypass the literature in int.rprutmg

the meaning of Cézanne s art, the literature should be vicmd as an

integral and enriching part of any ‘original’ meaning suggested by
Cézanne’s art. Having analysed the literature, it is necessary to
“sxplors Cézanna’s visual language in the still-lifes. Chiptur thres
attempts to reassess the possibilities of visual uhdwis for >f
Cézanne’s still-lifes, wl‘thou‘t denying them their written horitaqa as
manifest in the literature. B o

Wl



ill: An Analysis of Cézanne's Sti!l-Lifé“s:\___:

The historical context for the emergence of a formalist app?oaclﬁq_
'Cézanne’s work has been sxamined, as well as the subsequent "

permuisations of this orientation. While the questioning of the

validity of a formalist approach t r={31':za:rme by recent art historical -

scholars has generatei new areds of research and contributed to
defining the problems inherent in this approach, the result has also
led to a significant neglect of the importancse of visual anaifsis in
the interpretation of his work. Richard Shiff, for exampis, while
shedding much light on the study of Cézanne in his attention to the
aesthetic theories of the nineteenth and sarly twentieth cfntunas,
pertinent in the avaluation of Cézanne's work, fails to pfovide a
meaningful model for a reading of Cézanne’s images. What is

therefore challenging to contemporary Cézanns scholars is an

_expioration of the potentltfl of a revised formalism in which the

activity of visual analysis contributes significantly to the
interpretation of Cézanne’s still-lifes. |

. While the approach adopted in this chapier is informed by he idea

that it is necessary to sccess Cézanne’'s visual language as
manifest in the physical being of the images themselves, it is

equally acknowledged that an examination of factors beyond the

‘frame’ are not only relevant to the works’ meaning, but canhat be
avoided. Furthermore, any reading of Cézanne’s strli-llfes must
consider the meaningful distinction between the sxp!anation oi the

work’s visual language and ifs interpretation, although clearly there
3 ‘
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“is a degree of overlap between the two. The focus of this amlysls

is on the latter, namely, interpretation. While vigsual analysis is-

never a neutral activity, and always depends upon an ideologically
engaged and sesing eye, it is nonetheless, a meaningful tool with

which to read and d»code the visual language of a work of art, snd

remains centrai to the art historian’s task.

As has been b;aviously indicated, the formalist enteryrise facilitated

& close reading of the image, aithpugh in its exclusive focus on the
image as the index to the work“;fiﬂ!pamng, it did so at the sxpense
of a fully contextual appfoach to the image, both historically and in
relation to the complex creative process. (1) If the formalist
approach to the image denies & subtly layered approach to the work

of art’s complexity, then indeed the modei of formalism is rendered

reductive. However, here the formal approach to Cézanne's images
presents itself as an enriching approach that embraces the qution
of a multiplicity of meanings insvitably generated and coexisting in
(the lntarpretatlon of) the work of art. In the exploration of salocted
still-lifes it is argued that the activity of visual analysis facliitates an
interpretation of Cézanne’s stlll-hfes. that accords these works their
appropriate richness.

Ari overview of the Cézanne literature has' shown that schoiars

have at different times privileged either the formal or iconographic
aspects of Cézanne’'s work. Whila thpe'sa traditional modeis for
interpretation tend to differentiate between form (styleyand subject

matter (iconography}, in this chapter, the analysis of Cézanne's o

still-lifes will explore the complex interdependency of both stylistic

Q‘:—‘u
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arid iconographic elements in the work of art, it wi!l be argued that
thesa two aspects are interdepsndent and that both contnbu\\

equal measure, to the meaning of a warl,g nf art. {2)

-'V*" : ‘

The frequently overlooked :mportance of the role of technique i
Cézanne’s repraesentation and codsflcatmn of visual language, b:'\\
formalist critics, will be redressed; both what is n.):resented and \\

how things are represanted will be seen as integrai to the pomting s \
meaning. Thus analyses smbrace both the formal language of the \\
work of art and the traditional iconography of the work, both of \
which are determinants of meaning. The‘ term stye is seen to \
connote a more inclusive idea of the artigtic process. The challenge \
of Cézanne’s art lies, perhaps mora than any other artist, in the
particular way in which style is aﬁgctwa as a genarator of meaning

in his paintings. | '

Any understanding of Cé\ﬁqnne 5. . artistic practice must ktaka :
cognizance of the hustonca! cc)ntex.‘\wnthm which his art amergad -
Cézanne, while he expiorad the gptonttal of the most traditional of
genres namzly, stil' life, clearly aihed himself with the avant-garde
movements of the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. {3)

| Cézanne’s conception of style mé&y be seen to reflect tha Modemnist

notion, that, the application of paint to a two dimensional surface
signifies itse!f as well a$ any illusionistic reference. (4) While the

illusion of an object, such as sn apple, in Cézanne’s still-lifes is

created by the application of paint to a surface, it's meaning is also
importantly linked to the manner of this applicatibn. Cézannsg's

endless explorations of visual language and the innovative solutions -

il
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he sought to the age old problems"of rspresentation, reinforce his
aliance with the avant-garde of his day. Since Cézanm'; visual
language is an important part of the meaning of his works, visus!
analgsls aiso affords the scholar an important hlstoncc!ly
] contaxtualcsed understanding of Cézanne’s antorpnse

The dichotomny betwéen form and oontant“u svident in tha R

fiterature in relation to the analyus of different genres in Cézanne’s
geuyre./ While scholars in _thelr treatmant of the various genfes
‘privilege form more often in rejaticn to tﬁe genre of stili-life, they
privilege coitent more often in relation tq__tha'bathars‘% for gxéfnp#a.""' iy
Therefore, although the focus of this dissertation is or the
interpratation of the stili-lifes, this analysis is necessarily
contextuslised in relation to his peuvre as a whols. In order to
redress tha status guo of the traditional methodclogical antinomy
of form and content in the ‘old’ art history, it is important fo, refer
to works other than the still-ifes’not only to indicate how scholars
hava tended to treat the various genres in Cézanne*-s mm in very
different ways, but a w?o 10 assess how scholars have conceived of
the relstiori betwesn Cézanna's diffsrent chronologka! periods.

While the early work has been most recently reassessad, the
relationship between the sarlier. and later periods, remains
problematic. Cézanne’s_\explorations of style in the early works
nedd to be -sxaminad ‘:ﬂ' relation te his later work in crder o
cntlcal!y examma ‘the rn;.amng of style in Cézanne’s g_g_ugm 83 8

The formalist “approach to Cézanna’s work has often tended to

N
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deny the still-lifes a richly dramatm > dmotional alemont in facusmg

on the rigidiy formal ccsmponants of the works. These arguments

are often tinked to the scholar’s lnterost in Cézanne %s an

essentially classical palnter, influenced bv quak‘les of contro! and ..
rhetoric. In this line of research, scholars hava suggested that
Cézanne psinted all hu ; g2nres, in an ‘unamotionai’ » Xray and hava __
commentsd on the seemingly dstached quality not only. of his
stil-lifes but of his bathers, portraits and landsr.apes {5), an
ircerpretation which is reductive and must be‘t ‘ ,mo"aed in this <
type of research scholars (for exampie, Erle Lorah) !'ave tended fo .-
project an aesthetic mtentn(m (onto- their analvses of Cézmn\% 5
work. Cézanne s attitude 1o the classical and romam:c ideals of the
. purpose of art wilt be discussed furthar on in relatnon to Cézanne’s

concept of the role of ‘sensation’ in his art. s

N

It is noteworthy that tha Ilteratura dastmguzshus betwuen twa tv%as »
of meaning; nqme!v. woms that generata an 1cﬂnographac narrat{we .
. and works that generate a formal narrative. In this distinction the ©

artificial ssparatlon batween form' and contsnt' is ra:r;fafced

These two types of meaping are seen ‘to operate in relatmn to

s'*ec:tfw genres. For exampla. the icorographis narrétive structunng |

of meaning is seen— *g@perate in gentes other than landsc.sm and
still-life, whiist the genres of landscape and stiil-life are usueiiv

interpreted in' purely formal terms, thus denymg thasa images any

iconographic significance. As a result, me dnchotomy batwaen form

* and content is pespstuated and bhence reinforced In this

d;ssertatwn, the noticn cf a stylistic narrative will b prwarded in

the analysis of selected still-lifes, in order 'hr'/;ed?0$8 the

I\
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abovementioned imbalanqe. A consideration of the wes § in which

Cézanne’s still-lifes of seemingly neutral subjects communica'ée a .

stylistic narrative that is pcth rich in |tq psctanal language and

profound in lts iconographic meamnﬁ*wnh;m forwardad. it is )

significant that Cézanns chose to include many still-life elements
and previously executed still-life paintings, in his other ganres, and
it is therefore important to explore the inclusion of still—l_ifai slements
in Cézanne's figure paintings. (6} This examination facilitates an
understanding of the ways in which these still-lifa ‘quotatione’
create an important level of meamng in the works, jig well as

providing parameters within which to mterprat tha still- lri e genre as’ v

a totality.

in Cézanne’s painting entitled Two Card-Players (1R90-2: Fig.3} "
device is used that recurs in other figure paintings as well #8 within

&

the still-iife genre. {7} On a superficial level the work depicts a |

simple .:ene of two men engaged in a game of cards. On closer

analysis the work seems to evoke a game of more profound
conseguence, namely, the game of life. Cézanne’s sumultaneous

depiction of extreme simplicity in the two men at play, and .

profound seriousness is suggested by & sophisticated manipulation
of the format elements of the work. These elements are not distinct

from the subjects and objects used io create ths image, and therein _

Dl

lies their sophistication. The still-fife articles gonerate a subtle
tension, not immediately apparent. The wine botﬂe placed on the
background of the table dr=ws the spectators’ attention to the
proximity of the two protagonist’s hands. This activates the spatial

relationship of the two plaviér's hands and their deals (concealed
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from each other, and creaies a charged space which acts as a
dramatization of space within the work. As if to reinforce: this,
Céz.nne punctuates this tension in the st:ll-hf&’ under the table,
namely, the playe. s knaes. What is under the table, anél usually
hidden snd ofien devious, becomes central to the paintings
emotionally charged reaslity. The fact t_hat the knees almos: touch
and the {act that they are framed by the legs of the chairs forces
the spectators attention on an otherwise incidental element of the
work. Thus the ‘drama’ is enhanced by the manifestation of formal
elements, whether in the figures themselves, or in the seemingly
innocyuou: still-life elements.

Another example of Cézanne’s use of still-life objects in figure
pamtmgs to dramatize the protagonist of the painting may be seen
in ﬂnmaﬂ_w.lth..ﬁ.ﬁﬂ.f.fﬁﬂ_m (1890-47: Fig.2). in this work still-life
~eleinents may be seen to function as external metaphors for
internal emotional states. The ‘seated’ woman is framed on her left
by a table, a cup and saucar,,__'a;_ teaspoon arnd 2 coffee-pot, This
essentially genve scene is silencéd in the effects used to shift this
scene onto the stage of dramatic tragedy. The spoon (s still-life
object) may be seen to' be a metaphor for the sitter's psychological
state of mind and character.

The sitter's psychological state of mind in Woman with 2
Coffee-Pot {1890-4: Fig.2), is reinforced by the inanimate objects
that are placed on the table next to her. As if to be sure that the
spectator would not overlook the sigrificance of these objects and
*heir important function as clues tc; the sitter's state of mind,
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Cézanne tilted the smalil table toward the spectator. The vertical
BXis of the seated woman is repeated in both_‘,tho tilted sboon and
the coffee-pot. Through this device of repetition, ‘what could
otherwise be read as merely a denotative descriptive detail is
transformed into a connotative gnd symbolic siement. (8)

in addition to stressing the two dimensionality of the painijf;d
surface and thereby flattaning the sitter's dress, the vertica! axis of
the sitter’s dress forces the spectator to read the woman's position =
as uncomfortable, evan pairiful The guality of the line of this
vertical axis seemns to suggetvz a penatration anq Hpardnass which

~ further comments on the sitier's state of rmnd e constructed

tension betwesn the two and the thres dimsnsional elements of
work, and the spatial ambiguity i in the work, thus cop A(a 10 {ha
overall impression of the gitter's atate GM ,ﬂ

Scaie relationships iisually used to indicate the p\foximity of things
to one another are denied the spectator. Cézanne’s manipulstion of
the scale of the table in relation to the sitter creates an
ﬁncomfortable ambience fof both sitter and spectator. In addition,
the spatial relationship petween the upright spoon and the tea cup
is evident. The spectator asks, by what force is the époon heid
rigidly vertical? In the ambiguous space of this painting it aimost
appears as if the spoon is leaning against the ractangular pattern of
the door.

e

ﬁj‘—-"’

The use of an object, sesmingly mcndantal to the work’s maaning,
to sugyest a visual metaphor for the. protagonist is evident in a
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drawing entitied Page of studies (Piece of Cloth and Woman's

Head) {1876-9: Fig.4). Cézanne's search for an equivalence in style
for the narrative implied in an object is suggested in this drawing.
The juxtaposition of the woman’s head and the pieca of cloth seem
to explore the postic and metaphorical potential of visuat‘ signs.

in Mallm__liullzlenglh (1900-6: Fig.5) a different tone is
communicated in the humorous and piayful way in which the

- sitter's shoes visually evoke the surrounding leaves. The green
shoe-laaves come to suggest sgmething of the personality of the
sitter. -

As suggnsted above. in many of Cézanne's flg ure paintings, still-hfe
elements extend the natrative gontent of the works. In different
ways thess still-life ‘quotations’ comment on aspects of the

paintings. In Le Dsajeuner sur I'herbe {c.1870-71: Fig.6) the

seemingly randomly placed objects of hat, dog, water bottle etc.
contribute to the compositional unity of the scene. in addition, the

still-life elements in the work act as a compositional focﬁé for any

metaphorical meaning suggested in the work. (9)

in Pastoral (Idvll} (¢. 1670: Fig.7) unconventional means to.unify the
different planes of the _p’aihting are enc_ountara__g_i;' The background
plane is made up of a waterscape énd a sk{iscapa. An almost
‘mirror-like reflection between sky and. water, that is only subtly

differantiated by the horizon line, creates.a continuity betwean |

these two elements. This interplay is further reinfoiced by the tree

to the left of the bost silhoustted against the sky, whpse shadow, |

o
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reflected in the water, creates an iliusion of almost touching the
bank of the landscape. As if to punctuate this proximity, a bottle
and a glass are Btrategically placed; the bottle in its shape and
colouring mirroring that of the tres and its reflection. Commenting
on Pastoral (idyll} @\,{1 870: Fig.7), Gowing suggests that,

The peak of Cézanne’s Romantic imaﬁining shows the
dreamer, recognizable again as the painter himself, to have
journeyed {in 8 boat stiii under seil in the windless mlght) 1o
g&n abode of love, which if |t Js:.not the _Venusburg, is
populated likewisa by the nak i bem ;hfu: 44}!01".3 of passion. .
He liss down among them ic mdulga hm raverie; round the

@ lake the phallic symbols flourisn. (10}

: \h #

Conipositionally the figure of the ‘dreamar’ ig articulatad in a similar
fashion to the tree/shadow. Like the tree, the figure/dreamer is
strongly silhoustted against the skwwazer The figure reclines on
the lushly carpeted bank and serves \as a transition from the
middleground to the foreground of the pamtmg a1

The figure/dreamer operates here as the ‘artist’ as spoctator and
the artist's. directed and intense gé;e serves to link the
middleground to the couple in the foreground. An eq‘uivalehce
batween his speactatorship and that of the viewer is sugq'os;tad. it
is note\'}vorthy that in reading this image the-spactstor beﬁins to
construct the nafrative frain the bottls and the shadowi/tres to the
woman’s gaze (dﬁposite Cézanne) to the figure of the dreamer and
finally to the arist's gaze and the foreground of ths painting. (12)

w1
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i
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Significantly, the still-life elements included in these figure paintings
tend to operste less on & symbolic level in the traditional sense,
than as formal devices that facilitate the spectator's access to tha
image and its meaning. Whils they comment on the smotional
raality of the image and thus convey a connotative level of
meaning, they do not operate within an established Western mode
of symbol signification, ' |

Flg 10) which hafigs just behind, md sllghthr above, the head of
his father. In another work, Cézanna included the s“ttH-hfo Yassels,
Fruit and Cover {The Papparmint Bottla) (1890-4: Fig.11) in Piaater
Cupid and the *Anatomy" {1895: Fig.12). In both thess works
Cézanne’s inclusion of his other work, extends the nerative
contant of the work.

Gowing comments thus on SIMMMWH
{c.1866: Fig.10):

This is the stiiflife which appears like a manifesto of the new
style already framed and hmgmg on the wall in the
background of Cézanne’s portrsit of his father reading
L'Evenement: It is demonstrated that the force of handiing
involved a freedem, indeed violence, of colour modulstion
. more extreme than Cézanneor anyone eise had conceived

15
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hitherto. {13) '

N

g

Gowing suggests in the above quotation that the inclusion of the
still-life extends the narrative content of the work by referring to
the stylistic experiments with whichwéézanne was involved at the
time. These stylistic experiments will be discussed in relation to
work of this early period further on.

The Walk. (1871: Fig.13}), {(whose source is “...an illustrated
fashion magazine published in May 1871..." (14)}), depicts two
women at a moment of observation; something has attracted their

attention and they are shown, engaging with this distraction.
 However, whatever has halted their stroll, is excluded from the
painting and is therefore not a point of focus. it remains a
" mysterious presence {by its very absance from the pamﬂ;)g) in the
work and an unknown factor for the spactator. The ‘women’s
gestures and body language indicate their responses. in addition,
the umbrellas they hold aqually define their response and sudﬁeﬂad
awareness of something ‘beyond the picture frame’. This is an
instance in which a still-life element (the umbrelia) is used to
convey an extended aemotional connotative meaning beyond the
denotative functmn of a parasol. {15)

in one of Cézanne’s earfiest works Ihﬂ_EQu[_Sﬁm {1860-82:
Fig.14) painted for the salon above the country mansion of the Jas
de Bouffan, stiil-life elements occur in a more traditional context,
and symbolize metonymically the traits of the subject of the four
seasons. Interastingly, th__is more traditional use of utill-life as
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swnbgé?gécum in a more traditional structuring of narrative
N

In Cézanne's Aﬂﬂnmn_in_uan!n_mnh_n_nmm_smnn {c.
1866-77: Fig.15) a pictorial dialogue that’“,_‘gggmments on the

narrative of the protagonists is set up batwaé\{ two still-life
vignat{(as'; The first sti!l-!ife is usherad in on a tray \

servant who ‘enters’ from the left, from behind a clyrtain. The
naturs of the second still-life is more ambiguous. It may be read
either as a ‘real’ shelf, directly opposite and above the lovers, on
which objects including an urmn and glasses are placed, or
alternatively, it may be read illusionistically as a picture in a green
frame hanging on the wall. The diagonal from foresground to
background repeats the ushering servg%’s right arm across the
surface in both the reclining lovers’ right arms, thus acting as a

unifying agent. The significant entrance of the servant is, so to
speak, punctuated Dy the real ‘still-ife’ on & trey. Although |

speculative, one may interprat this coming together of stiil life
slements as establishing (ironically within the illusionistic image
if'self), a dichotomy batwaen ‘Reality’ and ‘Fiction’. This tension is
played out in the opposition articulated in the painting ii:etween
- verticality, enunciated in the verticality of the servant and
horizontality, evident in the horizontal poses of the raelinihg lovers.
The mirror serves to confuse the spactator, as/the refisction in

relationship to the angle at which it is placad, mirrors only the

drapery and not the servant, as if should.

Y

In comparing Cézanne’s preparatory study of The Orgy or The

Y the Negro ~

l;/
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Banguet (c.1867: Fig.16), for The Feast (The Orgyl (c.1870:
Fig.17), it is interesting to note how the urn is framed in the
forsground centre of the image. In sc doing, possible insight into

the artistic process is gained and one senses, albeit speculatively,

the artist’s focus in pausing to contemplate on this still-life alement,
and its potential significance. In Fw‘ al painting, The Feast (The
Qrgy) (c.1870: Fig.17), the um. Wrirr its darkly cavernous inside,
turned provocatively toward the spectator, sets the tone of-erotic
excess in the work. Here a still-life element is suggestive in its
voluptuousness and rounded form as well as the abovementioned
qualities ¢f the central concern of the painting. (18)

hite it has been important to examine the place of still-life

slements in relation to Cézanne’s getivre as 8 whois, it is essential

to analyze, the genre of still-life as a totality. An oxammatlon of the ¢

still-life genre as a totality af. }ords the posing of questions such as:
the possible reasons why Cézanne painted so many still-lifes;
explanations as 1o why in his peuvre {in general) he.tended to
repeat so many of his themss; guestions as to the psycholagicﬁl
reasons for Cézanne’s obsession with certain subjects. in
addressing these guestions issues such as the nature of artistic
psrsonality need to be addressed. = Y

Despite the fact that Cézanne’s work has genarate& a8 largeﬂ body
of literature, little of this literature has expiorad thﬁ genre of
Still'-llfe, gither in reiation to Cézanne 8 DBuvre, or morta generally,
in the history of art as a whole. Most Cézan_ne schoial deal with
the still-lifes either thematically or historica'illy; rarely as a genre
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which has a spec.ic historical tradition to which it adheres or from
. which it departs. Scholars have not addressed the spscific ways in
v\?‘fmich the genre of stiil-life structures meaning. in the research of
scholars such as Meyar Schapire and Maurice Merleau-Ponty, who
both examine the paintings of Cézanne executed in this genre, the
focus is more on the iconographical aspacts of the work than on
the specific structures that facilitate meaning in the genre of
still-life.. aithoilgh both Schapiro and Merieau-Ponty examine
Cézarme s style to sotne extant. While in the general art historical
literature studies on the rols of genrs have been conducted, little

has been written on the genre of still-life, in comparison to other

genras such as history painting, landscape painting or portraiturs.
The art historian has traditionally tended to ignore the concrete
structures, such as genre, that govern and detormim the
pararnaters for generating meaning m the visual arts.
)

Charles Sterling’s study, &Mﬁemmmmmm
Twentieth Century, prov:d&s a useful historical overview on the
subjoct of still-life painting. Héwever, Sterling doss not examine in
detail the structuring principlas of the genre, and focuses more on
the iconographical elements that appear in the genre at different
points in history.

Norman Bryson's recently published study, Looking at the
Overlooked: Four Essavs on Still Life Painting, examines the genre

of still-life and brings to this srea of naglected research a number
of wvaluable and new possibilities for interpretation and
understending. Commenting on the lack of research in this area,

Ty
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Bryson remarks that, - o )
Although the QFWM@: obvious a pieée of our
basic cuitural furniture as history painting or landscape - or
Westerns or thrillers - its inevitability and indispensability
have not helpad it generate much correspondmg light {or
haat) in cnt;cal digscussion. It has always been the iaast
theonscd of the genres, end when the acedemies that
Iauntm.\ the first theoretical accounts of painting came to
men{,ioq ) at all, they did so disparagingly: stilt life was
| alwaiigs at the bottom of the hierarchy, unworthy of the kind
of suilf?erior attention reserved for history painting or the grand

manilre. (17) =

Bryson statss that,

H - [ _
C : N . ) .

B
Yo e

Thouqi;gh the twentisth century hess sssn a tremendous
p;olif‘igaratiqn of exhibitions of stili life, ar_ld of catalogue; and
mong graphs dealing with matters of chronology, provenance
and connoisseurship, interpretation of still life has generally

!angu\shad on ail sidas. {(18)
N
He argues f ‘ther that,

...discussion of still life remains oppressed and inhibited; it
was virtually stranglad at birth in the academies that
relegated still life to the lowest isvel of art; and it is still
marginalised in today's professional art history. (19)

4
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He suggests that in an analysis of the coherence of the genre of
2 i“ N
stili-life the scholar shoujd consider this coherenc™ as produced

...{a)} by the institution of criticism. from the ssventeenth
cantury to the present day, and (b) by the painters

themselves, working within pra-established material series, -

but (¢} as produced by the actual objects with which stiil life
deals, and the lsve! b material culture to which those objects
belong. {20} |

An analysis of the aarly criticism of Cézanne’s work, as wellas his
place in Ireiafion to the historical traditicn of still-life, is valuabie, in'
Bryson’s terms, in the consft{aration of the coherency of Céranna’s
still-fifes. "

£

The place of Cézanng’'s still-lifes in his geuvre is significant andl

Mayer Schapiro has correctly assprted that,
...what is most distin'c":ﬂve and accomplished in Courbet,
Manet, Renoir and Monet will not be learnad through their

" still-lifes; but if we lacked Cézanne’s, something essential

would be missing,'a range ot qualities, of colours and forms

bound to a unique conception of things near at hand. ﬁ}‘!)

Although the particular coherency of the genre of still-life iw an
important cons:derat:on lf‘g the analvsls of meaning in Cézanna s
still-lifes, it is at . mes m{portant and relevant to refer 10 worss
othar than still-lifes. This offers the “scholar useful means of

i

s



companson that slgmft;antly contribute’ to the clarification of ,
Cézanna s artistic project in relation to the g:mre of stili-life. By
contrasting the so-called :conographic narmtwd works with the
- ks 8 great deal can l{ae léamad about
the role of style in Qézaén_a § still-lifes.

sc-called formal nartatg_ve .

(-

In Roger Fry's study entitied Cézanne: A Studv of his Developmerd,
xha author makes a sugmﬁ cant point about the issus of narrative in
Cézanne s work. He remaiks, in discussion of Cé.,.anndb's still-lifes®
Tfthat they are, “...dramas without dramatic mcsdent?f {$2i It is
‘essent:al to analyza what Fry intended by the term mciddnt‘ An
incident suggests 2 moment in a nariative. \q‘, ¥ ”}
' . A dramatic narretive moment in & work of art &fun dapondd upon
reccgnition by the Spectator of & text (other tlmn the work itseif)
h t0 which the Wurk reterg \fry argues that Cézanne’s work
articulates drama, and that thls drama is created without racourse
to the work’s subjact, theme or sven symbolic use and choice of
ob;ec'ts: He states elsewhere that, "...fcy Cézanne.. a skul{ WES
meraly & complicated veariation upon a sphere”, (23) tugg_amng
further that the potentially rich symbolic meaning of the 'akull. WaE
of little interest to cakanne it will be argued below that Cézarne’s .,
still-lifes do communicate drama and furthermore that this drama
depends upon the way in whlch Cézanne manipulates stvlo in this
analys:s style will be saan as the ‘dramatic incident” of which Fry

speaks.’.
{

W
. e
PN : %

)
. The notion of a drama of styie is forwarded to challeinge the ldea

. \\
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ihat[ - s distinot {hpm content, and 10 suggest that thie notnon

o ist tdpab{o of bridging this gap, in application to the analysis of

Qo

spesific works of Cézanne: Cézanne’s visual language wiil be

expiored as a notational system that omplg;;s a pictorsah‘v dramatic
visugl language. It will be a}\vued that Cézanﬁ‘ne 's dfama ot style is
mt:mately !lnxed to the meaning of his works

In Cézanne's early wo;k the di‘ama of style is evident. aithough
differently articulated to works from his later periods. Iﬁ ﬁe earty

' work this drama is more Isteranv depicted in an overtly narrativs

' Fig.17), &nmzmmmmmmm&af

ssnse. The stylistic articulation of drama is more traditionally

dyramic movement in these works. In addition, the colour tonalities
are evocative of spacific moods reiated tc the narrative content in

‘these works. Thase trad'itionai devices may be seen in works such
as P2 fape (c.1867: Fag 18), The Murder {c.1887-8: Fiq 19) énd

L Dejeuner sur ’herbe (¢.1870-71: Fig.8). in early works such as
A (c.1870:

The Negro Scipion {¢.1887: Fig.20), 1

reacing I'Evenement (1886: Fig.9) andw '

Achille Emperaire (c.1868-70: Fig.21) a drama of st ’is evidaﬁt
in Cézanne’s exploration of th expressive pmzéntlal of the formal

elements of the work. (24) AR ((.\_ \ :
1 . ) - N . ( ‘-\ ) )) .
Cézanne rejscted chiaroscuro as an acac 'wnic}artifice that saemed

unlike the colouristic effects in naturs, and depl,;éted {in latar

o'rfs\ according to Merleau-Ponty, objects, -

‘created and Cézanne’s use of diagonals suggest a tension and -
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.. as they appear to instantanaous perception, without fixed
contours, bound together by iigm and git. ... The colour-of
objects couid not be represented simply by putting on the
canvas their local tone, that is, the colour they tai&e on
isolated from their surroundir.gs; one also had to "'bhv
sttention io phenomena of contrast which modify locai
colours in nature. (25) |

N

The sono'i“ou_s colour range used in Qid Woman wilth a Rosary

(1900-4: Fig.22) is similar t& that of Plate of Fryit, Sugar-Bowt and ..
Straw-Cased Jaron a Cover (1895-1900: Fig.23) and Siil'-Life with

Appie and Peaches (. 1905: Fig.24). Colour functions as a dramatic

device in Cézanne’s geuyre. (26) The dramatic use of colour .

evidant in Old Woman with a Rosary (1900-4: Fig.22), is clearly
linked to the subject depicted. When the subjsct depicted does not
mmed:ate!y suggest a dramatic elsment, as in Flate of Fruit,

wmmwmnaas -1800: Fig.23),

can the scholar begin to ascribe partis uIar psychological faslings {se

attributes of mammata objects) evoked by the sombra coiour
tonalities? Given Cézanne’s exploratlon of the dramatsc potential
of the formal elements of art, and his raject:on of the ready-made
solutions of perspectwg av,d gﬂnmgum, (27) it is possible to
speculate that colour, llke space, in Cézanne's work, is potentisily
metaphorical m its’ evocation of emotion and psychological
" NUGNCES. |

o

"!:J

in Portzalt of Loyis Auguste Cézanne, Fathar of thi Artist, ceading

YEvenement (1866: Fig 9), the paint applied to the legs of the

v,
Bt

i
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‘seated father figure is in a thi“ck impasto thus investing a painterly
taciil‘rty to the lags, and particularly the knees. This painterliness
obfuscstes the actual bend in ‘the knees and thus give the
impression that they could not hold the waeight of the father, ware
he to stand up. The numerous verticals and diagonals used in the

(3

111

s . (5
work create an uncomfortable space within which the ﬂgura gits, ¢

despite thet fact that an armchair is usually 8 comfortable p:aco to
sit and reihx i is noteworthy that the sitter in Portrait of the

Bamm&huh.ﬁmpm (c.1868-70: Fig.21), despite the fact that
he was khown to be a cripple, appears to be more comforteble in

his surroundings.

As suggested eartier, the stiil- hfe on tha wall in E_oﬂ,,aiz_gf_hm

Fig.9}, extands the narrativa content of the wurk. The stsll-hfa may .-

be interpreted as a comment on the actual painting process. In this
work, space is invested with a smotional content. The speace
batweaen the still-life painting, t}s chair and the father’s head is
difficult to determine. Thase spsces seam to be ‘unnaturally’ close
together, thus drawing the spectator's focus fowaps tiis area of
the work. In this way the space bacomes. cﬁargad and an

equivalence is set up between the squashad ‘real’ space and a

claustrophobic emotional metaphoncal space. The formsl visual
language in the work l$ thus mvosted with & metaphonca! and
psychological meaning. '

At f:rst glance the face of the father seems to be expressnonlass.
thus se'ammgly conﬂrm:ng what schoiars hava forwardod sbout the

i

£
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ralatlonsh:p betwesn the genre of portrh q\and that of still-life,
namaely that both these gerires fack exprassmrh fHawever, on closer
. visual analysis one reads an image that 1;’ po%ant because of the
apparent control of emotional force. This percesved control opsrates
as a veil or surface in the work. This tens:o,n is also to be seen in
many of his works that desl with the problem of the issue of
raprasentation while at the same time articulate the solutions of
representation itself. This presentation of the tensions of visual
language eanndt be divorced from the emotional content of ths
works. It is argued that in Cézanne’s manipulation of representation
he creates a tengnon between representation as solutzon!resoiut:on
and reprasentation as problematic and thus, establishes an irony
and contradiction within the work which is central to the work’s
meaning.

Cézanne uses paint and deploys it in &8 way that is inextricably tied
~ up with the subject represented. Painting is not seen as & neutral
Ineans to present a subject’s emotionai qualities. Rather, it Is ussd
to contain the very qualities being explored in the subject. Cézanne
Iexploras the subtie and complex relationship batwesn the objsct
‘perceived, and represented, and the perceiving subject in the
diverse ways that his work is constructed. The tension created
within the visual language of the work not only contributes to the
works emotional content but is the works gmotional content. The
clear distinction betwsen the perceiving’subject and the chinet
perceived is thus highlighted in Cézanne’s work. The pfofﬂ;];}:‘?ﬂt in
I'Evensment (1866: Fig.S), is at once both the sitter and the

.
X
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- 8n interesting area for furtherf
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painting process itself. The @ft that both these paradigms are

simuitaneously operative is part of the focug in the work, namaely,
:Ti':irocass and time. This temporal dimension in the work allows the

spactater, like the artist, to create the work in vision. Here the
spactatbr’s sxperience of looking is akin to the artis/s sxperience

of creating, and may axtend to the unceartainty of/* he process of
7

making. /
. r

“in a ‘nter work entitled The Murder (c.1867-8: Fig.19) the dramatic |

narrative is enunciatadcthl;ough the interaction of threa figures. The

strange figure of the woman bending over the victim accelerates -

and intensifies the dramatic moment. She becomes, through her
actions, an accomplice in the murder, (28) Comparé the femasis
accomplice in The Murder (c.1867-8: Fig.19) 10 the two bathing
women on left hand side in The Rape (c.1867: Fig.18]). In the
latter, the left hand middle ground is occupied by two female
hathing women, Given the drama of raps infiicted by the male
protagonist on the femals protagonist and the 'accompanying
violence of the scene it is important to question why Cézanna

would havg includad these two hathars. Mary Lewis Tompkingxhas
4 .

...nNow racognized that the girdle in the hands of ohe of the
victim’s companions establi_shas her es Persephone abducted
by Plute to the nether kingdom. (29) |

=2

The suggestion that colour invokes a-dramatic sense in his work is

t

\

examination. The inclusion of the|
“bathers ramait's },,refambiguou‘safaﬁt‘:fa in the work. it may be
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sdggasted, that through this ambiguous featurs, the bathé{\s,
challenge the spectator’s traditional axpectations of this genre.
While traditionally, scenes of bathers evoke an idyllic pastoral
) ambmnce filled wnth calm and peace, Cézanna’s: bather serias is
mvasted with an underlying tension that may be mtarpreted as a
sexuat tension and aggression, if not rape. (30)

In the génra of sttll-ltfe, this linking of moments, central to the
construction of & narrative, is aiso evident. in Still_life; Bread and
| Leg of Lamb (c.18686: Fig.32), tha traditional compositional device
of the Baroque diagonal agitates the otherwise still surface of the
. canvas. In addition, the way in which the leg of lamb is positioned,
as well as the highly manipulated surface of the meat, serve to
inculcats in the spectator a sense of ymma. In Fry's terl;'ls, this
drama is created "...without dramatic incident”. (31) However, it
is suggested that while the drama does not necessaiily depend
upon recogmzable symbolac structures ias in the other figure
pamtmgs mentioned previously), it dods depend on a dramatic
incident that is situated in the stylistic randition of the work.
9
In the great relig__ious narrative paintings of the 15th century, for
example, Roger. van der Weyden's Crycifixion {(c.1440-1450),
objects such as skulls, flowars and fn_git were often included 1o aid
the moral import of these paintingé" by virtue of the symbolic
currency that the objects had at the time. For example, Adam’s
relevance to the Crucifixion, through the doctrine of the
Redemption, is suggested in the skull at the foot of the cross. The
sku!l is frequently sprinkled with the bload that drips from the

vl
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saviours body, and symbolically refers to the washing away of
Adam’s sins. (32) . | -
. This syfnbolic shorthand was an important device t_ampl'uyed in the
traditional genre of still-iife. This shorthand, created a language of
| veiled symbolism, for a symbolic (and often dramatic) narrative with
spacific moral impliéations for the spactator. The use of encoded
symbols &ssociated with specific oojects, was current during the
17th and 18th ceatury. At this time, Dutch and Flsmish painters’

- explored tha. genre 6f stili-life and the objects therein, which ;
contained a hidden allegory. This hidden allegory suggested by the
cbjects reflected either the transuance of the thmgs of the world J
and the inavrtabllrty of death {the vanitas theme) or, by extension,
were reflactions on the Christian Passion and Resurrection. (33)
Meaning was thus conveyed by th- 4se of objects, mostiy”familiar
and everyday, in both traditional narrgtive painting and still-lifes,
which wera invested with a symbolic content which was accessible |

: to contemporary spectators.

While Cézanne explored the symbolic potential of the traditional
genre of still-life, he did not ciways confine his communication of &

e

a symbolic language to traditional cbjects invested with symbolic
meaning, but rather, explored the formal language of painting ss a
means of achieving a symbolic level of meaning in his paintings.
Cézanne’s symbolic structuring of ‘meaning embedded in his -
pictorial language f{acilitated a dramatizetion of style which’
contributed to a specifically narrative purpote within his work. The
term ‘symbol’ is used in the gsneric senss to imply the way in

oS-
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which all art is encoded as symbolic language, and further,
suggesting ert’s mataphorical ___and figurative cgpacity._,:,

' )
On occasion Cézenne’s early still-lifes partake.in the traditional use
of symbolic motifs, far example; in Still Life: Skull and Candlestick
(c.1866: Fig.33) and Stiil Life. Skull and Waterjug (c.1868-70:
Fig.34). in The Black Clock {.1870: Fig.35) the vanitas theme is
suggested in the emptiness of earthly possessions that are
rapresented and although this work does not depict the traditionat
skull essociated with the yanitas theme, the inclusion of a candle
and a clock (which are ralated symboi_sl. may allude to the passir%f |
- of tims. Rather thar: constructing the meaning of this work by the
use of an established symbolic lenguagea, Cézanne axplores in The
Black Clock {c.1870: Fig.35) the potential of the pictorisl language
to generate meaning. The harratives communicated in Cézanne’s
still-lifes are thus suggested in the dramatic use of style in his
work. By implication, the spectator, in reading’ these visual signs
partakes in the ‘moral’ of ths narratiw A more datalied anaiysis-of
‘Cézanne's use of the skull will be conﬁucted further on, in refation
to the way in which Cézanne’s stylo (bo‘th in his sarly works and i m
his so-callad mature works), ig central to\the maaning of his art
(34) )
‘n_-"..

in '{_he following analyses the nofion-of a drama of style as it
pertains to Cézanne’s still-lifes wili be expiorad. It will ba___suggeated
| that'this notion, in its application to the formal analysis of spacific
still-lifes, contributes significantly to an understending efCézanne’s
artistic process and ultimataly to the meaning of his still-lifes.
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In Still life; Sugar Pot, Pears anc Biue Cup (c.1866: Fig.10)
Cézanne applies paint thickly in & f“:mas.m manner, to the surface

- of the work. This evokes a tac!:s: ;résponse in the spectator in

addition to a pure’; visual response. This approach to the canvas
is apparent in mariy of the artist’'s sarly work inciuding Stil} life:

Skulk " nd Candlestick {(c.1866: Fig.33) and Stilt life: Bread and Leg

of Lamb (c.1866: Fig.32). (35) .

f
in thess works Cézanne’s use of--"the palette-knife to apply paint to
the canvas evokes an amotional force in the actusl handling of the
paint by the artist. It may be suggested that the spectator, in

recognizing this trace of amotional force generated by the artist and

- itin the tactility of the painted surface, is sensitized and thus
e aware of Cézanne’s artistic presence in the work. The

- equivalence between the emotional state of the artist in the process

of painting and that of the spectator in viewing the workl_ﬁ will be
explored throughout this saction.

In Still ife: Skull and Candlestick (c.1866: Fig.33) the traditionally
available symboligm of the objects is ex':énded in the exploration of
the dramatization of style in the formal slements in the work. While
traditionally the spectator of tha vaniias theme, sdggested in this
work, would ascribe a sequsnce of narrative meanings to the work
by decoding the symbolic languag2 suggested by the cbjects, the
moderm spectator could fook for this symbolic form in the formal

language of the work. The stylistic narrative of the work is
sunveyed through the formet meam; explored in the representation

of ohiscts depicted. The manipulation of the pictorial langusge

i/
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serve to communicate a connotative and symbolic level of meaning
in the work. In this way the spectstor’'s reading of the work’'s
meanir;g depends cn her recognition of both the object depicted
and the means empiloyed to depict this object. Since the artist’s
psychological and emotional state of mind are not available to the

" spectator, it is not pqsssbie 1o reconstruct what Cézanne may have -

experienced or felt m creating this image from the painting.
Howevar, rt is interesting to speculate whether the spectator’s

" rasponse to Cézanne s pictorial Ianguaqa is akin to that of the

ariist’s.

B

One of the striking features of Still-Life: Skull and Candiestick

{c.18686: Fig.33) is the strangely ambigu.ous spatial construction of
the work. The hackground of the work serves at once to sithouette
the skull and candiestick and to define the flatness on which the
image is painted. The horizontal edge of ths table slopes toward the
spectator and clasrly show the objects dispisysd. ‘The objects
aimost saam to fall into the tpoctatér's space. in this way the
illusion of the painted depiction with the space of the artist and that
of the spactator is linked. To the bottom right of the foreground a

“precariously placed book futther stresses this spatial ambiguity. To
~ the left of this book is a thick horizontal plans of haavily applied
‘Wwhite paint in which the articulated brush markis clearly visible:

the brush mark records the artistic process. The fiattening
background device and the for-ground brush mark are thus unified
as flat planes within the image.

Gowing notes that in Still life: Bised and Leg of Lamb (c.1866:
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Fig.32) it

. was Cézanne's purpose, ... 1o unmask the essential
. brutality and coarseness of painting as if with a murderous
weapon or drawing as if with a writhing lash. (36)

Gowing suggests here, that even in thess early works, Cézanne
was exploring the way in which the formal elements of & work
contribute to any illustrative meaning that the worYic méy suggest.
In addition, he suggests that Cézanne’s focus was directed toward
the sxamination of the peinting process itseif, as meaning in the
work of art. As mentioned earlier, Fry suggested that, *...for
Cézanne...a skull was merely a complicated variation upon a
sphere.” (37) it is suggesied on the contrary, thﬁt Cézanne’s
numerous works depicting skulls {in various madia}, pbinted to an
interest in the traditional symbolism associated with the skull, but
that he sought pictorial means to develop the fraditional symbolism
inherent in the skull. (38)-In addition, Cézanne explored the drama
inherent in other still-life obiebts that were by definition everyday
objects and hence from the outset denied this encoded and sxisting
symbolic level of meaning. In employing the pictdﬁal language to
construct a symbolic level of meaning for these evaryday and
familiar objects Cézanne affirmed the transformational capacity of
style.

While the enalysis of works that used the skull indicated Cézanne’s
concern for finding an aquivalent stylistic device for this charged
and evocative symbol, it will ba shown through references to other

Q
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still-lifes in which such symbols do not feature, how Cézainie
explored this ovarriding interest, in his manipulation of the stylistic
component in the still-lifes. |

The Black Ciock (c.1870: Fig.35), es stated previously, although it
does not include a skull as part of its sub;ect matter, does partake
in the traditionally symbolic ianguage associated with the skull
works, and suggests the vanitas theme in the emptiness of the
earthly possessions through the candle and ciock that are
rspresented. In this work the potential narrative drama of any
symbolism associated with the objects depicted, is communicated
largely by formal means.

interestingly, Govsﬁing has stated that,
- Vi
The fact that there was apparently no single detall in it thet
admitted a responsibility to petty descriptiveness had
everything to do with this enormous distinction (39)

thus suggesting that Cézanne’s 'facus " commuﬁiq.__éting the
ponderous emotional content of the work was on the ft;\h\t@ and
stylistic elements in the work. Gowing also remarks that the bright
pink mouth of the shell “...has & quality of mtmacy wh;ch agrees
with the directness of the style.” (40)

The deeply cleavaged folds of the drapery in the foreground, that
operate as the shadows cast by the folds, take on a metaphoric
resonance in the work tha% sxtends the pursly descriptive neture of
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these foids. If b.‘;\x \raads the spatial relationship of the. fﬂls;is from
left to right lt becomas apparent that as the folds proqrea stoward
the right they gradually relinguish their descrtptwa function in the
work. The fold\to the far left is the most literal of the thres folds;
it adgheres to Iﬁp surface of the table over whic;: it is placed thus
describing the table adge and it offers the spectator a modeied
sense of the quality of cloth by the artist’s traditional use of
chiaroscure. The second fold in the centre seems to be ‘situated
clnser to the picture plane. Cézanne places a short, left-swesping
brushstroke at the top of the shadow of the fold which draws the
spactator s aya to the spatial shift. The placement of the cup and
 saucer hovers between these two shifting surfaces - it is the cast

" shadow of these objects, ironically an insubstantis} element, that
links the two surfaces. The right hand fold is pisced simost parailel
to the picture surface an;i almost looks like primed canvas. Asif to

link this least descriptive fold to the most descriptive one, Cézanns,

in an almost baroque extravagance, folds the forfrier back on Htseff.
This detail is once again rendersd in more naturalistic terms.

If one reads the folds in reverse, from right to left, one sees hoq‘}l
the painting process itself is the creation of an iliusion. From the
least descriptive fold on the right to the most naturalistic fold on

the left. in this way, the spectator is included in the ﬁrocus of =

creation and thus incorporates his experience of the unfolding
process of painting in the spectator's axperience of reading the
image. | | '

In Glass. Cup and Apples {1873-7: Fig.41) Cézanne presents the

I

i
.y_,—-\h‘.
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- gpectator with an imsge of a surfacgé on whj__\_ch six apples, a cup
and a glass are plac__:q;!. The background of 'ti;na image suggests a
wall paper design seen in many of Cézanne's works. (41) Wha.
appears at first glancé...,to be a rather literal dabictiop of everyday
objects is traﬁsformeq by careful visual analysis to an {?}ﬁagé of
energized proportion. ‘ ;

As Mever Schapiro has suggested, ! oo

E'-.l‘
o § Y Tm erLﬁ .. while no longer in nature, is not yet fully a part

Q

of human I:fe Suspended between nature and use, it axists |
‘hs if for contemplation alcme What appears most ordared in
the stili-life picture z-swes from the pamter s visible
brush-strokes and ailudes hardly at all to the purposes that
give neatness and charm to the table in ordinary life. He
endows thesn strokes with a.subtle cohesion and a harmony
of colours thgt transfigure the whole as 8 work of a& While -
intensnfymg in the objects the appaarance of the axistent and
the familiar. (42) "
: .;]{H_.’ f ) | "_*\\\;
Schapiro, not unlike Gawmg, recognizes in Cézanne swor@\ the
"eehtrality of stylistic and formal ianguages that convey the meaﬁmg
of Cézanne’s art, not lrrespectwe of their subjects, but rather, as
corﬁn'bntanas on them. The image seems to be asummﬂmcally' |
~ divided into two halves. The laft hand side is made up of the glass
" and three apples and the ﬂgh__t_ hand side of the cup and the
- remaining three apples. A tension between these two halves is
created. The apples on: the left hand side in contrast to thoiéé on .



which the apples are placed. The violet shadow on the lm":i

the ribht hand side seemi.to move away from the glass unilko 1
on the right hand side which appear 1o gravitate toward thﬂ cun,
almost adhenng to its side. The {ransparency of the glas& lﬁo in
contrast 10 the opacity of the cup which givas these two o?
two very distinctive characters. As such, it is almost as! f f the
cbjects themselves gener-te an enorgy whsch affects the sJ oy W

image, and in betweer: two apples, is articulatad as & tel'

"bruwhmark ﬂ{ps invasting it with & quaslity of objectne'* " not
dissimilar o that of the apples themselves. This violet shadc:Lv also

. denies the Spataal recession that is otharw:se suggested | L:y the
pyramndm ‘arrangement of the three apples. Cézanne fb!m
mvasts his images \{V:th a three dlmanmonal quahty whliej

same time asserting the twe dimansional quallty \f his can\&

.\nolef shadow is an oxample of this dqmcg In anothei[ wa-rk, -"
antitled )8 B :

foreground and mlddieground

"‘Qu_
‘:-:\

A sk’i’iiiar‘"'lspatiai manipulation is evident in Anglmniﬂ ate of
Elshms (1879-82: Fig.43). Here the spatial amblgulty iad ¢
spec\ator to quastr’bn mt only the reiatnon of the spatla! p!# nes inf{
the worira but ats’fo tha riature of the obsacts depictad. It is n¢
whether t'*%njerts sit on a shelf or » kzs‘t of sorts. This am‘ T

below the objects as either part of the-wall or as tha front pt\ 1y
the kist and hehce on a diffarent plane to the back wall. Thq ghaelf
)
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hangs againsi f daco‘@\fed‘ wﬁll on which ave placed a number of
apples and a plate of t}écurts The shelf bracket (or k:st handle} is

- gilhouettad by the pam\\'ad area that surrounds it thu#f focusiag the
spectator's attention on\t, The spatial ambiguity is evident in the
 way that Cézanne affirms) simultaneously both racession and
> fiatnass in the work. The b)ct that the decorative pattern of thi
wall-peper is carried through from the background to the fureground
and the fact thet the shelf tilts toward the spactator both

r:ont};;__ibute toward the flattening of the recessive picture pianeas.

Th:s questlonmg or playing with the nature of what is real in the
image and what is not is evident in Vage, Plate. Ink-Well and Fruit
(Blye Vase! (1883-7: Fig.45). The stems of the ‘real’ flowers.
“depicted in the vase iyrically dance uporn the background surfaca of
I_I.I__._rh"?‘ﬁ pals blue wall. In this wav they nat only suggest to the
ek 1spactawr the quastion of what is real and what is not, but create
| E a spatial ambiguity in the relationship batwpen the space occupisd
by tl,qe ;iowers in the vase and the flowers  that decorate the
background wall. This spatial ambiguity is Soritinued in other detaiis
of the painting including the interrelationship between the many
right-angles shown in tss work and the nature and relationship
between the surface on which the objects ars placed and the
surface on which they stand. '

As noted previously, Cézanne included the still-life Yessels. Frult
and Cover (The Peppermint Bottle) {1890-4: Fig.11) in Plagter Cupid
and the "Angtomy* (1895: Fig.12). in the bottom left hand corner
. of Plaster Cupid and the “Anatomy" (1895: Fig.12) the blue
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drapery of Vessels. Fruit and Cover (The Peppermint Bottie)
(1890-4: Fig.11) flows into the stilllife in the foreground, thus
craating an ambiguous relationship between the ‘realities’ of the
two still-lifes. The large onion, placed at the base of the Cupid
extends, and even seems to be organically 'growing, into the
still-life depicted in Vessels, Fruit snd Cover (The Peppermint Bottle)
{1890-4: Fig.11), further articulatmg the poiemlc of what is ‘real’
in the work. “

Since the rols of the spectator is central 1o tha notion of & drama
of style in Cézanne’s stilllifes, this role warrants furthar
examination. Meyer Schapiro has suggested that, the “...still-ilfe,
‘as much as landscapz and sometimes more, calls out a responss to

an implied human presence * (43) As forwarded above, the &rama |

of Cézanne's still-lifes is pertaps linked to Schapiro § ifdea t:f an
implied human presence’, auggeated inthe stylisﬂc narraﬂve of {he

work. The fact that Cézanns ;mpllas L] spactstar daziav*a thau.‘_-‘

absence of a human presence in the work, c.zates a. tension tha‘t

contributes to the dramatic impant of the stili-lifae.

In the visual analysis of Cézanne’s still-lifes, insight into the central
issue of the complex rola of the spectator in Cézanne's work is
gained. 'The image in the Western context of representation does
not exist withcut the intervantion of the spectator, whether the
spectator is the artist or another parson. in the context of this
dissertation the spectator is understood to be both the artist and
the spectator in the tracitional art historical sense of this persona,
In this chapter reference will at times be made to the specific

i
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construct ‘srtist as spactatq" m order to axptora the processes of
1mage makmg more fully_ (44“

[

In exploﬁnq the meaning of éé;éﬁm-ia"é still-lifes, it is important 10

consider Cézanne as the sp__ecta‘tor of his own work. Rather than
seeing thé artist as creating the art work with pracise prior
knowljedge of the end product, the concept of the artist as
spactator of his own wori: facilitates an understanding of how the

processes of image. making (as both a world motivated by privats
and intimate concarns wnd public and sharad reahtsesl inform the

end product. The artist as spactator allows the scholar to sse the

__ creative process as the first interpretation, :r// a layering of

intarpmtations\,_ﬁ N

.

One of the traditional ways of representing aitistic process was to
depict the artist sngaged in front of an easf,k» “This traditional way

of representing artistic process is avident in Cézanne s Salf-Portrait ‘
with a Palette (1885-7: Fig.46), a drawing of & Painter Hoiding a

Palotte (1868-71: Fig.47) and in The Psinter (1868-71: Fig.48).
Céza. :depicted himzalf only once in a psinting With the attendant

objects associated with his craft, namely in the abovommhonedl

Self-Portrait with a Falette (1885-7: Fig.48). In this work he
included the traditional attributes of a painter, namely, a palette, a
back view of a canvas and a brush, thersby, suggesting the
painting process by refarerce to objscts usad in the creative act.

This traditional representation of the painting process was not, .

however, examined in any great depth by Cézarine; he chose rather
to sxplore other means of repraesenting this process. ’
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Sugnif;cantly, Cézanne spoke about the spectator's rmﬂanca of
looking, in relation o the arfist’s experience of creating and making
art. In a letter written to Emile Bernard (dated 21 September 1506),
he said, L : '
You must forgive me for continually coming back to the same
thing; but | believe in the logical development of evarythmq
we see and feel through the study of nature and turn my
attention to the technical questions later for techmcai
questions are for the most part only tha means of making the
public fesl what we feel ourseives, and of making ourselves
understood. The great masters whom we admire can have
done nothing else. {45) -

Mer!eau-Penty, commantmg on this aspect of Cézanna’s process,
suggasts that, "

It is not enough for a painter like Cézanne,...to creats and
express an ijea; they must also awaken the experisnces

- which will make their idea take root in the consciousness of
others. A successful work has the stranga power to teach ite
own lesson. (48)

It is noteworthy that in many of Cézanne’s images he depicts "
himself in the role of the spectator. it will be suggested that this
devica of representing himself in the image is developed by
Cézanne to enable him to affirm the process of art making as
intrinsic to the work’s meaning. |
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“ In the Preparation for the Funeral, or The Autapsy (c.1868: Fig.49),

ra

A_Mgdnm_thmanIbﬂ_Bnﬁtmllcwea -70: Fig.50), A_Modam
Qlympia (1872-3: Fig.51), Ln_!zglnunnr_auLLhmﬁ (c18'4p-71

“Fig.6) and Eaam:al_ﬂdxlll {c.1870: Fig.7) Cézanne may be seen to

have palnted himself into” the image in the role of the spactator.
M.L. Krumvine, in her discussion of Preparation for the Funeral __Q[
The Aufopsy (c.1868: Fag 49), .

..points out the curious paraliel between the bald and
- bearded figure in this picture and the painter, named Laurent,

’  but evidently modeled on ?fnne; who murdérs".__the lats

husband of Therese Raquin in z,w..,lg_’s novei of that name, then
haunts the morgue in search of his victiﬁ'%%tcorpua. (47)

In this work the poss of the figure of ‘Cézanne’ .is slrni!ar toa figijré

~in The Murder (c.1867-8: Fig.19). In the fm-mar. ‘the figure of

'Cézanne’ is crouched cover the corpge in intensa concentratlon'
dictated by the demands of the job at hand; in the latter the bent
over 'figura of the woman is an accomplice m the job at ‘hand
namely, murder. And in the twa versions of A_Modarn Olympia
{The Pasha) (c.1869-70: Fig.50) and A Modern Olympia (1872-3:
Fig.51) the bottom right hand corner is occupied by a figuré of a
man who has been identified by Gowing as Cézanne. (48)

To the left of this figure in“B?th works is a tab|s laden with objects
such as fruit and wine. This stil-ife in the painting, while
iconographically appropriate, also operates as a forer device. It
craates continuity between the diffarent pianes of the picture. in

\_‘_{
‘J i
I
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. bath works the spectator is lad into the picture from the right of the
work, the placs occupied by Cé&anna as spectator, and then i\bto
the left middieground by the eye’s- attention on the sumptgous
still-life, and lastly to the figure of the reclining nude which is the
- raison d'etra of the work. Ag'if to balance t«; };-. wbtet of the work,
namely ".spectatorship, Cézanne placed the ' j-frigure of the
servant/Negro in the hackground. This sarves to balance and frame
the raclining figure compositionally as well as the work's nieaning.
While in the abuvemen(ﬁonad works, Cézanne’s inclusion;af himself
intteduces the idea of the artust as spactator. another device is
often usad to ‘represerit’ h!mbtif as spectator in the image. Thls
'\m avice Is evident in the psinting procass itself, and is tharefars loss
"easilv apparent to the spectator. It wili be suggested that this
device, in aﬁxrrmng the procass of art making, articulates the
artistic presence in the actual physicality of the painted surfacs.

This device embodies the idea of the artist's presence as -

representationally absent in tie trnditionai sanae but pra;cnt in the
metaphoncal sense of the art:st’s hand engagsd in the act of

painting.

The foregroundlng of the process of pamtng is central to the

work’s meaning, in that it indicates ths pai'itar $ prosenca in the-
work. This overt prasence may be interpreted as the artist’ s

spectatorship of the work in that it focuses so.forcibly on the

process. The so-called 'unfir{ished‘ quality end painterliness of-

Cézanne’s markmaking in many of the early works, the tension
between two and three dimensionality and the tentativeness of

\k
=
)
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certain marks, ai} contribute to the physical and aétual ‘embodiment
of art as a process and signify Cézanna’s presence as constructor

. and spectator in the work of srt. Attention to these numerous
devices will bo drawn throughout the foiloEing vigual enalyses of

Cézanne’s image making and visuel languaije

‘Wiviie an understanding of tho importance of procosi in the -
interpratation of Cézanne'’s stzll-hfes is important, it is essential to
contextusalise the centrallty cf this cspect of hcs work within a
broader conception of the aim and purpose of his artistic entarprise.

/ n the foliowing section, the ways in which the notion of 8 drama
of\'iLtyle as well as the role of the spectator, contribute to the
Aulfilment of these aims will bs examined. )

‘While Cézanne affirmed ths aspact of process in his work, which
fulfiled the ‘demands of art’, his aim"was also to fulfit the
‘demands of nature’ within the practice of image making. (49)
Cézanne's insistence on creating both an ‘lllusion’ of reality while
simuitaneously affirming the means by which this ‘Hflusion’ is
created, namely, the painting process itself, is intimately linked to
his artistic programme as a whole and his method of painting. This
dual goal of {fulfilling. both the ‘demands of art’, and those of
nature, meant that both t?a twe and three dimensiona! aspects of
the work needed to be » /fﬂrmad in tha procsess of image meking. For
Cézanne, images are both the site for & resolution of visual
problems and the site for a problematized statement of visusi
languags. (50)

&
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.The tension batween thasa two goais has led numerous scholars to

remarlr on a particular quality of tension in Cézanne’s work. While
many of Cézanne’s intarpreters have pointed to this aspect of

- tension .in Cézanne’'s work they hava done so in differant ways.

bncassct A;ated that, "...What forces our intersst is' Cézanne’s
anxlaty -'that’'s Cézanne’s lesson;...."; ; (61) Merleau-Ponty asked,
“Why so much uncertainty, so much labour, sc many failures, and
suddenly, the greatest success?* (52) Elsewhere in the same essay
Merleau-Ponty proposes that -
Ii one looks et tpﬂ work of other pamters af‘tar sed)\nq
Cézanne’s paintings, one feals somehow relaxed, just as
codversatmns resumed after a ﬂanod of mouming mask the
- absolute change and give back to the surviyors their solidity.
(53) '

k]
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The quality 6f tension and anxiety referrad to above is avident in an

. analvsls of the notion of distortion in Cézanne s M Zl'he nr.»tlon_

of distortion is central to an undsrsianding of Cézanne’s formal
iangusage of painting in which the peintsd reality and that reslity
thereby represented, are simuitansously affirmed.

'Erle Loran argued in his study of Cézanne that the distortions in

Bhzanne’s work were intended for compositional purposes. This
premise may be sean 1o be in direct conflict with Cézanne’s stated
intention. In order to interpret the role of distortion in Cézanne’s
still-lifes it is therefore asserﬂtial fb undarstand Céz?nne‘s idea of
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in Cézanne's work. | z
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"truth’ i in pairiting, often expressed in his letters thrdugh hls concem

for the ‘reaiization of sensidens’. (54) In Interpreting this concem

fer ‘*pxth’ the scholar needs / ask what kind of truth Cézanne was
suggestmg }y '
y

./

......

Cézanne stated in a letter to his son (datod 8 September 1806),

Finally | must tell you that as a painter | am becoming more
clear-sighted before nature, but that with me the realization
of my sensations Es always painful. | cannot attsin the
intensity that is un‘rolded befora my senses. (55)

The term ‘senssation’ (56) used in thié latter seems to refar to both

“ the perceptionof somthing external as welt as to the intc/mal

smotion generated by the extersal stimulus and hsncs, both sesing

and feeling is implied. Cézanne’s aim in peinting would therefore |

appear to be, not a phatographac representation of nature per se,
but a more complex and difﬁcul't task of representing In painting the
dynamic mte_rcharnga bstween the subject nd the object. in tha

realization of his sensations, Cézanne fo varded that both the

‘demands of art’ and the ‘demands of nature’ should be futfilled in
the painting. Given the difficuilty of this task, it is riot surprising that

scholars have remarked on the quality of tenslon. anxiety and doubt
T \ .

e

Merlaau-Ponty has suggéstad that,

it is clear from his conversations with Emile Bemgrd that

Tt
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Cuztnng was . always seeking to avoid the ready-made
alteratives suggested to him: sensation versus judgment;
the painter who sess aﬁainst the painter who thinks; nature
~ versus composition; primitivism as opposed to tradition. "We
hava to develop an optics,’ seid Cézanne, ‘by which | mean
8 gical vision - that is, one with no element of the sbsurd.’
‘Are you speaking of our nature?’ asked Bernard. Cézanne: ‘it
has to do with both.” ‘But aren’t nature and art ditferent?’ *|
want to make them the same. Artis a parsonai appercepﬂon',

V&'-._hich | ernbod, in ‘?‘““ﬁms and. which °1 ask the

uriderstanding to organize into a painting.’ (67)

Merleau-Ponty has noted tits importance of opposites and dualities
in relation to Cézanne, and suggestis further that,

A

Cézanne did not thini: he had to choose between feeling and

thought, betwsen order and chaos. He did not want to

| separate the stable things which we see and the shifting way
in which they appasr; he wanted to depict matter s it takes
on form, the birth of ordsr through spontaneous organi:utzon
(58) &

t

As stated above, Cézanne’s purposs ih art is twofold: firstly, to

paint nature convincingly and secondly, to fuifil the demands of art.
In this way Cézanrie’s canvases cannot be seen as simplistic
imitations of ’reality’. While 8 rigorous process is followad in his
attempts to represent his sensa‘ttons in front of nature, the
resolution of this project is ironically to represent the process of

.;-‘H '“"\ o : 133 -
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'racordmg itself, and thereby acceft the natura of both thegd ="~

reaiities and their ensuing differences. Paradoxically, in thus’
raso!vmg his project, Cézanne affirmed the substance and rsality of
both. in examining Cézanne’s goals it ‘bscomes clear that process
is both the means and ths end of his art. (59)

In relinquishing the axpet__:ted notion o\f what an image looks like,
; Cézanns, according to Merieau-Ponty, "...speaks as the first man
spoke and paints as if no one had aver painted before him." (60)
Cézannes discarded the conventional modes ai' seemg and of
representing generalized perceptlon In a prolongogi viewing of
objects so called aberrant perceptlon occurs. |t may be argued thet
it was this Cézanne sought to find the means to represant. The

- following analysis of spécific: ima‘hes explores the way in which this
quality is articulsted as a recurring and cantral .aspect of the
meaning of Cézar ~8’s work and his artistic programme.

] I his) {1888-90: Fig.52)
an image of hoth monumentslity and instablhty is created. Thts m
"created in part by the lack of & logical centre of gravity in the work. N
As a result the ‘failing’ objects affect our response, and a conflict

betwegn what we pearceive and what we know [genoratu an
anxiety in the spectator. Clearly, the baskat to the right of the table
exists both on the table as ‘real’ and off the tabls as ‘painted
reality’. The fact that the sp/ lctator is viewing a man-made painting
seems to be temporarily suspended in a witty pley on differing
realities. By distorting the scale of objects in relation to the table on
.. Which objects ara placed, the precariousness of these cbjects and

"‘,._r-,_.}

/,



L 135

their snsuing status ‘reslity’ reinforces the spectator’s doubt and

subsequent anxiety.

In Plaster_Cupid_and_the *Anatomy” (1895: Fig.12) Cézanne
 axtends this play on reality by the inciusion of ert objeﬂts. namely

a pamtmg of a lost scyu'piure attnbuted to Michelangolo and a

| plaster statuette of Puget, which exist slongsids cbiects from

nature. (61) What is depicted as painted in this work as opposed to
what is .paihte.d by Cézanne increasaé%the insecurity in the
spectator regarding the stabthtv. not only of the actual objects
(which seam to be fallmg into our space) but of reality as a whols.

The tension croated between -these levels of reality is further
articuiated in the tension between the two and three dKﬂamima!

realities of the image. The heav.!y moulded plaster cast isgiven o

realism of voluma through the usn“‘ gbmmsmm ln contrast, and

as if to nagete this volurnetric. ssﬁﬁe in the work, the tabile on
i which the objects are placed mts thus reinforcing the two

dlmansmnahty of the work. This mmultanalty createc & feeling of
insecurity in both the spectator and the ‘objects’ that occupy this
space, another instance of the dramatization of style.
Merleau-Ponty, in his interpretation of Cézanne’s artistic project,
suggests that,

By remaining faithful to the phenomenon in his in-
vesti__gations of perspective, Qézann_e discoversd what recent
psychologists have come to formulate: the lived porspectivi.
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that which we actually perzeive, is not a geometric or
photographic one. {62)

i A

in Merlaau-Ponty’s terms, Cézanne’s use of d:stortion, evident in
many of his works, facilitated a representation of° ‘lived

perspective’. In traditional {erms, the rule of perspective is based
on the assur@toe that the eys visws an obje st at a fixed eye isvel
and that this wewmg is static. The notion of ‘lived perspective’, as
mamfest *ﬁ i‘ézanne s exploratron of distortion, challenges this
tradmona} - if. :

[ XY

iy . I:'f.‘

The ‘truth’ of art is essentially a two dxmensconal reality (a notion
3xplorad by the critic Cmenberg and sean by him as an essential

Ipart of. Modamlsm) and that of nature is ‘essentially a three
dxmensionai reamy Cézanne’s concern was to be “trus’ 10 both the

represented reslity (naturé) and to the created reality (art). In
Cézanne’s works, both the two and thres dimensional ailaments are
affirmed, and thus a tencion is set up betwean the two which'
const;tutas the truth to both art and nature, without the priwieqang
of eithar.

w3

In Bask

the basket on the lsft hand side of the image is ti!ted\f\orﬁvarﬁ, a

' | ‘\

"l

s. \nd Fn. ofs Table) (1888-80: Fig.52) * -
a sensa of insufficient space is aillocated to objects “This crestes a
tension between the represented objdcts and those Objm as they -

" exigt in the ‘real’ spaca of both the artist and tha spoctator

it (1890-4: Fig.54)
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device aiten used by Cézanne. Objscts in the work that would _: .
‘normally’ not be visible are thus ssen. in this work tha fa:ﬁ that
the actual block used to titt the basket forward toward the
'spectator car: be so clearly seen is notaworthy Whiie the mage
presents the spectator with 2 view of reagmy that is reai ¢ the
spectatoy is lronically made aware of the artificial maans used to
represent this ‘natural’ perceptmn, bv the obvious block placed
under the t‘ﬁ.keti e R

o o
)

=
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Th:s tilting de sice is also eviderit in ﬂm&mhﬂmmmnm
Mn&g_an_d_c_lyﬁ}a {1883-7: Fig.5b) in which the plats of chsmos is
tilted toward the spectator prnbﬁbly by the“artificial means of
wedges. In se‘“tmgg ..:p and essentially composing his_ still-hfas
Cézanne ﬁ. an used this means to mampuiat& the palm’od
viewpmnts and henca, reslity. Cézanne emplws gimilar devices in
{1898-1900: th 56) in
the creation of multlpla vmwpolnts and the tiiting of axls which
affects the spectator emotlonally in viewing the imagse. In P_[ﬁm
with Apples and Cup (Big Apples) (1890-4: Fig.57) and Eruit-Bowl.
QMD&!&MQADQL&_& {1879-82: Fig.58), squaring of silipses and
broken contours in the rendition of objects (arcs and ellipses), sre
evident as other devices of ‘distortion’ used by Cézanne.

The implication of a greater solidity of form: to.objects not usually
as-u7jated with solidity is evident-in The Black Clock (c.1870:
Fig.35). Vessels, Fruit snd Cloth in front of g Chest (1883-7:

Fig.59) and Curtain, Fruit-Bowl, Carafe and Plate with Fruit
(1895-1900: Fig.60), where tha drapery is treated as sculpted
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 mess. It is interesting to compare two still-lifss in which the same

cantral object is used to different ends: Plaster Cupid and the
"Anatomy” (1895: Fig.12) and Plaster Cupid (1895: Fig.81). In
 Plagter Cupid {1895: Fig. 6"/) a squatter figure of the Cupid is
manipulated in this horizozztal composxtmn while in Plaster Cubid
and the *Anatomy” {1898: Fig.12) the Cupid is suitably siongated
given the vertical composltlon As pr‘b ‘-ously rnentioned in the

discussion of thls work, a tension is set up between tha

represented reality and reality as it exists in our space.

Other ‘distortions’ encountered Include the frequent use of
asymmetry of form, the dislocation of horizontal and recessional
;( diagonal line:, the tilting of verticals more often to the lsft than to
the right, the watping of the 'vertlcallcantral axiz of form (not
symmetr{ a), illogical changes in the scale of objects, and the
inversion Qf perspeactive. In the imterpretaticn of these devices, the
scholar art}culatea tha affects oi‘ the sp&\tsa! manipulations in the

: ‘\‘.::

painting on tha spactator

“""Somib scholars are concerned wnh the explanation of Cézanne’s
‘distortions’ within tarms of percentual axperience. This axplanatmn
is in keaping with Cézanne’s intention, as reflected in his letters to
‘realize his sensations’. Howavaer, tie primary 1 “cus in this analysis
is on the interpretation {as opposed to the 'explanation) of
Cézanne’s ‘distortions’. Although thesa ‘distortions’ are
perceptually based, it may be suggested that they oparate in other
ways, which are unmistakeably apparent in, for exqrnpla,“the

analysis of the compositional differences in f_sster Cupid and the

A

B -
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*Anatomy” (1895: Fig.12) and Piaster Cupid (1895: Fig.61). In
these two works it is clear that. the proportions of the scale of the
objects are adjusted to the correspondlng proportions of the
canvas. It is thus suggested that at least in this instance,

- “distortion’ as a device is also used for both compositional and

aesthetic raasons.

In interpreting Cézanne's distortions (as opposed .0 explaining
them it is important te aéknowiodga that the spactatorin reading
the distortions is thereby affected by them. It may be specuiatively
suggested that the axpemhnco of the spec'tator in analysing these

' 'distmtions is paralisl, to \some extent to that of Cézanne. Tha

ahxiety generated by the! effects of these ‘distortrons’ in the
spactator may be similar }o that racounted by Cezanna in his

i

d

Jetters.

Merieau-Ponty has noted rthat for Cézenne peinting was an\‘

sxtremely complex and dlfﬂt&ult task end remarked that he nudod

‘one hundred working sessio hs for a still-lifs, five hundred gittings

for a portrait. (63) In a letter -}o Emiie Bernasd (dated 21 September
1908, ohe month before his ;dsath} Cézanne wrote,

| arvi in such a state of mental disturbance, | fear at momsents
that my frail reason mpy give way. ... now it ssams to m{i:“ﬁ
that § see better and that | think more corractly about the
direction of my studies. Will | sver attein the end far which
| have striven 50 mucf_i and so long? | am always studying
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after nature, and it seemns to me | am miking_‘slow pfogress.
(64) " |

., In another lstter to Emile Bernard (dated 12 Mﬁy 19.34) Cézanne
" stated: *| progress very slowly, for nature reveals herself to me in
very complex ways; and the progress needed is endless.” (65)

For R.W. Murphy, Cézanna s approach to tho c.anvaa can. be

described . |

. as 1 perpetual upsetting and restoring of balances.
' Cézanne began by sketching in pencii the dark outer contours
- areas of shadow - of the principal forms. With the first light
bencil gtroke he was in effect upsetting the balance of the'

. empty canvas, and he had to restors it with another stroke ”

~<'a diagonal in one direction counterbalancing a disgonal in
another perhaps, or a vertical counterbalancing a honzontal
An examination of a work abandoned at this oarﬁv stage
reveals that the rhythmical relationship of the principal
‘masses has besn established before obg\‘*%ts have assumed &
recognizable form. At the time that he made thess first
sketchy indications of contour, Cazanna began by putting
next to them unconnected dabs of colour - a red whera-an
apple would be, a green, complameﬁting the red, next to a
contour that would become a vase. (66)

Loy

Cézanne’s process and methods used in structuring images is
evident in the so-cslled ‘incomplete’ works, and i'nterastingl'y. inthe
medium of watercolour. (87) in River at the Bridge of the Three
Springs {1906-7: Fig.62) the transparent quality of %he medium of
watercoluur reveals the process of building up the tmage Both the
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pencil imes apﬁ the t.olour application contribute to the gradual
advaﬂcoment of the work. (88) The repeated use of colours in

Cézanna s work, as for exampie, in Biver at the Bridge of the Thrae

Snunga (1808-7: Fig.82), sppears to be for both aesthetic purpnses ﬂ

as well as for any reasons of perceptual accuracy.

in many of Cézanne's still-lifes there exists a strange mplicitv

between objects. This may be sean in Beceptacles. Fruit and -
Biscuits on Sidaboard (1873-7: Fig.83), for example. This quality "

) of complicity, sven secrecy, has been interpreted by some scholars
as a mysterious and at times even divine aspect of Cézanne’s work.

While Kurt Badt in his anialysis of this aspsct of Cézanne’s work -

interprets thls quahty in relation to spacifically biographical de\mis
of Cézanne s “fe (for exarpie his conversian, which i is artiaulatad
in his letters), Schapiro, on the other hand, discusses this in reiation
to the idea of spiphany and contemplatson Both thess nspacts can

be related to the role of the spectatey and thé patlon of 8 drama of

style. Schapiro notes a quality of postic si!em.a and an omgmatic
and meditative qua:‘ﬁ‘:(\_,\r; Céz,pv«’ﬂm”s/works it is important to strags
that this almost spm‘tuai dimension xo Cézanne’s work does not
take the spectatc(t intoc a mgtaphysicai realm, but serves to
reinforce the profundltv of vision, which is poss:biv a reiigious
experience for the artist. ~

A
Merlaau-?onw has also noted this qualrty in Cézama s work and
suggests that,

Céza'nne's__ difficulties ar3 those of the first word. He ‘
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considered himself powerless because he was ‘not
omnipotent, because he was not God and hes (I nted
neverthaless to portray the world, to change it completely
into & spect&cle. to make visible how the world munhe e 7
{89% ) '

Schapiro has noted in discussing Giacometti's paintings of appies
that, Giacometti ( - 4

...vegarded ;he choice of the still-life object as an essential
- value and not-as a ‘pretext’ of form. In certain of his {ater
_ paintings the apple has an air of a personal manifes%:: o
demonstration - perhaps inspired by his undarstandinﬁ of
Cézanne’s coricern - &s if he wished to asgert dramatically,{\
| ﬁgainst the currant indifferenca 1 the meaning of the still-lifs
object, his own prf/found interest in the apple’s solitary
presentu-as a type of being. (70} (
_ . _ )
The critical methadg\___logy_. of Russian Formalism, that emarged as
early as.1914-and wes to play a significant role in the development
of Parisian strua'{urahsm during the 1960s, forwardsd a term that
" is useful to apply to tha nature of Cézanne’s vic ial projact. (71)

Shkiovsky, one of the theorist of Russian Formalism, suggested the
term ‘defamiliarization’ which he argued, could bring the differsnce
between posetic and practical language: intc focus.
‘Defamiliarization’ or ‘making strange’ enabled art to defamifiarize
things that had become habitual or automatic. This device of
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‘defm!iiarization is the renswal of perception that leads to a h
reoogniﬂon bv the mctatorfreudar that is apiphenic. Skhiuvsky
" “suggested that defamiliarization’s aim was ‘to meks the stone
stony’. Applied to Cézanna, Cézanne’s painted upphs are moras real
--thsn real apples in that he capturos the ‘applenass’ of apples. This
'noﬁon of paradox in Cézanne s art was ossential to (re)present snd
= pustain the tension between art and nature so central to his artistic
_m -The purposs of Cézanne’s art, namolytobetruntobaﬂ\ nrt
" cnd nature was facilitated by this concept of pmgpox (72

. ':—.'-TM Busmn Formalists, spoke about art’s capacltv to gemrata in
;--_:_3; : ﬂn mmpectator mnawed parcoptson facitltatod by the use of
| t mphistscatad language system.. Cézanne s project insisted on
continuaualy chalienging himself (es spectator of nature and artl -
Qond ths spectator. By ‘defamiliarizing’ tho ‘everydayness’ of:imple "
e obpctu such as apples, Cézanna axplored the means by which
| idaag are communicated ancL davalopod sophlsticatod visual
' language to communicate more than the' denotative possib!ﬁﬂes of

‘appleness’. In so doing, the poatic languuqs of art was extended
in Cézagme s innovative explorations of the language and drama of

style.
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- Conclusion

In defining the problams currently facing the discipline of Art
History, the ‘New Art Historians” have focussed inter alia on the

analysis of issues pertinent in the investigation of mesning and

interpretation in the visual arts. These critical writings have

facilitated a self awarenass in the discipline that has both_

challenged accegted dogma and offered a way forward However,
the activity of visual analysis, beyond the focus of th\e New Art
Hlstory -remains of parsmoun‘t importance to art h;stonans, and

~ critical in the interpretation of Cézanne’s stlil—l:fas \

&

. The sarly Formalist writings of(( Beil and Fry r'oﬂaf**, an acceptance
- of the challenges posed by the new visual language manifast in the

art of Cézanne and his contemporaries. Their nttpmpﬂts to articulate
and interpret this visual ianguage contributed to its scceptance.

Howaver, both critics polarized the ralationship between the formal
aspects of the work of art.and its ‘content’. It is argued that such
a dichotomy creates a dualistic approach to the work of art L!;ha!: "
limits the interprstation "o; Cézanne’s formal language, which is a :
central determinant of the meaning of the stili-lifes. In re’assessing :

the parameters of formalism it is suggestad that tha notion of a

drama of style be considered in the re-svaluation of formalism. n

the context of an analysis of (.‘.éu'v.armqE s gtill-lifes.

The notion of e drama of stﬁ}la, examined in the previous chaptar:

suggests ways in which to interpret Cézanne’s stifl-lifes and aiso

e
=
——

-

)
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offers a contextualized understanding of Cézanne’s foregrounding
of the creat_iire"procoss and his attitude t0 the perception anc
rapresentation of nature in art. it is srgued further that the meaning
of Cézimne's stili-lifes is intricately linked to tﬁa__ interpretstion of

Cézanne's sophisticated pictorial language.

Central to the interpretation of the meaning of his siyle is the

" analysis of the import&\\%\t" role of the spectator in his work. it is

argued that Céxzanne foregrounds tho relationship b{tween the

~ gpectator and the art object through the stylistic drama munciateg

in his still-lifes. The established ides that the stili-lifes lack dran.

because of their slleged neutral subject matter ix thereby chalienged
and-found to be fellacious. | \ |

N

The centrality of the genre of stiikliife in the intem
Cézanna’s geuvre is thus affirmed. As Meysr.
suggested, U | o
...what is most distinctive snd sccomplished in Courbpt,
Manet, Renoir and Monet will not be learned through thei
stilLlifes; but if we lacked Cézanne's, something es
would be missing, a range of gualitiss of colours and foir
bound to a unique conception of things near at hand. |
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offers a contextualized understanding of Cézanne’s foregrounding
ofb the creative process and his attitude to the perception and
representation pf nature in art. It is argued further that the meaning
of Cézanne’s still-lifes is intricately linked to the interpretation of
Cézanne’s sophisticated pictorial ianguage. |
Central to the interpretation of .\ze ‘meaning of his style is the
analysis of the important role of the spectator in his work. It is
argued that Cézanne foregrounds the relationship between the
spectator and tho art object through the stylistic drama enunciated
in his stili-lifes. The established idea that the still-lifes lack drama

_becausa of their alleged neutral subject matter is thersby challenged

and found to be faliacious.
The cantraiity of the genre of stiilife in the interpretation of
Cézanne’s gauvia is thus affinned. As Mevyer Schapim hes
suggested,

..what is most distinctive and accompiished in Courbet,
Manat, Ranonr and Monet will not be kamod through thair
still-ifes; but if we lacked Cézanne’s, somothma smntiai
wouid be missing, a range of qualitiss of colours and torms
bound to a unique conception of things near at hard. (1)

o
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Endnotes: Introduction

L

{h) i would iike to acknowledge at the outset of Ehis
search the difficulties raised in working from

imoduc’*tions in the interpretation of Cézanne’s
still-lifes. One of the determining motivations for
originally choosing 1o work on Cézanne, was based on
the fact that | was fortimate enough to have visited N
France and viewed Cézanne’s work. Althou'_gi'i\” at rhany -

times during this research | would have welcomed the

opportunity to revisit his works and spectate their

enormous ﬁhysical presence again, the memory of these

images was rekindled in the viewing of often numerous

reproductions of the same image as well as excelient

details of his works which are available.

v

(2) Cited in C. Donnell-Katrozo, Critical Essava on |
EQﬂLrnD_[QSﬂ_Q[ﬁ}_[ﬁm,\ London and Toronto: Associated
University Pra%s, inc., 1983, p.16. (Primary Sourge: E.H.
Gombrich, Art History and the Social Sciences. O
Clarendon Press, 1975, p.9.). :

b



(1)

4]

Endhétesi Chapter |

"When Block and its seed-bed Middiesex Polytechnic held &
conference in 1}“@2 on ‘The New Art History?’ - to our
knowledge the fiest pubhc use of the term - they gave the
phrase a telling quastion ‘mark to imply a certain scepticism
sbout its usage.” A.L. Rees and E. Jorzello. eds., The New
Art History, London: Camden Press, 1988, p.3. |

{2) Ibid., p.5.

(3)

"Rather than a tidy description of ons trend, the new art
history is a capacious and convement title that sums up the

~impact of feminist, Marxist, structuraiist, psychoanaiytic, and

social-political ideas on a discipline notorious for its
consarvative taste in art and its orthodoxy in rasearch” {lbid.,
p.2). '

£

" {4) D.B. Kuspit, "Conflicting Logics: Twentieth-Century

' (6) Iuig.

Studies at the Crossroads”. The Art Bullstin, March
1987. vol. LXIX, no. 1, p.117.

(6) Rees and Borzeilo, jhid., p.7.

(7} 'Examples of research that has critically examined the



writings of Wéilflin and Panofsky includes: M A

ithaca: Comell University, 1984; A. Mezsi, “Toward
improving the Objective Status of Aesthetics: On
Style and Content of Figurative Pictorial Art* ¢
Leonardo, Spring 1981. vol. 14, no. 2, pp.118-121; y
and G.C. Argan, "ldealogy and lconology”, Criticai

Inguiry, Winter 1975. vol. 2, pp.297-305.

(8) Ses 5. Bann. "How Rayejutionary is the New Art
History?", Rees and Borzello, ibid., pp.19-31.
Interestingly, Bann cites Svetlana f\lpers, who wilf
be raferred to further on in this chépter, as an art
historian operating wklthm the new art historical
paradigm (pp.26 ff), ' - S |

%,
i

(@) Ibid. p8. ' B L

iy

{10) lbid., p.4.

| \
(11) mlo p;a. :i‘: . . - :\ ®
' ' 1 '
(12) E. Panofsky, Studies in Iconology: Humenistic Themes
in the Art of the Renaissance, New York: Oxford Unwmitv
Press, 1939. ‘ ;
(13} C. Beisey, Critical Practice, London and New York:

 Methuen, 1980, p.2.



(14} D. Carrier, *Manet and his Interpreters®, Art
History, September 1985. vol. 8. No. 3, pp.320-335.

{157 Ihid., p.327.
{186} Jhid., p.320.
(17) lhid.

(13) tbid.

{19) S Alpers, "Is Art History?", D_ag_da]ua, Sumrrer 1877, vol.
108, pp.1-13; p.6. )

{20) Garrier, ibid., p.333."

{21) The central role of the spectator in ths interpretation-of
Cézanne's still-lifes will be discussed in greater datail in chapter

i
-;,) :

three.

(22)The way we ‘ses’ Cézanne’s art is determined not only by the
written component of the irteratura but also by the social, |
economic and historical factors ev;dent in Cézanne’s

‘representation’ in the museum context. An anaiysis of

Cézanne’s ‘representation’ in museums wouid prove mtorestmg ﬂ

in showing how the museum context served to reinforce, rathér
than challenge the posmon of Cézanne articulated in the
literature. Although an important focus of this study is on the

(
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-’represe)ntatmn of Cézanne in the literature {the written word}
of equa {mportance is his representatwn in the context of the
" museurél In the same way tha' the literature organizes
information whlch affects the w.y we see Cézanna, so
5 —400 the museum in the latter qontext an exﬁmmation
- of the Muses d’Orsay and Cézanne’s ‘representation’
* therein, would be valuab:e The tradstlonally pen.awed ndutralhy
of the museum context in relat:on to the way it pc!lects
documents and exhibits works of art would be seen to be
falacious. For debates on this aspect of rasearch see "The
see d’Crsay: ASympomum ~Artin America, Januatv 1988
.85-106; R. Rosenblum, “N:nataenth-Centuﬂf Art: A R
~'Post-Modern View", Sotheby’s Previaw, Febmarlearch 1990, .
pp.7-10; D Crimp, "On the Muscum’s Ruins”, in H. Foster. ed.
by Postmodem Culture, London and Sydney: Pluto Press,
198€, pp.43-56; M. Gibson, *The Muses d'Orsay: A New and
Different L Lth Century®, Arinews, Apnl 1987, vol. 83 no. 4,
) pp.142-146. ' : o '
(23) John Beiger comments on spac‘tatmg works of art in the - __
foiowing terms: - \ S
"When an image is p:asented as a work of arf, the -
way peopie look at lt is affectad by a whoia aonos
of learnt assumptions about art. Assumpﬂona
conceming: Bsauty, Truth, Genius, Civillzation,
\ Form, Status, Taste, _etc
}\a continues, nating that, these assumptions
...obécure the past. Thoy mvstlhf rather than clarﬂ‘y

I
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Culiurat my&tific ration t{rf thd"'past entaiis a doublq loss.
Works of art are madd,unnec&ssaﬂlv remote. And the
past offers us iawar lonciusions to complote ih
action.” )

J. Berger, ﬂm_o_f_s_ngm Londori: Bfltlsh Broadctlstu g

Corporation and Panguin Botbks, 1972, p.31.

Lv]

(24) M. Baxandst, Patterns of Intentian: On the
Historical Explanation of Pictures. New Haven and - o
“London: Yale University Press, 1985, p.1. |

(25) lhid.

(26) J. Wachsler, The Interpretation of Cézenne, Ann | G
Arbor, Michigan: U.M.l. Reseaich Press, 1981, p.2.

- g
i

* (27) T. Gretton discusses the issus of Ianguaﬁé. meaning

and ideology in relation tc art historical practice -
in his article "New Lamps For Cid", Rees and
PBorzelio, jbid., pp.63-74. B

(28) jbid., pp.64-65.

(29) The iatter was a revision of her thesis submitted to
the University of California in 1972. .

(30} Cited in J. Wechsler, ed., mmmmmm |
Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hail, 1975,



front page.

: ’ ) :
(31) S. Alpers, *Is Art History?", Daadalus/ Summer 1977,
. p.B. )

f. (32) D. Ades, "Reviewing Art History", in Rees and
. Borzello, ibid.. pp.11-18.

;;: (33) J. Wecﬁs!er, ed., Cézanne in Parspective, ibid., p.3.
(34) lbid., p-2. |

._ (35) ihid.

(36) lpid. | |

(37_)‘1hm., p.xiii.

(35} ibid., p.1.

(39) Ibid., p.2.

(40) J. Wechsler, The Interpretation of Cézanne, ibid., p.x.

{41) lbid., p.1.; footnota %, p.81.

(42) R. Shiff, Cézanne and the End of npressionism: A Study of
the Theory. Tschnique ard Critical Evaiuation of Medaern Art.
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Chicago enél London: The University of Chicago Press, 1984,

p.xiii.

{43) Like Shiff, Tom Gret'ton'also_ addresses this )
. complicated issue of concern to the Naw Art History,

and acknowledges that, "The carriagg of meaning is a complex

! issua", T. Gretton, big., p.70.
§
{44) Several scholars hava approachﬁd aspects of

- Cézanne's work from u psychobiographicai

~ perspective, including S. Geist, T. Reff and M.

* Schapiro. Common toéthis methodological approach to
interpretation, is the desire to explain the |
artist’s work within terms of his fife and |
psychological make up. While M. Merleau-Ponty so
rightly points sut that, "Aithough it is certain
that a man’s life does not explain his work, it is
equaily certain that the two are connected”, the .
scholar must caution against an ovarsnmphfla_d
paralislism between an artist's work and his life.

{M. Merieau-Ponty, "Cézanne’s Doubt", in M.
Merleati-Ponty, Sense and Non-Sense, USA:-\ .
Northwestern University Press, 1964, p.2Q.) n
addition, the problem of the psychological model {as
for example a Freudian or Jungian medel) in tha |
intarpratation of an artist's work, is tho ;.andancv
that, in interpreting the artist’'s work the sc’}glar
ultimately refiec - the psychological model rather

1



than the work of art which is tha’ object of study.

(45) Cited in D. Ledge, ed., Mnlmm_sanmﬂ

Litarary Criticlsm: A Reader, Longon: Longman,
1972, chapter 26. N

(46) lbid. - o o

(47} R. Barthes, *The Death of the Author®, in R. Barthes,
image-Music-Jext, London: Fontana Press, 1977, pp.142-1{548.

£

(48) R. Barthes, "The Dsath of the Author®, in R. Barthes,
image-Music-Taxt, London: Fontana Press, 1977, p.143. in
chapter thres, in the snalysis of the role of the spectator in

- Cézanne’s work, the idea of the dual role of the inrtist {suthor)
as both creator and spectator will bs forwarded, thus
challenging the notion pointed to by Barthes, that the arﬁiﬁ‘.t:-
{author) is the “voice of a gingle parsdﬁ".

(45) |bid., p.148.

(50} in response to Barthes’ articig on the tyranny of
authorship, and its subsequant influence in the,
literature on the subject, M. Foucauli’'s article
entitied, *What is an Author®, in which he examines
the construct of the author, is noteworthy: M.
Foucault, "What is an Author” ,iInM, I#OUPGLIR

Language. Counter-memory. Practice: Selscted Essavs

'
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and interviews, ed. by D.F. Bouchard, Oxford:
Blackwell, 1977, pp.141-180. ”

{51) H.B. Chipp, mmmmmm
- Anrtists and Critics, Berkeley, Los Angeles and )
London: University of California Press, 1968, p.1. i

{52) Chipp proposes that the document be viewed within
“' the following contexts: ! | |
"(1) The ganerai cultural context- of the age and in
particular those ideas and theories of greatest |
interest to the amst whsther they dpme from
science, history, Iiteratyra, poiitical or social
theory, or from other, periods of art.
(2) The spacific :deoiogi!cal milieu m which the

writer formulated his qwn ideas and thoughts, such as his csrc!e_

of fnonds and acquaintancas and his contacts with c. itics, pnbets

and wﬂ|tars

{3) Tha medium through which the ideas were transmitted,
indofar as it conditioned the intellectual and smotional attitude
tha writer assumesd in addressing a specific audisnce: his
choice of languaga, his logicality o absanco of it, and perhaps
even the kind of ideas chosen.

{4) The writers pergonal qualifications as a theorstician, as they -
may be conditioned by both his education snd past axperience
with ideas, and his present attitude toward the written og'r
spoken werd as a means of conveying intentions” (ibid.. p 3).

'|
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Endnotes: Chapter il
: - /

(1) J. Wechsler, The Interofetation of Cézanne, Ann
Arbor, Michigan: U.M.1 Ressarch Press, 1981, p.1.

(2) J. Wechsler, ad., Cézanne in Perspactive, Englewood -
Clitfs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hail, 1978, p.3.
Waechsier sdivs that this statemant appeared in the
context of *...a review of Emile Zola's novel

dedicated to Cézanne, La Confession de Claude,

published in an Aix-en-Provence newspaper in 1885."
id.

t

{3} G.H. Hamiiton, "Cézanne and his Critics", in Cézanne: The Late
Work, ed., W. Rubin, Lbndon: Thames snd Hudson, 1877,
pp.138-1560.

(4) .l.hid.-.(:‘p-144|

(5) Ihid.

(6) Ibid.

(7) Ibid. : i

(8) v.B %ﬁeﬁboﬂ, “Cézanne's'Early Realiam:
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Magazine, January 1982, vol.56, purt &, p.1§8.

{9) Fora detanlgd critical analysis of the tradition of
Formahsm éee for example, B.H. Twitchell, Cézanna

and_En:mnllam_m.Blmmahum Ann Arbor, Michigan:
U.M.I. Research Press, 1987; J.V. Faikénheim, ogar

Raad, Berkeley and Los Angales Uruversnty of Cal:fornia Prass,

1963 and L.W, Light, mem

Aasthetics of Susanne Langer. Ann Arbor, Michigan Unworsutv
Microftims International, 1982.

(10} L.W. Light Formalism, Expression Theory and the

Assthetics of Susanne Langer, Ann Arbor, Michigan:
University Microfilms international, 1982, p.23.

(11} The formalist tradition in both art history and literary studies
is complex and has teken on ssveral forms in the hands of
various literary and art historical scholars. One of the
distinguishing features of this tradition is the overiaps thax
occur in the attempt to dsefine the nature and purpose of art.
‘Traditional distinctions between the disciplines of art history and
literature, assthetics and philosophy are therefore not always
clearly defined.



(12) C. Bell, AR, London: Chatto and Windus, 1947, p.8.

(13) ihid.
(14} lbid., p.48.

(15) S. Fishman, Tha (ntarpretation of Art: Essavs on the
Bell. Roger Frv and Herbert Read, Berkeley and Los
Angeles: University of California Press, 1983, p.77.

(16) C. Bell, ipid.

(1_7) M.QSO.

{18} lbid.. p.25. m\

(19) R. Fry, Qmﬂun._a_smdx.ef_mﬁ_naxalnmnx. 2nd od
London: Hogarth Press Ltd.. 1952, p. 41

(l, -.':I
(20) C. Bell, jpid., pp.60-61. | . )
_ (21) Ibid., p.45.
|i: k \
(22) foid., pp.44-45.
(23) lbid.. p.45. ° .. | | ae



{24) lbid., p.25.

{25) J. Wechsier, The interpratation of Cézanae, Ann
Arbar, Michigan: U.M.I Resesrch Press, 1981, p.34.

{26) R. Fry, jbid., p.18.

(27) M. Schapiro, Paul Cézanne, New York: Harry N. Abrams
inc., 1952.

(28) M. Kiimova, Paul Cézanne, Leningrad: Aurora Art
Publishers, 1978.

(28) R. Fry, Cézanne: A Study of his Development. ibid.,
p.8b.

%

(30) S. Fishman, jbid., pp-141-142.

- {31} R. Fry,
p.bh3.

| (32) fhid., p.42.

(33) B.H. Twitchell, Cézanne and Formalism in Bloomsbury,

Ann Arbor, Michigan: U.M.l. Research Press, 1887,
p.20. An in depth analysis of the reiationship
beiween formaiism and the avant-garde is beyond the
confines of this vresearch. Reference to the issue of
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"evolution" referrad to by Twitchell is howaver made

further on in this chapter. In addition, it is

noteworthy that Cézanna. liks 80 many artist’s

during this period, was oppased to the Acadamv itis
interesting to speculate whather in this opposition he was
allying himself diractly with the avant-garde, It is noteworthy in
this regard that Cézanne, while ha seemed to position
himsslf outside of the Aca jemy. continued to submit works 1o
its annual Salol) Exhibitions and was continually rajected. This
rsjection may ironicaily be intarpreted as an affirmation of hss
‘success’ within the context of the avant-garde. It certainly

secured his position amongst the avant-garde. [t was only inthe -

1880s that his work was finally exhibited at tha Salon. By this
stage the avant-gardism of Impressionism had waned and had
emerged, albeit slightly modified, within the Academy iself. M.
Ward's article on "The Rhetoric of independence and

Innovation”, in Iha.ﬂmﬁammdmnw&nism.lm&ﬁ.
ibid., pp.421-442, (ékploroa this ides in some depth.

(34) C. Greenberg, cited in J. Wechsler, The
retatiue. of Cézanne, ibid., p.45.
" g

{38) bid. By

(36) C. Gresnberg, "Modernist Painting”, in ed., G.

Bsttcock, The New Art, New York: E.P. Dutton and Co., Inc.,

1973, p.67.
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(35) Lbid. -
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- {37) ibid., p.68.

{38} |bid.

(40) Cited in H.B. Chipp, Theories of Modern Art: A Source
Book by Artists and Critics, Berkeley: University of -
q’f(/forma Press, 1968, p. 22
fl »
(41) P. Cézanne, Letters, ed.. J. Rewald, 4th ed.
Tr. by M. Kay. New York: Hacker Art Books, inc.,
1976, p.5. |

(42 Related to the lstters, but beyond the parameters of
this dissertation, are the early twentieth century
racollections of writers associated with the artist.

)

Interpreters of Cézanne turn to these early writings for similar
reasons that they turn to Cézanne’s letters. ‘

(43) Central in the Cézanne literature a:;e“ ;h\ﬂ numerous
attempts by scho!ars to reconstruct the n%/
Cézanne in order to understand more fully tha
artist’s work. A number of important biographical
studies on Cézanne exist, In thip type of research
John Rewaid has made a substantial contributﬁign to

the Cézanne literature as well as ths near!ier
biographical studies of, for exampie, Ambroise



Vollard.

{44) According to Rewaid, Cézanna 3 !&ttars may be
broadiy divided into two t:.amgors'r - ,’ ‘his letters to
his boyhocd frisnd, Emile Zola (with whom he went to
school in Aix), which began: ing 1858 when Zola left
for Paris, contain mainly peraonal matters; ii. )
writing to his cicse frisnd and mentor, Camilie
Pissarro, Cézanne dwells on family problems. in
these lettars little is said about his art and the
focus is more on friends, family affairs and genersl
problems.. it was only in much later years that we
find in Cézanne's letters an expression of his ideas
on art. These letters are w’gﬂ:an to three young men
who at diffarent times had s\\i"mght out Cézanne,
Joachim Gasgqust (1873-1321), a poet, who et twenty
three yearé old in 1886, had seen Cézanne’s
paintings at Pere Tanguy's Gallsry in Paris. Charles
Camoin was an art student, twan‘ry two years old in
1801 when he met Cézanne while serving his military
service duty at Aix. Emilc Barnard (1868-1941} weas
known to Cézanne as aarly as 1890 when Bernard, then
twenty two years old pubhshed a eulogistic articie
on Cézanne’s paintings in the series Les Homines
d’Aujourd’nui. Bernard met Cézanne in Aix in 1804,
The two artists spent 2 month together in
conversation and on painting expeditions which
resulted in a seriss of letters in which Cézanne

I 17



formulated his ideas.on art. It is essentigl to note
that COZXQHB s lstiers to Bernard, in which he
expresses Ns thoughts on art, must not automatlcally and

uncrnt!cally be ‘ﬂtarpreted as thoughts and ideas on his own art. .

On the contrary, thb‘g\may ba mterpreted as Cézanne's

comments on Bamard's art and aspects that Cézanne may havc

considered iacking therein. On the basis of this interaction
Bernard published sevara! articles in M_gmum_dg_ﬂm in

- 1921.("Une Conversation avec Cézanne”) it is important.to

stresé the context within which Cézanne articulated his ideas

about art, an msue that is often ovsriookad by art histonans In

'

g\
addmon, Cézanne’s aesthetic ideas as expressid in the letters
should not be seen as a watertlght mamfasto, with intentions for

_example. that say, Breton may have had in his Surrealist

Maﬂg{lbsto (1924), but rather as an informal and essentially
pﬂvat:\ communication of hig artistic ideas to psrsonal fnends
P. Cézarme. Letters, ibid. - _ . —

(45) Wecthsler comments that in Reff's wr:tmgs on Cézannej
...there are six articies which apply a psychoanal‘%v‘tlc
approach to the study of Cézanr_ze s subject matter,
particularly the figure paintings.“\
J. Wecksler, The Interpretation of Cézanne. lhid,
p.79. See: Geist, Reff and Schapiro in the
bibliography (bslow). Geist, Reff and Schapiro des!
with the reconstruétion of Cézanne’s personality
which is seén to govern his work, and axamine the
iatent symbolism evident in his work.
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(46) W':th the publication of Ventvn s anng_m_m
son oeuvre, Orienti’s Ihn&mnnlm.&mnﬂma_of_
Cézanne and catalogues of Cézanne’s | o5
drawings "and'vyaiercoiours. Cézanne’s art was made
available and aécessible_to scholars and had a “
ptofouﬁd and enriching effect on the field.

{47) It is interesting to speculate on the reasons for.zhe populam

!

(in both scholaiship and the art’ markﬁﬂ ""*M'tam periods of ’

Cézanne’s works at spacific points in hasttmr An mvestsgataon

P

into the relationship between the demand axnd avaiiablii?,g

"\-...-

'y

of his work in the art market and the nature and number of .- |
academlc studlas on hig work, would no doabt prove to of‘er :

vanmble il‘ISIQh'IS on this issue. One could question, for examplo
the possibie ways in which the major axhll;’don ot the lata work
in 1977 at the Museum of Modem Art in Mw York cré&tad or

contributed to both &n economic dermand and research intlgrast

in worksof this period. Similar questloné could be posad m’ .
- relation 10 the major exhibition of the garly work in 1 988,
exactly a decade later, held et the Royal Academy of Arts in.
 London. Valuable studms have baen conducteﬂ in this line by
scholars who investigate tha r:se in the popularity of women
amsts and fam?hist research. -

(48) This iin&arity is also evident in thedd‘iv‘:sion witiiin Cézanne’s .

genres.
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{50} C. Donneli-Kotrozo, Q[IIILQBLEEMLQE :
Postimpressionism, London and To: onto Associated
University Presses, Inc, 1983, pj13.

(51) ibid.

(52) Cited in C. Donnell-Kotrozo, ibid., p-96, Note 39,
p.105. . "

~ (53) [bid., p.89, Note 14, p. 1 04\

“\_ W on - ) f k"‘“a S
I - i_". .

(54) P. Cézanne, Letters, ibid, p.301. | 4.

(85) Twn examples of this spproach, cited by Z.
Donnell-Kotrozo are: "‘He called increasingly on
geometry tn second hls vision and built on the firm
foundation; ha had detactod in nature herself: the T
‘cylinder, t{ha cone, and the sphare.”” (Cited in
z. DonneliéKotrozo, Critical Essays on
Postimpressionism, ihid.. p.89, note 16, p.104),
and "‘Paui Cézanne is the fountainhead of many of the
movements in modern art ... out of his theory that nature
should be reduced to the cube, the cone, ""g)r_nd the cylinder came
cubism: qut of his insistenge that whefL ﬁe painted were his
sensations in the presence of naturs came expressionism and
other ‘isms".'" (Cited in C. Donneil-Kotrozo, c:maLEaaus.nn
Eg_anmng_g_s_sj_o_nlsm,m, p.89. no‘a 15, p.104.)
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(56} It is not the intention here to deny the imp;:nance '\
of Cézanne's innovations nor 1o chaiienqp the impatﬁ
of Cézanne’s work on later generations of artists;
poets and writers, but rather, to caution 4gainst an
oversimplified evolutionary account of the
devetopment of art history. |

(57} This debafe is discussed in S. Lichtenstein, .,

"Cézahneqand Delacroix”, Art Bulletin. March 1864,
pp.55-67. |

(58) M. Schapiro, Paul Cézanne, New York: Harry N. Abrams, inc.,
1952, p.20. “
i

(69} P. Cézanne, Letters, ibid., pp.305-306.

e

(60) Ibid., p.280Q. {' _? \
{61) Ibid., p.303.
(62} J. Wechsler, The interpretation of Cézanns, M. p.b6.
(63) Ibid., p.53.

(64) lbid., p.49.

(65) M. Schapiro cited in J. Wechsier, ed., Cézanne in -
Perspective. ibid., p.134.
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{66) ibid.

(67) lhid.

(68} J. Wechsler, ed., Cézanne in Perspective , ibid., |
p.16. " \

(69) Joid.

(70} R. Shiff, *The End of impressicnism”, in C.S.
~ Moffett, The Mew Painting: Impressionism 1§74-1886,
Oxford: Phaidon, 1986, p.61.

(71) Ibid.. p.62.

(72) Ibid., p.70.
(73) C. Donnell-Kotrozc. mmLEaam_Qn_Emimmnmlam,
Ibid., p"s

(74) 1t is important and necessary to examine how _schoI;i-s have
interpreted Impressionism in order to fully understand how they
have interpreted Cézanne’s art in relation to it. In the
chronological development of art movements, lmpress:omsm

: precedes Post-Impressionism, and the aesthetlc projects
-assigned the two movements are saen to d;ffer in
fundamental ways. Impressionism is \‘i'iaweé as &n art
of outer reslity, of pure parcestion, white that of |



the Post-lmpressmmsts is 5een as an enterprise of s '
inner reality, of emotiong apd feeling. The '
objectivity of E};ue Impressionists is contrasted with

the subjectividy of the Post-Impressionists.

in $\\§ndro Orienti’s catalogue raisonné of Cézanne's
painiings, the works are divided into specific
periods. Orienti divides Cézanne’s paintings into the following .
periods: Romantic period up to 1871/impressionist psrlbd
1872-1877/Constructive panod 1878-1887/Period of synthesis
: 1888-1906 Like its prodacazs’/sor, Venturi, in his gatalpgue .
| mggmg, also assrgns a spécial catagory to the works R
~ produced under thap influence of Impressionism., Orierntl's entry _.
in the notes uccom‘panymg ‘the section entitled ‘Impressionist |
period 1872-187!' reads as foliows: "This important stage in -
Cézanne’s daveiopmant is markad by his aojourn at |
Auvers-sur-Oise from 1872 and working contact with Plssarro
over at Pontoise. The constructive slement is stressed, and this
has & counterpart[ in the art of Pissarro who unlike others, gave
impressionism a wish 1o build bigger; this required & structural

approach to light itself.” S. Orienti, Ing_c_amnmLEmﬂngg_nj
Cézanne, London: _Woidanfald and Nicoison,__ 1972, p.92.

A

(795) C. Donnall—-l(oirczo. Qﬂﬂﬁﬂﬁﬁﬂ!ﬁ_ﬂﬁ
Eosnmnmslnnmm,lhm P. 14

{76) Ibid., p.19. "
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{77} lbid., p.20

(78) 1hid., p.21.
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Endnotes: Chapter ill

(1) For many sc;holaré the essantialist doctrine of the

Formalist practice was saductive precisely because it

offered a transcendental framework within which to

interpret the meaning of the art work, thus affirming

the ideal that art should be both universal and

tlmelass

‘,I
(2} While many important contributions to Céianne's
iconography have recently been forwarded in gﬂgmm.

The Early Years 1859-1872, London: Royal Academy of

Arts, 1988, the catalogue accompanying

the significant exhibition held at the Royal Academy

of Arts duriﬁg 1988 on Cézanne's early work,':many.

scholars continue to perpetuate the dichotomy between
form and content in their interpretation of Cézanne.

This split betwesn form and content in the analysis of work from
the early period does not negats the faé:t that this important
exhibition has expiored a more integrated approaéh_to the
relationship between the early and late work, and offered
valuable documantary information and interpfétativa_cammentary
on the early pbricd. '

(3) See for example M. \i\\'ard's discussion in "The Rhatoric s,

_of lndependence and lnnovation”, in C.S Moffett, The

MW&M Oxford: Phaidon,
7 1986, pp.421-442, b

o
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{(4) This idea was discusssd in chapter two in ralation to
Greenberg's article on "Modernist Painting”, in The
New Ard, ed., by G. Battcock, New York: £.P. Dutton
and Co. Inc., 1973. |

(5) See for example R. Fry, Cézanne: A Study of His
Development, 2nd ed., London: Hogarth Press, 1952,
p.58; A. Barnes, and V. de Mazie, The Art of Cézanne,
Pennsylvania: Merion, 1939, p.3; M. Brion, Cézanne. ‘
London: Thames and Hudson, 1974, p.14 and F. Novotny,
Paut Cézanne, London: Phaidon, 1948, p.8, in which
scholars have noted the aforsmentioned qualities.

il

{6} This practice of quoting his own works was not limited to the
still-life genre. For sxampile, in Man_with a Pipe, Leaningaona
Table (1895-1900: Fig.1) Cézanne qjotes a part of his own
work, iderifiable as the right hand of the Woman with &
Coffea-Pot (1880-4: Fig.2). T. Reff discusses this aspccot of
Cézanna’s work in greater detail in, "The Pictures within.»
Cézanne's pictures”, Arts Magazine. June 1979, pp.90-104.

(7} This device is aiso apparent in Two Card-Players
{1890-92: Fig.3).

(8) It is ironic that mény scholars have insisted that
Cézanne painted his portraits as if they ware
still-life objects, suggesting thereby that they
lacked esmotional and/or dramatic content. In reading

i
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Cézanne’s formal devices (as distinct from his
content), as formal devices for their own sake, this
important connotative lavel of the maeaning of
, Cézanne's formal language has been overiooked.

{9) M.L. Krumrine in, “Parisian Writers and the Early Work of
Cézanne" reads the still-iifa elemernts as iconographic clues to
the work’s mesaning and thereby significantly brings into
question the alleged neutrality of the still-lifes. M. L. Krumrine,
"Parisian Writers and the Early Work of Cézanne”, in Cézanne:
The Early Years. pp.25-27. |

(10) Cézanne: The Early Years, cat. 62, p.174.

(11) Wisinteresting to postulate whether Krumrine's interpretation

“of Le Dejeuner gur ['herbe (c.1870-71: Fig.8), discussed-in
Cézanne: The Earlv Years, cat. no. 51, p.172, is applicable

here.

(12} A similar device in linking the background, middleground and

foreground is used in Paris: the Quai de Bercy'- The Wine
Market (c.1872: Fig.8), where the repetition of similar shapea

is used as a unifying element of different planss =

=

{13) Q&zﬂnnm_'.[hnjﬂ:bdmm, p.96, cat. 14.

{14) [bid., p.180.
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{15) It is interesting to speculate wh;ther the fact that ons
umbrella is open and the othoﬁ' is c!o_sqd relates to thé
different attitudes of the two women to the absent presencs.
in addition, one could speculate on the significance, if any, of
the dirsction of the woman on the left’s red umbrelia toward
the other woman’s genitals, The use of the colour red could
ba found to be wmbogus\;)his regard.

{16) For a commentary on the literary sourcé for this work see M.
Tompkins Lewis, “Literaturs, Music and Cézanne’s early
/1 ,subjects”, in Cézanna: The Eerly Years, pp.32-36.

(17) N. Bryson,

Llia_EainImg,Londan Reaktion Books Ltd., 1980, pB
PR

(18) lbid.
{19) lbid., p.10.
(20) Ibid., p.12.

(21) M. Schapiro, “The Apples of Cézanne: An Essay on the
Meaning of Still-lifs", in M. Schapiro, Madern Art 19th and

menzm_smmdﬂnm New York: George Braziller,
1982, p. 26. |

(22) R. Fry, Cézanne; A Study of his Development, p.42.



| 29
(23) thid., pF3.

P

"4 (24) 1t is interesting to compare Cézanne’s use of lettering in

. Reading I'Evensement (1886: Fig.9), and Portrait of the
Painter, Achille Emperaire {c.1868-70: Fig.21). In the former,
the lettering is used descriptivalyg:p the titie of the newspapaer
L’Evenament, and in the latter, as the name and designation

of the sitter, Achille Emperaire Peintry. in both ingtancss the
lettering contributes_significantly to the way in which the

7 Spectator constructshtha meaning of the works,

{(25) M. Morleau-Ponty, "Cézanne’s Doubt" in M. Moduu&,ﬂa@g
S_Qnan_nnd_ﬂgn:ﬁgm USA: Northwastam Unwersrty Pmss. %’\)
1964 p.11.

{28) Givan that both thesa work’'s sre executed late in Cézanne’s

career, It is worth noting Kenneth Clark’s notion of an ‘old
| age style’ which he explores in “The Artist Grows Old”, in K.

Clark, Moments “of Vision and Other Essavs, New York:
Harper and Row, .I1 981. Although Cézanne’s late style has
been assessed in studies of his developmaent, the iate style
has not been considered in relation to Cisrk’s notion of the )
ageing artist and an ‘old age style’. Such an analysis could
prove useful in accounting for the colour tonalities of these
later works. ';" |

(27) in Wine-Jug and Plate with Fruit (1895-180C: Fig.25).

ol



(28)

(29)_

{30}

4
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Cézanne’s use of colour/shadow paths is clearty evident.

Cézanne’s drawing sntitied Scene of Violence (aiso known as
The Murder) (1868-72: Fig.28) is noteworthy. On the right
hand side of the drawing, the suggestion of a figure bending

over, is reminiscent of the ‘female accomplice’ in Tha Murder

(¢.1567-2; Fig.19).

Cttad by L. Gowing in

p §32 Interestingly, Gowing also menttons that the nymphs
i (c.1867: Fig.18) are similar 1o the figures in

Women Drassing (c.1867: Fig.27) He observes that Woman
Drassipg (c. 186; Fig.27} ) ...rapresents the first appsarance
in Cézanne’s art of the vivid and imaginative colouring which
matured in Tha Bape" (c.1867: Fig.18).

Sea for example, Lm.EIax (1875-6: Fig.28), LM
{1875-6: Fig.29), Thrae Women (1875-7: Fig.30) end Five
W.QI[lQﬂ {1885-7: Fig.31). 7

(31) R. Frv. Cézanne: A Study of his Development, p42

(32)

Q—

J. Hall, Dmmnam.of.&umﬂﬂund_ﬁxmm&um. London:
Johr_l Murray (Publishers) Ltd., 1974, p.85.

(33} Ibid.

(34)

This subversion of tradition is not limited to the genre of
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stili-life, and it is interssting to note that even when Cézanne -
painted tragitiomlly grand themes of mythological subjects
he avoided and removed from their focus the culturally ‘
determined end acceptsd ready-made levels 6f symboli€é
meaning. As & resuilt, the normally appropriate and axpected
parameters of traditionali meaning wers subverted and
challenged. The series of bather paintings indicate this
subversion.r! N |

[

&

(35) Tris approach is not exclusive to the genrs of stilife and
sppears in other aariy works as for example, in Salt-Portrait
{c.1886: Fig.38) in the forshead and W_umlﬂ L.

: mmm_ﬂmn {1868: Fig.37) in details of the
~ turban and forehead.

It}

(36) Cézanny: The Eedy Years, p.94.

(37) R. Fry, Cézs

(38] The fo! Iowmg works afl include skuil(s): Ihm_ﬁkulin (1900
© "Fig.38); Eﬁmannd.niﬁkulls (1800: Fig.39); Threa Skulls on

Orantal Covering {1904: Fig.40); Suili Life: Skull and
- Wateriug (c.‘l!ﬁﬁ&-?o. Fig.34). s

N

(39) Cézanne: The Early Years, p.i68.

{40} m. s : “ ﬂjﬁm

P
=
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'/}45? Paul Cézanng,f Letters, J. Rewaid, ed., p.328. 4
f |
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(41) Sep for examiple, Jug, Fruit. Cloth and Glsss (1879-82:
mw and Anples aod Plate of Biscuits (1879-82: Fsg.43).

(,42) M. Schaparo, *f App!es of ‘Cézanna: An Esaay on the

. Msanmg of Stlli-“li‘n}\‘xr M Schapiro, Modern Aft_19th and

(43) bid., p.23.

(44) The. ideas fonvarded in relation to the, ce,_r?iiixfgl role of the
spectator ifithe interpretation of a work of art are informed

by R. Wollheim’s essay on "What tho Spactator Sees”, in N.
Bryson, M.A. Holly and K Moxey,%ds .. Visual Theory:

_ mnmndmmm Cambndpe _Polity Press; 1991,

. p.101-150. According to the adnors,, *Richard Wollheim’s "
" agsay, ‘_What the Spectaior Seers T oxammes less the

production than t “jeception of the work of art - eorﬁiﬁons
of_spactatorgptp, or what Gombrich hes called the 'behokier's

share’. Yst a rigid separation of the two roies - the makar on

one side, the viewer on the Uther - is exsctly _ifwhat his
argument”casiﬁ into queetion. One of the most sﬁﬁgssﬁve

" flines of thought in the essay grows from the obsarvatibn that
viewers are niot the first 1o see the painting, for the painter
has basn there befors them: inside the artisfg}i; arlipectatér.
the first spectator of the work™, ibid., p.&. |

7
/ B
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(48)

(49)

(f
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. \\ ." .
M. Maﬂeau-Pcmty, "Cézanne’s Doubt", in M. Meriuu-Ponty

mwum USA Nonhwastam Univecsity Press,
1864, p.19. .

Cézanne: The Early Years 1857-1872, cat. no. 35, p.140,
E:mmmmnaiunmm@um (c.1868: Fig.49). .
.Hawng noted that Cézanne s paintings on tha thems of the
modern Olympia has at its source Manet's painting of this
famous theme, (Gowing notes that Cézanne’ s i:'\ .variations
contain en element which is lacking in the farhous themes
that thay follow. They all contain, usually in the foreground,
a figure that is identifiable as their painter, Cézanne himself.

Cézenne: The Early Years 1859-1872, p. 1_:50.

Cézanna oﬁan remarked on the importance of nature in
raiation to’ hIB artistic process, in hiz letters to vounger
artists. in a latter to Joachim Gasquet (dated 26 Soptembar
1987) Cézanne writes: "Art is a harmony w rung paraliel
witl. nature - what is one to think of thasa":u&c;ﬁafwho say
that the artist is always inferior to ura?' \aui Céﬁ@nno.
Letters. J. Rewald, ed., p-261. In aCu i ,{,harlos Camoin
{dated 22 Februar? 1903} Cézaw{e Wr\te 'Everythmg,

 especially in art, is theory develuped and a;ﬁblié\d in contact

In a letter to Louis Auren Jated 25 January 1904) B

with faature. Paul Cézanne, Wﬁ J. Re@sld \\d . P ;)94
che’ {

.Cézanne writes: “In your letter you spaamﬁ my reahzatmn of

. art, | believe that | must attain it more every aay, atthough A



| | SN

v ' bit Iabonous!y Because. if the strong feeling for nature-and
r:ertamls,r | have that vividly - is the necessary basas for all
artistic conception on which rests the grandeur and beauty of
all future work, the knowledge and the means of
e:pressing our smotion is no jess essentlal and is only to be
acquired through wvery long 1i@t)<|::ar|er'u:a.'n Psul Cézanne,

Lettors. J. Rewaid, ed., p.298.

(60) As such, the image offers its resolution in hny number of
interpretations, both in relstion to the practice of artists and
art hiztorians. The image is, in effect, aiways its own first
interpreter. in defining the terms of his creative efforts thus,
it mey be inferred that, Cézanne insisted upon tubsaquentl_“' "
interpratations of his work as being ~entral to the work’s '
meaning. That is, he assumed thst his works would continue

o provoke 'commehtary’ and inte{pretq;ion,“ not only from
other works by his hand, buat";’ also :fron_jt subsequent..
genarations of scholars and artists. "

9 (51) Cited in J. Wechsler, ed., Cézanne in Perspective, Englewood

™ Ciffs: Prentice-Hall, inc., 1975, p77.

‘ (52) M. Merleangon‘y, "Cézanne’s Doubt”, in M Merleau—Ponty,
Sﬂnsmadﬁ.o.n_ﬁms_e, USA Northwestern Unwemty Press,
1964 p.8.

C ,

(F3) :id., p.16.

“

{.;

M}
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Ses for example: Paul Cszanne, Letters, J. Rewald, od,
p.327. " |

(55) Jbid.

{5€)

1
it is important ‘to note that the scholar is dealmg ws*‘q the
subtieties and complexities involved in the transiation of ona
language into another, namely French into English.- The
French term ‘sensation’refers to both sensation and faalirig

- See: ﬂamniﬁmnﬂ.ﬁmnnh_and_ﬁnamh.mm London:

(57}

(58)

(59)

Harrap. 1982, p.68B2.

M. Morléau-Pontv, "Cézanne’s Doubt”, in M. Merleau-Ponty,
Sense and-Non-Sense, USA: Northwestsrn University Prass,

('\
%
!

-~

1964, p.13. It is interesting to refer the reader here 10 D

Kuspit’'s analysis of Meyer Schapiro in his article antrtiad
“Dlalectlcal Reasoning in Bkeyar Schapiro” (in D. B “Kuspit,
The Critic is Artist: The intentionality of Art, Ann Arbor,
Mlchxgan U.M.\. Research Press, pp.47-74) in which Kuspit
discusses Schapiro’s use of the concept of dual‘rty and
dislectic in his interpretation of art generaily, but with

‘particular referance to Cézanns.

L )

M. Merleau-Ponty, "Cézanne’s Doubt”, in M. M'erléau-Pb;itv.

Sanse &1 Non-Senss, USA: Northwestsrn Universlty Press,
1964, p.13.

It'is interesting’ 1o note that the idea of ‘process’ Is an
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assentially ‘modern’ notion. L. Nochlin has stated the
foliowing: “However, the impression experienced with a
growing strength, and which remains dominant, is that
Cézanns does not approach nature with & program of art,
with the daspotic intention of submittir;g this nature to a law
that he has conceived, of subjacting it tq an ideal formula
which is within himself. He is not, however, completely
without program, law, and ideal, but they do not come to him
fror ait, they come to him from the intensity of his suriosity, .
from hiz desire to possess the things that he sess and

- admires. He is a man who looks about hirn, near him, who

160)

(61)

experiences an intoxication from the spectacle displayed, and
who fikes to tre;nsfar the sensation of this intoxication onto
the restricted space of a canvas. He goes to work and he
seeks out the means for achieving th:s frangposition as

truthfully as possibla * L. Nochlm, Impresgsionism _and

Englewood Clefs, NJ: Prentice-Hall Inc., 1988, p.104.

M. Merleau-Ponty, “Cézanne’'s Doubt*, in M.

Merlaau-Porty, Senge and Non-Sense, USA: Northwestam
University Press, 1964, p.19.

- .f

Orienti notes thase details in the catalogue .entries to
~Anatomy" by Micheiangelo (1895: not reproducuc and
Plaster Cupid and the "Apatomy" (1895: Fig.12). S. Oricati,

The Complets Paintings of Cézanne, p.124. In L’Ecorche,
interior with chair (1887-90: Fig.53), a drawing of the lost
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¢ .
sculpture attributed to ﬁ}chalangola, is rendered,

£

(82} M. Marleau-Ponty, "Cézanns’s Doubt”, in M. Merleau-Ponty,

S_nm_and_hlnnjﬁnn, USA: Northwastern Univarsity Prass,
1964, p.14.

(63) ].hidu p‘12‘
(64} 'Paul Cézanne, Letters, J. Rewald, ed., pp.329-330.
(65) Lhid., p.302. | | _. 5

{66) R.wW. Murphvtlmndﬂiﬂznmjﬁas_lqm New York:
Time-Life internatlonal N.V. 1968 1871, p. 8"

-\i o emm
Mg -

_. !
(67) Asdiscussed in chapter two, scholars have oftan suggested

that these late and saamin&ly ‘incomplate’ works were an

indication of Cézanne’s purposeful dovelopméni towards
abstraction. On the contrary, Cézanne explained the nature
of these ‘incompleted’ works thus: "Now, bsing oid, nearly
70 ysars, the sensations of colour, which give light{_,\ are for
me the reason for the abstrection which do not nllo;n me to
covar my canvas entireiy not 1o pursue the delimitation of the
objects where the points of contact are fine and delicate;
from which it results that“my image is incomplete.” Paub
Cézanne, Letteis. J. Rewald, ed., p.317.

{68) The debutes about Cézanne’s relation to the traditions of .

/J
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Romarticism and Classicism sxpresasd in the literature an
challenged fundamentally in the analvs:s of Cézenne's
process evident in ths ‘incomplete’ works Both iine and
colour are squally important to Cézanne’s process of image
making, neither can be seen to dominate. The
Classscll‘-‘{omantnc dichotomy (hna!coiour) co-8xists 'in
Cézanne's working method. Interestingly, Cézanne stated in

& letter to Emile Bernard (dated 26 May 1904): "The man of

[

(70)

71)

(72)

letters sxpresses himsalf in abstractions whereas the painter;
by neans of drawing and colour, givas concrate farm tao his

‘sensations and 6arcap;tions." Paul Cézanne, Lettars, J.

Rewald, ed., p.303.

M. Iﬁerleau—Pontv, "Cézanne’s Dgubt". in M. Merleau-Ponty,

Sense and Non-Sense, USA: Northwastern University Press,
| 1964 p.18.

.

M':'Schapiro. “The Apples of Cézanne: An Essay on the
Meanfng of Still-life", in M. Scha,giro, Modern Art 19th and
zmmﬂzuﬁaa:_&hlnﬂndﬂmm p.37, note 65.

For a morﬁ -_:‘detailed account of Russian Formalism and the
term see A. Jefferson’s articie on "Russian Formalism” in A.
Jefferson and D. Robey, eds.., Moxdern Literary Theory: A

Comparative Introduction, London: Batsford Academic and
Educational, 1982, pp.16-37. '
‘ “%

In another example of this p. yradoxical idea expresssd in art,

o]
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mention ‘can bs made ‘of Rene Magritte’s famous painting

(dated 1928-28), entitled cnm_n.ﬁt_m_um._nim_ﬂm

" Treschery {or Parfidy) of images). Mtarme explores the s

idea albeit by different techniques and meaﬁns.
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Endnotes: Conclusion
’ - ! )

(1) M. Schapirg, "The Apples of Cezanneﬁ: An Essay on the c_,

Meaning of Still-Lifs”, §n M. Schepiro, Modem Art 19th and
jas; la Papers, New York:George Breziller,

1982, p.26. J
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" Nationalmuseum. .
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62. River at the Bridge of the Three Springs (det

ail\-, 1906 ,
pencil and watercolour.
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63. Receptacles. Fruit and Biscuita on a Sideboard, 1873-7, 75
- x 81, oil on canvas, Budapest, Szepmuvaszeti Muzeum.
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