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Henri Rousseau

Essays by Roger Shattuck, Henri Béhar, Michel
Hoog, Carolyn Lanchner and William Rubin

This absorbing study lays to rest misconceptions
both popular and scholarly about the creator of
some of the most powerful paintings of the mod-
ern era. Self-taught, eccentric, imbued with an
unworldly vision, Henri Rousseau has often been
seen as the ultimate naive painter, the maker of
masterpieces by happy accident—or as a solitary
genius, a phenomenon entirely isolated from the
mainstream of his artistic generation. A different
more complex reality emerges from this volume.

Introductory selections from Roger Shattuck’s
The Banquet Years, the classic portrayal of the
avant-garde in turn-of-the-century Paris, tell the
story of the impoverished Paris toll collector, a Sun-
day painter who retired on a minuscule pension
at age forty-nine to devote himself to his art.
Rousseau acquired his highly individual style, as
he himself remarked, “by dint of stubborn labor,
slowly winning a degree of attention and of respect
—mingled with amused derision. “What would an
exhibition of the Indépendants be without Mon-
sieur Rousseau?” remarked one critic.

Rousseau's documented painting began in the
late 1870s. His years of “stubborn labor” coincide
with the Post-Impressionist era and extend through
Fauvism and into the development of Analytic
Cubism—the years in fact most crucial to the
development of the art of our own century. The
major essay in this volume, “Henri Rousseau and
Modernism,” by Carolyn Lanchner and William
Rubin, is a careful analysis, supported by many
reference illustrations, of Rousseau’s place in “the
wheel of art history” and his relevance to the revo-

(continued on back flap)
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Fig. 1.
Rousseau. Tropical Landscape: An American Indian
Struggling with an Ape (pl. 56). 1910

Object Lesson for Modern Art

The list of familiar tales on modern art runs from Van Gogh's severed ear to how
Picasso could not paint a likeness of Gertrude Stein during eighty sittings—and
then caught it months later from memory. But too few of these stories reveal, as
Vasari's do for his time, the deepest aspirations and significance of art today. One
of the most provoking of all modern legends is contained in the career of Henri
Rousseau, called the Douanier. More fortunate than most, he attracted his Vasari
in the person of Guillaume Apollinaire—less a biographer than an unexcelled
forger of myth. “Rousseau had so strong a sense of reality that when he painted a
fantastic subject, he sometimes took fright and, trembling all over, had to open
the window™ (Il y a).

Rousseau had no aesthetic sophistication, Apollinaire implies; yet he painted
unaccountably modern works. The Cubists and Surrealists were both disturbed
and reassured to find that so ingenuous a sensibility could produce paintings as
revolutionary as their own. Furthermore, Rousseau’s life is outstanding in the
martyrology of the Banquet Years. In both his life and his work, we can examine
him as an object lesson in modern art.

It is natural that the edges of the myth should blur into extravagance. Rousseau
has been called everything from the most patent fraud ever perpetrated on a
doltish public to the artist who restored angelic themes to modern painting. Even
his sobriquet is a misnomer, for he was never a douanier (customs inspector), but
a gabelou (employee of the municipal toll service). Most of the lingering falsehood
stems from Apollinaire. In many articles he stated that Rousseau went to Mexico
with troops sent by Napoleon lll to support Maximilian, and that it is the memory
of the “forbidden” tropical fruits in Central America that obsessed him in his
Jungle paintings. Never sent to foreign parts during his military service, Rousseau
found the tropics at the Jardin des Plantes in Paris. His great voyages of discovery
took place in his imagination, in front of his paintings.

The most flamboyant of the Rousseau anecdotes attributes his entire career to
a hoax perpetrated by Alfred Jarry. Crossing the Seine one morning on the Pont
des Arts, Jarry is supposed to have found Rousseau at his post down on the quay.
“My friend,” Jarry told him earnestly, “l can see in your face that you're a painter.
You must take up painting.” Jarry immediately directed the composition of
Rousseau’s first canvas, Adam and Eve, and the escapade wound up in court with
Rousseau, in tears, offering to do a portrait of the judge's “lady.” A different
version of this Pygmalion story has Paul Gauguin, on a wager, teaching Rousseau
to paint; still another implicates Félicien Rops.
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The truth is far different. No one discovered Rousseau. At the beginning of his
self-chosen career as a painter, he earned a curious and paradoxical recognition to
which neither Jarry nor Apollinaire contributed. It was only in later years that
admirers like them tried to find a place of honor for this incorrigible genius.

Henri Rousseau was born on May 21, 1844, in Laval, a town in the northwest of
France where Jarry was born thirty years later. The father, Julien Rousseau,
earned a modest living as a tinsmith and hardware dealer. He had married the
granddaughter of an infantry colonel under Napoleon. The family lived in one of
the two towers of a fifteenth-century structure called the Beucheresse Gate.
When Henri was about ten the father lost all his money trying to buy the building,
and they had to move. Today the Beucheresse Gate carries a plaque commem-
orating the tinsmith’s son who became a painter.

When the time came for him to draw his number for military service, Rousseau,
now living in Angers, was given deferment. Then in December 1863 he enlisted
for seven years in the infantry, an action whose explanation only recently came to
light in the exhaustive biography by Henry Certigny. Working in an attorney’s
office, the young man was discovered in the petty theft of stamps and small sums
totaling some 25 francs. By enlisting immediately and appearing at the trial in
uniform, Rousseau apparently hoped to increase his chances for clemency. He
received and served a month’s sentence in the Pre Pigeon prison. Amazingly
enough this early blot on his record was not unearthed when he was brought to
trial forty years later on a similar charge. Once in the army, he was not (as
Apollinaire reported) packed off as a regimental musician to Veracruz, nor did he
become a sergeant in 1870 and “save the city of Dreux from the horrors of civil
war.” After four years of service in France between 1864 and 1868, Rousseau was
discharged as a private.

In 1869 Rousseau married a girl frorn Saint-Germain-en-Laye and took a job as
clerk in a lawyer’s office in Paris. Soon after, he entered the Paris Municipal Toll
Service, and now began his years as gabelou. The city of Paris imposed duties on
many articles, and inspectors were required to control smuggling. The long
tranquil hours took him to the quays along the Seine, to the city gates, and to the
still-rural suburbs. He enjoyed the secure position of a minor functionary with
already considerable seniority, because military service was counted toward
retirement.

During these years, he had become a faithful “Sunday painter.” Later in life he
stated that he had always wanted to paint, but was long prevented from doing so
by circumstances. His “Sunday” could fall on any day of the week, and beginning
sometime in the seventies he devoted these days to painting in the suburbs and in
his studio. The earliest of his dated works reads 1877. Eight years later when he
exhibited his work for the first time, he had already developed a style enough his
own to attract attention. After his wife's death, the daughter was sent to live with
one of his brothers in Angers. Rousseau moved with his son into a studio he had
rented three months earlier.

According to his own statements Rousseau received advice from several aca-
demic painters. He refers particularly to Félix Clément, a former Prix-de-Rome,
who had succeeded well enough to build himself an elegant house in the rue de
Sévres next door to Rousseau. Clément, a butcher’s son, was friendly and
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The Two Majesties. c, 1885
Engraving after Jean-Léon Géréme

encouraging and introduced his neighbor to the prominent figures Adolphe-
William Bouguereau, Léon Bonnat, and J.-L. Gérome. In 1884 Rousseau obtained
an official permit to make copies in the Louvre; a mere customs employee would
have needed solid recommendations. Being urged to “keep his naiveté” and
copying in a museum do not add up to any kind of training. None of these
circumstances detracts from Rousseau'’s status as a self-taught painter. It is clear
that he would have preferred to be admitted to the official Salon among the
academic painters he admired. But his work was refused, and it is the annual
juryless salon of the Société des Artistes Indépendants, founded by Paul Signac
and his friends, that probably saved Rousseau from oblivion. He became a regular
member of the group that included Georges Seurat, Odilon Redon, and many
unknowns like Rousseau. Paul Cézanne, Henri de Toulouse-Lautrec, Pierre-
Auguste Renoir, Paul Gauguin, and Vincent Van Gogh joined a few years later.

Accordingly in August 1886 Rousseau trundled four paintings through the
streets in a handcart and hung A Carnival Evening (pl. 1) among the 500 other
works at the first major show of the Indépendants. In 1887 Rousseau hung three
paintings and five drawings, five the next year, three the following year, and then
an average of five a year except for banner years like 1891, 1895, 1896, and 1902,
when he exhibited nine or ten. His career was launched.

After 1885 Rousseau's superiors were apparently understanding enough to
assign him to posts where he could occasionally paint. But he still had to put in
seventy hours of guard duty a week, with his saber in his belt. In 1893 he found
enough confidence in himself to retire and try to live on his pension—1,019 francs
per quarter. He never succeeded in paying off the bills he ran up at Foinet’s for art
supplies.

For several years he lived with his son in the studio on the avenue du Maine
where there was only one bed. After his son’s death in 1897, he found a cheaper
place in the rue Vercingétorix. Then in 1899 he shaved off his black beard and
married Joséphine Noury. She had been his mistress close to ten years, and her
husband, a fiacre driver, had died three or four years earlier. They were both so
poor that no marriage contract was required. Rousseau searched desperately for
some source of income. The years 1899 and 1900 were the only ones when he
failed to show anything at the Indépendants. He wrote a play, The Revenge of a
Russian Orphan, and submitted it without success to the Chatelet Theater. He
took part in two municipal competitions for decorative paintings. He had the idea
of giving painting and music lessons and went out with his violin under his arm to
teach a few students in the neighborhood. For a time a Paris newspaper employed
him as inspector of sales and distribution. The couple moved to an even smaller
apartment. Joséphine opened a stationery store, where she tried to sell his
paintings. When she died in 1903 they were still in desperate straits. The writer
Rémy de Gourmont spoke several times of meeting Rousseau playing the fiddle
for his next meal. Yet it was known in his quarter that Rousseau was always
willing to share what little food he had with any derelict who came hungry to his
studio.

Despite his poverty, Rousseau contributed his talents to a new privately
sponsored adult-education project called the Philotechnic Association. The city
helped by lending classrooms in the evenings. Rousseau taught music and draw-
ing, and after a few years he was decorated with the Palmes académiques
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because of a confusion between his name and another Rousseau on the list.
Though he soon learned of the error, Rousseau wore the little violet rosette in his
lapel for the rest of his life and used the official wreath after his name. He gained
enough prestige in his quarter to be commissioned to do a few portraits, prin-
cipally of children and of formally composed family groups. But he remained
miserably poor and asked very little for paintings over which he had labored
several weeks.

Rousseau’s works in the Salon des Indépendants were noticed favorably and
watched from year to year. There is no evidence, except spurious legend, that the
public maligned his work at this juncture. In his notebooks from 1886 on,
Rousseau collected with great care the articles that discussed his work. During
the first years, his painting received sympathetic attention as slightly out of the
ordinary and worthy of encouragement. The adjectives “curious,” “primitive,”
and “sincere” appear frequently, and other artists are accused of imitating his
styleX In 1891 one critic stated bluntly that “the public has not yet reached the
level of this genre.” Yet at last the crowds were beginning to wonder or snicker, for
that same year a dissident journalist cast the first stone: “Monsieur Rousseau
paints with his feet with his eyes closed.”

Not until 1894 did the punishment really begin. One article, printed in several
papers, mentioned “the scoffing public”; Rousseau is called a “preprimitive” and
criticized for painting hands without thumbs. From then on, the art critics began
to revel in such readymade copy, and Rousseau became an “annual aberration,”
the victim they waited for from year to year, advising their readers to go and see
his work if they wanted a good laugh. By 1902 he was a “celebrity”; one of his
Jungle paintings was reproduced in a newspaper in the guise of a political
cartoon. The scandal reached the point where some members of the Indépen-
dants wanted to drop Rousseau. André Salmon reported that his cause was
defended by Toulouse-Lautrec.

This neglected background clearly demonstrates that no one “discovered”
Rousseau. He hung his work and it drew notice. Gustave Coquiot, one of the
organizers of the Indépendants, maintained stoutly that, “Odilon Redon and 1
were, around 1888, the first to glorify Rousseau.” Camille Pissarro admired his
paintings, saying that “emotion takes the place of training.” In 1891 in a Lausanne
newspaper the Swiss painter Vallotton described one of Rousseau’s tigers as “the
alpha and omega of painting.”

A year after his retirement Rousseau met Alfred Jarry, the most extravagant of
his champions. At this time, Jarry was a precocious young poet scarcely twenty,
charming but eccentric and not yet called up for military service. Rousseau was
close to fifty, with a long life of wars and loves and losses already behind him. Hard
as it is to imagine their friendship, they were close enough so that three years later
Jarry stayed with Rousseau for several weeks when he was evicted from his own
lodgings. Ten years passed before Rousseau knew anyone else in the literary or
artistic world so well. In 1894 Rousseau painted Jarry’s portrait with chameleon
and parrot and exhibited it at the Indépendants with an inscription in verse that
echoes Jarry’s style. The portrait was mislabeled Mme A. J. because of Jarry’s
shoulder-length hair. That year, in his art chronicle, “Minutes d’art,” Jarry
devoted precious space to the huge composition War (pl. 9) and to his own
portrait. “...some curious Henri Rousseaus: the spirit of war on the bristling
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horizontality of its frightened horse riding across the translucent corpses of
axolotls; the portrait of a man with Chinese eyes and a little tuft of hair...” The
two paintings have had contrasting histories. The Jarry portrait no longer exists.
According to the several versions of the story, Jarry, having brought it to his room
in the rue Cassette, either burned it accidentally, or cut away the background and
kept only the head, or cut out the head and kept only the background. André
Salmon supplies the final refinement: “He liked to say that, afraid of piercing
himself [i.e., the portrait] in an awkward flourish of his umbrella, he cut himself
out carefully and kept himself rolled up in the ‘long central drawer of our white-
wood Colbert desk.”” Whatever its fate in Jarry's hands, the portrait has been lost.
War, on the other hand, which had been lost, was found again in 1944. After its
authenticity had been vehemently disputed by a few experts and the Surrealist
André Breton, the Louvre acquired it and hung it prominently.

The year after the Jarry portrait, a ripple of recognition began to form around
Rousseau. Jarry and Gourmont commissioned him to do a lithograph for their
magazine, L'Ymagier. Both Gauguin, who met him through Jarry, and Pissarro
publicly admired his use of black. The Mercure de France devoted a laudatory
notice to him (by an unremembered critic, L. Roy), which stated unequivocally:
“Only bad faith could lead one to believe that the man capable of suggesting such
ideas to us is a bad artist.” But the years brought no true success.

Not far from where Rousseau lived at this period, the composer William
Molnard had a studio in the rue Vercingétorix. Gauguin, temporarily back from
Tahiti, had his studio in the same street during the winter of 1894-95. Molnard
and Gauguin entertained every Saturday. The Douanier frequently appeared
with or without invitation and moved unabashedly among such guests as Hilaire-
Germain-Edgar Degas, August Strindberg, and Stéphane Mallarmé. Sometimes
he brought his fiddle and gave a short concert.

After the death of his second wife in 1903, Rousseau’s figure comes into clearer
outline. We begin to know how he lived, what his personality was, and (it is the
key to true biography) how he spent his time. He had been a Sunday painter who
lived only for his Sundays. By retiring, he had secured his dream: Sunday all week
long. For certain solitary artisans and artists, every day holds a rare stillness and
reverence which for the rest of the world comes only once a week. One of the
haunting qualities in Rousseau’s painting is that he conveys this Sabbath feeling of
joyful rest. He never lived another weekday; he never painted a workaday
picture. Living in a single-room studio in the rue Perrel over a plasterer’s shop, he
painted himself forever into his Sunday world. He said that he did not mind living
in one room because when he woke up in the morning he could “smile a little at
his paintings.”

Poverty afflicted him as grievously as it did the laborers who were his neigh-
bors. He always needed money for paint and canvas, and he tramped across Paris,
his violin under his arm, to give music lessons. After the experience of teaching in
the Philotechnic Association and with the prestige of his Palmes académiques, he
hit upon a solution that suited his status as artist. He opened a school. In his
doorway, hidden away in one of the lowliest streets of Paris, was displayed the
sign, “Courses in Diction, Music, Painting, Solfeggio.” For 8 francs a month, he
instructed both the very young and the very old. Insubordination and doltishness
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Fig; 3.
Rousseau in his studio. c, 1908

in his pupils did not ruffle him. His art students have never achieved fame, yet a
nice paradox lurks in the fact that he should have earned at least a meager living
teaching a subject supposed ignorance of which made him famous.

In appearance Rousseau was short and solidly built in his good years, with a full
beard and a head of black hair. His complexion was light and his eyes a sparkling
blue. He dressed in dark high-buttoned suits and carried a cane as he grew older.
By preference, he wore a large artist’s beret as the mark of his calling. With the
years his hair turned white and he shaved off his beard, leaving only a fluffy white
mustache. His steps became shorter and more puttering, yet his youthful spirit
never left him.

In 1898 Rousseau wrote to the mayor of Laval to propose that his native city buy
The Sleeping Gypsy (pl. 19) for 2,000 francs—a price more than ten times the top
figure he had ever received. Was this innocence? bravado? slyness? It is hard to
separate the strengths from the weaknesses in Rousseau’s character. What
usually showed itself as a kind of tranquil self-confidence sometimes took on the
aspect of mulishness. When opposed, he could fall into frenzied moods like
tantrums. Coquiot, who had frequent occasion to deal with him at the Indépen-
dants, added this to his praises: “Rousseau could sometimes be as conceited and
disagreeable as anyone...he was the kind of fellow who is insupportable some
days, and then his beastliness beats anything....” Fernande Olivier, who knew
Rousseau through Picasso and observed him better than most, described the
same characteristic. “His face turned purple the minute he was thwarted or
bothered. He generally acquiesced to everything people told him, but one had the
feeling that he held back and did not dare say what he thought.” Stubbornness
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Fig. 4.
Guillaume Apollinaire

was his vice, his form of pride. Yet stubbornness was also the core of his genius,
for without it he could never have started his singular career or persevered in it.

The tide began to turn in 1905. The Salon d’Automne, a new grouping of young
and avant-garde artists formed two years before, accepted two of Rousseau’s
paintings. Works by Henri Matisse, André Derain, Georges Braque, Georges
Rouault, Maurice Vlaminck, Othon Friesz, Raoul Dufy, and other unabashed
colorists were assembled in a large central room with Rousseau’s The Hungry
Lion (pl. 31). After a jeering article by the critic Louis Vauxcelles, the room was
christened the cage aux fauves (wild-animal cage)—terminology probably
inspired in part by Rousseau’s subject. Thus for a season Rousseau was associated
with the Fauves and welcomed by them. The popular magazine L’lllustration
(Nov. 4, 1905) published a two-page spread of reproductions of works in the
Salon, and Rousseau’s painting appears prominently with a Cézanne, a Guérin, a
Vuillard, a Matisse, a Rouault, and a Derain. The caption states that Rousseau,
previously ridiculed at the Indépendants’ shows, has been given a place of honor
and respect in the Salon d’Automne. The next year, the new Salon accepted one
painting, in 1907 four, including two exotic landscapes and The Snake Charmer
(pl. 36), now in the Louvre. Recognized and honored by the Salon d’Automne jury,
Rousseau continued to send his work loyally every year to the Indépendants.

Apollinaire probably made Rousseau’s acquaintance in 1907 through Jarry,
who died that year. It is very much as if just at the moment that Jarry disappeared
from the scene, Apollinaire appeared, equipped with vast promotional capacities.
He had become one of the well-known figures in the artistic and literary world of
Paris, writing poetry and criticism and enjoying enormous prestige for a young
man of twenty-seven who had not yet published a book. His first critical mention
of Rousseau was scarcely flattering, yet he gradually modified his tone. Rousseau
kept a special notebook of clippings on Apollinaire, and through him rapidly made
friends in new quarters. Unquestionably, Rousseau was “taken up,” but he had
been waiting for twenty years. He expected to be admired and sought after, just
as he had expected a visit from Puvis de Chavannes. He met the artist Serge Férat,
who became a loyal friend and began to buy a few of his paintings. He met Robert
Delaunay, another painter who recognized and proclaimed Rousseau’s talents
and whose mother held a salon where Rousseau was welcomed. Ardengo Soffici,
an [talian author and painter, paid his respects in person, bought some canvases,
and in 1910 wrote the second full-length article on Rousseau. It appeared first in
Rome and then in the Mercure de France, which had published the first article,
L. Roy’s, in 1895. Rousseau moved tranquilly in these new circles, his engaging
manner unchanged.

Three dealers began buying his works: the German Wilhelm Uhde (who wrote
the first book on Rousseau), Ambroise Vollard, and Joseph Brummer, a Hun-
garian, who later opened a successful gallery in New York. “Rousseau carried his
canvases to Vollard’s place,” wrote Vlaminck, “the way a baker delivers his
bread.” None of them paid Rousseau very much for his paintings. Rousseau kept
accounts in a notebook meant for laundry lists: “Sold to Madame la Baronne
d'Oettingen, my self-portrait for 300 fr....Sold to Monsieur Delaunay, a lovely
Mexican landscape, with monkeys, for 100 fr....” By 1910, when he had only a few
months left to paint, he could write to Soffici, “l have orders on all sides, and |
must make you wait.”
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Fig. 5.
A gathering at Rousseau’s studio (soirée familiale et artistique), c. 1908

Not to be outdone by the hospitality of his new friends, Rousseau began about
1907 to hold his own soirées familiales et artistiques. He loved to gather around
him friends and students and local tradespeople to celebrate any occasion that
could be invented. He sent out formally phrased invitations to these Saturday
parties and prepared his studio with great care. His bed was folded in a corner, the
floor was swept and covered with the cheap rug he had secured in exchange for
three of his pictures, bottles of wine stood on a table, and the chairs were rigidly
lined up facing the “stage” at one end of the room. Rousseau, the rosette in his
buttonhole, greeted the guests with a bow at the door, like an usher, and seated
them in strict order of arrival. The proceedings were held up until everyone
appeared.

For the organized part of the party, Rousseau reproduced in multicolored inks
from gelatin plates lists of the evening’s events. Drawn up carefully like theater
programs, with date and address, they told what marches the orchestra would
play, “followed by Madame Fisher with her repertory.” and “Monsieur Rousseau
(violin solo) with his works and creations.” The stage was offered to any guest
who felt the urge to perform, and on the back of the program there was always
publicity for the Academy and Rousseau’s private lessons.

The list of people who attended these affairs is staggering. One friend brought
another, beginning with Apollinaire, Delaunay, Soffici, Férat, Baroness d’Qet-
tingen. Soon half the young artists and writers in Paris were turning up: Picasso,
Braque with his accordion, Max Jacob, Vlaminck, Georges Duhamel, Jules
Romains, Constantin Brancusi, Marie Laurencin, Philippe Soupault, René Arcos,
Charles Guérin, Félix Fénéon, Francis Carco, Maurice Cremnitz, André Warnod,
and many more. What was there to draw them to these evenings, especially in
view of the fact that most of them were thirty years younger than Rousseau?
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Some of them undoubtedly saw a parody of their own lives and ambitions, and an
almost Ubuesque version of the famous artist entertaining in style. But, more
than this, there was Rousseau’s personality, his desire to enjoy life to the full
without the gaiety interfering with the seriousness of his work. This was the true
spirit of the time, the spirit that associates Rousseau inseparably with the Banquet
Years. In spite of all his troubles, his still-unrealized ambitions, and his sixty-five
years, his youth was perennial and unforced. Furthermore, people were begin-
ning genuinely to admire his work and to want to know more about the man who
produced it. Whatever the explanation, few salons or cafés in the marginal history
of painting have matched the simple exuberance of Rousseau's soirées familiales
et artistiques.

At this period, the young American painter Max Weber was in Paris. He
became a close friend of Rousseau (who called all foreigners “Americans”), and
when Weber left in December 1908, Rousseau had a special soiree “in honor of
the farewell to Monsieur Weber.” Weber purchased as many Rousseau canvases
as he could afford, and Rousseau gave him a number of drawings. These items
made up the first one-man exhibition of Rousseau’s work anywhere when they
were put on display in 1910 in the Alfred Stieglitz gallery in New York. America
and Germany vied for several years for leadership in appreciating Rousseau's
work.

Weber’s few published remarks on Rousseau make clear the immediate attrac-
tion people felt toward him. The two painters met at Madame Delaunay’s salon.
“...a round-shouldered genial old man, small of stature with a smiling face and
bright eyes, carrying a cane, entered the room. He was warmly received, and one
could see that he was pleased to find himself among so many friends and
admirers.” That day Weber walked back with Rousseau to his studio.

On my way home from this first visit, which | shall never forget as long as 1 live, 1
felt 1 had been favored by the gods to meet one of the most inspiring and
precious personalities of all Paris. ... “Here,” | said to myself, “is a man, an artist,
a poet whose friendship and advice | must cultivate and cherish.”... By a sacred
sense of privacy he was shielded from the snobbery, pretense, and sophistica-
tion which was rife in the art circles of the time. ...There is nothing chameleon
about him (Art News, Feb. 15, 1942).

Rousseau's greatest moment—almost a transfiguration it seems to us now
across the years, and it must have appeared so in the dizziness of that evening—
came in 1908 at the banquet Rousseau. lts story, so often recounted, epitomizes
the combination of festivity and conviction that characterized the period (see
pages 66—71in The Banquet Years). Picasso organized the banquet and decided to
hold it in his own studio in the Bateau-Lavoir. The gathering has been interpreted
by some as a lampooning of Rousseau, as a magnificent farce organized for
everyone's enjoyment at Rousseau's expense. Delaunay refused to attend for that
reason. It is more accurate to see the event as a celebration of unpredictable new
resources in the arts, a spontaneous display of high spirits to greet ideas being
unearthed every day by Picasso and Apollinaire, by Max Jacob and Braque, by
everyone present at the gathering, including Rousseau. Taking Rousseau as a
unique pretext, the banquet celebrated a whole epoch.
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Rousseau'’s final years held a few such celebrations of the first magnitude, but
they brought him only the most uncertain artistic recognition and no material
security. In fact, the period began on a gloomy note despite the Bateau-Lavoir
party. A few months before the banquet, Rousseau had been jailed on a forgery
and embezzlement charge and then released to await trial. He was ultimately
found guilty on incontrovertible evidence. The fault lay in Rousseau’s
guilelessness and his willingness to do a favor for one of his former pupils. By 1909
the newspapers knew that Rousseau made good copy, and his trial drew smiling
attention from all sides. Recently it has provided the materials for a full-dress
scholarly volume by Maurice Gargon.

Louis Sauvaget, whom Rousseau had met in a municipal orchestra, was an
employee of the Meaux branch of the Bank of France. He had already embezzled
15,000 francs in 1903, but Rousseau knew nothing of his record. Sauvaget
persuaded him to open an account at the Melun branch of the same bank under
the name of Bailly and to have printed in Paris some false credit transfer forms.
Sauvaget forged the signatures on a 21,000 -franc transfer from Melun to Meaux.
Rousseau, always helpful, consented to draw the money using forged identity
papers which Sauvaget provided. Sauvaget let him have the odd thousand francs
for his pains. Rousseau seems to have been quite unaware that he was doing
anything more than obliging an acquaintance. A few days later the crime was
detected, and Sauvaget acknowledged full responsibility. Rousseau was held for
the month of December 1907 in La Santé prison; his imploring and eloquent
letters to the juge d’instruction and to the conseiller municipal of his quarter
secured his release until the trial in January 1909.

The defense had introduced two pieces of evidence to establish the innocence
of Rousseau’s character: his notebooks of press clippings with marginal com-
ments, which, read aloud by the clerk, fulfilled the courtroom’s expectations of
entertainment; and one of his tropical paintings full of monkeys and bright
oranges, which quickly set the jury grinning. Guilhermet, the defense lawyer,
finished his summation with a swelling extra-legal coda. "This morning he
[Rousseau] said to me: ‘If | am condemned, it will not be an injustice for me, it will
be a misfortune for art” Well then, members of the jury, give Rousseau back to
art; spare this exceptional creature. You do not have the right to condemn a
primitive.” After this plea, Rousseau leaned forward and said to Guilhermet in
unhushed tones that everyone could hear, “Look, now that you've finished, can’t |
go along?” Afterward, he remained on friendly terms with Guilhermet, and with
Ernest Raynaud, a lawyer-poet who had investigated the case. Both of them were
frequent guests at his soirees.

As with the other misfortunes in his life, Rousseau makes little mention of the
trial. His extant letters to friends, collected in a special number of Apollinaire’s
Soirées de Paris in 1914, say nothing of it; Apollinaire omits it entirely from his
articles. Rousseau may never have understood that society considered his acts
criminal, not charitable.

Fortunately, these disappointments could not distract Rousseau from his work.
All through the dismal months of 1909 he was working feverishly, on, among
other things, the double portrait of Marie Laurencin and Apollinaire called The
Muse Inspiring the Poet (pl. 58). He began a lengthy one-sided correspondence
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with Apollinaire, dealing mostly with hours for sittings and other arrangements.
The letters reveal that the Douanier was troubled to the very last by grinding
poverty. Letter after letter states that he has less than one franc left for dinner;
can Apollinaire pay him something in advance for the portrait? He regrets having
to set a price on the painting, “But | have had too many reverses to do otherwise. |
have my pension, true enough; how would | do without it? But | have not been
able to save anything unfortunately, and when | paint a picture which requires
two or three months’ work, | must live somehow and furnish my time and my
own materials.” The critics continued to ridicule his work, taking exceptional
advantage of his trial. It came to the point where he appealed to Apollinaire. “You
will avenge the harm which is being done me, won’t you?” His troubles never
ceased.

In 1909 at age sixty-four Rousseau fell madly in love with a widow of fifty-five
named Léonie, a salesclerk in a Paris department store. He wrote her passionate
letters and asked his friends to provide written testimonials of his professional
standing. Léonie, protected by her ancient parents, turned a deaf ear to all his
attentions. No one could console Rousseau; not even an automobile ride—the
latest craze—could change his doleful expression. Yet his talent did not decline. In
1908 he had tried the new subject of men in motion which led to The Football
Players (pl. 45); during 1910 he finished one of his boldest and most magnificent
works, The Dream (pl. 66). In public he kept up his good spirits, acting as if one
day would follow the next without end and allow him to realize all his projected
paintings.

Rousseau’s last soiree was held on July 14, 1910. 1t was on this occasion that he
asked Uhde the question “Do you love peace?” When Uhde said that he did,
Rousseau led him to the window and showed him the German flag waving among
the others in the flag-bedecked streets. A month later he cut himself inadvertently
in the leg and neglected the wound until blood poisoning set in. His eyes sunken
and yellowing, he lay on his tiny bed without the strength to chase the flies from
his face. One of his most recent actions had been to write Léonie, and he spoke
tenaciously of getting back on his feet very soon. Finally, he was taken to the
Necker Hospital in a near coma, and the only one of his friends still in Paris, Uhde,
came to his bedside. The young German dealer held the hand of the sixty-six-year-
old Frenchman who had waited forty years before he could retire and devote
himself to painting. The hospital provided the final irony by diagnosing this
innocent primitive as an “alcoholic.” He died in the ward, alone, on September 4,
1910, when most Parisians had still not returned from their vacations. Rousseau,
who knew no vacations, never had to leave the city to find his landscapes, his
inspiration, or a place to die.

He was buried in a pauper’s grave in the Bagneux Cemetery, where Jarry's
body had lain for three years.

The following year, Robert Delaunay and Quéval (Rousseau’s landlord), con-
tributed to buy a thirty-year plot in the cemetery and to erect a small tombstone
with a bronze medallion of Rousseau. Apollinaire wrote in chalk an epitaph which
immortalizes the legend of the Douanier. Brancusi, the Romanian sculptor who
until 1957 had his studio of enchantments not far from the rue Perrel in the
impasse Ronsin, chiseled the lines into the stone in 1913.
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Fig, 6.
Rousseau in his studio in front of Forest Landscape with Setting Sun (pl. 63). 1910

We salute you

Gentle Rousseau you hear us

Delaunay his wife Monsieur Quéval and |

Let our baggage through free at heaven's gate

We shall bring you brushes, paints, and canvas

So that you can devote your sacred leisure in the light of truth

To painting the way you did my portrait

The face of the stars
In 1947 Rousseau’s remains and the tombstone were moved to Laval, his native
city, and placed in the Parc de la Perrin.

Part of his victory was over time. It is as if he grew younger during those long
“months of Sundays.” His world was the Paris he lived in and the luxuriant,
dangerous, alluring jungle which grew behind the softness of his eyes. The
miraculous nature of his accomplishment turned naturally into legend. It has
been discovered that the owner of a sideshow in a traveling fair applied in 1930 to
purchase the Douanier’s mortal remains to show as a pious relic. But he was no
angel and no saint. There was a simplicity about him which enabled him to
express the most simple and heartrending yearnings of popular art. His vision
carried him unerringly to the very center of the strictly disciplined yet exuberant
strivings of twentieth-century art.

Roger Shattuck
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Fig. 1.
Picasso. Portrait of Alfred Jarry
Published in Soirées de Paris (February 1914)

Jarry, Rousseau,
and Popular Tradition

Ever since artistic opinion enshrined Henri Rousseau as one of France’s national
glories, it has been said that Alfred Jarry discovered—or even invented—the
painter. The more-or-less imaginary anecdotes Guillaume Apollinaire saw fit to
set down about the two have been endlessly repeated. Most people neglect to
mention that when Jarry first wrote articles promoting Rousseau, he had barely
come of age and was making his fourth attempt to pass the Ecole Normale
Supérieure entrance exam, for which he had been cramming at the Lycée Henri
IV after passing the baccalauréat. That his praise for the Douanier might have
been just a precocious schoolboy prank is, however, a judgment | am unwilling to
make. The links between the beginning writer and the older painter were in part
based on family connections (both were originally from Laval, their families did
little favors for one another and, according to the records, Jarry's father and
Rousseau had been schoolmates), but beyond that, Rousseau’s painting would
appear to have provided the solution in pictorial terms to problems that were
preoccupying Jarry in his own aesthetic experiments. Although the poems and
plays Jarry was attempting to publish in this period had none of the simplicity of
Rousseau's works (quite the contrary!) they were nonetheless trying to make an
equivalent representation of space-time by employing a particular popular
tradition. Ubu Roi may be regarded as the transposition for an adult public
of a marionette play viewed as timeless, as taking place in eternity and in
Utopia (Poland, Nowhere). The scenery that Jarry imagined would realize his
stage aesthetic is very like the painting of the Douanier Rousseau: “Scenery
painted by someone who doesn't know how to paint comes very close to abstract
scenery, presenting only the substance—simplified by taking advantage of
happy accidents” (*De l'inutilité du théadtre au théatre,” Mercure de France,
September 1896).

However, Jarry was not content with merely applauding the merits of various
artistic solutions inspired by the simplicity of folklore or expressing his contempt
for the classical canons of art. He joined Remy de Gourmont in founding
L'Ymagier, a magazine devoted to original graphic works, through which they
intended to bring the treasures of folk art to the attention of rich art lovers and
inspire contemporary artists to turn to and adapt the old traditions of woodcut
and lithography. This artistic continuity was set forth by Gourmont in the first
issue of L'Ymagier:

Next to and underlying printed literature runs the stream of oral tradition,
tales, legends, folk songs. And there is also folk imagery, today synthesized in
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the Epinal workshop, yesterday to be found flourishing in some thirty towns,
and above all in Troyes. In the form of leaflets or pamphlets, that imagery is
known only to archaeologists or a few art lovers: it is our primordial subject
here, and any other contents of L'Ymagier are only extras, ornaments, sources,
objects for study or comparison.

Here, therefore, we shall profit from the old imagery and, through drawing,
reflect the joy of those who, for only a bent sou, once decorated their humble
dwellings with archangelical communications, the joy of a peasant—a Breton
in this case—who discovers in a peddler’s hut rude visages carved by Georgin,
symbolic and pierced hearts, Christs whose sorrow purifies our sufferings,
miraculous Virgins and mysterious horsemen, King’s messengers bearing the
news of some great event—as well as legendary Saint Genevieves and power-
ful mitered Saints taller than steeples (October 1894).

Jarry broke with Gourmont for nonliterary reasons after the fifth issue and
founded his own art magazine, Perhinderion (of which two issues appeared, in
March and June 1896); he made more or less the same statement in his introduc-
tion to the first issues: “As peddlers used to bring rare images on appointed dates
to moated public squares at the foot of sanctuaries, Perhinderion will six times a
year resuscitate the old or bring forth the new...."

Rousseau’s art is a more immediate response to a similar concern. Despite their
differences, the young aesthete perhaps regarded the older painter as a turn-of-
the-century Georgin (1801—1863), the printmaker who had supplied the Fabrique
Pellerin d’Epinal with woodcuts celebrating Napoleonic legend (figs. 2, 3). Hav-
ing struck an agreement with the Pellerin workshop to make new editions of
Georgin’s prints, Jarry also urged Gourmont to commission a lithograph of
Rousseau’s War (pls. 9, 10). He had noticed the painting at the 1894 Salon des
Indépendants and wrote about it on two occasions in terms which, although they
sacrificed rigor to symbolism, nonetheless expressed the deep impression the
picture had made: “Of H. Rousseau there is above all ‘War (terrifying, she
passes...). With legs outstretched the horrorstruck steed stretches its neck with
its dancer’s head, black leaves inhabit the mauve clouds, and bits of débris fall like
pine cones among the translucent corpses of axolotls attacked by bright-beaked
crows” (Essais d'art libre, June-July 1894).

It was in this period that Rousseau began his portrait of Jarry, finally exhibiting
it at the eleventh Salon des Indépendants. Although the Douanier did not devote
to this portrait all the care his admirer might have hoped for, there can be no
doubt about Jarry's fondness for the painter’s manner. His flat colors and his
deliberate disproportion, his contempt for perspective, his invention of the “por-
trait-landscape” suited the Symbolist taste for microcosm and macrocosm. Artis-
tic affinity turned into camaraderie, and Rousseau put his young friend up in the
single room of his avenue du Maine apartment from August to November 1897.

During this period, Jarry was writing his Gestes et opinions du Docteur
Faustroll, Pataphysicien, in which he nominated “Monsieur Henri Rousseau,
artist-painter-decorator, known as the Douanier, and so cited and decorated,” for
the administration of a “painting factory,” intended to transform the mon-
strosities of the “national Storehouse”—otherwise known as the Musée du
Luxembourg—and so endowed him with the descriptive nickname he still bears.
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Fig. 2.

Georgin. Battle of the Pyramids. Image d’Epinal
Musée des Arts et Traditions Populaires, Paris
Published in ¥Ymagier (January 1895)

SBATAILLE DES PYRANIDES.

Fig. 3.

Georgin. The Railroad. Image d'Epinal

Musée des Arts et Traditions Populaires, Paris
Published in Perhinderion (June 1896)

Thus Rousseau was the ideal “Ymagist” for a young writer eager to revive a
declining folk art or, more precisely, to make it a part of contemporary life and to
bring about a resurgence of that underground stream Gourmont evoked when
discussing the oral tradition. As it happened, in the inscriptions or quatrains
accompanying his pictures, Rousseau, too, was carrying forward the same tradi-
tion. For the same reason that L'Ymagier published old songs (“Au bois de
Toulouse,” “La Belle s’en est allée,” “La Légende de Saint Nicolas,” “Chanson pour
la Toussaint,” “La Triste Noce”), Jarry mingled folk elements and refrains in his
most elaborate poems, added color to his novels with old ballads (“La Triste Noce”
appears in Le Surmadle, for example) and, above all, continually cultivated in his
plays what in French is called ['esthétique du mirliton, a kazoo aesthetic, a form of
drama he quite rightly baptized théatre mirlitonesque, or, one might say, theater
for the masses. The writer enjoyed recalling folk songs such as this:

Three frogs cross over the brook,
My dear Olaine,

Bearing needles and a thimble
And a tiny bit of wool...

Trois grenouilles passérent le gué,
Ma mie Olaine,

Avec des aiguilles et un dé,
Du fil de laine. ..

Jarry could not have been unaware of the inscription Rousseau composed for
his own painting, A Hundred Years of Independence (1892): “The people dance
round the two Republics, that of 1792 and that of 1892, holding hands, to the tune
of ‘Auprés de ma blonde qu'il fait bon fait bon dormir.’”

Similarly, the artistic transposition Jarry worked with regard to War demon-
strates that he remembered Rousseau’s inscription: “War (terrifying, she passes

25




by, leaving behind on all sides despair, tears and ruin).” There can be no doubt that
he was sincerely moved by the Douanier’s real sensitivity, by his kind and
generous nature; Jarry described him as “the well-known philanthropist painter”
in one of his articles in La Revue blanche (June 15, 1901), in which he tells of a
guest, less well-mannered than he, who, not content with having been clothed,
lodged, and fed by Rousseau for two months, fell upon his benefactor and
accused him of having kept him prisoner.

Is there any reason to suppose that the quatrain attached to Jarry’s portrait is
not by the painter himself?

Thou, Muses with dreaming foreheads forming lapidary triangles,
Look upon this image that it might always please

Those Readers who, with sincere spirits,

Seek the agreeable pleasure light can provide.

The verses reveal the artist’s high opinion of the young writer with whose
friendship he was being favored. Of course, the style is more complex than that of
other poems that decorate Rousseau’s pictures but shares their elevated thought.
For example, The Present and the Past (1890-99, fig. 4) strikes the following
allegorical note:

Separated one from the other
[And] from those they had loved,
Both remarried,

Yet remained faithful in spirit.

The lost portrait A Philosopher (1896) bore the following inscription, one
worthy of the anonymous captions that accompanied the images d’Epinal, the
naive chromolithographs to which it makes reference:

In the manner of the great philosopher Diogenes
(Although not residing in a barrel),

I am like the Wandering Jew on earth

Who fears not storm nor water

But jogs along smoking an old pipe

Proudly braving thunder and lightning

To earn a modest stipend

Despite the rain soaking the ground,

Bearing uncomplainingly on my back

An advertisement for the independent newspaper L’Eclair.

Of course there is a huge gap between these irregular lines of verse, so totally
lacking in metrical pretentions, and the almost excessively accomplished poems
in Jarry’s Minutes de sable mémorial. Yet are they really so different from the
rhymed plays, Le Moutardier du pape, Pantagruel, L'Objet aimé, or Par la taille,
which concludes thus:

The little clock
Rang in the depths of my incredulous hearing
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Rousseau. The Present and the Past. c. 1890-99
The Barnes Foundation, Merion, Pa.




Six o’clock, six in the evening!
| shall arrive at my Ministry
Behindtime,

O, despair!

La petite pendule

A sonné jusqu'au fond de mon oule incredule
Six heures, six heures du soir!

Je vais arriver 8 mon ministére

Retardataire

O désespoir!

We do not know whether during the time he lived with Rousseau—or even
later—Jarry read the Douanier’s plays, The Merry Student, A Visit to the 1889
Fair, and The Revenge of a Russian Orphan. In addition to finding technical
solutions for the problem of simultaneous action and the unfolding of events
(which are employed in the Ubu cycle, although we cannot in this respect speak of
influence, considering the multifarious origins of those works), Jarry would have
been drawn to their moral goodness and simplicity of effect, which he always
sought in his own théatre mirlitonesque.

The self-taught painter’s freshness of imagination, the childlike vision he man-
aged to preserve in all his works (both written and painted), were values Jarry
fully appreciated, for he was himself at the time attempting to bring intact to the
stage the adolescent genius of Ubu and was drawing upon the treasures of the
folk tradition in constructing his verbal images. There can be no doubt that it was
upon this ground that the encounter between Jarry and the kind-hearted Rous-
seau, whom the writer did his best to popularize, occurred.

Henri Béhar
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Rousseau in His Time

Henceforth the wise man
Can witness the scenes of the World
And listen to the song of the wind....

He will go calmly and
Will pass through the ferocity of cities. ...

He will love the deep places, the fields,
Goodness, order, harmony....

Casting aside passion
And wary of

Worldly usages,

He will prefer landscape.

Le Sage peut, dorénavant
Assister aux scénes du Monde
Et suivre la chanson du vent....

Il ira, calme, et passera
Dans la férocité des villes. ...

Il aimera les creux, les champs
La bonté, I'ordre et I’harmonie. ...

Mais revenu des passions
Un peu méfiant des usages
A nos civilisations
Préférera les paysages.

—\Verlaine

A problem persists with regard to the Douanier Rousseau. Admired by artists at
the turn of the century (Pablo Picasso, Robert Delaunay, Wassily Kandinsky,
Constantin Brancusi, and others), and defended by the same writers (led by
Guillaume Apollinaire and Blaise Cendrars) who defended them, he is still difficult
to fit into what we call modern art. Thus in 1918, after having cited the precursors
of Cubism and modern painting, Amédée Ozenfant and C.-E. Jeanneret (who
was not yet calling himself Le Corbusier) stated: “No need to include among
[them] the Douanier Rousseau, one of the most charming painters of the period,
for his art was purely traditional.”? A similar judgment was handed down by
Ribemont-Dessaignes, who was active in the Dada movement: “The emergence
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1. Charles-Edouard Jeanneret, Aprés le cubisme,
Paris, 1918, p. 13.

2. Georges Ribemont-Dessaignes, Déja jadis, Paris,
1958, p. 23.

3. Similar cases do exist, however, the most applicable
is that of the railway worker and Sunday painter Niko
Pirosmanadvili (1863—-1918), who was similarly “dis
covered” at the turn of the century by the young Rus-
sian painters Larionov and lliazd. On Pirosmanadvili,
see A. Devroye, exhibition catalogue, Nice, 1983.

4. There is still a great deal of uncertainty about the

chronology of Rousseau’s paintings, especially from
1900 on.

of Rousseau is an isolated fact separate from the day-to-day development of art;
Rousseau’s painting is totally foreign to every contemporary school, whether old-
fashioned or avant-garde.”? And even Philippe Soupault, who was passionately
devoted to Rousseau, refused to place his work in historical perspective. Tristan
Tzara, however, equally devoted to the Douanier, was able to analyze his work
more acutely and to understand the role it played in twentieth-century art.
Such an equivocal situation obviously arises out of the singularity of Rousseau’s
work and the lack of precedents for it3 Also responsible, perhaps, is Rousseau's
ambiguous personality, to which we shall return. There persists even today an
error in historical perspective regarding his precise chronological position: we
tend to forget that Rousseau was not the contemporary of his admirers. Born in
1844, he was very little younger than Paul Cézanne, Claude Monet, and Odilon
Redon; his contemporaries were L. O. Merson, B. Constant, and Fernand Cor-
mon, all born in 1845. His true contemporary in pictorial adventure is Paul
Gauguin, only four years his junior, who like him began as a Sunday painter and
became an artist with a “belated vocation.” Neither began painting in his personal
style until sometime around 1885. Of course such a parallel cannot be drawn out
indefinitely—=Gauguin’s artistic quest was more calculated, methodical, and rapid
than was Rousseau's; however, innumerable relationships can be discerned
between the two bodies of work. It has long been noted that Rousseau was
indebted to Gauguin, whose canvases he had many opportunities to see.

Notwithstanding the misleading nature of some of his own statements, Rous-
seau’s art cannot be defined by the greater or lesser degree of clumsiness with
which he assimilated academic procedures. He did of course attempt to conquer
Albertian perspective and to give an illusion of it, primarily in his urban land-
scapes. In the years around 1890, however, was that really the problem? If
traditional perspective and modeling had been rejected, first by Edouard Manet
and then by Cézanne, Monet, Georges Seurat, and Gauguin, it was because they
realized that such procedures had reached a dead end. Unlike Rousseau, however,
they had earlier served their apprenticeships; they had, to varying degrees,
acquired the needed skills. Rousseau followed them and, consciously or not, he
benefited from the work they had done. In the last years of the century, painters
and the more enlightened critics realized that it was no longer necessary to
master Albertian perspective to express themselves. The deed, of course, pre-
ceded the word, and theoretical writings on the subject are few and far between.
However, why should Rousseau be excluded from this great purgative task, one
that was not destructive in its effects but, rather, aimed at the elaboration of new
languages to take the place of a dying tradition? As early as the first Jungle of 1891
(Surprise!, pl. 6) and in many of the portraits painted around 1900 (pls. 23, 24)* we
can discern methods close to those of Gauguin and the Nabis. It is after 1900,
however, and principally in his exotic compositions, that Rousseau evidences his
mastery of a formal language that no longer owes anything to traditional meth-
ods. Many critics, even those not fond of Rousseau, have quite rightly evoked
Persian, Japanese, or medieval models when writing of his Jungle pictures. Are
those sumptuous vegetal décors, in which the spread of fantastic greenery is
punctuated by marvelous, multicolored flowers, a reminiscence of the so-called
mille fleurs tapestries of the late Middle Ages that he might have seen in his youth
in Angers, or in Paris at the Musée de Cluny? Perhaps. Such vegetation, at once
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Fig. 1 Fig2:
Cézanne. In the Park at Chateau Noir. ¢. 1898 Redon. Day (detail). 1910—11
Musée de |'Orangerie, Paris Abbaye de Fontfroide, France

dense and without depth, with the thick foliage of the Barbizon school (although
without the clever interspersal of vistas), and far removed from the Impres-
sionists’ airy landscapes, may not, however, be particular to Rousseau. A survey
of pictorial production around 1900 would in fact reveal many other comparable
examples—in Gauguin, of course, in late Cézanne, and in the younger genera-
tion, Picasso, Fernand Léger, and Raoul Dufy.

Around 1890, in and around Paris but most of all in the vicinity of Aix-en-
Provence, Cézanne had begun to paint skyless, horizonless clearings in the woods
(fig. 1). Monet’s earliest Waterlilies, with their profuse, invasive vegetation, were
exhibited in 1900. Although somewhat later, Redon’s frescoes at the Abbaye de
Fontfroide (191011, fig. 2) are in a way the logical extension of his earlier work. In
all these examples—and confining ourselves to artists of Rousseau’s own genera-
tion—we find painters expressing the same desire: to depart from nature to
create a pictorial fact, leading them to the limits of the imagination, abandoning
the problems of depth and perspective. Man is excluded, but the profusion,
richness, and eternal springtime of their flora endows them with a pantheistic
significance that is far different from the earthbound horizons of the Barbizon
school or the dainty settings for Impressionist outings; this pantheistic feeling is
especially powerful in the late Waterlilies and in Cézanne.

Outside France, in the work of Gustav Klimt (fig. 3) or Augusto Giacometti (fig.
4), for instance, it is possible to find other examples of flat vegetal décor that
invades the entire surface of the painting. Nor should we overlook the achieve-
ments of Art Nouveau in the area of applied arts. Yet must we revive the
somewhat tired notion of influence, fix exact dates, and verify opportunities for
actually seeing works or photographs? Those might be useful pursuits were it a
question of a particular borrowing, but is it necessary for a convergence of related
phenomena? Rousseau could have seen such and such a work, particularly at the
Salon des Indépendants where he showed regularly and at which he must have
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5. As for the sources of these images, some are known
from a publicity pamphlet for the Galeries Lafayette
by Meisenbach and Riffart entitled Bétes sauvages.
The inventor of a new photogravure method, Meisen-
bach founded a company that specialized in the pub-
lication of art books (see R. Lecuyer, Histoire de la
photographie, Paris, 1945, p. 248). Other sources can
surely be discerned. A group of students from the
Ecole du Louvre undertook an investigation, the
results of which point up the abundance of material.
There is no magazine of the period that did not pub-
lish illustrated accounts of voyages, explorations,
religious missions, and colonial expeditions, to which
must be added illustrated publications of fiction and
botanical works. There are thus thousands of images
that could underlie the Douanier’s work.

L

B
Fig. 4.
Augusto Giacometti. Fantasy on a Potato Flower
Cantonal Museumn, Chur, Switzerland

Fig. 3.
Klimt. Roses under Trees. c. 1905
Musée d’Orsay, Paris

been a sedulous visitor. Did he see the Cézanne exhibition at Vollard’s in 1895; did
he frequent Durand-Ruel or Bernheim-Jeune? For a man like Rousseau, alert to
the visual world, a man whose entire output reveals an intense drive for renewal,
the glimpse of a few works, the décor of a fagade or designed paper, some
engraving, any isolated impulse, could have sufficed to capture his attention and
inspire a meditation, conscious or unconscious, on the problems of his craft.>
There are more than twenty Jungle paintings, almost all of which are large in
scale. Even taking into account the uncertainties of their chronology, most of
them can still be dated post-1904; their production, interspersed with the execu-
tion of other, often large-scale, works, was thus something around four per year.
Whether out of a process of slow ripening or sudden intuition, Rousseau found
and at once mastered a landscape formula that enabled him fully to express
himself and at the same time to resolve—or circumvent—technical problems
that had hitherto held him back.

The profusion of tropical vegetation also reflects another of Rousseau’s desires.
This impecunious suburbanite, aware that he had led an unadventurous life, was
through the evocation of the “incredible floridas” of Arthur Rimbaud’s visions to
satisfy his own need for dream, for escape—the same escape Rimbaud and
Gauguin had sought in flight and revolt; that Pierre Loti (whose portrait Rousseau
painted c. 1891, pl. 7) was to realize in the conformist career of naval officer and
celebrated novelist; that Redon, Gustave Moreau, Fantin-Latour, and Stéphane
Mallarmé would find by taking refuge in their inner worlds, Monet beside his
pond, Cézanne opposite his mountain.

Nevertheless, in devoting the majority of his output during his last years to the
depiction of an encroaching vegetal fairyland, Rousseau was in line with or
anticipating the work of many of his contemporaries, whereas thirty or fifty years
earlier such a landscape genre would have been totally unique. In the case of each
artist, of course, the work represents the outcome of personal research: it would
be as ridiculous to explicate the Jungles by reference to the Waterlilies as it would
be to make Monet indebted to Rousseau. Both the Jungles and the Waterlilies are

31




Monet. Waterlilies (detail). c. 1916-23
Musée de I'Orangerie, Paris

products of their period, and the phenomena of that period go far beyond the
domain of painting. Its denizens are “tired of this antique world” and over-
whelmed by “tentacled cities.” The flower, age-old symbol of votive offering, love,
or friendship, thus takes on broader meaning. A symbolic example? Two volumes
by a writer who was highly typical of the period, Maurice Maeterlinck, frame the
years of Rousseau’s “floral” productions: they are Serres chaudes (Greenhouses),
1889, and L’Intelligence des fleurs (Life and Flowers) of 1907—the first privately
published and circulated, the second enjoying an immediate success.

Although our image of the Douanier Rousseau is linked to his Jungles—now
popularized even in song—his repertoire of subjects is much richer. At the end of
the nineteenth century, when nearly every artist, whether academic or inno-
vative, confined himself to a few subjects, Rousseau’s work covered a broad
range: still life, genre paintings, individual or group portraits, historical scenes. He
even provided a strange collection of farm and domestic animals. Perhaps this
should be regarded as another form of escape for a city dweller. In Rousseau’s day
there were still many farms in the Parisian suburbs. The painter showed an equal

Fig. 7.

Fig. 6. Seurat. The Eiffel Tower. 1889
Boecklin. Under the Arbor The Fine Arts Museums of
Kunsthaus Zurich San Francisco
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Fig. 8.
Rousseau. Strollers in a Park. 1907-08
Musée de I'Orangerie, Paris

6. The title of this picture, which is Rousseau's own,
contains a lapsus, or at least an anomaly, that appears
never to have been noted. In French history the year
1892 marks the hundredth anniversary of the proc-
lamation of the Republic, but not of any Indepen-
dence., Is it to be explained by a kind of accretion
(traces of which can be found in the political vocabu-
lary of the Third Republic) between “republic” (form
of political régime) and “nation” (an entity that had
been forced to defend its independence against the
invader in 1792 and again in 1870)?

originality in the sphere of portrait-landscapes, which he claimed to have inven-
ted: as in The Muse Inspiring the Poet (pl. 58), his portrait of Apollinaire and
Marie Laurencin, flowers are detailed with a botanical care that is almost unique
at this period (although Arnold Boecklin in Under the Arbor, fig. 6, shows a similar
predilection for floral detail).

As for the city landscape, for Rousseau it forms a kind of counterpoint to the
exotic landscape. After Charles Méryon and Gustave Caillebotte and at the same
time as Camille Pissarro and Maximilien Luce, he was imbuing banal modern
urban vistas with grace and poetry. He was also fond of colorless suburban
neighborhoods, and he unhesitatingly used determinedly modern motifs in his
pictures, for example factory chimneys in Chair Factory (c. 1897, pl. 18). In this he
had few predecessors other than Seurat and Cézanne (in the Views of L’Estaque).
But whereas Cézanne evidenced little taste for modernism and is said to have
complained about the installation of streetlights and the “biped invasion” at
L’Estaque, Seurat on several occasions used streetlights to give rhythm to his
compositions, investigated artificial lighting, and painted The Eiffel Tower (fig. 7),
the first—and for a long time the only—painter to dare do so. All these motifs,
save for the artificial light, were to be taken up by Rousseau as well. And if Robert
Delaunay chose the Eiffel Tower (The City of Paris, p. 44), still an object of loathing
in some art circles, as his symbol of modernity and one of the bases for his
experiments with form, he owed the idea in part to Rousseau (Myself, Portrait-
Landscape, 1890, pl. 5), of whom he was a great admirer. There are other exam-
ples of Rousseau’s consistent taste for subjects that represented technological
innovations, the most spectacular being his many paintings of airplanes and
dirigibles, which he set in the Parisian sky (The Quay of Ivry and The Fisherman
and the Biplane, pls. 42, 43); here, too, he was followed by Robert Delaunay, as
well as by La Fresnaye.

There is a fundamental difference between the significations of the two
categories of landscape. The Jungles almost always have the look of impenetrable
grills, or screens, before which the conflict unrolls; whereas the pictures of city or
suburb are open landscapes through which peaceful strollers promenade (fig. 8).
Rousseau's landscapes are filled to an obsessive degree with means of communi-
cation: streets, country paths, bridges, vehicles, and, more original, balloons and
airplanes. Rivers (“roads that move,” as Victor Hugo, that great formulator of the
commonplace, called them), nearly absent from the tropical landscapes, appearin
almost all the suburban views of Paris. When he creates populated scenes he
reconciles social classes (A Hundred Years of Independence,® 1892, La Carmag -
nole, 1898) or States (Representative of Foreign Powers arriving to Hail the
Republic as a Sign of Peace, pl. 35). The repeated presence of two of Frédéric-
Auguste Bartholdi’s colossal sculptures, the Statue of Liberty and the Lion of
Belfort, is surely not without significance (pls. 20, 32). Both statues had a precise
political meaning: Liberty, in New York harbor, stressing the ideal community
between the two Republics, France and America, at a time when most countries
were living under monarchies, and the Lion, located in Paris, recalling the defense
of Belfort, an heroic episode from the 1870 Franco-Prussian War. Similarly, there
can be nothing fortuitous about the continual recurrence of the three national
colors (and sometimes only the two, blue and red, of the City of Paris).

Contrary to popular belief, Rousseau was hardly uneducated; secondary stud-
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ies, even when uncompleted, were in his day the accomplishments of the
minority. He ended his formal education filled with the zeal of a man believing in
the virtues of science and progress. He filled his teaching post at the Philotechnic
Association in the same spirit; we also know that he was interested in the political
life of his quartier and that he was a Freemason. His two extant plays (the
manuscript of the third appears to be lost) are written in an easy style. In short,
Rousseau’s level of education was higher than average for petty civil servants at
the time and very much on a par with that of other artists—J.-F. Millet for
example. Can we go further? The liberated fantasy of certain of his compositions,
his unique expression of dream and the irrational, the pantheism of his Jungles, all
recall trends of thought prevalent in his day. There is no question of turning
Rousseau into a reader of Lautréamont, a disciple of Sar Péladan or Eliphas Lévy,
or into a frequenter of Symbolist or Decadent cenacles. Did he even know the
names of Mallarmé or Huysmans? We do not know, but on the other hand, why
reject any coincidence between Rousseau’s outlook and that of many other artists
and writers (some of whom acted as critics at the Salons) who were opening
windows to air out the stuffy prosiness of the period? He too was “tired of this
antique world.”

Once again we must face the problem of Rousseau’s unique personality. Was he
the simple naif intoxicated by his belated success and the compliments of his
admirers described for us by some of his earliest biographers? There can be no
doubt that his behavior often evidenced a kind of naiveté, not to say obliv-
iousness—for example, in the rash acts (the adjective is a mild one) that led him
into the courtroom (see Shattuck, p. 20). However, on that occasion his very
“naiveté” served him well in the outcome of his trial, and we may wonder
whether he was not wisely playing the fool. In the end, our overriding impression
is of a certain finesse, of a sometimes clumsy trickiness, but also of a stubborn
courage in pursuing and “improving” his work, and, thus, of an indifference to
anything that did not touch upon that work. His letters, which constitute the most
serious testimony to his state of mind, are explicit in this regard. André Malraux
noted in Rousseau “the type of childlike but cunning power that poets often have”
and discerned the same quality in Verlaine. It was Verlaine, born only a few weeks
earlier than Rousseau, who wrote: “He will go calmly through the ferocity of
cities...Casting aside passion, And wary of worldly usages, He will prefer
landscape.”

Michel Hoog
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Fig. 9,

Watteau. Young Woman Seated
Musee du Louvre, Paris. Reproduc-
tion of this drawing hung in Rous-
seau’s studio




1. Written July 10 for a proposed, but never published,

book to be titled “Portraits du prochain siécle.”
Cited by Dora Vallier in Tout I'oeuvre peint de Henri
Rousseau, rev. ed. (Paris: Flammarion, 1982), p. 84,
and by Henry Certigny, La Vérité sur le Douanier
Rousseau (Paris: Plon, 1961), p. 157. Rousseau'’s
submission of this biography to the editors of the
planned book was unsolicited and perhaps made at
the instigation of Alfred Jarry.

_2. Letter to André Dupont, cited in special Rousseau
1ssue of Les Soirées de Paris, eds. Guillaurne
Apollinaire and Jean Cerusse, no. 20 (Jan. 15, 1914
lerroneously dated 1913]), p. 57.

Henri Rousseau and Modernism

But above all these, they are

to be commended who come to our
art through spontaneous love of

it and an innate refinement.

—Cennino Cennini

In 1895 Henri Rousseau composed a small autobiography in which he wrote with
modest pride: “He continued to improve his mastery of the original genre he had
developed.”! Fifteen years later, and some four menths before his death, his tone
was sharper when he responded to a critic: “l cannot now change my style, which
| acquired, as you can imagine, by dint of stubborn labor.” And in the same letter
he informed his correspondent: “If | have kept my naiveté, it is because Monsieur
Gérome...as well as Monsieur Clément. .. always told me to keep it; in the future
you won't find it shocking any longer.”? These statements would indicate that as
real as the Douanier’s now legendary ingenuousness may have been before the
practical problems of life and in his initial approach to art, he was, nonetheless,
highly conscious of the way he painted, of his style as such. There is no lack of self-
awareness in his identification of “maintaining my naiveté,” as a principal goal.
Nor was his “primitive” stylization of forms simply an instinctive manner. Rous-
seau consciously imposed it upon images that in their earlier bozzétto stages were
often more improvisational, more realistic, and more dependent upon immediate
perception.

The “stubborn labor” of which Rousseau speaks began, insofar as we can
document it, in the early 1880s and ended with his death in 1910 from the effects
of an untreated gangrene infection. During those years, which coincide with the
Post-lmpressionist era and extend through Fauvism and into the development
and elaboration of Analytic Cubism, artists became increasingly concemed with
two principles that would be the hallmarks of modernism: conceptual or invented
form as opposed to perceived form, and style as opposed to subject matter as the
bearer of content. These were, indeed, the years most directly crucial to the
development of art in our own century. For all that Rousseau is recognized as
having made some of the most beautiful and powerful paintings of this era, his
work is rarely perceived as integral to its epoch.

Rousseau is most often considered sui generis, a figure entirely apart, outside
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the mainstream of his own generation. He tends to be valued in the twentieth
century for the delight his pictures give us, but his art is thought to have had little
impact on our own. At best he is regarded as a kind of happy accident; at worst—
in his guise of “primitive”—as the founder of a school of twentieth-century naive
painting. Although some critics, scholars, and artists have recognized in Rous-
seau's Symbolist, poetic preoccupations and his flat-lit, archaizing, decorative
style his close ties with his own Post-Impressionist generation, standard reference
works usually locate him under Primitive, often in association with such painters
as Camille Bombois and Louis Vivin. As Carlo Carra pointed out, “attempts to
create the same legend about the bricklayer Bombois and the mechanic Boyer
have had to be abandoned, because the discrepancy was so apparent;”® the
quality of Rousseau’s painting completely invalidates such comparisons.* The
commonplace use of the word primitive is meaningful as applied to Rousseau only
in that he was self-taught.

The term itself was probably first used with reference to Rousseau by the
playwright and novelist Alfred Jarry.”> Born in Laval as was Rousseau, Jarry was
one of the artist’s earliest defenders; although Jarry was undoubtedly drawn by
Rousseau’s eccentric, almost child-man personality, these were not the qualities
that caused him to characterize a portrait by Rousseau as primitive. Rather,
Rousseau’s style made him think of the Italian and Flemish primitives; he specifi-
cally mentions Memling.® And Thadée Natanson, in La Revue blanche, wrote:
“Above all mention must be made of Monsieur Henri Rousseau, whose deter-
mined naiveté manages to become a style and whose ingenuous and stubborn
simplicity, relying solely upon our goodwill, manages to remind us of primitive
works.”” Natanson's “determined naiveté” reads as a mildly derisive echo of
Rousseau's own “stubborn labor.” That such single-mindedness should become
style is more surprising for Natanson than for the artist. As Natanson uses the
plural “primitives,” we may assume that he had in mind late medieval/early
Renaissance art, as had Jarry, rather than “Egyptian” or any other of the non-
Western or pre-Renaissance arts that the word primitive was often used to
describe in the late nineteenth century.®

From our present perspective, we need not, however, draw upon our “good-
will” to see the similarities between Rousseau's work and the art of the pre-
Renaissance West. In both we find similarly flattened space and an absence of the
complex devices of illusionist lighting and perspective that characterized the
official art of Rousseau’s day. That being said, Natanson's goodwill was probably
called forth less by the formal similarities between Rousseau’s work and pre-
fifteenth-century Christian art than by their spiritual affinities. Rousseau's paint-
ing, as perhaps no other in the late nineteenth century, is infused by faith. A
Freemason, Rousseau was almost aggressively anticlerical,? but he had an abso-
lute quasi-religious belief in art.

The world he created has been described as “consistent and self-contained as a
Hebrew prophet’s, and for the same reason he believed in it.”° Gustave Coquiot,
who with Odilon Redon was perhaps the first notable figure in the artistic milieu
of the day to notice Rousseau, later wrote: “[He] worshiped only Painting, lived
for it alone.” Coquiot is virtually the only person to have known Rousseau who has
described him as having been other than long-suffering and patient to the point
of saintliness—he goes so far as to report that there were times when his
“beastliness beat anything.” Yet, in reflecting further on Rousseau’s art, he credits
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3. Carlo Carra, "Rousseau le Douanier and The Italian
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of the modern naives vis-a-vis Rousseau: “They have
absolutely nothing in common with Rousseau. On the
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11. Gustave Coquiot, Les Indépendants 1884—1920,
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12. Although Rousseau was referred to as Le Douanier
extensively during his life and to such a degree after
his death that the term is virtually synonymous with
his given name, he was, in fact, never a customs
officer but ane of the toll collectors formerly stationed
at the gates of the city of Paris. These functionaries of
the department of city government called L'Octroi
were properly described by the word gabelou. The
social station of a gabelou was considerably lower
than that of a douanier; in fact, the pejorative term for
a customs officer is gabelou.

13. Rousseau exhibited in every Salon des
Indépendants except those of 1899 and 1900
through the year of his death in 1910.

14. John Elderfield, European Master Paintings from
Swiss Collections: Post-Impressionism to World War Il
(New York: The Museum of Modermn Art, 1976), p. 40.

15. Ibid, Although Rousseau's tight, economical finish
was far from that of the Salon—as Elderfield points
out, remarking that his “scrupulously detached
treatment of surface composed of flat, juxtaposed and
overlapping planes [is] closer...to a detailed version of
Cézanne than to Bouguereau”—it was nonetheless
considerably at odds with the more painterly handling
that characterized modern art after Impressionism. A
discussion of Picasso’s contrasting within his own art
the finish of Rousseau with the nonfinito of Cézanne
follows in this essay.

.]6' The permit was probably obtained through the
intercession of Félix-Auguste Clément, Rousseau's
neighbor in the rue de Sévres. See Vallier, Tout
I'veuvre peint, p. 83, and Certigny, p. 85.

him with “such style, such inventiveness, such a deployment of rare qualities: and
above all he offers such a love, such personal generosity, such a gift of his naked
heart, such absence of falsehood, of insincerity, that we can rightly speak of
Rousseau’s contribution to painting as both generous and unique.”!!

This all-consuming devotion to an ideal is in part responsible for the artist’s
reputation as a primitive. It was the basis for his unworldliness and for the
profound sincerity that even he characterized as naive. Rousseau’s obstinate
struggle to express his own vision was the cultivation of his faith and the
preservation of that naiveté which, in the last months of his life, he firmly
proclaimed intact.

As an autodidact, Rousseau found his own way into painting. In 1886 while still
working as a minor excise officer for the city of Paris,'? he began to exhibit
annually'® in the Salon des Indépendants, and by the middle of the next decade—
despite widespread critical scorn and ridicule—was known and admired by
many of the major vanguard artists of his time. But he worked at his painting in
isolation, untouched by the theoretical debates that engaged so many of his
fellow exhibitors at the Indépendants. In formal terms, his solutions to many of his
pictorial problems were demonstrably parallel to those of Paul Gauguin, Georges-
Pierre Seurat, and other Post-lmpressionist artists; yet his professed admiration
was for the heroes of the Academy: Félix-Auguste Clément, Jean-Léon Gérome,
Léon Bonnat, and William-Adolphe Bouguereau. This apparent contradiction
produces another contradiction if we attempt to resolve it by concluding that “in
innocently following debased Academic practices he perverted their effects.”'4
This solution, perhaps rightly, implies an accidental factor in the earliest stages of
the formation of Rousseau'’s style, but it implies as well that Rousseau did not
know what his pictures looked like. Rousseau’s recorded testimony aside, it is
impossible to imagine the painter of such magnificently controlled canvases as
War (1894, pl. 9), The Sleeping Gypsy (1897, pl. 19), and The Dream (1910, pl. 66)
to have been engaged in an innocent perversion over a twenty-year period. The
disagreement here is not, however, with any assertion that “his ideal of finish was
academic in origin,”'> for we have every reason to believe that it was—indeed,
high finish was what Rousseau seems to have most admired in official Salon
painting.

Whenever Rousseau may have begun to paint in earnest, it was certainly while
he was still an employee of the Octroi of Paris, unimaginably far removed from
the cenacles of high art toward which he longed. His employment in the Octroi
left little time either to paint or to look, so that high art was for him what he found
in the Louvre and other museums of Paris and its suburbs (for which he had
received a copyist’s permit in 1884),'® and, most immediate to him, the official
Salon art of the time. The Ecole des Beaux-Arts and the Académie des Artistes
Francais were the consecrated temples of the faith that drew him. It is likely that
he tried in his earliest paintings to emulate the achievements of its high priests,
and, in working toward that ideal, rather than away from it as his contemporaries
were doing, effected an unpremeditated reversal of its terms. But at some point,
certainly prior to the execution of Myself, Portrait-Landscape (1890, pl. 5), he
seems to have realized that the Gods could be served in more ways than one, and
made his particular version of tight finish and concomitant surface treatment of
flat, overlapping planes positive components of the style that he practiced with-
out deviation for the rest of his career. As Fernand Léger was later to remark,
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Rousseau was a worker not an engineer.'? His painting tended to become bolder
over the years and capable of encompassing more fanciful subject matter, but it
did not experiment with other modes; we know, however, from his studies,
which are competent, even expert, impressionistic works, reflecting an immedi-
ate confrontation of the motif, that he was capable, when he wished, of painting
in a very different manner from the one we see in his finished pictures (pls. 13, 14).
For him, painting based on immediate sensation was only a preliminary stage in
the realization of a more permanent concept of style.

Rousseau’s constancy of manner is paralleled over the course of his career by a
remarkably consistent level of realization in terms of quality. Whatever uneven-
ness we find in his work is almost entirely confined to his small paintings, some of
which were probably hastily done in an attempt to satisfy shopkeepers’ bills, and
about many of which the greatest doubts as to authorship exist. In assessing
Rousseau’s oeuvre, the question of authenticity is a major concern. So many
paintings of problematic origin have been advanced in the literature (even from
the very beginning) as well as on the market that the overall view of his work has
become clouded. Criticisms of Rousseau'’s art as especially uneven are very much
related to the confusion surrounding the extent of the artist’s actual output. It is
our hope that this intentionally restricted exhibition, providing, as it does, the
opportunity to see some sixty paintings of unquestioned authorship that repre-
sent the artist from his beginnings at the Indépendants through his last finished
work, The Dream (1910, pl. 66), will clarify the image of his style. By focusing on
his most ambitious works, but including as well more modest endeavors, the
exhibition will demonstrate that—contrary to the oft-cited unevenness—the
real, the demonstrable Rousseau maintained an unusually consistent level of
quality throughout his career.

A key painting in Rousseau’s oeuvre both because it asserts the major elements of
his style and because it announces his identity and place in the world as artiste-
peintre is Myself, Portrait-Landscape (1890, pl. 5). What he painted about himself
in this picture he writes of himself in his 1895 autobiography: “His appearance is
notable because of his bushy beard and he has long been a member of the
Indépendant group, believing as he does that complete freedom to produce must
be granted to the innovator whose thought is elevated toward the beautiful and
the good.”'® In this, the largest of the paintings he had yet made, Rousseau
presents himself in monumental scale against a scene of Paris in which the Eiffel
Tower and a hot-air balloon, symbols of the Exposition Universelle of 1889,
announce the modern age. His timid identity as civil servant and Sunday painter is
totally discarded, and his profession as artiste-peintre proclaimed.

The portrait-landscape as reinvented by Rousseau'? explicates its subject, and
none does so more fully than this self-portrait. Indispensable to the uniform of the
artist in the nineteenth-century popular imagination was a large, floppy beret like
the one worn by the painter on a poster for the 1889 exhibition (fig. 1). Rousseau’s
conspicuous adoption of this beret asserts his profession; just as the names of his
two wives inscribed on his palette testify to the steadfastness of his affections,2°
the beret symbolizes his sense of the nobility of his calling and links him to its
traditions. Unlike Bouguereau, who, hoping to block construction of the Eiffel
Tower, signed a petition which claimed that “the Paris of the sublimely
Gothic...will have become Paris of M. Eiffel,”2! Rousseau, like the poster painter,
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saw art allied to the new mechanical age heralded by the tower; art in all of its
accumulated glory with the painter as its apostle would play its accustomed role,
retaining its old subjects while exalting the new.

Rousseau was a frequent visitor at the 1889 Exposition Universelle, and even
wrote a vaudeville play about it, A Visit to the 1889 Fair, which describes a
kaleidoscopic walking tour of Paris as much as it treats the fair itself. Intended as a
celebration of the 1789 Revolution, the fair was a great success, and thus was
widely regarded as a victory for the Republic and republicanism; among its
commercial benefits were large increases in the receipts of the Octroi of Paris.??
For Rousseau, who was antimonarchist and a devoted patriot, it was an af-
firmative event closely linked to his daily life.?3

In all of Rousseau’s portrait-landscapes, the figures are delineated with great
clarity against a ground plausibly appropriate to their particular personalities,
situations, or occupations; in almost no other,2* however, is there the absolute
definition of ground and model that we see in the uncompromising black of the
painter’'s image against Paris and the sky above. Rousseau's outsize figure, his
head in the heavens, higher than the top of the mast of the flag-bedecked boat,
the top of the Eiffel Tower, and the floating balloon, is superimposed on a view of
Paris as painted by himself. As though in a photographer’s studio, he is the
carefully posed model “collaged” against an artificially lit backdrop. Myself,
Portrait-Landscape is a picture of the artist and his subjects both seen and unseen,
for he looks out of the painting with a fixity of vision that is pointed not at us but at
the world of his imagination.

Roch Grey, who later owned Myself with her brother, Serge Férat, wrote of
Rousseau’s personality, “His simplicity borders on the aristocratic,”?> and this
indeed is the image we see of the man touchingly “dressed as an artist in a
Rembrandt hat,”?¢ Palmes académiques in his lapel, and immense paintbrush in
hand. Rousseau’s achievement in this painting could be described as Alfred H.
Barr, Jr., described Cézanne’s in his Bather of c. 1885, “adapting a landscape from
another painting, [he] has again fumbled his naturalistic scale while achieving
artistic grandeur.”2”

If Cézanne’s scale were indeed “fumbled” in joining landscape and figure, the
parallel distortion by Rousseau was almost surely deliberate. Myself is the first
painting in which major elements of Rousseau’s characteristic style are stated.
While the liberties he takes with naturalistic scale and the flatness of his forms
may have originated in his early problems with the rendering of perspective, they
have become, by the time of Myself, coordinates of his own style. This pragmatic
approach to making art was very different from the highly intellectual route of
Seurat and his Neo-lmpressionist followers, as it was also from the self-conscious,
mystic, quasi-religious path of Gauguin and the Symbolists. The work itself,
however, shares much with theirs, and contemporary criticism, in spite of the
tendency then as now to put Rousseau in a special and isolated category, often
derided their work for the same “faults” it found in Rousseau’s.

Although the artists who are generally grouped as Post-Impressionists worked
in a wide diversity of manners, their paintings are related by certain common
characteristics. In their art they were all concerned with the expression of
individual personality both in subject and style; rejecting the spatial norms of the
Renaissance and conventions of official Academy art, they employed a variety of
visual perceptions, while maintaining tightly structured compositions. Rousseau'’s
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painting shares all of these characteristics and clearly places him within the Post-
Impressionist, Symbolist orbit.

While we can thus locate Rousseau, his ties to his own generation were largely
of a formal order. What relates Rousseau’s paintings to those of the Post-Impres-
sionists, notably Gauguin and Seurat, are parallel structural qualities, and/or like
subjects, and symbolistic poetic effects. But while his poésie, like his pictorial
architecture, paralleled that of the Post-Impressionist and Symbolist vanguard,
these affinities went unremarked at the time. It remained for the first generation
of painters of the next century to see Rousseau’s art as relevant to their own.
Although Rousseau’s appearances in the Salon des Indépendants were so regular
and so faithful that it was later remarked by a critic, “...what would an exhibition
of the Indépendants be without Monsieur Rousseau?”28 his personal contact with
his late nineteenth-century contemporaries was limited. What there was of it
sometimes seems to have taken the form of practical jokes made irresistible to
Rousseau's more sophisticated colleagues by his gullibility and unworldliness.
More importantly, his work was noticed and admired—if sometimes patronizing-
ly—by such elder statesmen of the avant-garde as Camille Pissarro, Pierre-
Auguste Renoir, and Hilaire-Germain-Edgar Degas, and was even singled out by
the deeply respected Puvis de Chavannes as well as by Redon, Gauguin, Toulouse-
Lautrec, and Signac. But if his art had any influence on his fellow Indépendants,
its operation was subliminal, with virtually no detectable effects.

The particular affinities of Rousseau’s work with that of Gauguin and Seurat are
worth examining in some detail as they tend to illuminate aspects of the Dou-
anier’s painting that have made it important to artists in our own century.

Visiting the Salon des Indépendants of 1890, in which Rousseau’s self-portrait
was hung, Gauguin is reported to have exclaimed in front of the Douanier’s
entries: “Now that is painting! It’s the only thing that can be looked at here.”2? If,
in fact, this scene did occur as reported, Gauguin may have spoken half in jest, half
seriously. Rousseau's apparently naive style may have had the directness of
feeling he himself sought and saw reflected in the art of Breton folk painters and
Polynesian sculptors. But if Gauguin found conviction and sincerity in Rousseau’s
work, its literal side may have seemed comic to this very much less than innocent
artist, so self-consciously endeavoring to return to the primitive. Like Rousseau,
Gauguin had given up another career—although in Gauguin’s case, it was the
more elevated one of banker—to devote himself to art. But his subsequent
experience was in some respects the very opposite of Rousseau’s humble, lonely
toil. Gauguin’s forceful personality and freely articulated opinions, almost as
much as his art, caused him to be seen as the unofficial chef-d'école of Symbolism,
whereas Rousseau was regarded as no more than a simple eccentric. Nonethe-
less, Gauguin’s professed desires to rejuvenate art by returning to pre-Renais-
sance and non-Western sources, “to primitive art that proceeds from the mind
and uses nature,”3° produced a highly decorative and emblematic oeuvre that has
much in common with Rousseau's. Both are characterized by flat, juxtaposed
areas of rich color that lie assertively on the surface, sharp patterns, avoidance of
shadow and modeling, and the reduction of form to essential outlines. But
Rousseau's work, proceeding from an imagination unfettered by preconceived
theory, is—except in color—far bolder and surer. Even Gauguin must have seen
some of this quality; his often cited admiration for Rousseau’s use of black was
probably a recognition of its daring, especially at a time when it had been
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Fig. 2. Fig. 3.

Gauguin. The Loss of Innocence. 1890
The Chrysler Museum, Norfolk, Va.
Gift of Walter P. Chrysler, Jr.

Gauguin. Mave, Nave, Fenua. c. 1895
The Art Institute of Chicago
The Clarence Buckingham Collection

banished from the vanguard palette by the Impressionists, Seurat, and Cézanne.

Gauguin’s search for the unspoiled and instinctual led him first to Brittany and
then to the South Seas, but he could not throw off the culture he carried with him,
and in many of his paintings a synthesis of the varied elements of fin de siécle
Symbolism and the fragments of non-Western art history often seems grafted
onto his primitivized or exotic imagery in an inorganic way. Rousseau’s equivalent
to Gauguin’s Breton peasants are the petite bourgeoisie of Paris and the suburbs,
while his flight to the desert and the tropics was accomplished via the Jardin des
Plantes and pictures he found in magazines and journals.3' But his working-class
subjects inhabit a Sunday world of Paris that is in its own way an image of a
Golden Age seemingly as eternally ordained and as harmonious as the ancient
dream of lost innocence; and in the fantasy kingdoms of desert and jungle his
imagination delivers to us, we are in the realm of dream and at the heart of myth.

While many of Rousseau’s iconographic sources are in popular imagery and
Salon painting rather than in the work of his vanguard contemporaries, it is likely
that he found inspiration for the imagery of The Snake Charmer (1907, pl. 36) in
the Gauguin retrospective at the Salon d’Automne of 1906. Painted the following
year, The Snake Charmer suggests certain of Gauguin’s figures as, for instance,
the woman in the colored woodcut Nave, Nave Fenua (c. 1895, fig. 2), which was
shown in the retrospective. There may even be a tenuous relationship between
Rousseau’s Eve (pl. 29), probably painted sometime after 1904, and Gauguin's
The Loss of Innocence (fig. 3).

If the manner of Rousseau and of Gauguin have much in common, their
paintings are very different in feeling. By contrast, the pictures of Seurat, whose
methodology and approach could not be further removed from Rousseau’s, are
often affectively quite close to the Douanier’s. Although Rousseau and Gauguin
were acquainted, there is little to suggest that Seurat and the Douanier ever met,
even though they undoubtedly saw each other’s pictures as fellow exhibitors in
several of the Salons des Indépendants.? In 1886, the year Rousseau made his

41




o I

Fig. 4. Fig. 5.

Seurat. Study for Sunday Afternoon on the Island Seurat, Sunday Afternoon on the Island
of La Grande Jatte. c. 1884—85 of La Grande Jatte. 188486
The Metropolitan Museum of Art, New York The Art Institute of Chicago.

début in the Salon, Seurat’s Sunday Afternoon on the Island of La Grande Jatte
was the scandal of the exhibition, provoking both mirth and controversy.
Although his fellow artists and many influential critics took Seurat'’s art very
seriously indeed, it elicited reactions both favorable and unfavorable that parallel
various receptions of the Douanier’s work. One critic called La Grande Jatte “an
error, a flat imitation of Miss Kate Greenaway.”33 And, with certain overtones of
Natanson’s remarks on Rousseau, the Belgian poet Emile Verhaeren wrote: “La
Grande Jatte is painted with a primitive naiveté and honesty....As the old
masters, risking rigidity, arranged their figures in hierarchic order, M. Seurat
synthesizes attitudes, postures, gaits. What the masters did to express their time,
he attempts for his, and with equal care for exactness, concentration, and
sincerity.”34

Seurat, fastidiously basing himself on the highly intellectualized, “scientific”
theories he had developed, sought to found his art on the transcription of optical
sensation, whereas Rousseau, doggedly and with artisanal scruple, often sought
to project an inner vision. Ironically, the extreme artfulness of the one and the
pragmatic artlessness of the other—each in its own way close to what Gauguin
had in mind when he said that “truth in art” was “cerebral” and “primitive,”
proceeding “from the mind and using nature”3>—produced art of similar poetic
effects. Rousseau’s and Seurat’s depictions of working-class holiday life share a
sense of quietude and stasis that imparts the fixity of eternal order to the banal
subject matter.

Given the disparity of their mentalities and the fact that the only similarity
(apart, of course, from their common rejection of traditional illusionism) between
Seurat’s method of carefully applying colored dots and Rousseau’s equally metic-
ulous layering of flat planes would seem to be a mutual conscientiousness, it may
seem odd that their paintings have such similar affective qualities. But they share
more than we might initially grasp. Even in what is seemingly most opposed, their
factures, there is a parallel precision, directness, honesty, and immediate legibility.
Rousseau's smooth surfaces are as candid about process as are Seurat’s dots. And
like Seurat, Rousseau had a very clear notion of finish; the sketches of both before
the motif are impressionistic aides-mémoires intended to be transformed in the
studio to stylized paintings (figs. 4, 5; pls. 59, 60).

Moreover, as pictorial composers, the two artists are quite often very close.
Both treat the picture as a self-contained field organized by a bold architecture of
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Fig. 6.
Rousseau. L'Octroi, c. 1890
Courtauld Institute Galleries, London
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Fig. 7. Fig. 8.
Seurat. Port-en-Bessin. 1888 Seurat. Invitation to the Sideshow (La Parade). 1887—88
The Minneapolis Institute of Arts The Metropolitan Museum of Art, New York

Bequest of Stephen C. Clark

rigidly controlled verticals, horizontals, diagonals, and arabesques. Figures are
often presented almost parallel with or at right angles to the picture plane, in a
state of suspended animation as in a dream, and their postures as well as other
compositional elements and patterns are often rhymed and echoed. While it may
be necessary to analyze the paintings of Seurat and Rousseau closely to discover
their similarities, certain of Rousseau’s works, such as The Octroi (fig. 6), demon-
strate a striking resemblance to Seurat as we see him in such works as Port-en-
Bessin of 1888 (fig. 7).3® No evidence exists to indicate that Rousseau was
consciously influenced by Seurat, and it seems unlikely that pictures painted in a
pointillist technique would have appealed to him. But if we allow for this pos-
sibility, we may also permit ourselves to wonder if, much later, when painting the
dark musician of The Dream, Rousseau did not have some whispering memory of
the trombone player from Seurat's Invitation to the Sideshow (La Parade) (fig. 8)
before his mind’s eye.3”

Aside from the common characteristics of Rousseau’'s and Seurat’s pictorial
structures, what relates their pictures most is an unnatural and determinedly
inconsistent light that accounts for much of their poetic resonance, or, as André
Breton was to say of each, their “magic.” Also evident in the work of both artists is
their common interest in modernity as symbolized by the Eiffel Tower, iron
bridges, and, later for Rousseau, the new airships. For Seurat, who was fifteen
years younger than Rousseau and almost dispassionately intellectual, the new
accomplishments of engineering may have held, as Meyer Schapiro observes,
“deeper” meaning “as models of structure and achievement of the rational
mind.”3# But, in incorporating the tower in his self-portrait and other paintings, as
well as frequently depicting the new urban world, the Douanier goes beyond
expressing a simple sense of wonder at new mechanical marvels and records his
recognition of man—especially the artist—interacting with a transformed, con-
structed environment. He and Seurat were, in fact, the only nineteenth-century
modernists to have celebrated the Eiffel Tower, and in their different ways were
committed to an ideal of technological modernity.
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Some twenty years after Rousseau’s self-portrait of 1890 and Seurat’s death in
1891, a new generation of painters in a new century began to celebrate manin his
machine-made world. One of them was Robert Delaunay, now famous for his
own versions of the Eiffel Tower. One of these, The City of Paris (fig. 9), incorpo-
rates an homage to Rousseau, quoting at its left edge the flag-bedecked boat from
Myself, Portrait-Landscape. Delaunay met Rousseau in 1906 and became his
friend, not only admiring but collecting his pictures. In 1920, reflecting on the
Douanier’s qualities, Delaunay wrote: “Rousseau takes his place alongside the
masters who are the harbingers of modern art and sometimes overshadows them
by his great faith, his naiveté and his sense of style. ... Rousseau’s style was pushed
close to perfection. However, he had no theories at all...[and] while eschewing
talk of style and tradition, Rousseau was more impregnated with them than the
majority of the painters of his generation. For him the picture was a primal
surface with which he had to deal physically to project his thought. But his
thought consisted solely of plastic elements, If order and composition were basic
to it, the matiére was laid out as the work progressed. The picture was a unity.
Everything in it was subject to the whole. .. to the relationships of surfaces on the
primary surface of the canvas.”3°

When Delaunay writes, “his thought consisted solely of plastic elements,” he is
giving us an essential key to the understanding of Rousseau’s painting, its genius
and its inimitability. Rousseau’s art is as stylized as any we can find—every bit as
much so as Seurat’'s—and we know from Rousseau’s own account as well as
others’ that it was almost as painstakingly executed.® Yet it has a feeling of
spontaneity that high style and meticulous execution almost by definition pre-
clude. This immediacy in Rousseau’s work arises from his directness of transcrip-
tion—conception and action are not separated by theory. Although Rousseau’s
style was not yet fully formulated in 1888, it must have been a quality of his
peculiar freedom that led Degas, when brought to the Indépendants in that year
to see work by Seurat, to turn to the paintings of the Douanier and exclaim, “Why
shouldn’t that be the painting of the future?”4! The remark by Degas, impatient
with explanations of theory, may have been made at least partially in exasperated
jest.

Rhetorical as Degas’s question might have been, we will take the liberty of
possibly perverting his sense and respond seriously. Rousseau’s painting was too
intimately a part of himself to provide a model, and formulas were nonexistent
outside his own creative powers. Hence his painting could be and was a fecund
source of ideas, but his style as a totality could not be converted to the expressive
needs of any other painter. By contrast, Seurat’s codified style was more limited
and therefore less rich in suggestion; and, personal though it was in Seurat’s own
hands, it could be adopted whole, which indeed it was by the entire coterie of
Neo-Impressionist painters.

Rousseau’s painting does not simply belong to Post-lmpressionism; it is to some
degree an unwitting synthesis of certain of its styles and subject matter, particu-
larly those of Gauguin and Seurat, which were to be combined in the works of the
Fauves between 1905 and 1907. But Fauvism, generally considered the first
vanguard artistic movement in the new century, was even more a synthesis of
late nineteenth-century ideas—the last struggle in the battle initiated by Manet
to throw off the received conventions of post-Renaissance Western painting.
Although all the major Fauve painters knew Rousseau’s work well, they did not
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yet see in it the relevance it would later take on as the Fauve movement started
to fade.

Rousseau’s interaction with Fauvism was very much as it had been with Post-
Impressionism. He painted and they painted, and what he painted and what they
painted were all shown together at the Salon des Indépendants and the Salon
d’Automne. As has often been suggested, the proximity of one of Rousseau’s
entries in the 1905 Salon d'Automne, the huge The Hungry Lion (1905, pl. 31), to
the paintings of Henri Matisse, André Derain, Maurice de Vlaminck, and others
may have unconsciously prompted the critic Louis Vauxcelles to use the term
fauves, or wild beasts, to describe the new group—a term hardly warranted by
their style—especially in 1905. Thus baptized, the new painting provoked strong
reactions, and Rousseau benefited from the press coverage, especially when the
conservative L'lllustration published a two-page spread featuring The Hungry
Lion, along with reproductions of Fauve works, including those of Matisse and
Derain, as well as paintings by Cézanne and Edouard Vuillard. Indeed, one
waonders if the Fauve painters may have felt a little bit as Félix Vallotton had at the
Indépendants of 1891 when his work was hung next to Rousseau’s Surprise!
(1891, pl. 6), and he wrote in the Swiss journal of which he was the Paris
correspondent: “He is a terrible neighbor, since he crushes everything else.”42

If he ever took any notice, Matisse cannot have been altogether pleased by
occasions on which he met Rousseau in print. In 1906 a critic in the Rénovation
ésthétique wrote that the Salon des Indépendants could best be characterized by
tricksters (roublards) like M Matisse and naifs like M Rousseau;*3 and in 1910 in
Gil Blas the following commentary appeared: “l would be remiss were |
to...neglect to mention the names of those who amuse the spectators and
provide them, as they pass their droll entries, with a few seconds of real gaiety:
Messrs. Duchamp, Ribemont-Dessaignes, Lhote, Misses Vassilief, Laurencin, and,
master of them all, from Othon Friesz to Henri Matisse, the inspired Henri
Rousseau, former customs man, a completely worthless but extraordinarily
determined painter.”44

Although Rousseau’'s work probably played a minor, perhaps unconsciously
accepted role for Matisse in a gradual simplification of his painting in 1906—07, it
can only be surmised, and is, in any case, subordinate to a generalized interest in
primitivism current at that moment.4>

If we accept the accounts of Max Weber, who was a student of Matisse and in
close contact with the Douanier, and Weber's friend Adolphe Basler, Matisse
alone among the pioneers of modernism, did not respond positively—at least in
his recorded remarks—to Rousseau’s work.*® And, according to Roch Grey,
Rousseau'’s friend and early collector, the only artist the Douanier himself couldn’t
stand was Matisse. When she and her brother, Serge (Férat) Jastrebzoff, would
ask Rousseau what he thought about the work of other painters he would reply:
“‘l don’t hate it, | don't hate it’; only Matisse made him angry, it was a kind of
powerful contempt that he laughed about himself, ‘If only it were amus-
ing....But, my dear, it is sad, it's frightfully ugly!""47 Ironically, the “still, serene,
sensuous world” that Matisse was painting during his Fauve period in such
canvases as Luxe, calme et volupté (1904—5) and Bonheur de vivre (1905—6) was
equally powerfully bodied forth by Rousseau in his Snake Charmer (1907).

The year that Rousseau painted the pacific image of his Snake Charmer was the
year that Pablo Picasso painted his violently expressionistic Les Demoiselles
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d’Avignon. While the two paintings have nothing in common except an equally
subsumed relationship to Gauguin, the significance of the Demoiselles as the
culminating work in Picasso’s transition from a perceptual to a conceptual way of
working and its effectiveness in obliterating the vestiges of nineteenth-century
painting still operating in Fauvism make it obliquely important to the discovery of
Rousseau by early modernist artists. For, with the waning of Fauvism, artists were
increasingly influenced by Picasso, and in the two years immediately following
the completion of the Demoiselles to the first paintings done in a fully realized
Analytic Cubist mode, in June—July 1909, Picasso was actively testing out every
received idea of painting; he successively looked to tribal art and Rousseau as well
as returning to Cézanne in a new spirit. While Rousseau was not as fundamental
to the redirection of Picasso’s art as Cézanne, nor even as crucial as the tribal
artists, he was initially, if briefly, important as a simplifying agent (largely in late
1908) and, subsequently, as a source of ideas and imagery. His work provided a
landscape model for a reductively simplified image that complemented the figure
model provided by art négre.

But to understand the nature of Picasso’s involvement with Rousseau, we must
try to resolve the question of when he first saw the Douanier’s work4® and,
second, of when he met the man. A number of authors have claimed that
Picasso's first encounter with a Rousseau dates from his purchase in autumn 1908
of a large painting, Portrait of a Woman (c. 1895, pl. 12), by the Douanier which he
found in the shop of the secondhand dealer Pére Soulier.*® On the evidence of
Picasso's painting alone, this date is too late, for we first see traces of Rousseau’s
influence in Picasso's work in spring 1908, and it then becomes dominant in the
Rue des Bois landscapes (figs. 10, 11) painted late in that summer. Moreover, since
we have Picasso’s word that up until the First World War he saw every Salon des
Indépendants and Salon d'’Automne that took place when he was in Paris,>® we
must assume that he very likely saw Rousseau’s painting as early as 1901 and
certainly no later than 1905.

In 1901 Picasso arrived in Paris in the spring in part to prepare his June show at
Ambroise Vollard’s gallery. We do not know . his precise date of arrival, but Pierre

Fig. 10.
Picasso. House in the Garden. 1908
Hermitage State Museum, Leningrad

Fig. 11.
Picasso. Landscape. 1908
Collection Riccardo and Magda Jucker, Milan
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48, For a further discussion of this topic, see William
Rubin, “From Narrative to ‘lconic’ in Picasso: The
Buried Allegory in ‘Bread and Fruitdish on a Table’
and the 'Role of Les Demoiselles d'Avignon,’” The Art
Builetin, vol. 65, no. 4 (Dec. 1983), pp. 620-22.

49. Most authors agree that Picasso's fortuitous
acquisition of this large and magnificent portrait was
the immediate inspiration for the Rousseau banquet
(see p. 51), held, as all sources agree, in autumn
1908. Douglas Cooper alone of all sources dates
Picasso’s purchase of the portrait as 1507, Ignoring
various witnesses (e.g., Max Weber, who speaks of it
as having been acquired in autumn 1908), Cooper's
undocumented assertion that “Picasso first became
acquainted with the painting of Henri Rousseau
through seeing and buying one of his finest works in
a junk-shop in Montmartre in the winter of 1907"
(Cubist Epoch, Los Angeles: Los Angeles County
Museum of Art, and New York: The Metropolitan
Museum of Art, 1970, p. 34) was probably made to
accommodate the evident influence of Rousseau in
Picasso's Rue des Bois landscapes of late summer
1908. Cooper gives no evidence for advancing
Picasso's lucky acquisition by an entire year, and while
his assertion provides a rationale for Rousseau's
influence in the Rue des Bois landscapes, it not only
makes it impossible for the banquet to have been
occasioned by Picasso's find, but its proposed date of
1907 is, minimally, two years later than Picasso's first
encounter with Rousseau’s painting, as demonstrated
here.

50. Rubin, "From Narrative to ‘lconic’ in Picasso,”
p. 621.

51. Ambroise Vollard, En écoutant Cézanne, Degas,
Renoir (Paris, 1938), reports that Renoir remarked of
this painting: “It's odd, how people are repelled when
they come upon a painter's qualities in a painting.
There is one who must exasperate them more than
anyone else: the Douanier Rousseau! This prehistoric
scene with the hunter dressed in a suit from the Belle
Jardiniére right spang in the middle of it carrying a
rifle... . However, in the first place, can't we enjoy a
canvas solely on the basis of agreeable colors? Do we
need to understand the subject? And what a lovely
hue this canvas of Rousseau's has! Do you remember,
opposite the hunter, a fernale nude?. .. | feel sure that
Ingres himself would not have disliked it!” Cited in
Certigny, p. 208.

52. Rousseau probably met Apollinaire through Jarry
either in 1906 or the following year. See Dora Vallier,
Henri Rousseau (Cologne: DuMont Schauberg, 1961),
p. B1. Certigny believes Rousseau and Apollinaire did
not meet until 1907; see pp. 263 ff. and 279-81.

53. Rousseau, in a letter to Vollard, Sept. 26, 1909,
wrote that he had hoped to sell this painting to the
state. It probably passed from Vollard to Picasso in
1910, the year Picasso painted that dealer’s portrait.
Cited in Germain Viatte, "Henri Rousseau: Lettres
inédites & A, Vollard,” Art de France (Paris), no. 2
(1962), p. 333.
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Fig.12,
Rousseau. Unwelcome Surprise. c. 1901
The Barnes Foundation, Merion, Pa,

Daix suggests that it was early May. The Salon des Indépendants in which
Rousseau showed seven pictures, including The Unwelcome Surprise (fig. 12),’
closed on May 21. If Picasso was in Paris prior to this date there is little doubt that
he would have seen the exhibition, especially since Coquiot, who was arranging
Picasso’s exhibition at Vollard’s and writing its catalogue preface, was not only an
official of the Indépendants but, as we have seen, a devoted admirer of the
Douanier’s. It is most unlikely that he would not have drawn Picasso’s attention to
this singular French artist; but Picasso’s own painting at the time was such that
Rousseau’s work would have had little effect on him.

As Picasso was absent from Paris in the spring of 1902 and of 1903, his next
opportunity to see Rousseau’s painting may have been in 1904. As we know only
that Picasso arrived in Paris in the “spring” of that year, we cannot be sure that he
would have seen the Indépendants since it closed unusually early, on March 24.
We can, however, be absolutely sure of the situation in 1905. We know that
Picasso was in Paris during the entire run of both the Indépendants and the third
Salon d’Automne, the first in which Rousseau exhibited. Even without Picasso’s
own testimony that he never missed a Salon d’Automne, we would have to
assume that the notoriety surrounding this manifestation of the “wild beasts”
would have attracted his attention. And we know that Rousseau’s monumental
The Hungry Lion (pl. 31) played no small role in the attention provoked by the
new painting. Later, in March 1906, Vollard purchased The Hungry Lion from the
Douanier and, at about the same time, “bought out” Picasso’s studio. As Picasso
was a frequent visitor to Vollard’s celebrated cave, it is likely that after seeing The
Hungry Lion in the Salon, he renewed acquaintance with it at Vollard's on more
than one occasion before the end of 1908.

In the 1906 Indépendants, notable for the showing of Matisse’s Bonheur de
vivre, Rousseau exhibited five paintings; the following autumn, he exhibited The
Merry Jesters (1906, pl. 33), a work whose foliage—with that of The Jungle:
Tiger Attacking a Buffalo (1908, pl. 50), shown in spring 1908 —anticipates more
than other Rousseaus the decorative reductions of Picasso’s Rue des Bois land-
scapes. By that time, however, it is possible that Picasso and Rousseau had already
met through Guillaume Apollinaire or Jarry.>? Thus, Picasso would have begun
seeing the Douanier’s work in the latter’s studio, as well as attending his soirées
familiales et artistiques. Rousseau’s work was again on view in the spring Salons
of 1907 and 1908 and the autumn Salon of 1907. Indeed, one of Rousseau'’s entries
in the Indépendants of 1907 was Representatives of Foreign Powers Arriving to
Hail the Republic as a Sign of Peace (1907, pl. 35), which Picasso would later
acquire from Vollard.>3

As we can securely date Picasso’s familiarity with Rousseau’s painting from
1905 at the very latest, and almost undoubtedly earlier, we may ask why the
Douanier’s influence is not felt in Picasso’s painting until 1908. The answer lies, at
least partially, in a general recapitulation of the course of painting in Paris, which
parallels Picasso's own, from approximately 1900 until the period surrounding the
execution of the Demoiselles. Prior to that time artists were recasting ideas
received from the styles of the Impressionists and Post-lmpressionists, which,
with the partial exception of Gauguin's, were formulated to record sensation;
however, as the younger painters moved through that process and out of
Fauvism, their art began to shift toward modes based on conceptualization. By
1906—07 vanguard art had reached a transitional point that made it receptive to
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the reductive possibilities proposed by African or tribal artifacts and the work of
Rousseau, as well as to the structural simplifications of Cézanne.

Of the several influences operative in Picasso’s art, the “African” tends to
dominate for more than a year after the Demoiselles. It gives way in the Rue des
Bois landscapes of late summer 1908 to combine with the briefly greater influence
of Rousseau. Cézanne is less important than Rousseau and art négre in the Rue
des Bois paintings, but his role would overtake that of Rousseau in the autumn
under the pressure of Braque's new appreciation of Cézanne in his first Cubist
pictures from L'Estaque shown in November at Daniel-Henry Kahnweiler’s
gallery.

The subsequent influences of the two nineteenth-century artists in Picasso’s
work is nowhere more marked or more significant than in the monumental still
life Bread and Fruitdish on a Table (fig. 13), begun in late autumn 1908 and
completed in early 1909. The influence of Cézanne is manifest in the high
viewpoint that blunts the orthogonals of the tabletop and tends to align them
with the frame, in the displaced or discontinuous contour of the rear edge of the
table, and in the nonfinito of the right side and bottom of the picture. The
influence of Rousseau is visible primarily on the left side of the picture in the
simplified forms and purged, unbroken contours of the compotier and fruit, as
well as in their tightly painted, uniquely high finish, and in the ornamental leaflike
pattern of subtle greens in the drapery that recalls the tonal nuancing of the
greens in Hungry Lion.>*

The reductive drawing of the compotier and fruit on the left of Bread and
Fruitdish—more austere than that of the Rousseau-like “toy” houses and stylized
trees of Picasso’s Rue des Bois landscapes—suggests, as in the Douanier, a strictly
conceptual type of image. The exploratory “unfinished” passages of the right side
of Bread and Fruitdish recall, on the other hand, the searching, perceptual
approach of Cézanne working before the motif. Indeed, the profound meth-
odological and philosophical differences that separate Cézanne and Rousseau are
nowhere better exemplified than in their notions of finish, surely the most
obvious of the many stylistic differences that separate their work. It is not without
significance that among Rousseau’s few recorded observations about the Master
of Aix was the suggestion that he “could finish” Cézanne’s pictures.5>

Picasso’s amalgam of the alien styles of Rousseau and Cézanne in Bread and
Fruitdish went beyond the terms of a formidable challenge to his own pictorial
inventiveness and beyond an homage to the painterly achievements of the two
older artists to the very nature of his own feelings about them. Cézanne and
Rousseau were revered figures for Picasso, who admired them as paragons of
conviction and integrity.5® Of the same generation, and both “outsiders” even
within the small world of vanguard painters, both were relatively hermetic in
personality and maintained a quasi-religious attitude toward painting; both were
sometimes scorned as incompetents. In such respects they were logical role
models for the twenty-seven-year-old Picasso at a time when his own radical and
seemingly “primitive” explorations had carried him beyond the understanding of
those who had admired and collected his Blue- and Rose-period works.

It has long been recognized that Picasso is one of the most diaristic of artists. “I
paint,” he is quoted as saying, “the way some people write their autobiogra-
phy.”57 But only with the publication of considerable material on Picasso’s private
life during the last two decades have we begun to realize just how direct and
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Fig.13.

Picasso. Bread and Fruitdish on a Table.
1908—-09

Qeffentliche Kunstsammlung,
Kunstmuseum Basel

54, Prior to the installation of the exhibition European
Master Paintings from Swiss Collections at The
Museum of Modern Art, New York (Dec. 1976—Mar.
1977}, in which both paintings figured, The Hungry
Lion and Bread and Fruitdish were placed side by side.
The effect was astonishing in the proximities of tone
and hue and in the similarity of facture between the
Rousseau and the left side of the Picasso.

55. This remark of Rousseau's is quoted frequently

in the literature and is difficult to trace to any one
source. An unpublished memorandum by Max Weber
(cited in Leonard, p. 23) describes a visit Weber made
with Rousseau to the Cézanne Memorial Retro-
spective in 1907, where Rousseau suggested that he
“could finish” the Wilstach Bathers (Philadelphia
Museumn of Art). Either Rousseau made such an
observation more than once—which is probable—or
Weber retailed the remark to others. In any case,
Picasso recounted it to William Rubin in 1971 as
something Rousseau had said to him.

56. The friendship of Picasso and Rousseau, and the
latter’s ubiquitousness in the Apollinaire circle, tend
to make us forget that the Douanier, born in 1844, and
Cézanne, born in 1839, were of the same generation.
Both were considered strictly nineteenth-century
painters by the artists and poets of the Cubist
generation.

57. Frangoise Gilot and Carleton Lake, Life with
Picasso (New York, Toronto, London: McGraw-Hill,
1964). p. 123. The word "autobiography” used here by
Gilot is not quite the proper one as it suggests that the
painter recreates his life in retrospect. Considering the
time that elapsed between Picasso's remark and
Gilot's recounting it to Lake, it is perhaps permissible
to think that her recollection is not completely
accurate and that Picasso—who was very precise in
his choice of words—said rather that he painted the
way other people wrote their "diaries.”

58. For an extended discussion of this and an ampli-
fied examination of Rousseau's role in Bread and
Fruitdish, see Rubin, “From Narrative to ‘lconic’ in
Picasso,” pp. 615—49.
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Fig. 14.

Picasso. Study for Carnaval au bistrot
(first state). Late 1908

Private collection

[

Fig. 15,

Picasso. Sheet of Studies for Carnaval au bistrot
(first state). Late 1908

Musée Picasso, Paris

59. The idea was first discussed among the staff of
the Basel Kunstmuseum, notably Carlo Huber and
Dieter Koepplin, and was first published by the latter
in the notes to the exhibition catalogue, Kubismus:
Zeichnungen und Druckgraphik aus dem Kupfer-
stichkabinett Basel. Christian Gaelhaar’s article,
“Pablo Picassos Stilleben ‘Pains et compotier aux
fruits sur une table’: Metamorphosen einer Bildidee,”
Pantheon, vol, 28, no. 2, pp. 127-40, elaborates on
the thesis.

specific are the private references in his paintings. They often constitute a distinct
and consistent substratum of meaning distinguishable from, but interwoven
with, the manifest subject matter. The larger, the more evolved a picture, the
more multilayered its iconography is likely to be.

Bread and Fruitdish is, in fact, the culmination of a series of large early pictures,
including La Vie (1903), Family of Saltimbanques (1905), Les Demoiselles d’Avi-
gnon (1907), and Three Women (1908), which underwent radical transformations
during their execution, as Picasso veiled specifically autobiographical references.
In each picture, narrative content was modified or, as in Bread and Fruitdish,
replaced by stylistic differences that carry a deepened expression of meaning.>8

It was first suggested by curators at the Basel Kunstmuseum and later demon-
strated by Christian Geelhaar that the configuration of Bread and Fruitdish
directly derives from studies for an unexecuted large picture, which depict
Harlequin, Gilles, and several other figures dining at a drop-leaf table.5° The first
state of this image had been titled Carnaval au bistrot (fig. 14) by Christian
Zervos—probably because of the presence of Gilles and Harlequin—although the
static, symmetrical, and circular composition projects a religious rather than
secular atmosphere, A later version (fig. 15) contains a sketch on the margin that
closely resembles Bread and Fruitdish; and in subsequent states, a pencil drawing
(fig. 16) and a gouache (fig. 17), we see the cast of characters reduced to four and
the figure on the right given a Kronstadt hat. Comparison of the gouache banquet
scene with Bread and Fruitdish reveals it as the immediate source of the still life’s
configuration, but a “transmigration” of forms has occurred; the shapes have
remained constant but have passed to new identities. The arms of the man in the
Kronstadt hat, for example, are recast as loaves of bread while his right hand has
become an inverted teacup. Harlequin’s left arm is also redefined as a loaf of
bread, his right hand as a lemon, and the contours of his upper torso and hat more
or less forced into a convoluted drapery pattern. In the large canvas only the legs
under the table remain to confirm that Bread and Fruitdish was actually begun as
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Fig. 16. Fig. 17.
Picasso. Study for Carmaval au bistrot Picasso. Study for Carnaval au bistrot
(second state). Winter 1908—-09 (second state). Winter 1908—09
Musée Picasso, Paris Musée Picasso, Paris
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Henri Rousseau (detail of fig. 22) Fig. 18.
Picasso. At the Lapin Agile (detail). 1905
Estate of Mrs. Joan Whitney Payson

a commedia dell’arte dining scene. The autobiographic references of the original
scene were not, however, abandoned with the shift in subject, but were recast in
terms of style rather than commedia dell’arte allegory, and can be deciphered by
identifying the symbolic personages of the original conceit.

The protagonists in Carnaval au bistrot reveal their hidden identities more or
less readily. Most immediately we can identify Picasso himself, sitting at the
center of the table dressed as Harlequin. Harlequin was not simply a favorite
personage of Picasso; he has long been recognized as Picasso's persona, his alter
ego,%? as we see him in Harlequin’s motley in At the Lapin Agile (1905, fig. 18).
The woman with whom Picasso rubs shoulders in Carnaval au bistrot, and toward
whom he inclines his head, may be identified through this pairing as his compan-
ion Fernande Olivier. The relationship of this couple—merged in the second-state
gouache within a binding pyramidal silhouette—constitutes a subordinate theme
within the allegorical iconography.®’

The other figures at the table in Carnaval au bistrot reveal themselves less easily
but no less securely. The man to the right of Harlequin/Picasso was intended
from the start to be contemplative; and in the drawings (figs. 15, 16), he is shown
clearly resting his head upon his hand, his other arm bent horizontal at the elbow
in a posture Cézanne amateurs will recognize as almost a mirror image of the man
mesmerized by several oranges in Cézanne’s Luncheon on the Grass.%2 That
Picasso’s Contemplator was intended to represent Cézanne himself is confirmed
in the second state (fig. 17), where he is given a Kronstadt hat. This is a type of hat
Cézanne imaged frequently and, indeed, wore himself in some of his self-portraits
(fig. 19). There can be no doubt as to the meaning here, for while Picasso was
under way on this project, probably between the execution of the watercolor and
the gouache, Georges Braque purchased a Kronstadt hat as an act of homage to
Cézanne; Picasso was tremendously excited and took the hat to his studio where
he featured it in a still life widely known as Cézanne’s Hat (1909).

There are, of course, still other allusions to Cézanne in Carnaval au bistrot,
among them the posture of the servant with the bowl of fruit, which was adapted
from a comparable figure in Cézanne's L'Aprés-midi a Naples.®® Moreover, while
images of four-to-six figures sitting and standing around a table are very rare in
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Fig. 19.
Cézanne. Man in Bowler Hat. 1883—85
Private collection




Picasso. Study for Carnaval au bistrot (fig. 14)

60. See Theodore Reff, “Harlequins, Saltimbanques,
Clowns and Fools," Artforum, October 1971,

pp. 30—41; and "Themes of Love and Death in
Picasso’s Early Work,” in Picasso in Retrospect (New
York and Washington: Praeger, 1973), pp. 11-47,

61. The stylistic dualism that expresses the primary
theme celebrating Picasso’s life as an artist simul-
taneously echoes the more private motif of the
Picasso/Fernande relationship. The juxtaposition of
the circular bowl of sumptuous fruit with hard,
“phallic” pains longs (not unlike Harlequin's baton in
form) of the final still life echoes the private motif of
the Picasso/Fernande relationship within the general
depersonalization of forms that took place between
the original banquet scene and the ultimate still-life
painting; see Rubin, “From Narrative to ‘lconic’ in
Picasso,” pp. 639—42.

62. Venturi 107,
63. Venturi 224,

64. For a description of this banquet, see Fernande
Olivier, Picasso et ses amis (Paris: Librairie Stock,
1933), pp. 78—83, and Roger Shattuck, The Banguet
Years: The Origins of the Avant-Garde in France: 1885
to World War | (New York: Vintage Books, 1968),

PP, 66—71 (1st ed. 1955).

65. The table legs with their baluster forms are more
realistically represented than in Bread and Fruitdish in
another still life of the period, Loaves on a Table in
Christian Zervos, Pablo Picasso, vol, |l (Paris: Cahiers
d'art, 1942), nio. 125.

Picasso’s prior work, Cézanne's large Card Players would have provided a model,
especially as Picasso had seen the huge version now at the Barnes Foundation
(Merion, Pennsylvania) a year earlier in the Cézanne memorial retrospective, and
was no doubt struck by Cézanne’s audacity in making the legs under the table so
monumental as to seem detached from their respective figures; he incorporated
this autonomous “architectural” treatment of the legs in Carnaval au bistrot, and
the association adds something to the significance (and perhaps logic) of his
having retained their forms even after he had converted his canvas into a still life.

That the secret identity of Gilles, on the left in Carnaval au bistrot, is Henri
Rousseau should hardly come as a surprise in a late 1908 work by Picasso that
represents an artist’s banquet. Certainly the theme of the image was suggested
by the banquet in honor of Rousseau that Picasso held in his studio in November
of that year,®* at most weeks and perhaps just days before he began work on
Carnaval au bistrot. The very table pictured in Carnaval would have been put to
use for the Rousseau banquet, as it is a simplified version of the round drop-leaf
table visible in a photograph of Picasso’s studio of 1908 (fig. 20).°® That event was,
to be sure, a convivial, somewhat riotous one. Carnaval au bistrot is more its by-
product than its representation. Picasso converted the celebration of the Dou-
anier into a quasi-sacred allegory of communion among artists, in which he
breaks bread seated between his two major nineteenth-century avatars—pre-
cisely the two painters on whom he was drawing most in his work of the moment.

The logic of Gilles as a “stand-in” for Rousseau begins with their commonality
as sad entertainers, sad clowns. Rousseau was, to be sure, a somewhat inadver-
tent clown, whose singing and violin playing at his soirées familiales et artistiques
and at Picasso’s banquet were occasionally the butt of laughter—as was his
serious, grave, and stately demeanor. Nor did his painting evade such derision,
even among some of Picasso’s friends. Yet Picasso was deeply moved by the
unrelenting seriousness and the sense of sacred mission of the Douanier as
regards not only his own work but that of all artists. At the Rousseau banquet, the

Fig. 20.
Picasso in his studio in the Bateau-Lavoir
Photographed for Gelett Burgess, 1908
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Fig. 21. Fig. 22,
Watteau. Gilles. ¢. 1719 Henri Rousseau in his studio, rue Perrel
Musée du Louvre, Paris c. 1907

Douanier was elevated like a king or saint above the level of the other guests,
seated as he was on a chair mounted on a packing box, which Fernande Olivier
described “as a kind of throne.” Imagine him there in all his gravity and for-
mality—he sat unflinchingly “with great stoicism,” Fernande tells us, despite the
tallow that dripped onto his forehead from a hanging lantern—and we see why
Picasso remembered him as being like a “Byzantine character.” When the lantern
later caught fire, Fernande recalls, “we made Rousseau think it was the final
apotheosis.”¢®

Given what Picasso recognized as Rousseau’s almost saintly purity of character,
his simplicity and generosity—quite apart from the Douanier’s religious attitude
toward painting—what better choice could the artist have made than to embody
him as Gilles, especially as Gilles’s round hat could be made, as Watteau had
already shown (fig. 21), to imply a halo. Moreover, in so doing, Picasso was
adapting a figure whose hat could be identified in its roundness with that worn by
Rousseau himself. The Douanier’'s self-image was inseparable from that old-
fashioned beret. Wearing it was, as we have seen, his way of asserting the nobility
and tradition of his profession. Not only does he wear it in Myself but also in his
official photograph as artiste-peintre (fig. 22), where it reads as a surrogate halo.
Picasso knew this photograph well, for it hung, framed like a painting, on the wall
of Rousseau’s little studio where, according to Arséne Alexandre, Rousseau had
also hung reproductions of work by Watteau.5? Thus, the symbolism of all three
male figures in the mutations of Carnaval au bistrot ultimately emerges as
proverbial: “The Hat Makes the Man.”

We have only to look at the final still life to see how Picasso came to “tell” the
original story of Carnaval au bistrot by means of style itself. The left side of Bread
and Fruitdish (where the Douanier, as Gilles, had sat in Carnaval) is executed in a
Rousseau-like manner, unique in Picasso’s early painting; 8 the right side (where
Cézanne as Contemplator, had been seated) is comparably Cézannesque. But
both stylistic tendencies are subsumed in a painting that is integrally Picasso’s.

Finally, of course, the polarity of substyles in Bread and Fruitdish alludes to
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66, Olivier, p. 78.

67. Comoedia, Mar. 19, 1910; cited in Vallier, Tout
loeuvre peint, p. 10.

68, In none of his other Rousseau-influenced paintings
(such as figs. 10, 11) did Picasso opt for the very tight
finish we see in the compotier and fruit of Bread and
Fruitdish. His interest in creating the illusion of an
almost glazed surface closely resembling that of
Rousseau suggests his desire to focus this clue with
the greatest precision possible.

69. See John Golding, Cubism: A History and an
Analysis 1907—1914 (London: Faber and Faber, 1968},
P. 15 (1st ed. 1959).

70. Cited by Daniel Catton Rich, Henri Rousseau,
2d ed. rev. (New York: The Museum of Modern Art,
and Chicago: Art Institute of Chicago, 1946), p. 52.

Fig. 23. Pl 23.

Picasso. Still Life with Fruit and Glass. 1908 Rousseau, Portrait of the Artist

The Museum of Modern Art, New York

Estate of John Hay Whitney

divergencies and contradictions in human feeling that transcend the references
to Rousseau and Cézanne reflected in them. The tension between concreteness
and sensation, between closed and open systems, between conception and
perception, and between certitude and doubt that these references embody fuels
the interior drama of Picasso himself as he confronts the problems and pos-
sibilities of what is becoming Cubism.

Although probably not intended by Picasso, Bread and Fruitdish can be read as
a temporary farewell to Rousseau, for the Douanier’s influence does not surface
in Picasso’s work again until after the full period of Analytic Cubism and the
development of collage. In any case, the Douanier’s role in Picasso’s work, as it
was equally in Braque's in 1907—09, was less structural than catalytic, operating,
as did art négre, against la fausse tradition®’ as the two artists moved toward
the creation of Cubism.

Picasso’s experience of Rousseau during this time is largely reflected in the
simplified drawing and predominantly green palette of his Rue des Bois land-
scapes. But his tendency toward frontal, iconic imagery and the sense of monu-
mentality that informs even such small paintings as Still Life with Fruit and Glass
(fig. 23) also owe something to Rousseau, whose own ability to endow a small
canvas with immense presence is demonstrated in his Portrait of the Artist
(1900-03, pl. 23) that Picasso would later own and was at the time either still with
Rousseau or in the collection of Delaunay.

Picasso must also have been struck by Rousseau’s distortions of scale, which
paralleled his own manipulations of form. And, while such departures from
natural proportion were executed by Picasso with virtuoso bravado and clearly
for expressive purposes, in Rousseau’s work they seem awkward and possibly
unintended. But Rousseau was a careful composer of his pictures, and the
sometimes surprising dimensions of his figures do not “work™ just by accident.
When Weber, watching Rousseau paint Old Junier’s Cart (1908, pl. 39), asked him
if the dog beneath the carriage would not be too big, Rousseau “looked musingly
at the picture” and replied, “No, it must be that way.”’® (Weber could just as well
have questioned him on the smallness of the dog at the right whose absurd
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tininess acts to punctuate the large scale of the picture.) And when Marie
Laurencin, who was quite thin, complained about her bulk in The Muse Inspiring
the Poet (1909, pl. 58), Rousseau replied, “Guillaume is a great poet. He needs a fat
muse.””1 For all her slightly comic character, Rousseau’s Muse has the dignity and
force of Romanesque sculpture—indeed brings to mind examples such as the
eleventh-century Apostle in St. Sernin, Toulouse (fig. 24); and the impossible
length of Laurencin's arm is needed not only to balance the composition but to
emphasize her gesture, which seems to imply the blessing of divine authority.

The primal force of Rousseau’s imagery clearly impressed Picasso. He said
himself that the painting he found at Pére Soulier's “obsessed me from the
moment | saw it.”?2 If Rousseau’s work was temporarily not useful to Picasso in
the highly finessed Cubism of 1910—12 that he shared with Braque, it was to
become so again and possibly in a more structural way.

Clues regarding Rousseau’s reemergence in Picasso’s art are yielded by a
consideration of the two versions of Three Musicians (in Philadelphia, fig. 25; in
New York, fig. 26) executed in 1921, long after the close of the Analytic Cubist
period, and, in fact, often regarded as the culmination of Picasso’s Synthetic
Cubism. Theodore Reff has convincingly demonstrated that Three Musicians has
a hidden allegorical meaning;7? in this sense it is not dissimilar to Bread and
Fruitdish. Reff characterizes Three Musicians as an “elegy for [Picasso’s] lost
Bohemian youth, for the freedom of the Bateau-Lavoir days,”74 and he per-
suasively identifies its three main characters as Apollinaire/Pierrot, Pi-
casso/Harlequin, and Max Jacob/Monk. Picasso’s art abounds with images that
conflate identities; it is therefore not in the least incompatible with Reff's reading
of Three Musicians—in fact it is an extension of his interpretation—to find
evidence of Rousseau’s presence in the paintings as well as that of Apollinaire.

Many of Reff's arguments for equating Pierrot with Apollinaire are just as valid
if we pair the figure with Rousseau; while attributes specific to Apollinaire are
balanced by attributes specific to Rousseau. In a scene commemorating the past
and depicting commedia dell'arte figures at a table, evocations of Rousseau

Fig. 25. Fig. 26.

Picasso. Three Musicians. 1921 Picasso. Three Musicians, 1921
The Philadelphia Museum of Art The Museum of Modern Art, New York
The A.E. Gallatin Collection Mrs. Simon Guggenheim Fund
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would have been as appropriate as those of Apollinaire, especially given the
precedent of the Rousseau banquet and its subsequent role in the inspiration and
elaboration of Bread and Fruitdish. Reff himself points out the relevance of
Carnaval au bistrot, where we have already seen Rousseau as Pierrot, to the Three
Musicians. Although agreeing with Reff that Apollinaire was for Picasso “a writer
who is a clown like Pierrot,” 7> we also know that the word painter substituted for
writer would give us one of Picasso’s images of Rousseau. And, if Pierrot is for
Picasso, as Reff says, a purely French character whose white costume in Three
Musicians is “enhanced by a radiant French blue” appropriate because “he stands
for one of the purest of French poets, Apollinaire,””¢ let us also consider Picasso’s
words on the portrait he owned by the Douanier, “A work of French insight of
decision and clearness...one of the most revealing French psychological
portraits.” 77

That Pierrot’s playing of a wind instrument confirms his symbolic role as
Apollinaire through associations with his poems, especially “Le Musicien de Saint-
Merry,” is convincingly demonstrated by Reff. But this identification does not
exclude another. Nothing could be more apt than a Rousseau/Pierrot in a music-
making setting. Rousseau gave music lessons and considered himself a professor
of the art; his personality was associated by Picasso and his friends with the
soirées familiales et artistiques, during which he and his pupils performed. On
these occasions Rousseau almost always played “Clémence,” the waltz for violin
he had written for his wife; on the cover of its sheet music was an image of
Pierrot. Rousseau played “Clémence” at the famous banquet held in his honor in
Picasso’s studio as well as at the farewell soiree held for Weber on December 19,
1908, which Picasso attended.

The wind instrument may seem specifically more appropriate to Apollinaire,
but it seems less so if we compare the attitude and posture of Pierrot in Three
Musicians with those of the mysterious figure playing a similar instrument in
Rousseau’s The Dream (1910, pl. 66), the last large picture the Douanier painted
before his death. Reff himself points out the similarities between Picasso’s Pierrot
and Seurat’s trombone player in La Parade (fig. 8), which, as we have seen, may
well have played a role in the creation of Rousseau’s image of the mysterious
enchanter of The Dream.

Reff draws attention to the package of tobacco, clay pipe, and pouch on the
table directly below Pierrot as the quintessential attributes of Apollinaire,
especially as previously depicted by Picasso. And indeed they are Apollinaire’s
own. But, combined as they are with certain countervailing elements that belong
exclusively to Rousseau, Pierrot’s dual persona is thus only reinforced.

Before, however, discussing Three Musicians solely from the perspective of its
allusions to Rousseau, let us consider what might have brought the Douanier to
Picasso’s mind in 1921. Reff has pointed out that Picasso, then in his fortieth year,
radically changing his life-style to suit the bourgeois values of his wife Olga
Koklova, was in a state of mind that would have inclined him to feel most keenly
the loss of his youth, of “the golden age when everything was fresh and untar-
nished before he had conquered the world and then discovered that...the world
had conquered him.”78 [n this nostalgic mood, he had various immediate reasons
to think of Apollinaire—as he had also to think of the Douanier. The previous
November Delaunay, whose collection of Rousseaus Picasso knew well, published
an article on the Douanier in L’Amour de l'art. On May 30, 1921, the Wilhelm
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Uhde collection, sequestered by the French government during the war, was
sold, and two weeks later the first of the Kahnweiler auctions of similarly
confiscated work was held. The sales themselves caused a scandal among the
artists, who feared that a flood of their work let loose on the market would
depress their prices; Braque, in fact, publicly slapped Léonce Rosenberg, one of
the organizers of the auctions. For Picasso the sales would also have had a somber,
symbolic side, underscoring the changes that had occurred in his life. The Uhde
auction must have reminded him of the gentle old man who had died in poverty
and whose work was now being sold with Picasso’s own. Uhde, one of the first
and very few to buy Rousseau’s work during the artist’s lifetime, had had his
portrait painted by Picasso in 1910 only months before the Douanier's death. And,
it was Uhde who published the first monograph on Rousseau in 1911; and the next
year he organized the Rousseau memorial retrospective at Bernheim-Jeune.

Kahnweiler, the champion of Picasso in his youth, was no longer his dealer; it
was Paul Rosenberg, whose interest in Rousseau went back at least as far as his
purchase of the Portrait of Pierre Loti (c. 1891, pl. 7) in 1913 from Georges
Courteline, who had collected Rousseaus as additions to his musée des horreurs.
At the time of the Kahnweiler sale, Picasso was living in the fashionable rue de la
Boétie next door to his new dealer, where he would often have encountered
Rosenberg’s holdings of the Douanier’s work. The Kahnweiler sale must have
stirred up old memories for Picasso and made him reflect (quite worriedly, one
imagines) on his new life-style and the Douanier’s rather unpredictable presence
in it. Picasso’s feelings about Rousseau must have been close to the surface as in
the year following the execution of Three Musicians; the Russian poet Vladimir
Maiakovski returned from France with the information that with Picasso, “like.. ..
the other artists | encountered,” one finds “the same passion for the Douanier

Rousseau.””?
Apollinaire was of enormous importance to Picasso, his close friend and

companion in a way that the old Douanier never could have been. But Rousseau
had something in common with Picasso that Apollinaire did not. They were both
painters. Thus Picasso could allude to Rousseau not only as he did to Apollinaire,
through recognizable attributes, but, as in Bread and Fruitdish, in terms of style as
well as borrowed image. And in Three Musicians all three of these allusive means
are employed.

Reff believes, and we concur, that of the two versions of Three Musicians, the
Philadelphia picture precedes the one now in New York. The Philadelphia paint-
ing is compositionally less tight, and there are far more pentimenti, especially in
the area of Pierrot’s and the monk’s costumes, than in the New York version. It is
also much more playful in mood. Picasso’s overall intention would seem to have
been less resolved as he was painting the Philadelphia picture.8°

The identification of Pierrot/Apollinaire/Rousseau is secure in what we will
now refer to as the second version; whereas in the first, attributes specific to
Rousseau are mingled with the Harlequin/Picasso figure in a painter-to-painter
identification. Harlequin plays a violin—Rousseau’s instrument—which, when
the figure is converted wholly to Picasso in the second version, becomes the
guitar emblematic of the Spanish artist. In the first version, Harlequin holds the
violin bow with a tiny hand that is multiplied in the second version, replacing the
large hands of all the figures and, thereby, underscoring the monumentality of the
composition by means similar to those we have seen Rousseau employ. The mini-

56

Pl. 33.
Rousseau. The Merry Jesters

79. Cited by Claude Frioux, Maiakovski (Paris: Seuil,
1978), p. 183. Maiakovski was staying with Delaunay,
50 that his primary contact among Parisian artists
was with one of the Douanier's greatest partisans.

80. See Reff, "Picasso’s Three Musicians,” p. 139.

81. Ibid., pp. 135-36.




Fig. 27.

de Chirico. Picasso at Table with the Painter Léopold
Survage, Baroness d'Oettingen, and Serge Férat. 1915
Pen and ink

Collection Mr. and Mrs. Eric E. Estorick

hand may well derive from the clawlike hand of the back-scratcher with which the
monkeys in Rousseau's Merry Jesters (pl. 33) play. Picasso would have first seen
this picture in his youth at the Salon d’Automne of 1906 (indeed, as we have
remarked, it may have played a role in his Rue des Bois landscapes) and he would
have subsequently encountered it in the collection of Delaunay. In its central
grouping of three revelers and its nuanced blacks, browns, and whites, Merry
Jesters may well have suggested itself to Picasso as he thought about a picture
depicting himself and the companions of his youth as merrymakers.

In the earlier version, where the allusions to Rousseau have not yet been totally
shifted to Pierrot, Picasso may have had another painting by the Douanier in mind
when he conflated his own Harlequin persona with that of the Douanier. Rous-
seau’s Myself, Portrait-Landscape (pl. 5) was a familiar companion to Picasso; it
hung in the apartment of his friend Serge Jastrebzoff (called by Picasso and
Apollinaire “G. Apostrophe”) and his sister the Baroness d’Oettingen (Roch Grey)
over the table where they dined, as we know from a sketch by de Chirico showing
Picasso seated with the brother and sister under Rousseau’s self-portrait (fig. 27).
Harlequin's posture, left foot gingerly above the right in the first version of Three
Musicians, is similar to Rousseau’s in Myself, and in each the left arm is similarly
bent—in the portrait to hold the light palette against the black ground of the
figure, and reversed in Harlequin where the light motley of the costume sur-
rounds a deep brown irregular rectangle. Still part Picasso, part Rousseau,
Harlequin holds a violin bow that may be an allusion to the long paintbrush held
by the Douanier in his self-portrait.

In the earlier version, before the Pierrot figure becomes more positively asso-
ciated with Rousseau through its relationship with the dark musician in The
Dream, Picasso may have inserted in characteristic fashion a clue and visual pun
to draw attention to Pierrot’s identity as Apollinaire. Described in the brown and
orange contours that form Pierrot’s right hand and the instrument he plays is a
rudimentary profile that suggests Apollinaire’s aquiline features. Among other
changes from the first version to the second is the addition of a fourth figure, the
dog under the table, whose presence may be explained on one level as an
interpolation from Picasso’s domestic life, and on another, more profound, which
Reff proposes, as a symbol for death.®! Placed beneath Pierrot, it is as appropriate
to Rousseau as to Apollinaire.

But the dog has uses and associations that may make it more the property of
Rousseau. In the more austere second version, the planar black mass of the
monk's robe on the right is balanced by the flat dark extension of the dog under
the table. Thus he has a formal function analogous, if very different in spirit, to
that of the black dog, almost “pasted” onto the bottom of Rousseau’s The
Wedding (190405, pl. 28) to anchor the picture. In Old Junier's Cart (1908, pl. 39)
the black dog, whose largeness was remarked by Weber, has a similar role. The
first of these pictures was as familiar to Picasso as was Myself, for it, too, was part
of the Jastrebzoff collection, and the second was originally owned by Rosenberg
and later by the Parisian collector Antoine Villard at whose house Picasso could
well have seen it.

Beyond these ways in which Picasso used Rousseauian elements, there are
others that function closer to the bone of Three Musicians. No artist has been
more acute than Picasso in recognizing the possibilities latent in the images and
pictorial means of others. Artists were often afraid to show him their work for fear

57




he would cannibalize their ideas before they even knew they had them. If, as Reff
says, Picasso may have found a model for Three Musicians in Seurat’s La Parade
for “transforming a scene of animated entertainment into one of solemn, hier-
atical ceremony” and that “the severely formal, symmetrical and planar design”
and "nocturnal atmosphere” of Seurat were useful to him,82 it is hard to believe
that he did not also remark some of these qualities in Rousseau. Indeed, it is
difficult to imagine that Picasso did not sometimes read Seurat across his experi-
ence of Rousseau. The often classical direction of Picasso’s Synthetic Cubism in
the years before Three Musicians may indeed owe something to Seurat, but the
flat color planes, almost laminated one on top of the other, such as we see in Three
Musicians, are not anticipated before Picasso’s own pictures of 1913—15 in any art
except Rousseau’s.

Given Picasso’s comprehension of pictorial means, his almost absolute com-
mand of visual analysis, and his demonstrated prior use of style as metaphor, it is
impossible to believe that in a painting partially devoted to Rousseau he was not
aware of its stylistic affinities with the Douanier. And, although the subject of
Three Musicians has to do with Rousseau, it is the culmination of a style that
Picasso had initiated some six years before. Certainly Picasso had long been aware
of the ways in which his own pictures were like those of Rousseau.

There s, of course, no question that the main impetus in directing Picasso away
from the finessed painterlines of high Analytic Cubism was a recrudescence of his
primitivizing urge, his need for rawness and directness; this was expressed in his
invention of collage in early 1912. Certainly these new forms were the primary
movers in stimulating the development of a new style, Synthetic Cubism, in which
recessional space was eliminated, color reintroduced, and legibility of subject
became greater (though in terms of signs rather than fragments of illusion). While
Rousseau has long been recognized in a limited sense as a precursor of collage-
inspired art, he is always evoked in relation to the literary (i.e., imagistic) aspect of
the technique as in the later Surrealist use of collage-en-trompe I'oeil, which
denatured objects through “irrational” unexpected juxtapositions (such as Rous-
seau’s nude on a red couch in a jungle, in The Dream). But in its flatness and
surface treatment of juxtaposed and overlapping planes, Rousseau’s art has a
collagelike formal quality that also relates it, perhaps fortuitously, to Synthetic
Cubism.

Picasso's practice of Synthetic Cubism might well have caused him to see a new
relevance in Rousseau, particularly as he was in daily contact with his large
Portrait of a Woman (c. 1895, pl. 12) by the Douanier, which had gripped him with
the force of obsession when he had first seen it in Pére Soulier’s shop. Comparison
of this picture with Harlequin (fig. 28), which Picasso painted in late 1915,
suggests that the Rousseau painting may indeed have played a role in the
alteration of Picasso’s Synthetic Cubism that began with the execution of Harle-
quin and culminated in Three Musicians six years later,

In its size, scale, and general character Harlequin breaks with the tendency of
1913—14 Synthetic Cubism, which carried over in modified form some painterly
conventions from Analytic Cubism. Its large, simple, flat planes are Picasso’s
entirely personal contribution to the language of Synthetic Cubism, beyond
anything he had shared with Braque (then away in the army). While Rousseau’s
portrait is compositionally a nineteenth-century concept—perhaps even based
on a photograph—it has nevertheless some clear affinities with Picasso’s Harle-
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Picasso. Harlequin. Late 1915
The Museum of Modern Art,
New York. Acquired through
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Brassai that the portrait was of Yadwigha; however,
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woman sufficiently devoted to Rousseau to pose for
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be true that this love of his youth (all commentators
agree that Yadwigha is associated with Rousseau's
youth—in his 1899 play The Revenge of a Russian
Orphan, Rousseau calls the aged Russian aunt
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still youthful nude. Rather, Rousseau, unhappily in
love at the end of his life (see Grey, pp. 14—-15),
probably thought back to the happier times of his
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features of Yadwigha.

85, On the basis of Picasso’s demonstrated tendency
to adopt the Harlequin persona as his own alter-ega,
we may assume that there was some seif-
identification in this unusually bleak rendition. If this
Harlequin was partly inspired by the Douanier's
painting of a woman, a spontaneous set of
associations may have operated to suggest Rousseau's
Myself, Portrait-Landscape, as well; it is reflected in
the partially painted rectangle (and as such may
indeed represent a palette) held by Harlequin as, in
much the same posture, the Douanier holds his
palette in his self-portrait.

quin. Both pictures have an immediate, direct assertiveness that comes from the
bold, iconically frontal disposition of the figure and a stripped-down economy of
means devoid of recessional space and shading of the planes. Rousseau’s no
doubt intuitive comprehension that suppressing the illusion of depth called for a
lateral expansion of the picture space, and thus created a need for large scale, was
understood by Picasso and is reflected not only in Harlequin but in the Synthetic
Cubist pictures he painted thereafter.

If in increasing the size of his pictures and simplifying their means Picasso
absorbed influences from Rousseau, there are other reasons as well to think that
Picasso was paying particular attention to the Douanier’s portrait when he
painted Harlequin. Picasso’s use and, even to a degree, his quantification of black,
blue, white, and patterned red and green present an image of Harlequin that can
be considered as a highly sophisticated commentary on its austere nineteenth-
century counterpart, and brings to mind a principle of Rousseau's old friend
Jarry: “Simplicity does not have to be simple, rather complexity drawn taut and
synthesized.”83

There is no general agreement as to whom the Rousseau portrait represents,34
There are, however, reasons that propose it as a posthumous portrait of Rous-
seau’s much-cherished first wife Clémence. Although seen in full face, the
model’s strong features are similar to those depicted in the profiles of Yadwigha
(often considered an alter-identity of Clémence) as Rousseau presents her in Eve
(pl. 29) and The Dream (pl. 66). And, given the painting’s general severity,
especially as compared with the only other similar Portrait of a Woman (c.
1895—97, pl. 17) we know, the pervasive blackness of the model’s dress, and the
branch held upside down—its twigs broken and leaves withering—an allusion to
death may well have been intended. Picasso would, however, almost surely have
known from Rousseau who his model had been. As a memorial portrait it would
have had particular significance for Picasso, whose Harlequin reflects his own
anguish at the mortal illness of his then mistress, Eva Gouel.8> Whatever the
connection may have been, Rousseau’s portrait projects an intensity of feeling
that is paralleled in Picasso’s Harlequin.

After the Three Musicians, allusions to Rousseau turn up only sporadically. One
of the most interesting and curious of these instances occurs in Picasso’s Studio
with Plaster Head (1925, fig. 29), in which the plaster arm clutching a truncated
staff is a negative image both in terms of viewpoint and color of the right arm
holding a staff of Rousseau's The Sleeping Gypsy (1897, pl. 19). Picasso has

Fig. 29,
Picasso. Studio with Plaster Head. Summer 1925
The Museum of Modemn Art, New York

Pl 19,
Rousseau. The Sleeping Gypsy
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Fig. 30.
Braque. Still Life with Musical Instruments. 1908
Private collection.

Fig. 31.

Matisse. Variation on a 5till Life by de Heem
{detail). Late 1915

The Museum of Modern Art, New York

reversed the angle of the elbow of the gypsy’s arm, turned it back to front, and
converted the dusky velvet flesh to white plaster, and on the right side of the
picture he has counterpointed the arm with a carpenter’s square in much the way
the mandolin bent at a proto-Cubist angle balances the gypsy’s arm.

Once again the question arises as to why Picasso might have been thinking of
Rousseau at this moment, and why this particular picture. We have not far to look
for the answer. In 1923 The Sleeping Gypsy had been discovered at a coal dealer’s
by Louis Vauxcelles and sold by him to Kahnweiler's Galerie Simon the next year.
Picasso saw it and was so struck by it that he immediately told Henri Pierre Roché,
who had the confidence of the pioneer American collector, John Quinn, that
there was something extraordinary at Kahnweiler’s which Roché ought to secure
for Quinn.®¢ Roché shared Picasso's enthusiasm,87 and the picture was bought by
Quinn, but not before, as Kahnweiler reported, “it was seen by everybody." 88

Picasso’s own attitude regarding the picture takes on additional dimension in
the light of the events of two years later. After Quinn’s death, The Sleeping Gypsy
was sold at the auction of his work organized by Joseph Brummer at the Hétel
Drouot on October 26, 1926. Picasso’s close friend, Jean Cocteau, wrote the
preface to the catalogue of the Quinn sale in which he said: “Why, you will ask,
did | agree to write this preface? For a precise reason. ... The Quinn sale includes
something phenomenal, unique, the unmoving hub, the fixed point, the center of
centers, where motion spins in place suspended, the rose at the eye of the storm,
the sleep of all sleep, silence of all silence: The Sleeping Gypsy of Henri Rousseau”

Because of the celebrity and evident importance of the picture, there had been
keen competition to acquire it, particularly between the dealers Henri Bing and
Paul Guillaume. Bing did in fact buy the picture; but after the auction, rumors,
perhaps arising from the ruffled feelings of disappointed contenders, became rife
as to its authorship. Years later Kahnweiler wrote to Alfred Barr: “l do not
understand how a sane person can doubt the authenticity of The Sleeping
Gypsy.”5? Nonetheless, just after the sale Paris was abuzz with stories about its
possible origins. Bing recounts how Adolphe Basler, who had been a friend of
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PL. 19.
Rousseau. The Sleeping Gypsy (detail)

86. Recounted in an undated letter of Henri-Pierre
Roché to Marcel Duchamp, files of The Museum of
Modern Art, New York,

87. Excerpts from the text of Roché’s letter to Quinn
are interesting for the intensity of feeling provoked in
Roché by The Sleeping Gypsy ; his lack of syntax
indicates his barely controlled excitement over its
discovery :

February 1st 1924,

Dear Mr. Quinn,

| have seen yesterday a Rousseau which has quite
upset me
to me, it beats even the Charmeuse

Kahnweiler has just received it Picasso saw it there
and told me to go at once,
thinking of you

| went it is still in his cellar
almost nobody has seen it yet

| have dreamt of it all the night

It is one of the absolute paintings | ever saw. ...

| have strongly impressed Kahn
weiler that you must have the first
photo, that he ought to have your
opinion before he exhibits the
picture to the public

If it is exhibited, it is sold. it will make a noise—All
Rousseau lovers will be at it. It will go to Tcheko
Slovaquia.

To me it is the Rousseau. | would gladly give the
two next best Rousseaus | know for it—including the
Charmeuse—

| do not describe it full to you: the photo will do it.
There is the desert, a distant range of
mountains, the night sky, a mighty
strange stately lion against it, he
quietly smells a big sleeping woman,
lying at the foreground, she is dream-
ing, her face is “momé,” [sic]—the
lion is probably going to eat her, but per-
haps he will walk away.

| have never been more thrilled by a painting in my
life... . The colours are equal to the
composition that is they beat for




me any other Rousseau.
They are a poemn strange simple. ...

I would even suggest
you buy before having the photo: If
you miss it you would be more incon-
solable than for the Charmeuse. 1 risk
gladly all my worth and all your
confidence to back this picture

always yours
H P Roché

Transcribed from the letter in the files of The Museumn
of Modern Art, published by B. L. Reid in The Man
from New York: John Quinn and His Friends (New
York: Oxford, 1968}, p. 624.

Alfred Barr, who secured the painting for The
Museum of Modern Art in 1939, seems to have
admired the painting as much as Roché had before
him. In 1955 he responded to Paul Sachs's query as to
which acquisition over the years had afforded him the
greatest gratification, as follows: "1 look back upon
with the keenest satisfaction The Sleeping Gypsy by
Henri Rousseau; indeed, | believe it to be one of the
maost remarkable canvases of the 19th century” (files
of The Museum of Modern Art, New York).

88. Letter of Sept. 6, 1954, to Alfred Barr, files of the
Museum of Modern Art.
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90. Letter of July 15, 1952, from Henri Bing to Alfred
Barr, files of The Museum of Modern Art.

91. Ibid.

92, Recounted to Rubin. See William Rubin, ed.,
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93. Ibid.

94. For a discussion of the relationship of Studio with
Plaster Head to de Chirico, see William Rubin, Picasso
in The Collection of The Museum of Modern Art
(New York: The Museum of Modern Art, 1972), pp.
121-22,

95. Jean Cocteau, Preface to the sale catalogue of the
John Quinn collection, Hétel Drouot, Paris, Oct. 26,
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Rousseau’s, came to see him, “highly incensed, and informed me that there was
talk going around about this picture, talk made up of hints and outrageous
fancies, talk that was supposed to have originated in some statement by Picasso.
One person was saying that Picasso had said that he had ‘painted the picture to
amuse himself, and someone else that ‘he had seen him do it.’ and a third that
‘Derain had seen him, etc.””® When Bing, who had known Picasso since the
Bateau-Lavoir days, asked Picasso if he could really have claimed to doubt that
The Sleeping Gypsy was by Rousseau, Picasso reportedly replied: “1 never said
that. | only said that ‘it wasn’t a good picture’ "—a view he seems to have altered
or forgotten years later—and then, responding to Bing’s query as to why it was
not, Picasso added that especially the jar and the mandolin were “very bad.”®! As
there is so much anticipation of the Cubist still life in this particular passage, as
later rendered by Picasso and more especially Braque (fig. 30) and even Matisse
(fig. 31), we can only speculate on Picasso’s motivation in singling these aspects
out as “very bad.” We do, however, know that, given Picasso’s espirt de contradic-
tion, questions that annoyed him often elicited deliberately confounding and
confusing responses. More importantly, as regards Picasso’s true evaluation of
the painting, we know that it was he who originally pointed it out to Roché. And
much later, concerning rumors that had also circulated proposing Derain as its
author, Picasso expressed the opinion that he didn’t believe Derain capable of
such a painting.9?

There is no doubt that the powerfully poetic painting would have impressed
Picasso whenever he might have encountered it, but in 1924 when his own art
was beginning to take on the Surreal overtones it would increasingly assume in
the next two decades, its appearance was particularly germane to his own
concerns. And it is not at all surprising that Studio with Plaster Head painted in
the summer of 1925 mixes elements drawn from Rousseau with a strong admix-
ture of Giorgio de Chirico, artists who Picasso spoke of as having a “clear link.”93
Thus the orange in Picasso’s still life, quite possibly an allusion to the many
oranges in Rousseau’s Jungles, and the green sprig of leaves which may have a
similar reference, are the unexpected neighbors of studio props extrapolated
from de Chirico’s metaphysical paintings.?* The profile within the full face, as in
the plaster head, originated earlier in Picasso's work but remained rare before
1925. Its presence here may owe something to the suggestion of the same
physiognomy in The Sleeping Gypsy, especially as it is joined in that picture to a
body which seems to be seen both frontally and in profile. While the plaster head
itself would seem to refer to the prevalence of similar imagery in de Chirico, it may
have been suggested to Picasso, even if subliminally, by Cocteau’s lines about the
gypsy: “She could rise up and be cut in half, like the busts that tell fortunes in
magic shows.”?> Among the factors that relate Studio with Plaster Head to The
Sleeping Gypsy and to de Chirico’s enigmatic paintings of his early period is the
shadow next to the plaster head that seems to imply a mysterious presence
outside the painting, much as we feel the spell of an outside force in the Rousseau
and in the early work of de Chirico.

By the end of the thirties, Picasso had worked through such a variety of
manners on which he had so forcefully imposed his own brand that any “influ-
ences” thereafter discernible are usually at least once removed from their
sources. Such is certainly the case in the paintings where we still see some trace of

61




Rousseau, as in his late thirties portraits of his daughter Maya (fig. 32), which
undoubtedly relate to Rousseau pictures of children, particularly as depicted in
Child with a Doll (pl. 34), formerly in the Uhde and Quinn collections and then in
the Paul Guillaume collection. But the Rousseau influence is more oblique than in
earlier pictures, deflected by the whole arsenal of pictorial means from which
Picasso was then drawing.

In a similarly elliptical manner we can read echoes of The Sleeping Gypsy in the
physiognomy, distorted limbs, and eccentric striping of two of the versions of
Picasso’s Sailor of 1938 and 1943.%¢ There may also be some ground for thinking
that the discovery of Rousseau’s War in 1944 could even have had an indirect
bearing on Picasso’s conception of The Charnel House, particularly as regards the
contorted bound arms, which in the first state of Picasso’s picture, in February
1945, suggest the distorted position of the arm on the left in Rousseau's War-97
But, again, whatever relationship exists is filtered through Picasso’s previous
explorations.

Picasso’s influence was extremely strong on the vanguard artists of his genera-
tion, and it was largely through him that the Douanier’s art had taken on
significance for other artists, at least in France, around 1911. But, the Rousseau
retrospective organized by the Indépendants in that year and the publication of
Uhde’s monograph; ? an exhibition at the Bernheim-Jeune gallery in 1912; the
proselytizing of Delaunay, Weber, and Ardengo Soffici; Apollinaire's writings;
and the special issue of Les Soirées de Paris in 1914 all contributed to the sudden
fame of the Douanier after his death. Buried in a pauper’'s grave, Rousseau's
remains were transferred to the cemetery of Bagneux in 1912 financed by a
subscription organized by Delaunay and Rousseau’s former landlord Armand
Queval. Among the contributors were Picasso, Laurencin, Kahnweiler, Raoul
Dufy, Apollinaire, Albert Gleizes, Jean Metzinger, Paul Fort, Paul Sérusier, Le
Fauconnier, André de Segonzac, and Alexander Archipenko. Constantin Brancusi
and Ortiz de Zarate engraved Rousseau’s tombstone with a memorial poem
written by Apollinaire.??

With the exception of Braque, for whom Rousseau’s work had operated more
orless as it had for Picasso around 1908, most of the artists whose painting careers
began in Paris in the first decade of the century absorbed Rousseau through
Picasso, and such influences as we see of the Douanier in the work of Derain,
Dufy, Diego Rivera, and Weber are of this order.

Although heavily influenced by Cubism, Rivera’s early paintings, nonetheless,
hold a curious interest with regard to Rousseau. Thanks in large part to
Apollinaire’s assertions, the legend grew that Rousseau had drawn his inspiration
for his Jungle scenes from his experience in the French Army with Maximilian in
Mexico. We now know that the marvelous foliage of Rousseau’s tropics came
entirely from his trips to the Jardin des Plantes and from his imagination. In such
paintings by Rivera as Edge of the Forest (1918, fig. 33), we have the Rousseauian
jungle painted at last with a Mexican accent.

The major exception to the prominence of Picasso’s role in expanding the

influences of Rousseau lies in the work of Fernand Léger. Léger's painting was, to
some degree, formed by the Cubism of Picasso and Braque, but early on it took off

62

Pl. 34.
Rousseau. Child with Doll

Fig. 32.
Picasso. Portrait of Maya. 1938
Musée Picasso, Paris

Fig. 33.
Rivera. Edge of the Forest. 1918
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We salute you

Gentle Rousseau you hear us

Delaunay his wife Monsieur Queval and |

Let our baggage through free at heaven’s gate

We will bring you brushes, paints, and canvas

So that you can devote your sacred lejsure in the
light of truth

To painting the way you did my portrait

The face of the stars.
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in its own direction, and Rousseau’s work was fundamental to Léger as it was not
to any other major modernist. George L. K. Morris, who was Léger's student in
Paris remembers: “His [Léger’s] highest admiration was reserved for the Dou-
anier Rousseau,” about whom he would exclaim, “Voila un homme formida-
ble!”1°¢ Although Léger was fond of saying that he belonged to the tradition of
the Romanesque and “the early art that preceded the Italian Renaissance,” he
would certainly have regarded himself as heir to what he called the “classic”
French school, which he distinguished as “starting with the primitives and
including Poussin, David, Ingres, Corot, Rousseau....”1°! Pierre Descargues
remembers that Léger admired Rousseau because “he painted straightforwardly
like David." 102

Indeed, Léger’s robust, monumental art based on strong contrasts of color, line,
and form and its use of popular imagery can be seen as the logical twentieth-
century extension of Rousseau’s peculiar brand of nineteenth-century realism.
What Léger saw in 1913 as “the structural basis of modern pictures...pictorial
contrasts used in their purest sense (complementary colors, lines, and forms),”
and what he called his “realism of conception,” were also the informing principles
of Rousseau’s work.12 Rousseau’s and Léger’s paintings share tendencies toward
the monumental, exhibit sharply delineated flat forms, high, largely unmodulated
colors juxtaposed and isolated from each other, and arrangments of objects
parallel to the picture plane, while the subjects of each are drawn from the lives of
the working people. The drawing of both has a purged and simplified sense of
contour that is also somewhat awkward and naive. Although Léger’s depiction of
the mechanized world is on a wholly other scale and level of involvement than is
Rousseau'’s, it is anticipated in the Douanier’s repeated images of boats, smoking
chimneys, and various mechanical contraptions of the urban scene. Indeed,
Rousseau's View of Malakoff (1908, pl. 47) with its upright telephone poles brings
to mind Léger's somewhat atypical Railroad Crossing (1912—13, fig. 34), in which,
as Léger thought, the bars of the gate “make nature more modern” and “therefore
more beautiful.”1%4

Pl. 47
Rousseau, View of Malakoff

Fig, 34.
Léger. Railroad Crossing. 1912—13

Museum modemer Kunst, Vienna, On loan
from the Kunsthistorisches Museum
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Influences of the Douanier were found in Léger’s work as early as 1911. When
Léger showed his Nudes in the Forest (1909-10, fig. 35) in the Indépendants of
that year, critical opinion discovered in it a “flavor of Rousseau”'%5 and later
Zervos spoke of the “structural concept of the painting” as being “identical to
Rousseau’s.”1%¢ Although Nudes in the Forest was begun in 1909 when Léger,
who had met Rousseau through Delaunay, was very close to the old painter, it is
too early a work to manifest those qualities that were later to appear in Léger’s art
and relate it so nearly to Rousseau. Not until after the First World War, around
1920, when the dynamism and activism of Léger’s earlier work gave way to a
more austere, architectonic pictorial language, did his painting assume its funda-
mental Rousseauian attributes.

Léger’s The Mechanic (1920, fig. 36) seems almost a sophisticated, post-Cubist
mutation of Rousseau’s portrait-landscape of Pierre Loti (pl. 7).197 “Actively”
mustached, the highly stylized figures hold cigarettes in their beringed right
hands, which function not as extensions of the sitters' arms but as separate
pictorial elements within their compositional formats. Loti is still, of course, an
essentially nineteenth-century concept of landscape complete with sky and tree,
although interrupted by the smoking chimney stacks at the left that rhyme with
the smoker’s hands, just as the brown layers of landscape are echoed in the
striping of the cat whose miniaturized, divided, and inverted ears are the tem-
plates of the model's collar. The painting is replete with such formal analogies, as
is also the mechanic, who, like Loti, is rendered in large planes against a flat grid of
invented geometric, mechanistic elements that comment upon the forms of the
figure and each other in what Léger called “multiplicative contrast.” In both
paintings, black, red, brown, and white are set down in broad, boldly contrasting
zones. The “realism” of each is far from verisimilitude, but is a realism that takes
the perceptual data, reinvents them, and produces an image that projects
the essence of the exotic nineteenth-century gentleman in one and the burly
twentieth-century mechanic in the other—their smoking cigarettes not only
attributes, but ironic commentaries on their timelessness.

Rousseau and Seurat were the only Post-Impressionist artists who attempted
to maintain a stability of “architectural” structure combined with meticulous

PL 7, Fig. 36.
Rousseau. Portrait of Pierre Loti Léger. The Mechanic. 1920
The National Gallery of Canada, Ottawa

Fig. 35.
Léger. Nudes in the Forest. 1909-10
Rijksmuseum Kréller-Miiller, Otterlo, the Netherlands
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Fig. 37.
Léger. Mother and Child. 1922
Oeffentliche Kunstsammlung, Kunstmuseum Basel

Fig. 38.
Léger. The Three Figures. 1924
Collection M. Barbier

execution of detail in large compositions, and Léger can be thought of as their heir
in this regard. Although not approaching the dimensions of some of his later
works, Léger's Mother and Child (1922, fig. 37) is a good example of the artist’s
ability to hold together a massive composition and yet render each object with

= solicitous care. Léger’s recognition of the Douanier’s similar accomplishment can
 be inferred from the inclusion at the left of some cactus, the forms of which

remind us “not by chance,” as Werner Schmalenbach has pointed out, “of the
tropical plants painted by Henri Rousseau.”1%8

Forms that recall Rousseau appear with considerable regularity throughout
Léger’s work. Such an instance occurs in Léger’s Three Figures (1924, fig. 38), to
which Schmalenbach has again drawn our attention, remarking that the figure on
the right “was undoubtedly inspired by the portrait of Apollinaire in Rousseau'’s
The Muse Inspiring the Poet (pl. 58) in that the poet has a similar expression and a
similar pose and carries a scroll in his left hand.”'?? Beyond such similarities, there
are, as Schmalenbach recognized, affinities of another order. In its high stylization
and feeling of secular gravity, Three Figures recalls ancient cultures, the archaic
and the Romanesque, much as the Laurencin figure suggests the type of the
Apostle from St. Sernin (fig. 24), which itself can be analogized with the figures of
Leger. His comment, “the whole question is there, one invents or one does not;
the Renaissance copies, the avant-Renaissance invents, Rousseau invents,”11°
seems especially apt.

The Muse Inspiring the Poet would appear to have been a particularly rich
source for Léger as echoes of the Laurencin figure repeatedly occur in his work.
The flowers at the couple’s feet—which had so troubled Rousseau when, after
painting the first version of the picture, he realized they were not oeillets de poéte
(sweet Williams) as he had intended but girofiées (stock), that he painted a second
version—are also metamorphosed in several of Léger’s works, sometimes com-
bined as in The Readers (1924, fig. 39) with the Laurencin-derived persona.

Fig. 39

Leéger. The Readers. 1924

Musée National d'Art Moderne, Centre Georges
Pompidou, Paris

Pl. 58.
Rousseau. The Muse Inspiring the Poet
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Pl. 45 Fig. 40.
Rousseau. The Football Players Léger, Dancers with Keys. 1929

In the thirties, Léger’s paintings were often involved with gymnasts, acrobats,
and dancing figures. Many of these are strongly reminiscent of Rousseau’s The
Football Players (1908, pl. 45). The scope of this essay will allow only a cursory
glance at this Léger/Rousseau connection as, indeed, it precludes a thorough
examination of the subject as a whole. We can, however. point out a relatively
early example, Dancers with Keys (1929, fig. 40), in which the attitudes of the
dancing figures at the right preserve the oddly graceful awkwardness of Rous-
seau’s football players. Richer, but less immediately obvious in Rousseauian
associations, is the painting Composition with Two Parrots (1935-39, fig. 41),
which not only alludes to the Douanier’s football players in the postures of the
figures but has strong compositional affinities with several of Rousseau’s Jungle
paintings, acknowledged by Léger with considerable wit in his positioning of
the parrots.

We would not be entirely unjustified if we were to regard Léger’s late painting
Homage to Louis David (Leisure Time) (1948—49, fig. 42) as an homage to Rous-
seau as well. We know that he admired Rousseau for what he called the “frank-
ness” of painting he shared with David, and that he placed both of them squarely
within the same French tradition. He said of David’s work, “| love the dry-
ness..."”;"! and according to George L. K. Morris, “it was Rousseau’s dryness that
Leger admired.”''? Léger may even have had more personal associations to the
two artists, as Descargues claims that it was Rousseau who “dragged Léger to an
exhibition of portraits by the nineteenth-century master.”12 In any event,
Homage to Louis David is arranged like a family photograph in the manner of
Rousseau'’s Old Junier’s Cart (pl. 39) and The Wedding (pl. 28). Schmalenbach'’s
characterization of Léger’s people applies equally to Rousseau's: they “seem to
have neither troubles nor problems—in a word they seem to be happy....But
when we peer into their faces we miss any trace of joy...joy is expressed in the
artistic handling, as well as in the subject matter. .. [their] relaxation is the
corollary of work, for obviously [they]...belong to the working class.”1'4 Léger’s
figures come from the same social and pictorial stock as Rousseau’s. The smoking
man in red on the left specifically derives from Rousseau’s portraits of Loti (pl. 7)
and Brummer (pl. 57), conflated and reinvented by Léger.
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Fig. 41,

Leger. Composition with Two Parrots. 1935-39
Musée National d’Art Moderne, Centre Georges
Pompidou, Paris

Fig, 42,

Leéger. Homage to Louis David (Leisure Time)
194849

Musée National d'Art Moderne, Centre Georges
Pompidou. Paris




Fig. 43.
Delaunay. Cactus, 1916
Collection Charles Delaunay, Paris
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Those differences that separate Rousseau’s and Léger’s art derive in large part
simply from the differences between the nineteenth-century sensibility and that
of the twentieth. But Rousseau's singular vision was a model for Léger, and
Schmalenbach'’s appraisal of Léger’s late work is germane to the phenomenon of
their cross-links—" [Léger] achieves a naiveté of handling and expression that
strikes one as the happy reward of his lifelong effort toward simplicity, a naiveté
that combines extreme artistic maturity with the spirit of monumental art.” '3

Of all the young painters in Paris none had closer contacts with the Douanier or
greater personal regard for him than Robert Delaunay. No one sustained him
more in life nor played a comparable role in expanding his reputation outside
France after his death. But much as Delaunay deeply admired Rousseau, as is
evidenced in his actions and his words, the Douanier’s art was never integrated in
his style as it was into that of Picasso and Léger. lconography aside, Delaunay’s
version of Cubism, based on his theories of simultaneous contrasts of color and
the dynamics of light, could not accommodate the stylizations of Rousseau.

The famous quotation from Rousseau’s Myself, Portrait Landscape (pl. 5) at the
left side of Delaunay’s The City of Paris (fig. 9), which we have already remarked,
has no structural relationship to Rousseau, but is rather intended as an homage to
the older artist. In this painting Delaunay gives us an allegorical image of Paris, its
beauty and tradition represented by the three graces, its modernity and new
grace by the Eiffel Tower, and its enduring spirit incarnate in the Seine and
anchored boat of Rousseau’s Myself,

One of the very few paintings by Delaunay that could be considered formally
close to any by Rousseau is Cactus (1916, fig. 43); but even this is forced, as it owes
far more to Matisse and memories of Fauvism than to Rousseau. What links
Rousseau's work with the very different art of Delaunay is the appearance in each
of the symbols of modernity, the Eiffel Tower, dirigibles, fragile airplanes—as in
Delaunay’s Homage to Blériot (fig. 44), and Rousseau’s The Fishermen and the
Biplane (1908, pl. 43)—and their depictions of sport—the Douanier’s Football
Players (pl. 45) and Delaunay’s renderings of the Cardiff team. Butitis the subject
that relates these images; many of Picasso’s bathers of the early thirties are closer
to Rousseau’s football players than are any of the football players of Delaunay.

Fig. 44. Pl. 43
Delaunay. Homage to Blériot. 1914
Musée de Peinture de Grenaoble

Rousseau. The Fisherman and the Biplane
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At the time of Rousseau’s death in 1910, his friends in the artistic vanguard
were all painting in a Cubist manner that was in some ways even further from his
own style than Neo-Impressionism had been, and Rousseau is reported to have
discussed the Cubist phenomenon at length with Delaunay. Certigny recounts
that in his last delirium in the Necker hospital, Rousseau asked, “Why has Robert
broken up the Eiffel Tower?"16 In any event, it is symbolic of the special
relationship between Delaunay and Rousseau that he alone of all the Douanier’s
new, celebrated friends was at his deathbed.

Delaunay had met Rousseau in 1906, about the same time that Jarry had
introduced the still-condescending Apollinaire to the Douanier. Delaunay almost
immediately appreciated the man and his work and frequently received him at the
literary-artistic salons held by his mother. It was at one of these that Weber, who
was later to arrange the first exhibition of Rousseau’s work in America at Alfred
Stieglitz’s gallery in 1910, met the Douanier. One of Rousseau’s greatest paintings,
The Snake Charmer (pl. 36), was painted on commission for Delaunay’s mother,
and much later, when Delaunay sold it to Jacques Doucet, it was only on
condition that it be bequeathed to the Louvre, where, in fact, it became part of the
collection in 1936.

Delaunay owned at least ten other paintings of Rousseau’s, two of which he
sold after the Douanier’s death to help pay for the removal of his remains from a
common grave to the cemetery of Bagneux.

In the article Delaunay wrote on Rousseau in LAmour de l'art in 1920, his
appreciation of Rousseau as a colorist—particularly as regards the Jungle pic-
tures—is expressed with the sensibility of an artist for whom color was of primary
importance. “The blacks are spaces devoid of light that act upon the eye as do
prismatic colors with unequal relationships. These blacks glow and live amidst
thousands of greens that come together to form trees, hedges, forests. Rousseau
does not copy the external effect of a tree; he creates an inner and rhythmic
whole that is the true, serene, essential expression of the relationship of a tree and
its leaves to the forest. He builds up contrasts by adding whole scales of greens of
a richness that testifies to his almost scientific knowledge of the métier.”

Finally, Delaunay played a central role in introducing the Douanier’s art to
Germany. In 1910 Delaunay married Uhde’s former wife, Sonia Terk, whose friend
Elisabeth Epstein greatly admired Delaunay’s paintings and sent photographs of
them in October 1911 to Wassily Kandinsky, then feverishly engaged in preparing
the book Der Blaue Reiter (published in 1912) with Franz Marc and August Macke.
Kandinsky’s response was immediately favorable, and a brisk correspondence
began between the two.

Kandinsky, who had spent the last half of 1906 and the first half of 1907 in
Sévres with his companion Gabrielle Miinter, was already familiar with Rous-
seau’s art. In fact, according to Johannes Eichner, Rousseau had made a greater
impression on the two than had any other French painter.'’” Rousseau had,
however, little immediately discernible influence on Kandinsky, and such as there
may have been on Miinter can only be adduced from some of her subsequent
work in Murnau. Given the intense intellectual excitement produced by the
preparations for Der Blaue Reiter and the underlying faith of Kandinsky in the
spiritual role of art, it is quite possible that he would have thought of Rousseau
without any outside stimulus. As it happened, however, the photographs of
Delaunay’s work arrived almost coincidentally with a copy of Uhde’s book 118 on
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Rousseau, which reproduced many of the Douanier’s paintings owned by
Delaunay. In his first letter to Delaunay of October 28, 1911, Kandinsky thanks the
French painter for his photographs, invites him to write an article for Der Blaue
Reiter, and immediately goes on to say: “Today | got Uhde's book on Henri
Rousseau. | was again struck by the expressive power of this great poet. And what
beautiful works you own! | have always hoped for the opportunity to acquire a
Rousseau,"1'? after which he tells Delaunay that he cannot afford to spend much
and then reguests him to obtain photographs from Uhde of Rousseau’s work that
he might reproduce in Der Blaue Reiter. In effect, Delaunay was able to arrange
for Kandinsky's acquisition of two paintings by Rousseau; and through his
intercession with Uhde, the announcement of Der Blaue Reiter'?° carried a
reproduction of a Rousseau and seven of his paintings were illustrated in the
book. Both Delaunay and Rousseau were represented in the first Blaue Reiter
exhibition at the Thannhauser gallery, Munich, in December 1911.

Between Kandinsky's first contacts with Delaunay and the outbreak of the First
World War, both the art of Rousseau and that of his young champion were
increasingly brought to the attention of the German art community. A measure of
their growing fame was their inclusion in the Erster deutscher Herbstsalon of
1913, in which an entire room was devoted to Rousseau's work.

Outside the Berlin—Munich axis, which was the chief locus of the Kan-
dinsky/Delaunay sphere of influence, the name of Rousseau was also being
heard. In 1913 the Weissen Bilicher firm of Leipzig published Neue franzdosische
Malerei, in which the artists included had been selected by Hans Arp, The first
two reproductions in the book are of paintings by Rousseau, one of which is his
Myself, Portrait-Landscape. The accompanying commentary reads: “Is there
anyone more worthy than [Rousseau] with whom to begin a portfolio of modern
artists?...Everything that Rousseau’s spirit perceives he crystallizes in his
pictures.” 12!

Kandinsky's reawakened interest in Rousseau was furthered, as had been
Picasso’s in 1908, by developments within his own art. Like Picasso when he was
on the brink of Cubism, Kandinsky, then on the edge of abstraction, found the
example of Rousseau helpful. In one of his most influential essays, “On the
Question of Form,” Kandinsky wrote: “Henri Rousseau has opened the way for
simplicity and for the new possibilities it offers. This aspect of his many-sided
talent now has for us the most significant value.”1?? Kandinsky considered
Rousseau his counterpart on the two main paths—realism and abstraction—that
ultimately would lead to the same truth, the expression of inner vision. If the inner
necessity of the artist were expressed, then the form it took, Kandinsky believed,
had little importance. Thus, he wrote: “The complete and exclusively simple
rendering of the external shell of things constitutes the divorce of the object from
any practical purpose, hence permitting the inner element to sound forth. Henri
Rousseau, who may be characterized as the father of this [kind of] realism, has
with one simple and totally convincing gesture shown us the way. 123 These
words were written in the winter of 1911-12 at the height of Kandinsky's
excitement over the rediscovery of Rousseau ; but later in 1916 when Kandinsky
was briefly in Stockholm, he reconfirmed his belief in Rousseau in an essay, ** On
the Artist,” dedicated to Minter, writing: “Henri Rousseau stands formally
outside of the major trends, since no labels can be attached to his personal form,
But as to content, he is more inseparably tied to the spiritual aspirations of the
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time than many an artist whose form is infallibly ‘modern. Through his admirable
form Rousseau has made the inner voice of the world resound. This world, which
to the present-day artist is merely a pretext for art, in Rousseau’s pictures is the
only indispensable means of expression for the voice of spirit.” 124

Although there is virtually nothing in the appearance of Kandinsky's post-1913
art to relate it to Rousseau, there are ways in which some of his prior work is not
unlike that of the Douanier. From 1910 through 1913, both Kandinsky and Miinter
were much engaged with hinterglasmalerei (glass painting). Inspired by Bavarian
folk art and reflective of Kandinsky’s fascination with religious symbolism, these
small paintings on glass probably owe nothing to Rousseau, but their deliberately
naive modes of expression, bright colors, and flat patterns have much in common
with many of the Douanier’s paintings.

But the most interesting possibility of a Rousseau/Kandinsky connection is
elsewhere. Kandinsky's emblematic horse as we see it in Lyric (1911, fig. 45) is so
close to Rousseau's charging black beast in his 1894 painting War (pl. 9), that it is
hard to believe that Kandinsky did not extrapolate rather directly from the
Douanier’s image. Indeed, Peter Vergo and Kenneth C. Lindsay would seem to
believe that this was the case as they write, “Kandinsky’s magnificent
steed...with its outstretched neck that had developed from Boecklin's and
Rousseau’s War horses of the 1890s had become fully realized in Lyric of 19117125
We are much inclined to concur, despite the problem posed by the fact that War
may not have been seen by Kandinsky. This huge picture was painted in 1894 by
the time Kandinsky arrived in Paris twelve years later, Rousseau had moved
several times, always from one small place to another. We have no record of
where the picture then was nor any mention of it in the literature; as far as
available documentation goes, it disappeared sometime after its exhibition in the
1894 Indépendants and did not reappear until the end of the Second World Woar,
when it was found at a farmer’s house in Louviers. Rousseau had, however, on a
commission from Jarry and Rémy de Gourmont, made a lithograph (the only print
of his career) of War (pl. 10) which was printed in L'Ymagier and which Kandinsky
could well have seen. But the lithograph, which probably preceded the painting, is
a much less strong image and does not provide as compellingly convincing a
parallel with Lyric as does the painting.126

Kandinsky's enthusiasm for Rousseau was shared by Marc, his collaborator on
Der Blaue Reiter. Klaus Lankheit describes Rousseau as the “great discovery of the
pre-Christmas season” of 1911.127 And, in fact, Marc’s Christmas present to
Kandinsky was a glass copy (fig. 46) he had made of Rousseau's Portrait of the
Artist (190003, pl. 23) that then belonged to Delaunay and had been reproduced
in Uhde’s book. Marc essentially shared Kandinsky’s feelings about Rousseau’s
art; but with his almost Franciscan love of animals, Marc was probably also
attracted by its jungle imagery replete with monkeys, tigers, lions, and birds. In
one of his letters to Delaunay, he wrote: 1 beseech you to get from Rousseau
another photograph of the Mexico picture with the animals, which is so typical
of him."128

Marc had much the same quasi-religious theosophic notions about art as
Kandinsky, which were rather different from the drier, Cartesian-inflected ideas of
someone as French as Delaunay. In correspondence with Delaunay about the
possible publication of a book on Rousseau in Germany, Marc seems to have felt
the need for a German view of the Douanier when he wrote: “l will gladly write a
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Fig. 45.
Kandinsky. Lyric. 1911
Museum Boymans-van Beuningen, Rotterdam

Pl. 9
Rousseau. War

124. Ibid., p. 411,
125. Ibid.. p. 28.
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Fig. 46.

Marc. Portrait of Henri Rousseau. 1911
Stédtische Galerie im Lenbachhaus,
Munich

Pl 23:
Rousseau. Portrait of the Artist

132. Max Beckmann, "Letters to a Woman Painter,”
College Art Journal (New York), vol. 9, no. 2 (Autumn
1949), p. 39 (trans. Mathilde Q. Beckmann and Perry
T. Rathbone}; cited in Selz, p. 132,

133. Max Beckmann, "On My Painting,” Buchholz
Gallery {(New York: Curt Valentin, 1941}, p. 13.

134, Mathilde Q, Beckmann, Mein Leben mit Max
Beckmann (Munich and Zurich: Piper, 1983}, p. 152.

135. For an account of Rousseau's working methods,
see Ardengo Soffici, in Certigny, pp. 41011 (n. 40
above). Soffici's assertion, "After having drawn all of
the projected work in pencil, he used only one color at
a time when he came to paint it,” would seem to be
borme out by the photograph of Rousseau in front of
the unfinished canvas of the second version of The
Muse Inspiring the Poet (see p. 230).

short article telling how Rousseau is ‘regarded’ in Germany and what he means to
us: from the German point of view."'?? Delaunay, who very much enjoyed and
valued his German contacts, apparently found the Teutonic infatuation with
mysticism not exactly to his taste as, after a visit to Berlin in January 1913, he
wrote in a draft of a letter to Marc:

I don’t believe there is a need for any mysticism in art, in the motive force of art,
not Christian, not Jewish, nor any other...what | observed in your country in
the most interesting of the young Germans, was an obsession with mysticism,
or rather, an addiction that paralyzeslife and stupefies....You know how much |
love Rousseau...and my love for him can only grow...Rousseau is full of
mystery, but he did not fall into mysticism. He is mysterious by his life, by
circumstances, by his devotion pushed to the extreme limits of his thought—
which for my feeling is a little exaggerated, yet in this regard he is the last of the
painters we call classic.3°

The views of Marc and Kandinsky on art were not, however, universally
accepted by their compatriots. About a year before Delaunay drafted the above,
Marc had written an article in Pan that elicited the following comments from the
twenty-six year old Max Beckmann, then working in Berlin: “There is something
that repeats itself in all good art, that is artistic sensuousness, combined with
artistic objectivity toward the thing represented.”'3! Beckmann at the time was
reacting to Marc’s stress on the mystique of searching for the “inner, spiritual side
of nature” that would ultimately lead toward abstraction. Much later, Beck-
mann'’s views had so shifted that he could write:

...the visible world in combination with our inner selves provides the realm
where we may seek infinitely for the individuality of our own souls. In the best
art this search has always existed. It has been, strictly speaking, a search for
something abstract and today it remains urgently necessary to express even
more strongly one's own individuality. Every form of significant art from Bellini
to Henri Rousseau has ultimately been abstract.'32

Still, Beckmann was attached to the object in a visible world in a way that Marc
and especially Kandinsky had not been. Beckmann, who intensely admired
Rousseau, calling him “that Homer in a concierge’s lodge whose prehistoric
dreams have sometimes brought me near the Gods,” 33 can indeed be thought of
as an inheritor of the “great realism” which Kandinsky regarded as having been
fathered by Rousseau.

As with Léger’s art, Beckmann’s does not significantly begin to reflect his
interest in Rousseau until the years immediately following the First World War;
thereafter, it abounds with images that clearly reveal their sources in the Dou-
anier's work. Beckmann’s wife tells us that, with Cézanne, her husband most
treasured Rousseau, especially his “fantasy” and “composition,” and he was
“simply enchanted. .. with that kind of painting.”'*# Indeed, it is from Rousseau’s
pictorial fantasy and compositional structures that Beckmann most borrowed.
Apart from his dramatic uses of black, there is little to suggest Rousseau in
Beckmann’s handling of paint, and the fact that both artists drew sketches of their
total compositions on their canvases before beginning to paint is no more than
coincidence.'3®
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One of the earliest of Beckmann’s paintings related to Rousseau is Landscape
with Balloon (1917, fig. 47). Not yet executed in the German artist's mature style,
the canvas is chiefly reminiscent of Rousseau in its overall format and its imagery
of the street lamp, hot air balloon, and tiny parasoled figure. A later painting
frankly inspired by Rousseau, Iron Footbridge in Frankfurt (1922, fig. 48), is not
only more mature but is also more typical of Beckmann’s rearrangements of
imagery he picked up from Rousseau. He seems to have upended Rousseau’s
ubiquitous iron bridge and packed his picture with fragments from several
different pictures by the Douanier—likely sources being View of Grenelle Bridge
(1892, pl. 8) and Notre Dame: View of the lle Saint Louis from the Quay Henri IV
(1909, pl. 60), both from Delaunay’s collection and in Uhde’s 1914 book, and the
Myself, Portrait-Landscape (pl. 5).

The Rousseau painting that would appear to have held the most importance for
Beckmann's work is Portrait of Pierre Loti (pl. 7). We first see it directly echoed in
Embitterment, a print of 1920 (fig. 49), which, like almost all the other works
based on the Loti image, is a self-portrait, In all the subsequent works, however,
Loti’s frontality is preserved; whereas in Embitterment we are presented with a
sharply etched profile that may have been suggested to Beckmann by the
distinctly shaded and unshaded halves of Loti’s face. But the Loti connection is
unmistakably signaled by the cat and fez. The compressed space of Embitterment
may derive from the Loti portrait, but in all likelihood comes more directly from
another painting, while the man with umbrella glimpsed in the tilted street is a
general reference to the ever-present bonshommes of Rousseau'’s street scenes.

That the tight, boxlike space of Embitterment is probably more related to
Rousseau’s Portrait of the Artist (pl. 23) than to Loti, we may deduce from
Beckmann’s 1921 etching Self-Portrait with Bowler Hat (fig. 50), which
unmistakably merges the Loti and self-portrait images, retaining the cat and hand
with smoking cigarette from Loti, adding the oil lamp from the self-portrait, and
setting the whole in a format that is a variation on that of the self-portrait. The
Beckmann etching so much resembles the Rousseau self-portrait that their
relationship seems unquestionable. Should any doubts remain, we have only to
compare Beckmann's Woman with a Candle (1920, fig. 51) to the Douanier’s

Fig. 47.
Beckmann. Landscape with Balloon. 1917
Museum Ludwig, Cologne

Fig. 48.
Beckmann. fron Footbridge in Frankfurt. 1922
Kunstsammlung Nordrhein-Westfalen

Fig. 49. Fig. 50. Fig. 51.
Beckmann. Embitterment. 1920 Beckmann. Self-Portrait with Bowler Beckmann. Woman with a
Kunsthalle Bremen Hat. 1921 Candle. 1920

Kunsthalle Bremen Kunsthalle Bremen

72




PL 7.
Rousseau. Portrait of Pierre Loti

Fig. 55.
Beckmann. Family Liitjens. 1944
Private collection

136. Mathilde Q. Beckmann, p. 152.

Fig. 52. Fig. 53. Fig. 54.

Beckmann Beckmann Beckmann

Self-Portrait with Cigarette. 1923 Self-Portrait with Beret (Gilles). 1934 Self-Portrait in Black. 1944
The Museum of Modern Art, Museum Ludwig, Cologne Staatsgalerie moderner Kunst,
New York Munich

Portrait of the Second Wife of Rousseau (1900—03, pl. 24), the former the counter-
part to the Beckmann self-portrait, the latter the pendant to the Rousseau self-
portrait, and it becomes clear that Beckmann’s cross-referencing was intentional.

Beckmann often painted his own portrait, and these pictures are among the
most penetrating visions of the interior and exterior self simultaneously pre-
sented that any twentieth-century artist has made. While many of them suggest
paintings by Rousseau, there are three, executed at approximately ten-year
intervals, that were obviously done with the Loti portrait in mind: Self-Portrait
with Cigarette (1923, fig. 52); Self-Portrait with Beret (Gilles) (1934, fig. 53); and
Self-Portrait in Black (1944, fig. 54). In all of them, as in Loti, the face is dramat-
ically shadowed, an arm held close in a flat, almost shieldlike manner against the
body, and the figure itself is uncompromisingly frontal, truncated at the waist,
pressed into and dominating a confined space. Beckmann's profound feeling of
kinship with Rousseau could hardly be more forcefully witnessed than in these
intensely felt portraits in which the artist expresses his own personality through
images closely related to the Douanier.

When he painted the last of the three self-portraits, Beckmann was in wartime
exile in Amsterdam. His life under the German occupation had been difficult, and
many of its hardships were relieved by his friend, the Dutch art historian Dr.
Helmut Liitjens. When Beckmann, in the last winter of the war, wanted to painta
portrait of his benefactor and his wife and child, the spirit of Rousseau seems to
have played a role in his highly empathetic rendering of Family Liitjens (fig. 55).
Compositionally, the painting most resembles The Muse Inspiring the Poet (pl.
58), and there is a like feeling of gentle, secular gravity in each. The expressive
play of hands is very much Beckmann’s own invention, but not without inter-
mingled variations on the hands of Laurencin, Apollinaire, and Loti, while the
little girl at the right holding a puppet is a transfigured version of the baby in Child
with Puppet (1903, pl. 25).

Although the Loti portrait is the Rousseau painting from which Beckmann most
frequently borrowed, his Lieblingsbilder, as his widow reports, was The Sleeping
Gypsy.'3¢ If his love for this painting is not reflected in his work, it has, at least
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partially, to do with the fact that he probably did not see it until after the war,
when he moved to the United States in 1947. That Beckmann, whose art is full of
the imagery of dreams, should have been fascinated by The Sleeping Gypsy is
scarcely surprising.

Beckmann’s expressionistic work has very little in common with the parodistically
“classical” style of the early Giorgio de Chirico, but in its vivid rendering of the
reality of dream it is linked to the Italian artist’s paintings of 1911 to 1917. For both
artists Rousseau was an important source. Beckmann freely and often admitted
his debt to Rousseau; whereas de Chirico in all his voluminous writings never
acknowledged the connections between himself and the Douanier, as it would
not have accorded with his subsequent will to mold his own legend as pictor
classicus.

In fact, de Chirico’s art of the early period is formally much closer to Rousseau’s
than is Beckmann's, although it makes use of borrowed imagery much less
frequently. In its sense of stasis—the moment arrested in time—in its enigmatic,
nonatmospheric “white” light, in its affinities with the work of Seurat, and in its
use of broad, simple flat planes, de Chirico’s art is anticipated by that of the
Douanier. But above all, it is Rousseau’s use of poetic, collagelike juxtapositions
that prefigures de Chirico, whose work in turn is prophetic of Surrealism.
Apollinaire would later remark of de Chirico: “In order to depict the fatal
character of modern things, ... [he] utilizes the most modern motive force of all—
surprise.” 137

As to this element of astonishment, consider Rousseau’s last great work, The
Dream (1910, pl. 66), painted the year before de Chirico’s arrival in Paris. There we
see a huge, fantastic jungle of exotic foliage, its myriad greens illumined not by
the pale moon above but by glowing irradiations of its enormous blue, pink, and
violet flowers and by some internal iridescence of its inhabitants—an orange-
feathered bird, a sinuous snake, a dark musician in a brilliantly striped sarong
playing a yellow wind instrument, a nude woman lying on a red sofa, and two
yellow-eyed lions. The illogic is stunning, and partially for that reason the vivid-
ness and reality of dream has scarcely ever found a more forceful visual expres-
sion. Rousseau explained the presence of the sofa as wholly natural, belonging as
it did to a dream. The woman is Yadwigha, a youthful love of Rousseau’s as well as
the possible alter-identity of his first wife Clémence: she is asleep on the couch of
Rousseau's studio. The scene, as explicated in a poem such as Rousseau fre-
quently wrote to accompany his important paintings, is Yadwigha's dream.38
While de Chirico and the Surrealists after him would posit a kind of metaphysical
and poetic logic in order to justify their irrational juxtapositions and dream
imagery, Rousseau felt his imaginative life to be as real or even more so than the
quotidian world around him. If we are to credit Apollinaire, Rousseau was
sometimes so seized by terror and awe when painting a fantastic subject that he
would have to rush to the window for air.’3® That being said, Rousseau was
pictorially aware even as he transcribed his dream, and to André Salmon he gave
another reason for the presence of the couch, telling him that the sofa is only there
“for the richness of the red.”14° In his review of the 1910 Indépendants in which
The Dream was Rousseau’s only entry, Apollinaire wrote: “In this painting we
find beauty that is indisputable.. .. Ask the painters. .. .They are unanimous: they
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Soirées de Paris; cited in Leroy C. Breunig, ed.,
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138. Rousseau's verse reads as follows:
Having fallen into a gentle sleep
Yadwigha, i a dream,

Heard the sounds of a musette

Played by a benevolent magician.
While the moon shone down

Upon the flowers, the green trees,
The wild serpents listeried to

The instrument’s merry tunes.
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142, In his classes at the Ecole du Louvre, Michel Hoog
has suggested that the pictures of elegantly clad
women promenading in an exotic forest were
suggested by “the memory of Mme Delaunay [mére]."




LR ,‘;Ini, '.a J

Rousseau. Woman in Red in the Forest. 1905-10

Fig. 57.
Rousseau. Woman Walking in an Exotic Forest. ¢. 1905
The Barnes Foundation, Merion, Pa.

admire. They admire it all, believe me, even that Louis-Philippe sofa lost in the
virgin forest; and they're right.”141

Because The Dream is one of the masterpieces of Rousseau’s career and so
manifestly anticipates Surrealist collage and its antecedents in de Chirico, we will
briefly digress to speculate on its possible sources. In only three known prior
works did Rousseau image a nude in the jungle. The earliest, The Unwelcome
Surprise, presenting a nude woman, who having been surprised by a bear, is
about to be rescued by a hunter, is an anecdotal rendering of fairy tale—beauty
surprised by a beast. In the second, The Snake Charmer (pl. 36), we are in an
enchanted realm where the naked flute player seems not unlikely, although her
presence, arresting or transforming the expected malefic intent of the serpents,
does have the same eerie magic as the gypsy untouched by the lion or Yadwigha
tranquil on her beast-surrounded couch. In the third, the naked woman as Eve
(pl. 29) in a forest setting seems only appropriate. More surprising images are
Rousseau's paintings of elegantly clothed women somewhat inexplicably strolling
about in dense tropical foliage, parasol in hand, as though on a fashionable
Parisian street.'2 [n a very early picture Walking in the Forest (c. 1886, pl. 3) the
flaneuse is not yet in the tropics and appears manifestly surprised that she is adrift
in the woods. In later paintings (figs. 56, 57) the modishly dressed women have
the calm aplomb of Yadwigha—sedately at their ease amidst thick, engulfing
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foliage. Woman and forest, each long understood as symbols of both mystery and
paradise, thus converge in an enigmatic way in Rousseau's art before their
epiphanous combination in The Dream.43

Given Rousseau's concern with the theme and his acknowledged predilection
for visiting Paris museums, he must certainly have reacted to the almost simul-
taneous acquisition by the French State Museums in 1907 of two still notorious
paintings by Edouard Manet. Déjeuner sur I'herbe (fig. 58) was installed in that
year as part of the Moreau-Nelaton gift in the Musée des Arts Décoratifs, and
Olympia (fig. 59), after much public controversy, was moved from the Luxem-
bourg to the Louvre where it was hung next to Ingres’s Grande Odalisque. If
elements of Rousseau’s art were later picked up by other artists, Rousseau may
well have found this the occasion to take inspiration from a genius of French
painting whose art, which had been as maligned as his own, was at last enshrined
in the artistic pantheon of the French state.

Manet's young woman in the Déjeuner is not alone in the outdoors as were
Rousseau’s, but sits in the woods with her companions, bourgeois, and quite
surprisingly naked, her fashionable walking dress and hat in a heap beside her. It is
entirely likely that Rousseau saw parallels in Manet’s imagery and his own, and in
contemplating the execution of The Dream, the image of Manet’s naked woman
outdoors became merged with a conception partially drawn from Olympia
reclining on her couch attended by a dark servant and glowing-eyed cat. There is
nothing of Manet in the formal construction of The Dream, but its motifs can
quite reasonably be attributed to a typically personal reading of the Manets by
Rousseau. The process could be described as a selective “collaging” of elements
Rousseau found in the two Manets and his own prior work plus an admixture of
the exoticism and sensuousness of Ingres'’s Grande Odalisque then hanging next
to Olympia in the Salle des Etats of the Louvre. With the partial exception of The
Sleeping Gypsy there is no other painting by Rousseau in which elements that are
essentially disparate, rather than eccentric by virtue of their renderings, are so
boldly brought together. Certainly this may have to do with Rousseau’s
cumulative mastery of his idiom, but concomitantly it may reflect a relatively
uncharacteristic use of advanced pictorial sources.144

That The Dream and other paintings by Rousseau were well known to de
Chirico cannot be doubted. De Chirico was a close friend of Ardengo Soffici, who
had not only known the Douanier, but had written an article on him just before
Rousseau’s death that appeared in La Voce at the end of 1910. Soffici may have
provided de Chirico’s introduction into the circle around Apollinaire who, as
editor of Les Soirées de Paris, was closely associated with its financial backers, the
Baroness d’'Oettingen (Soffici was also her lover) and her brother Serge Jas-
trebzoff. Not only would he have heard a great deal about the Douanier from
these people, but he would have seen his work in the apartments of Apollinaire
and the poet’s friend, Picasso, and, of course, at Jastrebzoff’s, as is confirmed by
his sketch of Picasso seated at table below Myself (fig. 27). While The Dream was
not in the 1912 Bernheim-Jeune Rousseau retrospective, it was owned by Vollard
whom de Chirico would surely have encountered, most likely through Picasso; it
was, as well, reproduced in Uhde’s 1911 book and its 1914 German reprint. De
Chirico’s stay in Paris coincided with the period when the Douanier, overlooked in
life, was suddenly widely celebrated, and the celebrators were exactly the van-
guard painters and writers with whom de Chirico was most intimate.
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Fig. 58.
Manet. Déjeuner sur 'herbe, 1863
Musée du Louvre, Paris

Fig. 59,
Manet. Olympia. 1862—63
Musée du Louvre, Paris

Pl. 66.
Rousseau. The Dream




Fig. 60.
de Chirico. The Child’s Brain. 1914
Moderma Museet, Stockholm
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Although there are isolated elements in de Chirico’s work that remind us
specifically of Rousseau, such as the prevalence of smoking chimneys and flags
carefully fluttering in the same direction in a windless, airless space, the Douanier
was chiefly important to de Chirico as an example in formulating his poetic
technique of the irrational or incongruous juxtaposition of familiar objects.
Robert Melville declared that de Chirico in placing “untransformed objects in a
transforming relationship...was heir to part of Rousseau’s poetic genius,”
whereas the greater “gift for creating shapes was bequeathed to Picasso.”14> As
we have seen, Picasso did indeed find ideas in Rousseau, but even in the late
period of his Synthetic Cubism, the affinities between his work and the Dou-
anier’s are not as great as those linking the latter’s with the art of the early de
Chirico.

De Chirico’s metaphoric spaces, sometimes tight and confining as in The Child’s
Brain (fig. 60) and sometimes vast as the other world of dream as in The Enigma of
a Day,'#¢ are similar to those of Rousseau—compressed as in the portrait of Loti
or beyond measure as in The Sleeping Gypsy. And the paintings of each are
permeated by an enigmatic, seemingly timeless, “white” light of dreamlike fixity.
Apollinaire, searching to clarify his impressions remarked, “I really don’t know to
whom to compare Giorgio de Chirico. The first time | saw his paintings |
instinctively thought of the Douanier.”'#? While the tightly packed imagery of
Rousseau's Jungle pictures is unlike anything in de Chirico, their dense foliage is
symbolic of some limitless immensity; as metaphors for the infinite space of
dream, even these paintings are related to the oneiric expanses of de Chirico’s.

Both de Chirico and Rousseau were compared by Apollinaire and others to
Paolo Uccello. And, indeed, both treat the background plane in the distance as a
foil or backdrop with no mediation between it and the foreground as did Uccello,
the net effect of which is to produce a quality of enigma that would cause the
Surrealists to be interested in all three artists. Rousseau’s use of this technique
evolved from his pragmatic approach and “stubborn labor,” Uccello’s from his
obsession with linear perspective, and de Chirico’s from his willful perversion of
the canons of fifteenth-century perspective. To some degree de Chirico must
have found Rousseau’s work a useful example as he began the program of
subversion of the principles of Renaissance painting that persisted in his art until
1917.

Nonspecific as the affinities of Rousseau and de Chirico tend to be, there are
two paintings by de Chirico which have been suggested as deriving from canvases
by Rousseau. The Child’s Brain was first proposed by Melville as having been
inspired by Loti*® Indeed, Melville's arguments are well taken; both composi-
tionally and in their affective impact the two paintings are very similar. If Melville
sometimes strains our credulity in his analysis of The Child’s Brain, he is certainly
right when he describes the paintings as having a common, “curious, not unduly
stressed, goetic atmosphere: sly power informs the gaze of Loti and his ‘famil-
iar.’...”14? Widely accepted as a fantasy portrait of the painter’s father, The Child’s
Brain largely sustains a sinister, semierotic reading such as Melville propounds,
and which accords with seeing Loti as a kind of necromancer or magician.
However, given de Chirico’s intimate familiarity with the Jastrebzoff pictures, the
family-connected motif of The Child’s Brain, and the greater superficial
resemblance of the figure to a type of mustached man whose features are more
typical of Rousseau than of Loti, we would suggest that The Child’s Brain takes
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the Loti persona and merges it with such avowed father images as those por-
trayed in The Family, The Present and the Past,’5° and The Wedding (pl. 28)—all
from the Jastrebzoff collection. Indeed, in Man with a Pipe (fig. 61), his 1915
transformation of the de Chirico painting, Picasso, who would certainly have
recognized its origins in Rousseau (he could well have been prompted to execute
his painting by the “clear link” he recognized between the two artists), relieves
the heavy atmosphere of the de Chirico and brings his image closer to the spirit of
the Rousseaus in the Jastrebzoff collection,15! Although Picasso’s addition of the
hat does not reflect any similarly adorned figure in the pictures of the Jas-
trebzoffs—indeed, it may relate to Picasso’s own associations with Cézanne—it
may also be an additional reference to Rousseau, whose landscapes are never
complete without a small gentleman in what appears to be a kind of bowler hat
who is often identified with Rousseau himself.

The other de Chirico that has been advanced as being directly related to a
Rousseau is Gladiators and Lion (1927, fig. 62)152 If, indeed, this painting were
partially inspired by the discovery of The Sleeping Gypsy and the ensuing pub-
licity, it would still be of considerably less interest to us, as de Chirico was then far
beyond the period of his early modernism and painting in a rhetorical, illusionist
style of debased academicism that has nothing in common with Rousseau. In any
event, there is little doubt that The Sleeping Gypsy was partly inspired by
Géréme,'>3 and it is perhaps more his spirit than Rousseau’s which informs the de
Chirico.

Although de Chirico never acknowledged any debt to Rousseau, his brother
Alberto Savinio did it for him, albeit after the fact and putting him in unexpected
company. In May 1919, in Valori Plastici, Savinio, writing on what he considered
the only new, significant painting, the Italian Scuola Metafisica (Metaphysical
School)—a reaction against Futurism heavily based on the prior art of de Chi-
rico—declared that the origins of the new art were in a kind of primitivism that
had evolved through the Fauves, especially Matisse and Derain, and had touched
“first on the work of Rousseau,” whence he predicted it widening into a new
classicism that was appearing in the work of de Chirico and Carra 154

The Scuola Metafisica was short-lived, but one of its founders and chief
theoreticians, Carra, was vociferous in his praise of Rousseau. He devoted a
chapter to the Douanier in his Pittura Metafisica of 1919. and much later wrote of
the painter he called the “gentle and terrible Rousseau” as follows: “I shall try to
make clear the Douanier meant as much to us in post-Futurist Italy as his great
predecessors of the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries. . . . The need to return to
universality in painting led us back to the art of Giotto, Paolo Uccello, and Piero
della Francesca.155

A parallel return to a more realistic, object-oriented kind of painting was
happening in Germany in the movement called Neue Sachlichkeit (New Objec-
tivity), but whatever role Rousseau may have had in this manifestation or its
Italian counterpart, it is less significant than his importance to the more influential
developments of Surrealism.
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Fig. 61,

Picasso. Man with a Pipe (detail). 1915
The Art Institute of Chicago. Gift of Mary
L. Block in memory of Albert D. Lasker

Fig. 62.
de Chirico, Gladiators and Lion. 1927
The Detroit Institute of Arts




Fig. 63.

Grosz and Heartfield. Henri Rousseau Self-Portrait
Montage, from catalogue annoucement of the Erste
internationale Dada-Messe
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Dada, which was Surrealism’s nihilistic, less programmatic forerunner, provided
Rousseau with a tiny, walk-on part when George Grosz and John Heartfield made
a “corrected masterpiece” of the Douanier’s Myself, collaging a reproduction of it
with extraneous photographic elements. Thus, Rousseau, as Heartfield (fig. 63),
makes an appearance in the broadside catalogue announcement of the climactic
event of Berlin Dada, the Erste internationale Dada-Messe in June of 1920.

Although Rousseau’s ties with Surrealism run deep, his direct contributions to
the movement were largely made through de Chirico, while other affinities
between his art and that of Surrealism are probably not related causally. A chief
goal of Surrealism was to reveal the landscape of the mind, to image dreamlike
experience, whether by automatic techniques or through illusionist realism, and
Rousseau had so evidently accomplished this that it remains surprising that André
Breton did not list him among the precursors of the movement in its first
manifesto of 1924. At the time, however, no concept of Surrealism in painting
yet existed; indeed, as Breton defined Surrealism as being “beyond any aes-
thetic...preoccupation,” painting could only be “a lamentable expedient.” In
declaring his belief “in the future resolution of the states of dream and reality,”
Breton relegates the plastic arts to a footnote in the 1924 manifesto, listing,
however, Uccello, Seurat, and de Chirico, among others, as being of importance
to the new movement, Thus, we could claim for Rousseau a kind of association by
proxy with the official beginnings of Surrealism. Breton’s famous epiphanous
experience of some years prior to the manifesto, when he first saw de Chirico’s
The Child’s Brain, and his subsequent acquisition of the painting, reinforces
Rousseau’s second-remove relevance to Breton'’s early conception of Surrealism,
although it would not be until after the Second World War that he unequivocally
acknowledged him in print, observing: “It is with Rousseau that we can speak for
the first time of Magic Realism. .. of the intervention of magic causality.”1>®

Surrealism’s origins were poetic and literary; only secondarily were they
translated into the plastic arts. In a pantheon of its generally recognized pro-
genitors, Lautréamont, Jarry, Mallarmé, and Apollinaire, only one of them,
Lautréamont, had not known and admired Rousseau. But Lautréamont had died
in 1870 when Rousseau had not yet produced important paintings. Nevertheless,
of all the literary forebears of Surrealism, it is Lautréamont who is closest to the
one specific contribution of Rousseau to Surrealism. Lautréamont’s image of “the
chance encounter of a sewing machine and an umbrella on a dissection table”
was taken as the prototype of collage and virtually licensed Dada and Surrealist
use of that technique in the irrational juxtaposition of unexpected objects; in
terms of the plastic arts, as we have seen, this was anticipated by de Chirico and
first practiced by Rousseau. Indeed, it was this aspect of Rousseau's art that
Breton had in mind when he wrote: “Of meager interest from a realistic point of
view, his works are totally Surrealist in inspiration, before their time (as are the
early Chiricos).”'>7 Waxing enthusiastic, Breton goes on from this to predict that
Rousseau’s The Dream would one day be promenaded through the streets as was
Duccio’s Maesta in Siena.

Prior to the official advent of Surrealism, Max Ernst in 1919 in Cologne began to
use collage in a way that was the visual articulation of Lautréamont’s Symbolist
type of verbal hybrid. Ernst was most probably familiar with Rousseau’s work
through August Macke as far back as 1912, and certainly had known it since 1913
when he contributed to the Erster deutscher Herbstsalon at which work by
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Rousseau was featured. To judge by Hat in the Hand, Hat on the Head (c. 1913,
fig. 64), the young Ernst may even have been slightly influenced by the Douanier.
It is, however, highly unlikely that his Dada collages in postwar Cologne owe
anything to the Douanier, despite parallels we can find between them and works
by Rousseau.

Ernst’s conception of collage was unlike that of the Cubists in that he was not
primarily interested in formal, plastic values but in “image” values. Using cata-
logue and magazine illustrations, Ernst employed a variety of methods to disquise
the collage technique itself, producing images that puzzle and surprise by their
illogics of scale and figuration. Although the frequency of mechanical imagery in
these collages sets them apart from Rousseau and relates them to prior work by
Duchamp and Picabia, what Ernst called his “culture of systematic displacement
and its effects” associates them also with de Chirico and thereby with Rousseau.
Indeed, Melville’s perception that “a recipe for the enigma in painting” is to be
found in Rousseau’s The Sleeping Gypsy. namely “the situating of utterly still,
impenetrably self-contained figures in a purely formal relationship which con-
trives nevertheless to simulate the appearance of an encounter,”'58 articulates
Rousseau’s proximity to the Ernst whose strategy was defined as the exploiting of
“a meeting of two distant realities on a plane foreign to them both.”

As noted, in the Cologne collages as well as those executed toward the end of
the next decade, Ernst’s material sources were often nineteenth-century cata-
logue and magazineillustrations; one of the richest of these, Magasin pittoresque,
is generally recognized to have served Rousseau as well. When Rousseau trans-
posed a figure found in a book or magazine to the theater of his painting, his
conscious aim was not, as was that of Ernst, to subvert the art-making process;
consequently the resulting images are less immediately shocking although some-
times almost as disorienting. Rousseau’s picture of the elegant Parisian appar-
ently at ease in a monstrous jungle (fig. 56), which probably had some such
pictorial source as a contemporary postcard (fig. 65),'5? provokes responses not
unlike Ernst’s Two Young Girls Promenade across the Sky (fig. 66).

Fig. 65. Fig. 57.

In the Zoological Garden: The Camellia Hothouse Rousseau. Woman Walking in an Exotic Forest
Supplement to Le Petit Journal, no. 331

(March 21, 1897)
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Fig. 64.
Ernst. Hat in the Hand, Hat on the Head. c. 1913
Estate of Roland Penrose, London

Fig. 66.

Ernst. Two Young Girls Promenade across the Sky.
1920

Collage




Fig. 67.
Ernst. Pieta or the Revolution by Night. 1923
The Tate Gallery. London

Fig. 68.
Ernst. The Joy of Living. 1936
Estate of Roland Penrose, London
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Ernst’s description of his creation of collage may reasonably be imagined to
apply to Rousseau—with emendations allowed for differences of temperament
and historical period as well as of actual method.

The advertisements...provoke...a hallucinatory succession of contradictory
images, double, triple, multiple superimposed upon each other with the per-
sistence and rapidity characteristic of amorous memories and visions of
somnolescence. These images in turn, provoke new planes of understanding.
They encounter an unknown—new and non-conformist. By...painting or
drawing, it suffices to add to the illustrations a color, a line, a landscape foreign
to the objects represented.... These changes, no more than docile reproduc-
tions of What is visible within me, record a faithful and fixed image of my
hallucination. They transform the banal pages of advertisement into dramas
which reveal my most secret desires.”¢°

While Rousseau’s paintings are still and “timeless,” as are most of Ernst’s proto-
Surreal and Surreal illusionist pictures, they emanate, as do Ernst’s, a sense of
time telescoped and demand of us a durational reading. Tzara, observing this
quality in Rousseau, remarks that movement has been “captured at an especially
representative moment—in a story that is happening in his mind and for which
the picture is somehow the symbol,” and compares Rousseau’s pictorial evoca-
tions of temporal juxtapositions with the devices he used in his play The Revenge
of a Russian Orphan®! Tzara also suggests that particularly as we see these
qualities in The Sleeping Gypsy, Rousseau “anticipates what Ermnst meant by the
collage.”

Titles are important elements in Emst’s collages, as they often were for Rous-
seau. Indeed, the introduction of language to the image was fundamental to the
tradition of peinture-poésie from the time of Redon and before through its use by
Surrealism. But Rousseau'’s titles, like most of Redon’s, are directly related to the
image and thus descriptive in a way that Ernst’s or de Chirico’s before him often
are not. Tzara explains that the verses that accompany Rousseau’s paintings are
meant to “fill out their intelligence,” to aid us in reconstituting “the fiction upon
which they repose,"162 as a sort of key to unscramble the inconclusive narrative
dliced into the static theater of his canvas. With Ernst, however, as with other
Surrealists, titles are often used to compound the enigma, heighten absurdity, or
enhance ambivalences of meaning.

There was always some effort in Ernst's Cologne collages to camouflage the
collage technique itself; logically, therefore, just before going to Paris in 1922, he
began to paint large “collages.” The paintings of this type done between 1921and
1924. of which his variation on The Child’s Brain is one (fig. 67), constitute the link
between de Chirico’s style and Surrealist illusionism, which—certain works by
Joan Miré apart—is the side of Surrealism closest to Rousseau.

If in Ernst’s early post—First World War work we find no direct links with
Rousseau, there are generally recognized connections between Ernst’s depictions
of lush tropical vegetation of the late thirties and early forties (fig. 68) and
Rousseau's Jungle paintings. But Rousseau’s Jungles are a dream of some primor-
dial Arcadia; they are all part of an enchanted realm that encompasses the desert
of The Sleeping Gypsy and the oasis of The Flamingos (pl. 37) by the sides of which
at nightfall the dark flute player charms the serpents emerging from the sur-
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rounding forests where animals battle and Yadwigha dreams. If it is not the
proverbial Peaceable Kingdom, it is nonetheless a world of natural order, harmo-
nious within itself, where animal carnage obeys the wild but innocent impulses of
nature. And even these are stayed by the necromancy of music and the female
presence. Rousseau’s tropics depict a secular Eden, sensuous, joyful, and awe-
some which in paintings such as The Dream recalls lines from Andrew Marvell's
Bermudas: “He hangs in shades the Orange bright/Like golden lamps in a green
Night,"13 and others such as The Hungry Lion (pl. 31) suggest Shakespeare’s
vision from The Tempest: “How lush and lusty the grass looks! How green! 164

By contrast—and this is characteristic of differences between French and
German art—Ernst’s forests are menacing, sinister. Far from natural or innocent,
they are sometimes metaphors for the corruption of civilization, Green and lush as
they also are, they often seem on the verge of putrescence and thus certainly refer
to the oncoming war and the troubled conditions of the world at the time. Close
as some of Ernst’s fantastic forests may superficially appear to certain of Rous-
seau’s images, they are more nearly related to the language of alienated and
melancholic Symbolism; whereas those of Rousseau descend through his child-
hood memories of the tapestries of the Apocalypse at Angers by way of a kind of
robust nineteenth-century sensibility, such as we see in the romanticism of
Delacroix and even the realism of Courbet in his paintings of stags battling in the
wo0ds.'> Rousseau’s Arcadia is finally much closer in spirit to the urban Utopia of
Léger as in Homage to Louis David (Leisure Time) than it is to the nightmare
forests of Ernst.

In a lighter vein, Ernst quotes indirectly from Rousseau in one of his collages of
the Loplop Presents series (fig. 69) where he combines a botanical illustration
with drawn elements in such a way as to suggest Rousseau’s The Snake
Charmer® A year earlier Ernst had used the same painting by the Douanier to
create, in conjunction with his wife at that time, Marie-Berthe Aurenche, a
double portrait of themselves (fig. 70) in a Loplop paradise, which is a paraphrase
of the snake charmer’s jungle.'6”

One of Rousseau’s strongest appeals to Surrealism was as a poet-painter. As
Tzara observed, he considered the imaginative subject as the very center of his

Fig. 69, Pl. 36.
Ernst. Loplop Presents. 1932 Rousseau. The Snake Charmer
Collage and pencil
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Fig. 70.
Ernstand M.-B. Aurenche. Loplop Paradise, 1931
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preoccupations. Additionally, the legend that enveloped him by the time of the
advent of Surrealism placed him outside the “professional” tradition of art, which,
if not entirely true, did carry an accurate corollary; he had, indeed, been the
embodiment of the Surrealist ideal of the integration of art and life.®® Although
Zervos was not especially associated with Surrealism, he has written about
Rousseau in a way that makes clear his appeal to that group: “He has looked into
the invisible, as much as our condition permits.” His soul, Zervos goes on to say, is
still connected to the soul of the world and such a “soul assembles within itself all
the sensations of creation. It is the soul of the bird, of water, of the forest. It is the
stroller in a garden, the monkey in his palm tree, the present and the past, it is
fable itself."16?

For all these reasons, we might assume that the finest painter associated with
Surrealism and unquestionably its poet-painter par excellence, Mird, would have
been drawn to Rousseau. And, indeed, we have Mird’s most emphatic testimony
that he was. He wrote to James Thrall Soby in 1958: “As | told you from 1916 to
1920 | was impressed by van Gogh, Rousseau, and Picasso—admirations which 1
feel to this day to the highest degree.”7® Miré’s enthusiasm for Rousseau’s work
was, however, probably totally spontaneous, appealing to the young painter by
its freshness, inventiveness, color, and evident poetic spirit. At the time Sur-
realism had not been invented, and Mird himself had not yet found his mature
style. Soby conjectured that Miré may first have “become aware of the miraculous
gifts” of Rousseau at Picasso’s apartment.” 7! This, however, would seem unlikely
as, even if Miré’s memory had not been wholly accurate in placing the beginning
of his admiration for the Douanier in 1916, it would probably have been off by no
more than a year. Certainly he would have remembered if he had first become
aware of the Douanier in Paris, which, were it the case, would have been no
earlier than 1919, when he first visited the French capital. Indeed, Dupin believes
paintings of 1918 such as Vegetable Garden with Donkey (fig. 71) evidence the
influence of Rousseau.'”? It may well be that Mir¢ learned of the Douanier
through Picabia, who was often in Barcelona from 1917 to 1919 and who had
known the Douanier well enough to be a guest at his soirées familiales et
artistiques.

Fig. 71,
Mird, Vegetable Garden with Donkey. 1918
Maoderna Museet, Stockholm
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Fig. 72. Fig. 73.

Miro. Table with Glove. 1921 Miré. Self-Portrait. 1919
The Museum of Modern Art, New York Musée du Louvre, Paris
Gift of Armand G. Erpf Picasso Bequest

Soby sees in Mird’s Table with Glove (fig. 72) an “attempt to simplify ... forms
through a deliberate primitivism which reflects [Mird’s] regard for the Douanier
Rousseau,” which may well be the case.'”? Indeed, the iconic disposition of the
table, the overall flatness, and the monumentality of the image on its small canvas
may all owe something to Miré's observation of Rousseau. For the same reasons,
we may speculate that Mird’s 1919 self-portrait (fig. 73), which Picasso acquired
shortly after Mird’s first visit, has associations with Rousseau. Even if Miré’s first
contacts with Rousseau’s painting did not occur in Picasso’s apartment, he would
surely, when visiting him in Paris in 1919, have seen the Portrait of a Woman
(pl. 12) owned by Picasso. We can only imagine that the presence of Rousseau in
the living presence of his countryman, a painter whom he equally admired, would
have been a particularly moving experience for the young Catalan. Certainly it
would have reinforced Miré's desire to give his self-portrait to Picasso.174

Four years later, at the time of the 1923 discovery of The Sleeping Gypsy, Mir6
was a fully mature artist and beginning to paint in a spontaneous, almost totally
abstract manner that made him, with André Masson, the chief practitioner of
Surrealist automatism, the side of Surrealist art that has very little to do with de
Chirico and would seem to share nothing with Rousseau other than a common
concern to convey pictorially the experience of dream. To be sure, Mird’s loosely
brushed, atmospheric, automatist paintings are at an almost absolute formal
remove from Rousseau’s art. Mird, however, alternated this manner with works
executed in a painstaking, precise style, the tight painting, flat patterning, sharp
contouring, and even surfaces of which relate them formally to pictures by
Rousseau. The latter way of painting was an option Mir6 retained throughout his
life, and although his work in this style is inflected by Cubism, and often so
schematic as to be almost abstract, it is frequently inhabited by a gaiety, childlike
whimsy, and concern with detail and anecdote that relate it spiritually to Rous-
seau. It may not be wholly farfetched to wonder if the series of anecdotal-type
landscapes with sharply defined divisions of horizons that Miré painted between
1926 and 1927 do not owe something to all the stir then surrounding The Sleeping

Gypsy.
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Pl. 12,
Rousseau. Portrait of a Woman
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Fig. 74.

Miro, Poetic Object. 1936

Assemblage

The Museum of Modern Art, New York
Gift of Mr. and Mrs. Pierre Matisse

Cocteau had written of The Sleeping Gypsy that it was the contrary of “poetic
painting,” that in this painting, “we brush up against painted poetry, a poetic
object, the abstract made concrete,”'7> Cocteau’s words could well apply to work
by Mird, and are capable of triggering many associations to his art. But one in
particular comes to mind, Mird’s Poetic Object (1936, fig. 74), which, in turn, can
cause us to think of Rousseau, especially The Dream. Certainly Mird’s object and
Rousseau’s painting represent parallel voyages of the mind to a similar poetic
terrain. What is spelled out in the Rousseau is alluded to in the Mir6; we sense
Rousseau’s exotic setting to be far off, as Mird’s map tells us his must be too, and it
is as strange as Rousseau’s—its denizens a tropical bird and the erotic presence of
woman. What we conceptualize about the Rousseau—that it is a landscape of the
mind—is made concrete by the Mird in which the hat supports the elements
that represent its metaphoric wearer’s dream. Marcel Jean’s observation about
Rousseau would probably have been appreciated by Mird: “The rosy pink
flamingos of the Botanical Garden contain the voyage, the memory, and the
dream and reveal poetic reality connected directly with concrete reality."17®

Surrealism in the twenties was very involved with the role of chance, and
Mallarmé’s famous last poem, “Un Coup de dés jamais n'abolira le hasard” (*A
Throw of the Dice Will Never Abolish Chance”) could have been carried as its
standard. The relevance of The Sleeping Gypsy to the concerns of Surrealism is
certainly underscored if not deliberately alluded to, in lines by Cocteau, which
must certainly have been written with Mallarmé, consciously or unconsciously, in
mind—"From where does such a thing fall? From the moon. Like the round-eyed
beast, past and future are striving to sample at its source a river of innocent
colors. This desert scene seems to have been captured by trickery; it might even
be the result of some celestial absentmindedness. lts actuality is the result of a
fantastic stroke of chance, as if a pack of cards were to reassemble itself in its
original order after having been shuffled and tossed up into the air.” 177

By the end of the twenties and throughout the thirties, the illusionist dream
image came to dominate Surrealist painting. What relates Rousseau most to its
leading practitioners, Yves Tanguy, René Magritte, and Salvador Dali, is a com-
mon opposition to the exploitation of the aesthetic possibilities of the paint
substance. Rousseau’s suppression of brushwork and texture in favor of a smooth
finish originated, as we have seen, in his early admiration for the academic
painters of his day. Tanguy, Magritte, and Dali, who have been called the
“academic Surrealists,” opted for the even surface because it is most conducive to
the immediate focusing of attention on the image. Of these artists, only Magritte
and his fellow Belgian, Paul Delvaux, painted in a manner anything like that of
Rousseau. The styles of Tanguy and Dali are closer to those of the academicians
Rousseau admired than they are to his own work.

Like Rousseau, Tanguy was an autodidact, whose determination to become a
painter came about in a most marvelous way through an encounter, which in an
exemplary demonstration of Surrealist hasard objectif, threw together Rousseau,
de Chirico, and Breton. Some years after Breton'’s stunning experience when he
saw de Chirico’s The Child's Brain in dealer Paul Guillaume's window, Tanguy
experienced his own epiphany at the sight of the same picture, in the same
place—this time, however, the painting was at Guillaume’s on loan from
Breton.!78 After this encounter, Tanguy began painting in a primitivistic style that
occasionally suggests an awkward de Chirico and sometimes uses imagery that
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Fig: 75:
Tanguy. Title unknown, 1926
Private collection

displays Rousseauian overtones as in the figure of the little girl crushed by a cartin
a painting of 1926 (fig. 75). By 1927, however, Tanguy had found his mature style
to which he adhered, as faithfully as had Rousseau to his, for the rest of his career.
The deeply illusionist space and tight modeling of the typical Tanguy imaginary
landscape or “mindscape,” recalls, for all the abstractness of its forms, the
techniques of Rousseau’s early idols. With Rousseau in mind, we might see
Tanguy as the “Bouguereau of the biomorphic,” the autodidact who proves that
academic techniques can, indeed, be self-learned, and makes evident the limits of
Rousseau'’s real aspirations in this regard, despite his admiration of Bouguereau.

If we agree with the statement quoted earlier that de Chirico in placing
“untransformed objects in a transforming relationship. .. was heir to Rousseau'’s
poetic genius,”'’? then Magritte becomes the third generation to benefit from
this legacy. But unlike his much less original compatriot, Delvaux, his pictures
demonstrate virtually no direct relationship with those of Rousseau.

Some of Delvaux’s paintings, such as The Forest (1948, fig. 76), which is a
paraphrase of The Dream, contain imagery immediately inspired by that of the
Douanier. John Elderfield has pointed out that, “Delvaux uses realism to escape
into fantasy, whereas realism as such seeks to escape from it.”'80 Although
Rousseau’s “realism” is hardly of the same order as Delvaux’s, nor was he using it
to escape but to body forth an inner vision that was already acutely real, the
above angle of perceiving Delvaux provides a tenuous measure of comparison
between the two artists. Perhaps Delvaux’s escape into fantasy via realism
provides, as he intended, a “real world that is even more precarious in its reality
than ever we feared”; '8! but Delvaux’s world can provoke nothing comparable
to the suspenseful, disquieting sensations that arise in us before certain paintings
by Rousseau. Even while not yet taking Rousseau seriously, Arséne Alexandre
recognized this quality when he wrote of his paintings, “If they weren't so
expensive one would want to possess his works, [but] not to hang them on the
wall, for they would exercise a dangerous fascination on our minds,” 182

Of the new recruits to Surrealism during the thirties the Rumanian Victor
Brauner was the most interesting artist. He worked in a heterogenous variety of
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Fig. 76.
Delvaux. The Forest. 1948
Collection Carol and Robert Straus

179. See Melville, "Rousseau and de Chirico," p. 35.
180. John Elderfield, The Modern Drawing: 100
Works on Paper from The Museum of Modern Art
(New York: The Museum of Modern Art, 1983),

p. 176.

181. Ibid.

182. Comoedia, Apr. 3, 1909; cited in Certigny, p. 376.




Fig. 78.

Pl. 36.
Rousseau. The Snake Charmer

Fig. 77. Pl. 25.
Brauner. The Orator. 1932 Rousseau. Child with Puppet

manners all of which were very much in the tradition of the “occultation” of
Surrealism promised by Breton in the second Surrealist manifesto of 1929. Owing
in large part to the slightly suspect testimony of Apollinaire and Vollard, Rousseau
had gained a reputation for “having a decided taste for phantoms.” This alleged
interest in ghosts was one of the facets of Rousseau that was most appealing to
Breton and would also have interested Brauner, whose art was extremely
involved with the apparitional. Some of Brauner'’s early work in Paris recalls that
of another believer in specters, de Chirico, and suggests as well associations to
Rousseau. The Orator of 1932 (fig. 77) is reminiscent not only of de Chirico, but
also Rousseau, particularly his The Football Players (pl. 45) and Child with Puppet
(pl. 25).

In the miraculous tradition of Surrealist hasard objectif, Brauner was to have a
true encounter with the ghost of Henri Rousseau when, quite accidentally, in
1945 he moved to 2 bis rue Perrel, the building in which Rousseau had lived the
last years of his life. Brauner commemorated this uncanny event in the painting
The Meeting at 2 bis rue Perrel of 1946 (fig. 78). The correspondence between
Brauner and Breton, who was then at the end of his wartime exile in New York,
regarding the genesis and execution of this canvas is interesting as concerns late
Surrealism and its regard for Rousseau. On learning of Brauner'’s installation in
Rousseau’s old building, Breton wrote to Brauner: “Rue Perrel ... how odd it must
be, the trace of Rousseau you sense there. | wouldn't be surprised if it inspired you
with a painting; such a painting should exist.” And in a subsequent letter he
returns to the subject, “l always have the feeling that you should paint a large
canvas, a ‘tale of my studio, in which your creatures and Rousseau’s would
appear side by side in the very unexpected poses that would ensue from their
sharing a common space and occupying different times. At least it would pose a
great problem to be solved and you are just the man for such gatherings.” Upon
completion of this painting Brauner replied as follows: “So here is the picture of
the encounter at 2 bis rue Perrel, one that does not look as if it is fated to be sold.
Nor is it a painter’s picture like the ones dealers or magazine editors want. Had |
been able to encounter one of my characters in the company of one of Rousseau's,
| would have been the first to admit that painting such a meeting was a must; asa
matter of fact you suggested it to me in several letters. Now here is a coincidence
that lends such a meeting an even more essential validity than we had imagined,
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an astonishing (or moving) numerical coincidence, which | have included at the
bottom of the picture.

LARENCONTR RET DU

2 Bl S RUEPERR RETL

123 456 7 8 9 10111213

LACHARM U 5 E
ONGL OM R @S

12 345 &6 7 9 1011

HE NRI ROUS S E AU

Viilts €T @ R A UNER

12 3 45 6 7 8 9 10111213

1910 = 2

1946 = 2"183

As to the notations at the bottom of the painting one must have the Surrealist
faith of Brauner and Breton to find the “coincidences"” they record magically
portentous.

While there are surely instances of Rousseau’s influence on the work of artists
working outside Surrealism,'8¢ as there are on that of others who came after the
movement, '8 it was his action on early twentieth-century art up to and through
Surrealism that is most direct. Thereafter, his contributions are largely filtered
through the art of those painters whose affinities with Rousseau have herein been
explored.

This essay has attempted to indicate the major areas of Rousseau’s influence on
twentieth-century art, but its catalogue format has necessarily precluded a full
examination of the extent of the utility of Rousseau’s art to the pioneering
masters of modernism. Nonetheless, the evidence so far assembled suffices to
demonstrate that Rousseau'’s role in opening up the possibilities of new ways of
painting to early twentieth-century artists was indeed significant, and can be
compared to the parts played by his contemporaries of the Post-Impressionist
generation.

The extreme individualism of Rousseau'’s style was underscored by his status as
an outsider. What André Malraux was later to perceive as his escape “from the
wheel of art history,"'8¢ though not wholly true, nonetheless conferred on
Rousseau a position that reinforced the potency of his work as an example to
artists seeking to throw off the spent conventions of Western art. The freshness of
the Douanier’s vision, the naiveté that he cherished, arose, as Salmon points out,
from the fact that, “he didn’t have to waste his time, to squander his freshness in
that urge to react so keenly felt by the impressionists”87 To these words
Delaunay’s appraisal of Rousseau reads as a coda: “He did not establish his style
by comparison, nor out of obedience to style. His manner arose out of the desire
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Fig. 75,
Rousseau in his studio

of his whole spirit and was the incarnation of his artistic aspirations. Rousseau’s
art is old. It is also very modern. He must be studied in relationship to the other
painters of our era: the destroyers and the rebuilders. He soared above them, he
gave the appearance of being so whole that he seemed phenomenal, an isolated
case, whereas he was truly a popular synthesis.” 188

Carolyn Lanchner
William Rubin
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1844

1849

1851

1863

1867

1868

1869

1871

1884

Chronology

Birth of Henri Julien Félix Rousseau, son of a Laval tinsmith, on May 21.

Enters school. A mediocre student, both in primary school and later at the lycée in
Laval, he is nevertheless runner-up for prizes in music and drawing; his childhood
is spent in the atmosphere of a modest provincial bourgeois family.

His father declares legal bankruptcy. The family moves several times and settles in
Angers in 1861.

Exempted from military service, Rousseau begins work in the office of an
attorney-at-law; appropriates a very small sum of money and therefore enlists for
seven years in the Fifty-first Infantry Regiment. His military dossier contains the
following data: “Height, 1.65 m. [5'4"], oval face, high forehead, black eyes,
average nose, average mouth, rounded chin, dark auburn hair and eyebrows, cut
on left ear.”

At barracks in Angers, hears the reminiscences of some soldiers who had taken
part in the ill-fated Mexican expedition installing Austrian Archduke Maximilian |
as Emperor of Mexico. He later uses this information to give the impression that
he had himself participated in it.

Upon his father’s demise applies for and is granted a discharge from the military.
Moves to Paris. He meets Clémence Boitard, whom he marries the following year
and with whom he has seven children. Only two of them survive, a son, who dies
at eighteen years of age, and Julia Clemence, whose daughter is Rousseau's only
descendant. He finds a job as a bailiff's clerk.

After beginning of Franco-Prussian War, Rousseau is recalled by the army, but is
again discharged as the sole support of his widowed mother.

He is employed by the Octroi, the toll-collecting service of Paris. Date of début as
painter is unclear. At his trial in 1907, he will state: “My superiors in the Octroi
gave me an easier shift so that | could work more easily.”

Rousseau applies for and obtains copyist’s permit for the Louvre, Luxembourg,
and Versailles museums. He moves frequently: for a time, at 135, rue de Sévres,
he is a neighbor of painter F. A. Clement, whose talent he admires.
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92

1885

1886

1889

1891

1893

In Rousseau’s book of press clippings a handwritten note mentions his being
represented in 1885 Salon with two paintings: Italian Dance and Sunset: “one
was slashed with a penknife, and then they cheated me out of a payment, which
made me have to show it again at the Réfusé [Rejected)] group show that was held
in June”; there is no other evidence that he actually showed at the Salon. The first
unfavorable criticisms appeared in L’Evénement.

At the time of the last Impressionist group show, Rousseau submits four works
(among them A Carnival Evening, pl. 1) to second Salon des Artistes Indépen-
dants. Seurat’s Sunday Afternoon on the Island of La Grande Jatte hangs in the
same Salon. In 1923, G. Kahn will say that Pissarro had noticed Rousseau’s works,
“in which emotion takes the place of training.” With the exception of the years
1899 and 1900, Rousseau shows at the Salon des Indépendants every year,
considering it “the finest society and the most legal, since everyone in it has the
same rights.”

Although the butt of laughter and mockery on the part of public and critics,
Rousseau nevertheless in this period begins to benefit from a few favorable
reviews; in Le Mot d’ordre: “A word of encouragement for Monsieur Rousseau,
non-impressionist. He is sincere, and he reminds us a bit of the primitives”; and
Fouquier, a well-known journalist, comments that his painting “is somewhat dry
and harsh but very odd, since by its very naiveté it evokes the memory of the
Italian primitives.” Paul Alexis, the critic for Le Cri du peuple, with ties to the
Impressionists, expresses his “extreme admiration” and “total sympathy with
Monsieur Rousseau’s painstaking works.”

Death of his wife, Clémence.

Opening (May) of the World’s Fair: Rousseau writes three-act vaudeville play, A
Visit to the 1889 Fair (Une visite & I'Exposition de 1889), which is rejected by the
Chatelet Theater. Many canvases testify to his fascination with the Fair.

At the seventh Salon des Indépendants, which includes a Van Gogh retrospective,
Rousseau shows his first exotic landscapes. The canvases he submits, including
Surprise! (pl. 6), inspire a review by the young painter Félix Vallotton in Le
Journal suisse (March 25): “In spite of those doubled up with stifled laugh-
ter...Rousseau becomes more and more astonishing each year, but he com-
mands attention and, in any event, is earning a nice little reputation...he is a
terrible neighbor, since he crushes everything else. His tiger surprising its prey
ought not be missed; it’s the alpha and omega of painting.” Rousseau is informed
he has been awarded a Silver Medal by the City of Paris, a decoration that was in
fact intended for someone else with the same name.

Rousseau moves to 44, avenue du Maine, a mews of artists’ studios, He enters a
competition for the decoration of the Mairie (Town Hall) of Bagnolet, but his
proposal does not win. On December 1 he resigns from his position as an
employee of the Octroi with the modest pension of 1,019 francs. About this time
Rousseau meets Alfred Jarry, like himself a native of Laval, who introduces him in
literary circles. The young writer and the forty-nine-year-old painter become
friends.




1894

1895

| 1896

Rousseau
Self-Portrait, Pen and ink

Formerly collection Santamarina,

Buenos Aires 1898

1899

1900

1901

1903

1904

1905

The first issue of L'Ymagier (October), a review founded by Jarry and Rémy de
Gourmont, makes mention of an exhibition “at Le Barc de Boutteville” in which
Rousseau’s work is being shown. Among the works hung at the Salon des
Indépendants is War (pl. 9), which is later praised by Mercure de France.

The second issue of L'Ymagier (January) publishes lithograph of War (pl. 10).
Rousseau shows his canvases to dealer Ambroise Vollard, who will not, however,
purchase any until several years later. The portrait of Jarry, which in 1906
Apollinaire will see in a partially burned state, is one of ten works hung at the
Salon des Indépendants that arouse the indignation of the critic of Le Gaulois.
For proposed second volume of “Portraits du prochain siécle” (never issued)
Rousseau submits self-portrait in pen and ink and biographical note (see p. 256).

Rousseau runs up debt with art-supply dealer P. Foinet. Nevertheless, in 1897
provides shelter for Alfred Jarry and several of his friends, among them painter
Maxime Dethomas, a friend of Henri de Toulouse-Lautrec, and musician Claude
Terrasse, Pierre Bonnard'’s brother-in-law, who has a passion for marionettes.

Rousseau enters, unsuccessfully, a competition for the decoration of the Mairie of
Vincennes and offers to sell the Mayor of Laval (who rejects the offer) his painting,
The Sleeping Gypsy (pl. 19), which had been shown at the Salon des Indépendants
the previous year. The painter moves to the rue Vercingétorix.

Rousseau writes another play, The Revenge of a Russian Orphan, which he also
submits to the Chatelet Theater and is turned down again. It is not published until
1947. He is married a second time, to Joséphine Noury, a widow.

Unsuccessful entry in competition for decoration of the Mairie of Asniéres. Joins
a neighborhood orchestra and gives music and painting lessons at home. For a
while he becomes the local neighborhood sales representative for Le Petit
Parisien.

Listed as teacher of drawing and painting on china and porcelain in the Bulletin of
the Philotechnic Association until 1904.

Death of Joséphine, his second wife.

Appointed Professor of Drawing at the Philotechnic Association, continues to
give classes at home “at moderate prices.” He is charged with nonpayment of
debts by art-supply dealer Foinet, is found guilty by the justice of the peace for the
Fifteenth Arrondissement, and ordered to reimburse his supplier of canvases and
paints with monthly payments. Publication of his waltz, * Clémence . Once
again, in error, he is awarded a decoration, the Palmes académiques, mention
of which he is to have printed on his visiting cards for several years.

Rousseau moves to 44, rue Daguerre. His works are noticed at the third Salon
d’Automne, at which the great revelation is the emergence of the Fauves. Louis
Vauxcelles, who is responsible for naming them, compares The Hungry Lion (pl.
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1906

1907

1908

31) to a Byzantine mosaic and the Bayeux tapestry, but expresses regret that
Rousseau’s technique “is not equal to his candor.” In Le Temps, Thiébaut-Sisson
writes: “It is an enlarged Persian miniature transformed into a vast stage setting,
not, indeed, without merit.”

Rousseau shows for second time at the Salon d’Automne (The Merry Jesters, pl.
33). Moves to 2 bis, rue Perrel. Either this year or the next meets Guillaume
Apollinaire through Jarry.

Last appearance at the Salon d’Automne. Meets the German critic and collector
Wilhelm Uhde, who is living in Paris; Uhde will write the first monograph on
Rousseau (1911). Also meets Robert and Sonia Delaunay, who will eventually own
some twenty of his works. A story told by Delaunay’s mother about her trip to the
Indies becomes the basis of The Snake Charmer (pl. 36). The majority of Rous-
seau’s exotic canvases are inspired by visits to the Jardin des Plantes in Paris and
by illustrations in books and magazines. His friend Louis Sauvaget, member of an
amateur orchestra and employed in a bank, organizes a swindle against the
Banque de France, into which Rousseau allows himself to be drawn. Spends
several weeks in prison and writes a number of letters to prosecutor in an attempt
to prove his innocence. His friends, among them a municipal councillor and fellow
Freemason and the painter Maximilien Luce, testify in his favor. In January 1909
Rousseau is given a suspended sentence of two years' imprisonment. Vollard and
a few buyers begin to show an interest in his work: among the latter are Serge
Ferat, a painter of Russian extraction (whose real name is Jastrebzoff), and his
sister Baroness d'Oettingen, who is known by several pseudonyms (Roch Grey,
Leonard Pieux).

The Salon d’Automne rejects Old Junier’s Cart (pl. 39). Uhde then organizes the
first Rousseau exhibition in the premises of a furniture seller in Paris; unfortu-
nately, since the address is inadvertently left off the invitations, no one shows up.

At first meeting, Apollinaire had not appreciated Rousseau’s work, findng “his
ingenuity too chancy. ... Rousseau was intended to be no more than a craftsman.”
Later mentions Rousseau in his reviews of the Salons and this year introduces him
to Picasso (or perhaps in 1907). Relaxing, Rousseau gives soirées familiales et artis-
tiques in his home for his Plaisance neighbors, the parents of his pupils, painters
and writers drawn to his work and amused by the Douanier’s personality, and
foreign dealers and collectors. Picasso purchases large Portrait of a Woman (pl.
12), which will remain in his possession until his death, and organizes Banquet at
the Bateau-Lavoir attended by Apollinaire, Marie Laurencin, Fernande Olivier,
Georges Braque, André Salmon, Jacques Vaillant, Leo and Gertrude Stein,
Maurice Raynal, and others. Many will later recount the way in which, overjoyed,
Rousseau presided beneath the Chinese lanterns. Drink flows plentifully, and the
evening is very animated. Rousseau plays his waltz, “Clémence.” on the violin and
declares to Picasso: “We are the greatest painters of our time, you in the Egyptian
style, | in the modern”; Apollinaire dedicates to him the famous lines:

You recall, Rousseau, the Aztec landscape
The forests where the mango and pineapple grew,
The monkeys sucking out the juice of watermelons,




1909
Delaunay
Portrait of the Douanier Rousseau. 1908
Charcoal
Musée National d'Art Moderne, Centre
Georges Pompidou, Paris 1910

And the blond emperor they shot out there,
The pictures you paint you saw in Mexico...

Tu te souviens, Rousseau, du paysage astéque,
Des foréts oli poussaient la mangue et ['ananas,
Des singes répandant tout le sang des pastéques,
Et du blond empereur qu'on fusilla la-bas.

Les tableaux que tu peins, tu les vis au Méxique. ..

Although the organizers of the Banquet may not have been completely reverent,
they are nonetheless serious in their homage to the guest of honor.

Rousseau has more and more purchasers, among them Vollard, Uhde, Joseph
Brummer, the Baroness d’Oettingen and her brother Serge Férat, and Ardengo
Soffici. Rousseau falls in love with a fifty-four-year-old widow who turns down his
offers of marriage—he is profoundly upset.

Rousseau shows The Dream (pl. 66) at the Salon des Indépendants. The critic
A. Mercereau asks him for three works for an exhibition in Russia. Rousseau is
becoming famous, and some reviews are full of praise. As a result of an infection
in his leg, however, he dies almost alone in a hospital on September 2. Only seven
persons attend his funeral, among them Paul Signac, representing the Salon des
Indépendants, and Robert Delaunay. Delaunay and Rousseau’s landlord Quéval
provide for his burial in a grave for which they pay for a thirty-year lease;
Apollinaire writes an epitaph that is engraved on a stone by Brancusi and Ortiz de
Zarate in 1913:

We salute you

Gentle Rousseau you hear us

Delaunay his wife Monsieur Quéval and |

Let our baggage through free at heaven's gate

We shall bring you brushes, paints, and canvas

So that you can devote your sacred leisure in the light of truth
To painting the way you did my portrait

The face of the stars

Nous te saluons

Gentil Rousseau tu nous entends

Delaunay sa femme Monsieur Quéval et moi

Laisse passer nos bagages en franchise a la porte du ciel.
Nous t'apporterons des pinceaux des couleurs et des toiles
Afin que tes loisirs sacrés dans la lumiére réelle

Tu les consacres a peindre comme tu tiras mon portrait
Face aux étoiles.

In late 1910, Max Weber organized at 291 in New York an exhibition of the works
of Rousseau in his possession, and in 1911, the Salon des Indépendants held a
retrospective showing of his works (45 paintings, 5 drawings). In 1947 Rousseau’s
remains were transferred to Laval.
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Plates

Notes to the plates have been prepared by
Michel Hoog (all but those listed below) and
Carolyn Lanchner (13, 14, 16, 38, 48, 50, and 53)

In the dimensions that follow, height precedes width
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A Carnival Evening

1886

Qil on canvas

46 x 35%5" (106.9 x 89.3 cm)

Signed lower right: H. Rousseau

JB2;DVé6

Philadelphia Museum of Art, the Louis E. Stern Collection
New York exhibition only

...On the lawn after the ball
The moonlight as the clock struck twelve.

... Aprés le bal sur la pelouse
Le clair de lune quand le clocher sonnait douze.

—\Verlaine, Parallélement

This is one of the rare pictures that can be fixed with total certainty at the
beginning of Rousseau's output. Dora Vallier has analyzed Rousseau’s progress
in achieving mastery in his métier over the course of several years by tracing the
recurrence of the motif of figures in a forest clearing (see note, pl. 3). However,
Rousseau’s themes and intense poetry are in all essentials present in his earliest
works. These two figures in white carnival costume (whether drawn from
Watteau or from some advertisement) need no justification other than the
painter’s whim, intended as they are to introduce a touch of fantasy into his
wintry forest landscape (did Rousseau take pains to find out whether the trees
are in leaf at the Carnival season?).

The delicacy of the faded tints (the chromatic scale is similar to that of
War, pl. 9), the branches, whose sinuous structures, varied at will, stand out
sharply against the sky, and the moon itself all create an unreal atmosphere, a
kind of effect like that of Friedrich. Is this a stage set, a scene from some
pantomime, or is the moonlight only the expected accompaniment to such a
sentimental scene?

When the painting was shown at the Salon des Indépendants, Camille
Pissarro admired “the justness of its values, the richness of tints” (quoted by
Gustave Kahn, Mercure de France, August 1,1923), one of the few appreciations
of the Douanier by an Impressionist painter. With less generosity, the critic of a
daily newspaper described this work as follows: “A Negro and Negress, in
costume, are lost in a zinc forest on an evening in Carnival season beneath a
circular moon that shines but does not illuminate anything, while under the
black sky a highly bizarre constellation, made up of a blue cone and a pink cone,
is affixed” (Le Soleil).
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Rendezvous in the Forest

1889

Oil on canvas

36%ax 28%" (92 x 73 cm)

Signed lower right: Henri Rousseau

JB 62; DV 21

National Gallery of Art, Washington D.C., gift of the W. Averell Harriman
Foundation in memory of Marie N, Harriman, 1972

The relationship of this painting to A Carnival Evening (pl. 1) and Walking in the
Forest (pl. 3) is clear: the theme is a forest stroll, treated in a vertical format,
which recurs often in Rousseau’s oeuvre. However, the Douanier evidences
sufficient invention or imagination—or, indeed, eclecticism—through his
choice of models for these pictures so that when brought together, they are
more striking in their diversity than in their similarities. In the end they are more
dissimilar from each other than are Claude Monet's Haystacks and Poplars, with
which they are exactly contemporary.

The couple on horseback in eighteenth-century dress—the source for
which has not been identified—lend scale and color to the wooded valley
stretching behind them. Here, perhaps more than in other paintings in the
series, Rousseau suggests the shapes of the landscape and nuances of light by
placing a clear area in the background behind and at the level of the characters.
The sky is treated with a delicate scaling down of color, in contrast to the
painted-canvas aspect he often gives it. “Rousseau is expressing the arrival of
the seasons, the fine outline of the branches against the sky, the piles of russet
leaves on the ground” (A. Malraux, Les Voix du silence, Paris, 1951, p- 508).

The foot of the trees is buried in the grass in the same manner as, later, he
would conceal the feet of his characters. D. Vallier attributes this process to his
clumsy technique. Perhaps it was a recipe he gleaned from some handbook for
beginning painters, one that then became a habit.

Although it is impossible to give the precise meaning of the scene, it can
be set within the tradition—somewhat outmoded, to be sure—of the scéne
galante in period costume as we see it in Diaz or Adolphe Monticelli. The forest
setting is a reassuring décor quite different from the danger-fraught and impen-
etrable Jungle scenes Rousseau was to produce a few years later.

100

Provenance: Bala Hein, Paris; The Honorable
W. Averell and Mrs. Marie Harriman, New York

Bibliography

D. Catton Rich, 1942, pp. 1718, repr. p. 16; D. Catton
Rich, 1946, p. 14; D. Vallier, 1961, no. 40; L. and

Q. Bihalji-Merin, 1971, no. 2; C. Keay, 1976, no. 5;

R. Alley, Portrait of a Primitive: The Art of Henri
Rousseau, Oxford, 1978, pp. 12-13, repr. no. 4;

5. Monneret, 1979, vol. 2, p. 211; Y. Le Pichon, 1981,
p. 37, repr. col.

Exhibitions

New York, 1931: Chicago, New York, Boston, and
Pittsburgh, 1942, unnumbered; Rotterdam and Paris,
1964, no. 3




101




Walking in the Forest

c. 1886

Oil on canvas

27%6 % 23'%6" (70 x 60.5 cm)
Signed lower left: H. Rousseau
JB1; DV 23

Kunsthaus Zurich

Akin to the Philadelphia Carnival Evening (pl. 1), which can be dated with
certainty, this picture is a characteristic work of Rousseau’s first period. The
tapering forms of the tree trunks and the increasingly light hues of the foliage
suggest depth; in this regard, Dora Vallier has noted Rousseau’s clever manip-
ulation of airy perspective in the early paintings, contrasting them with Woman
in Red in the Forest and Woman Walking in an Exotic Forest (p. 75, figs. 56, 57)
later pictures with analogous but thickly wrought woodland settings. Here, the
painter evidences a real ease in drawing, in the placing of the trees, and, in the
delicate play of colors. The pink and pale-green nuances in the underbrush, the
gradation in the sky, and the gray outlining the tree trunk on the right are very
different from the sharp outlines and metallic flat colors of the foliage in the
Jungles. This is one of the rare works in which Rousseau nods to the Impres-
sionists, in particular to Camille Pissarro.

The depiction of human beings lost in a forest is one of the prevalent
themes in Rousseau’s oeuvre, whether they are strollers in city clothes, as here,
or hunters or “savages.” Here the character, who has been identified without
any clear evidence with the painter’s first wife, is catrying an umbrella, like the
woman in the large portrait (pl. 17). Turning, she is caught in what appears to be
a gesture of surprise. The dead branch on the ground at the right and the signs
of another branch apparently recently sawn off above the woman remind us of
elements in a rebus. In an imprecise way, we can already sense the strangeness,
the suggestion of danger we will encounter in the Jungle paintings. It is difficult
to say what youthful adventure or reading underlies this uneasy or hazardous
confrontation of human and forest; in contrast, the Impressionists—Ilike the
Barbizon painters and their innumerable followers who filled the Salons in
Rousseau’s day—most often represented nature as peaceful and reassuring.
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4  River Bank

c. 1890

Oil on canvas

8% x 15%6" (21 x 39 cm)

Signed lower right: H. Rousseau
JB9; DV 14

Private collection, Paris

River Bank is one of the most agreeable of Rousseau’s frieze landscapes. He
provides no vanishing point other than in the shape of the house on the right—
the viewer seems to follow the course of the river and always to be opposite any
particular section of the view. This unusual layout is intensified in an analogous
composition with an even broader format, Landscape with Tree Trunks (Barnes
Foundation, Merion, Pa., DV 20), as well as in View of Grenelle Bridge (pl. 8),
Although Rousseau often followed the precepts of traditional drawing methods,
here he flouts them with varying degrees of success, Georges Seurat had
similarly dispensed with traditional perspective in Sunday Afternoon on the
Island of La Grande Jatte (1884—86, p. 42, fig. 5), a friezelike composition shown
at the Salon des Indépendants in 1886, in which Rousseau was also represented.

Depth is suggested by a succession of planes cleverly laid out from
foreground to background parallel to the width of the canvas. The effect of
backlighting in the foreground, an antique painting technique, is rare in Rous-
seau’'s work. The red-roofed buildings, the factory chimneys, the trees, the
fisherman and his boat—all are peaceful, calm motifs that occur many times
elsewhere. “A tree above the house shelters the roof with its branches” (“Un
arbre par dessus le toit, berce sa palme”), a line from Verlaine, very nearly
describes this scene. The affinities of the poet with the Douanier have been
noted by Malraux.

D. Vallier dates this picture 1886, J. Bouret 1896—98. View of Grenelle
Bridge, whose layout is similar, albeit less systematic, would appear to date from
the winter of 1891—-92,

Fig. 1.

Rousseau

Landscape with Tree Trunks, 1887
The Barnes Foundation, Merion, Pa.

Provenance
M. Bontemps; G. Varése; E. Tappenbeck

Bibliography
D. Vallier, 1961, no. 37

Exhibitions
Paris, 1961, no. 5




105




Myself, Portrait-Landscape

1890

Qil on canvas

56% x 43%" (143 x 110 cm)

Signed and dated bottom left: Henri Rousseau 1890
JB 67; DV 32

National Gallery, Prague

Overtly or tacitly, all Rousseau’s ambitions are present here. First, there is the
fine figure of the man himself—well built, with beard and sideburns typical of
politicians of the day—who has deemed himself worthy of a full-length portrait,
a format that, according to the hierarchy which still held sway in the Salons, was
generally reserved for public officials and eminent members of society. Rous-
seau has commissioned his official portrait from himself, and has every intention
of immortalizing himself as an artist, with beret, palette, and brush. “Dignified
behind his mustaches, his pose flattering, and bearing his palette like a ewer! Is
this the simpleton, the dupe, the eternal butt of others’ jokes?” (X. Tilliette,
pp. 175—76). Painters most often depict themselves in half length, seated, and at
work. The exceptions are rare and Rousseau, outstanding among them, has
chosen to equip himself with the attributes of the artist within a framework that
also tends to raise his social scale. E. Hareux’s well-known handbook, Cours
complet de peinture a I'huile (A Complete Course in Oil Painting), contains a
figure that meets Rousseau’s needs (fig. 1), and it is accompanied by a caption
explaining the ways to lend a portrait more or less importance. In stance,
although not in expression, the figure bears a striking resemblance to painter
Emile Schuffenecker in Gauguin’s The Schuffenecker Family (1889, fig. 2).

Fig. 1, Fig. 2.
Hareux. Complete Course in Oil Painting: Gauguin. The Schuffenecker Family (detail).
Figure. Paris, n.d. 1889

Musée d'Orsay, Paris
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Rousseau has also managed to fit onto his palette a discreet—without
being at all cryptic—reference to his private life. He has inscribed the name of
Clémence, his first wife, as well as another name he effaced and for which he
substituted Joséphine, the name of his second wife.

According to the title, which is Rousseau’s own, the picture is a “portrait-
landscape, ”* a formula, he would maintain at his trial in 1908-09, that he had
invented. And indeed, he has made an attempt to insert the character into the
framework of nature and town. On the right is a row of buildings and trees; on
the left, a complex, highly organized network of outlines: along the quay of the
Seine is moored a boat whose bow and bowsprit mast interact with the edge of
the quay to create a scheme Rousseau repeated in numerous paintings. The boat
itself sports the British colors atop its mast and is flying maritime signal flags,
some faithfully copied from an encyclopedia, others imaginary.

In the background are buildings bristling with chimneys and the Eiffel
Tower. Built for the 1889 World’s Fair, this edifice was still quite a novelty. It is e
! hard for us today to imagine the scandal it created in literary and artistic circles Dfi'au'my, The City of Paris (detail). 1910~12
. at the time. With the exception of a Seurat sketch (p. 32, fig. 7), which shows the Musée National d’Art Moderne, Centre Georges
{ tower in an unfinished state, Rousseau was the first—and, for a long time, the SR
only—painter foolhardy enough to depict the detested monument. This is an
il indication of his independent mind and of his penchant for glorifying the

achievements of technological progress. Such persistence contradicts the notion
"- frequently advanced, even by the Douanier’s earliest defenders. that he
! attempted to gain respect by hewing to academic norms. In the sky on the right
i he introduces another subject unusual for painters, a balloon. One wonders
"I- whether Rousseau knew the small picture by Puvis de Chavannes (Musée
I Carnavalet, Paris) in which a balloon is linked to a particular event, the 1870
|'|_ Siege of Paris. A few years later Rousseau was to begin to paint many represen-
| tations of flying machines (see pl. 41).
This portrait exerted a real fascination for Rousseau’s early admirers.
Q'i Wilhelm Uhde, Philippe Soupault, and Serge Férat all make mention of it. As for
I‘: Robert Delaunay, he copied the left-hand portion of the picture in his important
[1 work, The City of Paris (fig. 3), shown at the Salon des Indépendants in 1912.

il Fig. 4.

i Rousseau. Myself, Portrait-Larndscape
I| (detail, pl. 5)

|
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6 Surprise!

1891

Oil on canvas

51% x 63%" (130 x 162 cm)

Signed and dated lower left: Henri Rousseau 1891
JB73; DV 47

The Trustees of the National Gallery, London

This picture, considerably earlier than the other extant Jungle paintings, differs
from them in its feeling of movement: the lightning in the sky, the bending grass,
leaves, and branches, all suggest a violent storm. The impression of marquetry,
the careful outlining of objects, the exaggeratedly enlarged scale of the foliage,
do not occur inlater Jungle scenes.We perhaps discern in this picture the earliest
traces of contact with the Synthesism and Cloisonnisme of Gauguin and the
Nabis.

Rousseau’s submission of this painting to the 1891 Salon des Indépen-
dants gave rise to the first really serious, detailed article about him. Written by
Félix Vallotton, a future member of the Nabi group, it was the first that did not
also poke fun at him. Newly arrived in Paris, Vallotton was having a difficult time
making ends meet (he was to evoke the period in his book, La Vie meurtriére)
and was turning his hand to art criticism:

Monsieur Rousseau becomes more and more astonishing each year, but
he commands attention and, in any event, is earning a nice little reputa-
tion and having his share of success: people flock around his submissions
and one can hear the sound of laughter. In addition he is a terrible
neighbor, as he crushes everything else. His tiger surprising its prey ought
not be missed; it's the alpha and omega of painting and so disconcerting
that the most firmly held convictions must be shaken and brought up
short by such self-sufficiency and childlike naiveté. As a matter of fact, not
everyone laughs, and some who begin to do so are quickly brought up
short. There is always something beautiful about seeing a faith, any faith,
so pitilessly expressed. For my part, | have a sincere esteem for such
efforts, and 1 would a hundred times rather them than the deplorable
mistakes nearby (Le Journal suisse, March 25, 1891).

The very personal and innovative style of this picture, as well as the ambiguity of
the title (is the tiger surprised or is he surprising missing characters on the
right?), led Vallier to make the following very precise analysis of Rousseau’s
working methods:

Rousseau employed a pantograph. With the help of that mechanical
enlarger he was able to draw the outlines of some object taken from an
illustration, one found in a children’s book, for example, like the ones we
know he later used for the same purpose. Once the outlines were drawn,
he had simply to fill in the colors, which he did with enormous gusto. The
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small, insignificant image that forms the basis for the picture is crushed
beneath such chromatic exuberance. The clumsy draftsman whose task
was taken over by the pantograph gave way to the born colorist, who
worked marvels....If the eccentric character of the title testifies to his
desire to conceal his source, a slip in the process of transcription reveals
the origin of the image, the illustration he copied with his pantograph, in
which the tiger was certainly tracking explorers that had to be left out of
the picture when it was enlarged (1979, p. 42).

110







Portrait of Pierre Loti

c. 1891

Oil on canvas

24% x 19%" (62 x 50 cm)

Signed lower right: H. Rousseau
JB 30; DV 48

Kunsthaus Zurich

The portrait of Pierre Loti demonstrates Rousseau’s ability to vary the settings
and poses of his models. Here he has probably drawn his inspiration from works
of the northern painters of the late fifteenth century, in which the subject is
treated in half length, obliquely, one hand gesturing. Pierre Loti is posed against
an outdoor background; on either side, like symbols of countryside and city,
Rousseau has placed trees and smokestacks, edifices rarely featured by painters
of the period with the exception of Seurat and Cézanne. The portrait of Alfred
Jarry, destroyed by its subject, probably followed a similar formula. depicting an
owl and a chameleon as attributes of its model.

The catalogues of the Salons des Indépendants mention several portraits
that are now lost. Of Rousseau’s known production, this is perhaps the only
portrait (unless we count the figures of Heads of State in the painting Represen-
tatives of Foreign Powers Arriving to Hail the Republic as a Sign of Peace [pl. 35])
of a well-known person who undoubtedly had not posed for the Douanier.
Rousseau was directly inspired by a photograph that was familiar at the time and
that contained similar items of clothing, among them the tarboosh and the Eton
collar. The resemblance is striking, casting doubt on Henry Certigny’s conten-
tion that this is a portrait of the industrialist Edmond Franck. Rousseau painted
the latter’s portrait in 1909—10, and Franck claimed to recognize himself when
shown a photograph of the Loti portrait in 1952. However, Franck himself stated
that he had destroyed his own portrait and surmised that Rousseau must have
made a copy of it, although that would have been unusual for him. It is
conceivable that Rousseau painted Edmond Franck in the style and pose of some
earlier portrait of Pierre Loti. The present picture is also difficult to date (see
“Henry Rousseau and Modernism,” n. 107). It is heavily painted and has been
greatly reworked. The tarboosh was painted in over the hair.

As much as his physiognomy, the character and work of Pierre Loti
(1850-1923) might have been designed to attract Rousseau’s attention. Loti's
reputation as a novelist was at its height at the time; he had concurrently
pursued the careers of naval officer and novelist. In 1891 he was elected to the
Académie Francaise. Like his life, his many novels reveal his yearnings for the
exotic and for escape, yearnings shared by Rousseau, the untraveled city
dweller, and many of his peers, even though Loti effected his escape within the
confines of bourgeois conventions and not, like Gauguin or Rimbaud, in revolt
against them,

Philippe Soupault has this to say about the painting’s first owner:
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Jules Chéret was to tell the story of the triumph of Courteline, who had
once had in his museum of horrors a canvas by Rousseau, the portrait of
Pierre Loti, which, after some haggling, he had purchased for a few francs
one day when Rousseau had been flat broke and had not known how he
was going to get food. Then one day one of the Douanier’s admirers
turned up at Courteline’s and went into ecstasies. Courteline remained
impassive. The admirer ended up offering ten thousand francs for the
picture. “Done,” Courteline said curtly. And, Chéret added,
Boubouroche's creator rubbed his hands with pleasure in anticipation of
the nice little trip to Italy the visit had earned him (Philippe Soupault,
Henri Rousseau, dit le Douanier, Paris, 1927).
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8 View of Grenelle Bridge

c. 1892

Oil on canvas

7% x 29%" (20 x 75 cm)

Signed bottom left: H. Rousseau
JB 77; DV 49

Private collection, Paris

Paris exhibition only

If this picture, in which snow is much in evidence, was inspired by the harsh
winter of 1891-92, it is then one of Rousseau’s earliest cityscapes. The relatively
exact representation of an easily recognized Parisian locale can perhaps be
explained by the painter’s participation in a competition, and the unusual
format, by the area to be decorated. La Carmagnole (1893, DV 64), which has an
identical format, was in all probability also a sketch for a competition, the
decoration of the Mairie of Bagnolet, which Rousseau entered in 1893.

The painter is not striving for rigorous exactitude. The oblique lines of the
pathway on the left, the river bank and the line of trees on the right, suggest a
nonconstant perspective. The composition unrolls like a frieze, and Rousseau,
with beguiling charm, introduces almost the full repertory of motifs of his future
cityscapes: trees, a river with a boat flying the tricolor, a port and cargoes, a cart
that forecasts Old Junier’s Cart (pl. 39). In so doing he succeeds in filling and
animating the entire width of the canvas.

At right, the French flag flies alongside the Statue of Liberty. The statue
by Frédéric-Auguste Bartholdi (1834—1904) had been erected in New York
harbor in 1886 through public contributions. Its quarter-size reduction was
given by the Americans to the City of Paris in 1886 and erected at the tip of the
lle des Cygnes in 1889, the centenary of the French Revolution. In the political
climate of the young Third Republic, the values symbolized by the Statue of
Liberty and the national tricolor (whose rejection by the Duc de Bordeaux had
destroyed the attempt to bring about a restoration of the monarchy) were
closely associated. Whether aware of this or not, Rousseau brought them
together spatially. (In Rousseau’s day the statue faced upstream; it was turned
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the other direction in 1927, an event captured by Signac in his sketch, fig. 1.)

Robert Delaunay, who discovered this picture at a secondhand dealer’s,
mentions it in a letter to H. Walden, founder and director of the gallery Der
Sturm, Berlin, who was, along with Wassily Kandinsky, one of the first persons in
Germany to show an interest in Rousseau. In his letter Delaunay sketched a
charming drawing based on the picture.
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War

1894

Oil on canvas

4474 x 76%" (114 x 195 cm)

Signed bottom right: Henri Rousseau

JB7; DV 69

Musée d'Orsay, Galerie du Jeu de Paume, Paris

IJ[._ Lord, when the fields are cold
1 Let the beloved adorable crows
! Swoop down from the vast skies.

Above the fields of France
Where yesterday'’s dead lie sleeping
Turn in your thousands, winter

r' O our funereal black bird!

Seigneur, quand froide est la prairie,

|
‘: Faites s’abattre des grand cieux
| Les chers corbeaux délicieux.

Par milliers, sur les champs de France,
Ou dorment des morts d’avant-hier,
Tournoyez, n’est-ce pas, I’hiver

O notre funébre oiseau noir!

—Rimbaud, Les Corbeaux
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“War (terrifying, she passes by, leaving behind on all sides despair, tears, and
ruin).” —Rousseau

Painted during the winter of 1893-94 and shown at the Salon des
Indépendants before being lost for fifty years, War, wrote Dora Vallier (1970), is
“the most ambitious work he had painted up until then, the work in which he
attacked a large surface for the first time.”

The ugly, grimacing figure holding a sword and smoking torch rides
sidesaddle at full gallop on an animal that seems to be part horse, part anteater.
Its posture, like that of the horse in Géricault’s The Epsom Derby (Musée du
Louvre), was, thanks to photography, already known in Rousseau’s day to be
impossible. As for the woman'’s pose, it derives from a stereotype of classical
statuary. Rousseau was to return to it some ten years later for the figure of
Liberty in Liberty Inviting Artists to Take Part in the Twenty-second Exhibition
of the Société des Artistes Indépendants (pl. 32).

We know that Rousseau had been inspired by the 1870 Franco-Prussian
war, in which he had taken little part. Here, the personification of War hovers
above the bodies of dead or wounded men, none of whom wears a uniform or
any military accoutrements. Crows pick at the corpses. The earth is brown,
black, gray; the trees are dead, their branches broken, their leaves black. The
clouds are red. Notwithstanding his lack of firsthand experience, Rousseau has
managed to transform the images in his tragedy, his Massacres de Scio and his
Guernica, without having recourse to anecdotal or narrative elements. The
plethora of broken forms and above all the choice of colors all play a role: the
green of hope is completely absent; black and red dominate. The colors of
mourning and blood, which, along with the white garment of the grotesque
Bellone, are also the colors of the flag of the German Empire, the hereditary
enemy. As shall be seen, The Snake Charmer (pl. 36) constitutes a sort of
pendant to War.

Rousseau made his only print on the same motif. Jean Bouret and Dora
Vallier consider it to be an early sketch; Charles Pérussaux, Henry Certigny, and
M.-T. de Forges believe it to be a later reduction (see note, pl. 10). Vallier cites as
one of the possible sources for War an Epinal chromolithograph by F. Georgin,
The Battle of the Pyramids (p. 25, fig. 2), which was reproduced in the same
issue of L'Ymagier as Rousseau’s lithograph. Even closer to the Rousseau is The

Fig. 1.
The Tsar. Caricature published in L'Egaliteé
(October 6, 1889)
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Fig. 2.
Hodler. The Night. 1889—90
Kunstmuseum, Bern

Tsar (fig. 1), which, as M.-T. de Forges has noted, appeared in L’Egalité on
October 6, 1889, and in Le Courrier francais on October 27. To those sources
may be added Ferdinand Hodler's Night (fig. 2), which was exhibited with great
effect at the 1891 Salon des Artistes Francais and about which Hodler himself
wrote: “l regard The Night as the great symbol of death” (quoted by A. Diickers,
catalogue of the exhibition Hodler, Petit Palais, Paris, 1984, p. 135). The parallel
grouping of bodies at the bottom of the picture, the macabre atmosphere, the
gamut of colors with the emphasis on blacks, and the presence of Death at the
center of the composition, are all elements that Hodler could have suggested to
Rousseau. The identification of certain of the bodies with Rousseau himself or
with the husband of a woman of whom he was fond seems highly improbable.

As can be imagined, the picture did not go unnoticed. Although it elicited
sarcasm, it also received a sympathetic and understanding reaction from Louis
Roy, a young painter close to Emile Bernard:

At the Exposition des Artistes Indépendants in 1894, Monsieur Rous-
seau’s War was certainly the most remarkable canvas. Without being
either a complete achievement or a perfect work, this picture neverthe-
less, whatever some may say, represents a courageous attempt to create
symbol. The artist who has made this attempt has once again expressed
his personality; this manifestation seemed odd because it harked back to
nothing seen before. Is that not in itself a masterful quality? Why should
oddity give rise to mockery?... Monsieur Rousseau has encountered the
fate of all innovators. He continues along his own path; he has the merit, a
rare one today, of being completely himself. He is tending toward a new
art....One would be dishonest to be so bold as to maintain that the man
capable of suggesting such ideas to us is not an artist (Mercure de France,
March 1895).

As for the young Alfred Jarry, who had just met his countryman from Laval, he
mentioned War twice in terms that were perhaps more descriptive than admir-
ing (see “Jarry, Rousseau, and Popular Tradition™).
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10 War

Published 1895

Lithograph

8% x13"(22.2 x 33.1cm)

The Museum of Modern Art, New York, given anonymously
New York exhibition only

Rousseau's only known print is a highly simplified version of his painting, War Bibliography
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| artists, the least ignored of whom was Paul Gauguin, who was still a
f diamond in the rough. He [Rousseau] gave me a pen lithograph and sent
l me the sketch for another plate (Le Puits de la vérité, Paris, 1922, p. 110).

Charles Pérussaux compared the lithograph with the painting:

il In the lithograph, the sky is larger; the trees, on the other hand, are far
f less important and less decorative than in the canvas. Whereas in the
Jli latter Rousseau has the bodies of the victims lying directly on the ground,
| in the lithograph he has them lying on what appear to be stones. In
addition, some of the dead appear to be writhing in a last dying con-
| vulsion, which is not the case in the canvas. Finally, the face of the
i destroying child is quite dissimilar in each case.

||| There has been much discussion about whether the lithograph precedes or
i follows the picture. Although the contrary is expressed in “"Henri Rousseau and
Modernism," it would appear, as Charles Perussaux suggests, that the lithograph
is a simplified reduction rather than a preparatory study.
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Artillery Men

c. 1893-95

Oil on canvas

31% x 39" (79.1 x 98.9 cm)
Signed lower right: H. Rousseau
JB 86; DV 65

The Solomon R. Guggenheim Museum, New York, gift of Solomon R. Guggenheim, 1938

New York exhibition only

An artillery battery in fatigue dress is posed around a 90 Bange system model
1877 gun, against a landscape background. This is one of Rousseau’s most
carefully constructed compositions. There is a strong probability that he drew
inspiration from a photograph, perhaps taken in the barracks yard, since the
men are in fatigue dress and armed. It is difficult to tell whether the harmo-
niously worked-out placement of the subjects is Rousseau’s own or whether it
derives from the conventions of group photography. In any event, the group is
carefully balanced and the curved positioning of the men is echoed by the grove
of trees behind them. The composition closest to this in spirit is The Family (fig.
1), although the latter reflects less care in the placement of the subjects. Here,
they are stiff and holding a pose (a further example of the photograph’s effect
upon Rousseau’s art): their silhouettes make a pleasant rhythm within the
composition, and Rousseau carefully varies their positions and details the slight
differences in dress and weapons by employing accents of color; thus he
punctuates the black tunics with touches of red and gold: in the center, in pride
of place, stands the squadron sergeant-major with his red facings, gold stripes,
and two unidentifiable decorations; there are two farriers wearing the insignia
of their posts, a red horseshoe, on the left arm. The horsemen wear straps and
buckles of fawn-colored leather from the left shoulder to the right hip. Some of
the men are carrying the regulation knapsack or canteen slung in the opposite
direction. The subject on the right behind the stacked muskets does not appear
to be a soldier.

Such care and fidelity to detail, such precision in the description of
uniforms and weapons (for their identification we must express thanks to
Colonel Neuville, the curator of the Musée de '’Armée), reveals both Rousseau’s
mistrust of his imagination and also, perhaps, his nostalgic fascination with
things military. His periods of service in the army, which according to Henry
Certigny were fairly brief, included neither participation in the French expedi-
tionary force to Mexico nor in the daring battle for the defense of Dreux during
the 1870 war, two fables made famous by Apollinaire, who had probably been
indoctrinated by Rousseau himself. Angelica Rudenstine has advanced the
hypothesis that this picture shows the artillery battery of Frumence Biche,
whose portrait we know Rousseau painted in 1893 (DV 66).

Although Rousseau demonstrates considerable ease in the composition
of the painting, he shows less flair in its execution: the faces, all looking directly
forward, are stereotypes that recall the artist’s own features; the trees in the
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Fig. 1.
Rousseau, The Family. c. 1890
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central group are fleecy and remind us of a stage or photographer'’s backcloth,
while the two separate trees on the right are treated with greater freedom. As
was his frequent practice, Rousseau painted the feet of his characters and then
covered them with grass. The foregound is filled with interwoven grasses, as in
several of the Jungle paintings (pls. 62, 66).
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Portrait of a Woman

c. 1895

Qil on canvas

63 x 41%6" (160 x 105 cm)

Unsigned

JB 94; DV 85

Musée du Louvre, Paris, Picasso Bequest

It is possible that this is a real portrait, and perhaps even a commission. The
attempt to give individuality to the face and hands of the model (note the
lobster-claw deformation of the little finger) is obvious, but all attempts to
identify the subject have been conjectural, The most likely candidate, first put
forward by Maurice Raynal (1914, p. 69), is Yadwigha, the Polish woman with
whom Rousseau was in love, who served as inspiration for The Dream (1910, pl.
66) and whose name he gave to a character in his play The Revenge of a Russian
Orphan (1899). The style of the dress enables us to date the picture post 1895, as
Yvonne Deslandres has kindly pointed out, and the collar is characteristic of the
detachable accessories worn with ready-to-wear clothing.

Rousseau probably worked from a photograph or, in any event, based his
picture on the conventionalized pose employed by photographers. The fall of
the curtain is a bit clumsy; the background of mountain and balcony could have
been inspired by a photographer’s backdrop. Intentionally or not, Rousseau has
given no depth to either the sitter or the setting. As for the latter, Fernande
Olivier reported that Rousseau had told her it was supposed to represent the
fortifications of Paris (1933, p. 83).

Certain details do reveal Rousseau’s attempt to break away from the
stereotyped formal portrait to which he was to turn with greater ease on a later
occasion (pl. 17): there is the odd touch of the branch held pointing down, which
replaces the usual table on which the model would rest her left hand. The
meticulously painted flowers, pansies among them, one of the few species
Rousseau painted with any verisimilitude, may also have had symbolic meaning.
Finally there is a note of fantasy in this rather sober composition—a bird in the
sky is flying toward the model.

This picture, which Picasso purchased for 5 francs from a secondhand
dealer, was hung in a place of honor in his studio on the occasion of the famous
1908 banquet. It was probably the earliest purchase in his collection, but
opinions vary as to the exact date (see p. 46, n. 49). According to Roland
Penrose, Picasso kept the painting “beside him” for years afterward and
declared that it was “one the pictures he [loved] above all” (Picasso: His Life and
Work, London, 1958; 1973, p. 145).
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Study for Family Fishing

c. 1895

Oil on canvas

7% x 1176" (19 x 29 cm)

JB 149; DV 84B

Collection Sam Spiegel, New York
New York exhibition only

14 Family Fishing

c. 1895

Qil on canvas

143 x 18" (37.5 x 45.7 cm)
JB 148; DV 84A

Private collection

New York exhibition only

Although Rousseau was deeply dependent on observation of the model, his
finished paintings do not reflect his optical experiences before his motifs but his
conceptions of them. For his portraits, which were either made from the model
or a photograph, and for his fanciful compositions, which were based on
imaginatively composed mental collages derived from diverse sources, he
appears to have made no studies. The oil sketches that have survived are all for
landscapes. Comparison of these studies with their finished versions reveals a
great deal about Rousseau and his mode of picture-making.

In spite of the penetrating analysis of the relationship between the
sketches and their finished states made by Ingeborg Eichmann as long ago as
1938! and subsequent observations made by Daniel Catton Rich? and James
Johnson Sweeney in 1942 3 the popular conception of Rousseau as an artist who
painted the way he did because he could do no other persists. A comparison of
the sketch for Family Fishing with the finished picture convincingly supports
Eichmann’s observation that “it becomes clear from the sketches that Rousseau
knew the technique of impressionism but for him it was only a preparatory
stage. Beyond the impression he wanted to fix the solid object in all its com-
pleteness” It also substantiates Rich’s remark that “seeing the sketch and
completed picture side by side reveals how the artist chose [italics added] his
method and his own stylization.” Sweeney adds: “From the outset of his career
to Rousseau ‘the realist’ true pictorial realism always meant something beyond
an attempt to transcribe literally visual experiences of the world in nature. This
is clear from the departures he was accustomed to make in his final versions of
landscapes from the initial impressionistic sketches painted on the ground.”
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As is evident from the study and the completed painting of Family
Fishing, the “sketch is only a signpost to guide [Rousseau] towards reality’# In
the studio the schematically rendered forms and the massed differentiations of
light and dark are converted in the interest of fixing the permanent character of
the motif to the meticulously organized, highly detailed, sharply outlined image
rendered in local color typified in the completed version of Family Fishing.

The sketch we see here was characterized by Eichmann as “perhaps the
most masterly example of Rousseau’s painting known. The subtlety with which
the light ground is used and at some places left uncovered is unparallelled””
While this praise may seem extravagant, it was made in one of the earliest and
still rarely attempted efforts to find the real Rousseau behind his legend as
“primitive.” Eichmann concludes with the observation that “the paintings made
after the sketches...show nature in a final, as it were, petrified form which has
been called stiff by those who have failed to realize that it is penetrated by the
passionless order of eternal things””
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15 The Boat in the Storm

post 1896

Qil on canvas

212 x 25" (54 x 65 cm)

Signed lower left: Henri Rousseau

JB 110; DV 57

Musée de I'Orangerie, Paris

Collection Jean Water—Paul Guillaume

This picture is of a type that is rare in Rousseau’s known output. The painter
maintained (and Apollinaire was to be taken in by and propagate) the fable that
he had taken part in the French army’s expedition to Mexico in 1862—67,
whereas in fact he had traveled hardly at all and had probably never been on
board a ship.

A sideshow display of a model ship pitching in a storm or a diorama at the
1889 World's Fair in Paris most likely furnished the elements for this odd
composition. That would explain the metallic cutout appearance of the sea, its
waves with shapes reminiscent of Hokusai’s famous woodcut. As for the boat,
its source is more probably a picture in an illustrated newspaper. Yann Le Pichon
(p. 123) has discerned the profile of the cruiser D'Entrecasteaux, launched in
1896.

Whatever models he used, Rousseau has again interpreted them freely. In
addition, the painting attests to his interest in the events of his day. By painting a
recently launched warship at sea with its flag flying and braving the storm,
Rousseau is enriching his range of subject matter by exalting an achievement of
France's national industry and Army.
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The Quarry

189697

Oil on canvas

18% x 21%4" (47 x 55.3 cm)
JB 41; DV 102

Private collection
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The small bonhemme in black, umbrella in hand and large-brimmed Sunday hat
on his head, is a ubiquitous figure in Rousseau's landscapes, but in no other of his
known paintings has he quite the prominence he is given in The Quarry. Small as
he is compared to the other objects in the painting, he is relatively larger than in
any other of his appearances in Rousseau's work; his blackness and central
positioning against the light-colored road running up the middle of the picture
focus him immediately in the viewer’s eye. Rousseau identifiably puts himself in
many of his pictures, and while we can rarely discern the features of the small
black-clad personage, he is generally recognized to be Rousseau’s version of
himself as observer of nature and the urban scene. Here, he has turned from his
observations to face the viewer; in a kind of “Bonjour, M. Rousseau” posture he
invites us to observe him on a Sunday stroll in his own fanciful landscape. As
Myself, Portrait-Landscape (pl. 5) was an emphatic announcement of Rousseau
the painter, this is a modest statement describing Rousseau the fldneur.

As is typical of Rousseau, the countryside in which he strolls is a land-
scape of symbols expressing the artist’s sense of the prevailing harmony
between man and nature and man’s use of nature, The fantastic, oddly scaled
rocks, the tiers of variously colored grasses and shrubs that climb up the surface
of the picture, and the formalized trees all bespeak a poignant and highly
concentrated sincerity that is kin to what Kenneth Clark has described as the
“surprised delight” of the illustrators of the late Middle Ages.

Unusual here is Rousseau’s free rendering of the scattered red and white
flowers. While we never sense any wind in Rousseau's landscapes, they often
convey a feeling of air; and in this rather bold composition in which half the
canvas is devoted to sky, the free dosage of red and white dots may be intended
to evoke a sensation of wind much as their similar sprinkling in Monet's Red
Poppies does. Rousseau'’s stylization of the landscape into tonally differentiated
bands that lie flat across the picture surface anticipates Paul Klee's far more
radical striped Egyptian landscapes. What makes this one of the Douanier’s
most engaging landscapes is the experience it allows us of Rousseau in his
world,
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17 Portrait of a Woman

c. 1895-97

Oil on canvas

78 x 54%" (198 x 115 cm)

Signed lower left: Henri Rousseau

JB 66; DV 101

Musée d’Orsay, Galerie du Jeu de Paume, Paris

Compared to Rousseau’s other large full-length portrait of a woman (pl. 12), this
1895—97 painting shows greater assurance in its conception and placement on
the canvas, as well as a greater degree of care in its execution. This does not,
however, prove that it is later in date. The picture is probably a commission, for
according to a remark by W. Uhde (1911, p. 20), the better the pay, the more care
Rousseau put into his work. However that may be, he would appear to be trying
to rival, albeit unconsciously, the worldly portraits of the Salon painters Bonnat
and Bouguereau, who depicted society women standing face forward, dressed
in their most sumptuous clothes. Or perhaps he was mimicking the great
seventeenth-century Flemish portraits. The so-called Medici sleeves support the
latter notion. The dress, as Yvonne Deslandres has noted, was in fashion around
1895, although no proof exists that Rousseau’s model was wearing a dress of an
up-to-date style.

The face is less frozen than in other portraits; Rousseau has reduced the
volume of the head by decreasing the fullness of the hair (one senses the
overpainting). The dissymmetry of the arms and the advanced left foot create a
slight feeling of movement. The frame of greenery in which a cat is playing with
a ball of string also serves to soften the stiffness of this portrait. Rousseau has
surrounded his model with flowers and shrubs of different varieties as was his
habit (there are ten here), but whose appearance is too stylized to allow them to
be identified. There is one exception, however: the pansies in the foreground of
the composition. The woman also holds one in her hand. This species is in
evidence in several pictures. The delicate coloring of the flowers and the variety
of hues in the greenery contrast with the striking, slightly watered black of the
dress and umbrella.
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18 The Chair Factory

c. 1897

Oil on canvas

28% x 36%6" (73 x 92 cm)

Signed lower right: Henri Rousseau
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Rousseau's urban landscapes are based, generally, on direct and careful obser-
vation of apparently insignificant locales in the vicinity of Paris. Here a chair
factory at Alfortville is endowed by the painter with the severe poetry of a stage
set for some naturalistic play, in contrast to the exotic charm of his tropical
landscapes. This is one of the rare urban pictures that is fairly large in size. Its
execution is especially painstaking, particularly the sky, where Rousseau shows
a good grasp of traditional technique. The drawing of the clouds and the color
relationship between them and the blue sky bear resemblance to Poussin’s skies.

The stiff-shaped buildings are depicted with an exactitude that borders
on the academic, although the principles of linear perspective are not adhered
to. Nevertheless, the main axes are laid out following the Golden Section. The
curvilinear edge of the sidewalk and the bank of the Seine are elements that lend
suppleness and animation to the composition: the few figures present are
strollers and a fisherman.

Itis tempting to regard a small version (fig. 1) in the Musée de I'Orangerie,
Paris, as a preliminary sketch for this painting, whose careful execution and
large size enable us to identify it with near certainty as the work submitted to
the 1897 Salon des Indépendants. However, the small version is considerably
larger than most of the other known sketches, and so it would seem more likely
that it is a repetition of the theme done several years later at a time when the
painter’s success had led him to return to some of his older compositions.
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19 The Sleeping Gypsy

1897

Oil on canvas

51" x 6'7" (129.5 x 500.7 cm)

Signed and dated lower right: Henri Rousseau 1897
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The Museum of Modern Art, New York, gift of Mrs. Simon Guggenheim, 1939

“The feline, though ferocious, is loathe to leap upon its prey, who, overcome by
fatigue, lies in a deep sleep” —Rousseau (inscription on the frame)

“A wandering Negress, a mandolin player, lies with her jars beside her (a
vase with drinking water) overcome by fatigue in a deep sleep. A lion chances to
pass by, picks up her scent yet does not devour her. There is a moonlight effect,
very poetic. The scene is set in a completely arid desert. The gypsy is dressed in
oriental costume” (Rousseau's letter to the Mayor of Laval, July 10, 1898,
offering to sell him the picture).

The Sleeping Gypsy is undoubtedly the most invented and also the most
fascinating of Rousseau’s large pictures. Particularly striking is its formal perfec-
tion, the rigor in the disposition of masses, the precision of its contours, the
almost miraculous placement, in which every line, every surface, and every
accent finds its rhyme within the composition itself. The workmanship is careful,
almost overpolished, in the manner of the academic painters. Rousseau plays
delicately with light on the lion's body and on the lute, which is quite faithfully
depicted, probably after an illustrative engraving in an encyclopedia. Rousseau
has vaguely sketched in the features of a face in the moon.

It has long been suggested that Rousseau drew his inspiration from the
paintings of J.-L. Gérome (1824—1904), whom he greatly admired. In The Two
Majesties (1885, p. 13, fig. 2), for example, Gérome uses empty spaces for their
expressive value. We could also refer to the EgyptianOrange Sellers (1872, fig. 1)
of F-A. Clément (1826—1890), a painter Rousseau admired and with whom he
was acquainted. The veils and multicolored gems, the jars, even the facial type,
could all have inspired Rousseau, but no specific painting can explain the total
irrationality of this composition. Since the advent of Surrealism, the painting’s
unique and astonishing atmosphere have been widely appreciated. Jean Coc-
teau described it in this way:

We are in the desert. The gypsy lying in the middle ground is lost in
dream, or has been carried away by a dream, so far away—Tlike the river
in the background—that a lion behind her sniffs at her without being
able to reach her. Indeed, the lion, the river, may even be the sleeping
woman's dreams. Such peace! The mystery believes in itself and stands
naked, revealed. ... The gypsy sleeps, her eyes closed. ... How to describe
this motionless flowing figure, this river of forgetfulness? I think of Egypt,
who knew how to sleep in death with her eyes open as do divers under
water....From where does such a thing fall? From the moon...And
perhaps it is not without motive that the painter, who never overlooks
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any detail, has been careful to omit any prints on the sand around the
sleeping feet. The gypsy did not come there where she sleeps. She is
there. She is not there. She occupies no human site. She lives in mirrors
which, in advance, are reflecting cubist still lifes (Preface to the catalogue
for the John Quinn Sale, Hotel Drouot, October 26, 1926).

Should we regard this picture as one of Rousseau’s dreams and the gypsy
as a projection of Rousseau himself, the ignored artist-musician ? As for the
lion, we must bear in mind that in his Jungle paintings Rousseau very seldom
attributed cruelty to the lion and often endowed it with the stereotyped
appearance of protective King of the Beasts, as he was to do in the foreground of
Liberty Inviting Artists to Take Part in the Twenty-second Exhibition of the
Société des Artistes Indépendants (1905—-06, pl. 32). After the Mayor of Laval’s
refusal to purchase The Sleeping Gypsy at Rousseau’s urging, the picture
disappeared until 1923. It was then found by Louis Vauxcelles—according to
some, in the possession of a charcoal seller; according to others in a plumber’s
shop—and entrusted to the dealer D. H. Kahnweiler. There it was seen by Serge
Férat, Robert Delaunay, Wilhelm Uhde, Jacques Doucet, Brancusi, and Picasso.
The latter brought it to the attention of Henri Pierre Roché (see “Henri Rousseau
and Modernism,” n. 87), who alerted the American collector John Quinn, for
whom he was purchasing works of art in France. The picture was sent to
America. Oddly enough, it was later said that Picasso had expressed doubts as to
the authenticity of The Sleeping Gypsy and that he had even claimed to have
painted it himself (see the letter from Roché to Marcel Duchamp, undated, and a
letter from Alfred H. Barr, Jr., to Paul Sachs dated May 3, 1955, Archives of The
Museum of Modern Art, New York; also, “Henri Rousseau and Modernism,” ns.
86, 87). Since the affair had caused talk in Parisian art circles, it is possible that
Picasso, harassed with questions, took this course in order to rid himself of pests.
Picasso’s statements were later repeated by André Breton, who occupied the
same position vis-a-vis Doucet as Roché had vis-a-vis Quinn.

Fig. 1.
Clément. Egyptian Orange Sellers. 1872
Musée Jules Chéret, Nice
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20 Footbridge at Passy

c. 1895

Oil on canvas

15Va x 18%4" (38.7 x 46.2 cm)
Signed lower left: H. Rousseau
JB 87; DV 160

Private collection

Rousseau was often attracted to the most prosaic and least picturesque aspects
of the Parisian landscape. Sand banks along a quay, an avenue of trees, a
charmless metal bridge (since dismantled)—these were all he needed to create
a muted poetry from the banks of the Seine, with the traditional fisherman to
add a touch of fantasy. Two unexpected elements, however, catch our attention
and lend a patriotic feeling to this everyday panorama: the figure of the Statue
of Liberty on the Grenelle Bridge (as in pl. 8) and the tricolor flying atop a mast.
The scene recalls Verlaine's poem:

In this Paris, so ugly, so modem, there are still—
Or rather, there were, for everything is tarnished—
There were a few courtyards, far from picturesque,
But odd in a horrid way, and vacant lots without any name
None of them...
...Masons somewhat the worse
For wine would sing the Marseillaise
And plant the tricolor atop it.

Un Peu de batiment

The selection and arrangement of these various motifs also occur for
formal reasons. The extremely precise rectilinear lines give this simple scene on
the banks of the Seine a rigorous, monumental character. René Huyghe, writing
in 1939, observed that “the Douanier’s Footbridge at Passy ingeniously links up
with the daring schematizations of the moderns.!” Indeed, Rousseau must cer-
tainly have distorted the real aspect of the site deliberately. He has moved the
Statue of Liberty a full half-circle—in his day it faced upstream.

The Passy footbridge was built in 1878 and later replaced by a bridge-
viaduct of the same name (now the Bir-Hakeim), on which construction began
in 1903. Unless we suppose Rousseau to have worked from a postcard, we must
therefore abandon Vallier’s date, 1905. Rousseau twice showed a painting under
this title at the Salon des Indépendants, in 1891 and in 1895. When it was sold at
public auction in 1914, Apollinaire noted that R. Delaunay owned a sketch for it
(Paris Journal, May 14, 1914).
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21 Bouquet of Flowers

1895-1900

Oil on canvas

24 x 194" (61 x 50.2 cm)

Signed lower right: Henri Rousseau
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The Trustees of the Tate Gallery, London

Although Rousseau sometimes isolated and gave special importance to certain
objects in his large compositions (for example, to the lute in The Sleeping Gypsy,
pl. 19), he painted few still lifes. At the Salon des Indépendants he was to show
only three—in 1902, 1903, and 1904—and we know of only ten, none of which
can be dated with certainty. Most of them depict flowers in a vase or basket.

Rousseau never attempted, as he did with landscape, to follow the
traditional pattern of the structured, organized still life, nor does he seem to
have profited from the complex experiments of Cézanne or Gauguin. Yet there is
a similar isolation of the motif, the same simplicity of presentation, as in Van
Gogh and Redon.

The nucleus of the composition consists of dark pansies, whose bur-
nished density is crowned by a light, transparent network of flowers and
leaves radiating round it. The leaves of the pansies are arranged with
flawless symmetry; to the yellow flowers on the left corresponds the
complementary blue of the flowers on the right; the delicate graphic
precision of the plants is set off by the calm uniform tones of white vase,
pink background and red rug.

The result is a sustained, thoughtful style; but nothing mars the unbeliev-
able purity of the painter’s initial impression. Rousseau fulfills the dream
of everyone who has dabbled in paints in his childhood: he keeps the gaze
of a child, yet invents the language of an accomplished painter. Which,
however, is not at all the language of an adult painter, for it remains
foreign to every optical or pictorial convention. His imagination alone
stands between him and nature....No one sees a bouquet of ordinary
flowers as Rousseau sees it: for him it is a dense forest full of heady
aromas, out of which pansies gaze at us like soft, furry animals (Charles
Sterling, p. 119).

Pansies are among the few flowers Rousseau painted with precison; in
other paintings, they have been symbolically linked to special personages, such
as the subject of the large Portrait of a Woman (pl. 17) and to Marie Laurencin,
whose head is encircled by them in The Muse Inspiring the Poet (pl. 58).
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22 Happy Quartet

1901-02

Oil on canvas
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Collection Mrs. John Hay Whitney, New York

One of Rousseau's most elaborate works, this painting is also unusual in being
one of his rare landscapes with abundant but nontropical vegetation and, with
Eve (pl. 29) and The Dream (pl. 66), one of his few nudes. For this complex
composition, he chose an unusual vertical format that evidences a striving
toward elegance, almost to the point of affectation, in the graceful arabesque of
the woman'’s pose, far different from the severity of Eve. The man is loosely
based on the Marsyas of antiquity, and, despite the difference in pose, the
picture as a whole is probably derived from a famous painting in the Louvre,
Apollo and Marsyas (fig. 1), the “Morris Moore Raphael,” which is now
attributed to Perugino! The child, stuck in like a collage, is derived from the
Choir by Donatello (fig. 2); its contrapposto attitude is a cliché to be found, for
example, in Mars and Venus, which hung in the Louvre in Rousseau’s day and
was attributed to Poussin (recently reattributed to C. A. Du Fresnoy)? As for the
animal, a kind of wolfhound, it too is treated in the same spirit of elegant

stylization.

Fig. 1. Fig. 2.
Vannucci, called Perugino Donatello. Choir (detail)
Apollo and Marsyas Museao del Duomo, Florence
Musée du Louvre, Paris
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Another source has been suggested by Dora Vallier, the Innocence (fig. 3)
of Gérédme, whom Rousseau so admired. Vallier notes with regard to Géréme’s
painting:

Rousseau does not “copy,” he extracts elements: the man, the woman,
the cupid, the animal; at the same time, however, he brings about a shift
in meaning: the cupid takes part in the scene and the hind is turned into a
dog, a symbol of fidelity necessary for this allegory of love with its eternal
heroes Rousseau has brought together on the framework of Innocence.
He was vainly to concentrate his efforts on the structure of the borrowed
elements, the nudes, the cupid; his total inability to articulate the aca-
demic language correctly accentuated his clumsiness even further and
rendered his figures grotesque. The iconography he so carefully pre-
pared, drawn from another context, ended up as parody, whereas the
surrounding greenery, which is freely worked, and the huge mass of
trees, all in chromatic variation, produce the true meaning of the picture:
an image of happiness (1979, pp. 31-32).

Here Rousseau has given his picture precise content. Like any true
creator, he brings together iconographic elements and formal procedures to
make the meaning explicit. Unspoiled nature like that of the Garden of Eden,
delicate nuances, such as the flower garlands, the poses of the figures, and the
choice of accessories all refer back, through Géréme (who furnished only a
schema and an idea), to earlier representations of the Earthly Paradise or the
Golden Age, particularly the evocations of Poussin, which Rousseau would have
seen.

Unconsciously, at least, the picture embodies the principle of the hier-
archy of genres. Such allegorical scenes, which Rousseau described with the
word “creation” in his account book, were valued by him much more highly than
landscapes or portraits. We know from an annotated catalogue of the Salon des
Indépendants that for Happy Quartet Rousseau was asking the particularly
elevated sum of 2,000 francs.

Should we go even further in our interpretation and regard this picture as
the visualization of one of Rousseau’s fantasies? Does the picture represent the
painter-musician, who had lost all but one of his children, practicing the flute?
As for the title itself—Rousseau’s own—it is a designation more usually
employed for a musical group than for a couple with child and dog. The quartets
that played at Rousseau’s evening musicales were probably less harmonious
than the one in his picture.

150




23 Portrait of the Artist

c. 1900-03

Oil on canvas

9%6 x 712" (24 x 19 cm)

Unsigned

JB 118; DV 140A

Musée du Louvre, Paris, Picasso Bequest

24 Portrait of the Second Wife of Rousseau

c. 1900-03

Oil on canvas

8% x 616" (22 x 17 cm)

Unsigned

JB 119; DV 140B

Musée du Louvre, Paris, Picasso Bequest

These two small portraits (pls. 23, 24) have always been regarded as a pair,
representing the painter and his wife. This identification was made as early as
1912, when they were published in the Blaue Reiter almanac. The resemblance
between the man’s portrait and Rousseau’s known self-portraits erases any
doubt as to its identity and leads us to suggest a date between 1900 and 1903.

On the other hand opinions differ with regard to the identity of the
woman. Certigny (1961, p. 96) believes her to be the painter’s first wife.
However, if the two pictures were painted at the same time, which appears
likely, it is improbable that Rousseau would have made a portrait of his first wife,
who died in 1888, for he had been remarried since 1899. When the two small
portraits, formerly owned by Picasso, entered the Musée du Louvre collection in
1978, M.-T. de Forges wrote:

In a painting with an allegorical subject, The Present and the Past (Barnes
Foundation, Merion, Pa., p. 26, fig. 4), the Douanier painted himself with
his second wife at his side. The resemblance between those subjects and
the two small portraits in the Picasso collection is striking. However,
although the painter’s features differ very little from one portrait to the
other, those of his companion are quite different. In full healthy bloom in
the canvas in the Barnes Foundation, her expression here is one of
suffering. Thus we can presume that his portrait, obviously the result of
careful observation, dates from the early part of 1903, since the subject
died on 14 March of that year (M.-T. de Forges, 1978).

Rousseau may well have relied on photographs. If so, however, he
obviously interpreted them, altering them to suit his purpose and adding the
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detail of the oil lamp, which is slightly different in each picture. In 1911 W. Uhde
wrote: “There are two small portraits representing Rousseau and his wife.
Neither of them is young. Devoid of any decoration or symbol the heads stand
out against the background, but a lamp, unobtrusively set next to them,
suggests calm domesticity and happiness far more evocatively than a home
painted in all its details could have done””

Rousseau'’s predilection for self-portraits, whether as a solitary figure (see
Myself, Portrait-Landscape, pl. 5) or as part of a scene (as in the Barnes canvas),
reveals an evident narcissism. Rousseau is a man with a high opinion of himself
and one desirous of leaving behind a flattering and respectable self-image. This
is also shown in photographs taken in his studio, in which he always strikes a
complacent pose.

The technique employed in these two pictures is somewhat unusual: the
paint itself is thick and brilliant, with delicate light-colored nuances. The
woman's portrait is thicker and more worked. This manipulation of the surface,
unusual in Rousseau’s oeuvre, brings him close to the Impressionists.

After having belonged for some time to Robert Delaunay and having
been selected by Kandinsky for inclusion in the Blaue Reiter almanac, both
portraits were purchased by Picasso who, according to Roland Penrose, kept
them “beside him permanently” (Penrose, 1958; 1973, p. 148).

“Visible in a photograph by Edward Quinn taken at La Galloise (Vallauris),
[the self-portrait] is hanging on the wall next to its partner. Near the Rousseau
family Picasso had hung one of his own works—Mother and Child—and the
reproduction of a female portrait by Cranach. A real relationship, due, it seems
to me, to a certain shared rigidity, was thus oddly established between all those
portraits” (Lemoyne de Forges, 1978).
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25 Child with Puppet

1903

Qil on canvas

39% x 317" (100 x 81 cm)

Signed lower right: Henri Rousseau
JB 25; DV 145

Kunstmuseum, Winterthur

Paris exhibition only

Compared to Rousseau’s three other known portraits of children (see pl. 34), this
picture is noteworthy because of the variety and vivacity of its colors and the
evident effort made to lend animation to the subject. The child is holding a figure
of Punch, with which it makes a complete contrast. Blond, plump, impassive, the
subject is wearing only a white gown.

As usual in Rousseau’s work, there are formal analogies between
typologically disparate elements. Here they seem to take on special
symbolic importance. The sturdy child in white lifting up the dress to
hold flowers displays legs like tree trunks, rooted to the ground, and the
hair is like the open leaves that hang above and around it. The colors of
the flowers the child carries are repeated in the costume of the puppet,
but there become harsher as well as assuming flattened angular forms.
Behind the figures stand two trees, one spare, one full and flourishing.
The child and the puppet are easily seen as images of the natural and the
mechanical. of innocence and experience, youth and age—the child the
father of the man. We are also reminded of fairy-tale encounters
between children and toys brought to life—emblems of the adult world
in the control of children (John Elderfield, 1976, p. 36).

Here, Rousseau has managed to create one of his most fascinating
images. In his hands a commonplace and banal theme—the child may have
been derived from an advertisement, the Punch from a playing card—has taken
on an element of mystery.
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26 House on the Outskirts of Paris

c. 1902

Oil on canvas

13 x 18%" (33 x 46.4 cm)

Signed lower right: H. Rousseau
JB 153; DV 137A

Museum of Art, Carnegie Institute, Pittsburgh, acquired through the generosity

of the Sarah Mellon Scaife family, 1969

In his suburban landscapes Rousseau varied formulas and his disposition of
elements to a much greater degree than did his contemporaries or immediate
predecessors. A sketch for this picture (DV 137B, private collection) was made
on the site and was for many years in the possession of the German sculptor
Renée Sintenis (1888—1965), while the painting was Max Weber’s first purchase
from Rousseau in 1908.

Here Rousseau has difficulty in solving the problem in perspective posed
by a street receding toward the horizon when seen on the axis. If we compare
the completed picture with the sketch, we can see that Rousseau transformed
the usual greenery of the Parisian suburbs into a kind of tropical foliage.
S. Leonard notes that the technique employed here is similar to that found in the
Jungle paintings. She compares Rousseau toVan Gogh in his ability to endow
houses and elements of the landscape with an almost human life: “Itis actually a
portrait of a house.” The site and placement of the scenic elements remind us of
Cézanne’s canvases during his time in Pontoise and Auvers (1872—80), when a
white house, a village street, and a few trees were all he needed to construct a
painting. Rousseau, however, may have had Corot in mind, as in Ville d’Avray,
The Cabassud Houses (fig. 1).
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27 The Mill at Alfort

Before 1905

14'% x 17'2" (36.8 x 44.5 cm)
Signed lower left: Henri Rousseau
JB 20; DV 165A

Private collection

The Mill at Alfort is another landscape of the Paris suburbs showing a stretch of
water, varied foliage, and several charmless buildings. The conventional but
craftsmanlike layout probably derived from a postcard, which has also been
used in a hasty sketch of the same subject (DV 165B, private collection; see Le
Pichon, p. 121).

As in The Chair Factory (pl. 18), which depicts a crossroads in the Paris
suburbs (Alfortville), Rousseau here deploys the regular slope of the various
roofs in such a way as to suggest depth. The forms and colors stand out against
the mass of greenery in which he has set them, lending animation to his
composition. The lines of perspective converge toward a single point, following
handbook principles that Rousseau was rarely to apply so faithfully. The device
of painting a clearly legible sign on a building is used in several other suburban
views, including The Chair Factory.

Works such as this, in which Rousseau conquers or circumvents technical
difficulties created by his lack of training, shares something of the spirit of the
Barbizon painters and their followers, whose works filled the Salons in
his day.
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28 The Wedding

1904—-05

Oil on canvas

64% x 447" (163 x 114 cm)

Signed lower right: Henri Julien Rousseau

JB 27; DV 167

Musée de |'Orangerie, Paris, Collection Jean Walter—Paul Guillaume

This picture, although one of the most famous of Rousseau’s works, is almost
never mentioned in the abundant literature on his sources and working meth-
ods. Neither the identity of the subjects, obviously portraits, nor the photograph
from which, from all the evidence, Rousseau derived his inspiration has been
uncovered.

The composition is one of Rousseau’s most ambitious: a large-scale group
portrait in which the faces are all fully individualized, the species of trees clearly
differentiated. As in Old Junier’s Cart(pl. 39), adog resembling a cutout figure is
placed in the foreground. The force lines in the composition form the shape of a
Saint Andrew’s cross, the center of which falls precisely at the tie in the bride’s
sash. The schema is approximately the same as, although more static than, that
of The Football Players (pl. 45). Through their placement and the decreasing
width of their trunks and leaves, the trees suggest a kind of perspective, as
though Rousseau were attempting to dissociate himself from the painted back-
cloths traditionally employed by photographers in group portraits. By contrast,
the motionless subjects are all on the same plane, their outlines flat and without
depth, in an arrangement that brings to mind Manet’s The Balcony, which,
thanks to the Caillebotte bequest, had been hanging in the Musée du Luxem-
bourg since 1896 and was then known to Rousseau. The dog in the foreground
also figures in Manet’s picture. X-rays have revealed several important repaint-
ings: some faces are turned toward the bride; the dress of the grandmother, at
right, once extended down to the dog; and the bride’s veil was painted over the
other figures once they had been finished. Such a procedure—neglecting to
provide for elements that are later to be added to a picture—is typical of the
working methods of an artist with little academic experience. Some have
identified the man on the right in the second row as Rousseau himself,

Fig. 1.

Dagnon-Bouveret.

The Wedding Party at the Photographer's
(detail)

Musée des Beaux-Arts, Lyons
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29 Eve

c. 1905-07

Oil on canvas

24 x 18" (61 x 46 cm)

Signed lower right: Henri Rousseau
JB180; DV 164

Kunsthalle, Hamburg

The first impression is one of clumsiness or, at the least, a certain awkwardness
in the treatment of the nude. It is a theme Rousseau rarely dared undertake,
even though the Salons to which he was an assiduous visitor were filled with
nudes, the pretext for which was in those days provided by mythology, allegory,
or the Bible. Eve’s body with its heavy contours is roughly drawn. Rousseau
placed her in the very center of the canvas, probably with the help of a
plumbline, and attempted to suggest contours and depth through the use of
shading and halftones,

Once again Rousseau demonstrates more invention than métier, and he is
more at ease in his treatment of the foliage, where, unlike his anatomical
renderings, the deformation is more easily viewed as intentional, a stylization.
The extremely varied vegetation is akin to that in other Jungle paintings,and, at
the top of the picture, there is a reddening sky. The same red had been used for
the fruits that grow on a tree that has leaves totally unlike those of any apple
tree. A pink and blue serpent twined around the trunk holds in its mouth the
fruit of temptation.

The picture has countless forerunners, and there is no lack of analogies.
Le Pichon compares it to The Charmer (fig. 1), a painting by Alexandre-Jacques
Chantron (1842—1918), a pupil of Bouguereau; the Charmer was shown at the
1898 Salon and reproduced in Panorama—Salon, 1899 The female figure in that
picture is holding a palm branch in her left hand and the serpent is entwined
around her right wrist. Although there are many direct iconographic analogies
between Chantron’s painting and this work of Rousseau’s, their significance is
clearly different, and a comparison of the Chantron with the Douanier’s Snake
Charmer (pl. 39) would seem more apt. The present picture would seem to be
another of those works in which the same set of partners can be brought
together for antithetical iconographic purposes. Rousseau, familiar with the
usual depictions of events in the Bible, here shows us sacred history’s first
woman on the verge of succumbing to sin, faced with the evil, tempting
serpent—the antithesis of Chantron’s Charmer, who is a pagan, sensual savage
taming serpents devoid of hostility or guilty meaning. We might also compare
Eve to Happy Quartet (pl. 22), which represents a family in the Golden Age
surrounded by beneficent nature.
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30 Jungle with Lion

1904—-10 (?)

Oil on canvas

15Va x 18Y2" (38.7 x 46.8 cm)
Signed lower left: H. Rousseau
JB 145; DV 163

Private collection, New York

This painting is one of the rare Jungles in a small format. It contains only one
animal, which resembles a panther as well as a lion, and is probably derived from
a photograph or book illustration. The vegetation is laid out in horizontal planes
with a certain dryness, whereas the long grasses in the foreground are given
some animation.

D. Vallier considers this picture a study that should be dated earlier than
the large Jungles of 1905—10. S. Leonard suggests it may be the Forest Scene
(no. 88) of the Second Post-lmpressionist Exhibition held at the Grafton Gallery
London in 1912—the first occasion on which Rousseau was exhibited in
England—and that Arthur B. Davies and Walt Kuhn had tried to borrow it for
the Armory Show, New York, in 1913.
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31 The Hungry Lion

1905

Oil on canvas

79% x 118%" (201.5 x 301.5 cm)
Signed lower right: Henri Rousseau
JB 26; DV 172

Private collection

“The hungry lion, throwing himself upon the antelope, devours him; the
panther stands by awaiting the moment when he, too, can claim his share. Birds
of prey have ripped out pieces of flesh from the poor animal that sheds a tear!”
—Rousseau (pamphlet for the Salon d’Automne, 1905)

This picture, therefore, tells a story, with characters like those in an
illustration in a picture book, whereas the story in the other Jungle paintings is
merely combat, usually without any hint of the outcome. This was Rousseau’s
largest picture to date; its size would only be equaled by that of The Dream (pl.
66). Perhaps he felt that this outsized format also called for the presence of many
actors; indeed, it is unlikely that an explosion of plants alone would have
enlivened such a large surface.

Here Rousseau has used his whole repertory of effects in a cleverly laid-
out composition for which no preliminary sketches exist. The principal group is
inspired by stuffed and mounted animals he could have seen in the Paris
Museum of Natural History (see Y. Le Pichon, Les Peintres du bonheur, Paris,
1983, p. 130). He has placed the lion at the focal point of the composition, while
the other animals—the panther, two birds, and a kind of misshapen bear (which
can be made out vaguely in the foliage at the left)—are placed on the arc of a
circle at whose highest point a lurid sun emerges mysteriously from a back-
ground of clouds or mountains.

As in the other Jungle paintings, the vegetation is extremely varied and
set on a single plane, like a tapestry background, a similarity that contemporary
critics did not fail to note. What is unusual here is the presence of grasses in the
foreground, the glimpse of sky showing through the trees, and the insertion of
brownish autumn leaves amidst the dense foliage (perhaps to suggest the name
of the Salon for which the picture was undoubtedly painted).

Rousseau rarely—as he does here—imputed cruelty to the lion, most
often depicting it in its stereotypical role as the serene “King of Beasts.” Lions
even appear in his urban scenes (Liberty Inviting Artists to Take Part in the
Twenty-second Exhibition of the Société des Artistes Indépendants, pl. 32, and
Representatives of Foreign Powers Arriving to Hail the Republic as a Sign of

Peace, pl. 35). Here he carefully absolves it, however, by stating that it is hungry
and that the birds had been the first to attack the antelope. “Above the lion that
Rousseau never saw in Mexico, where there are none, is the owl from the Jardin
des Plantes, ancient symbol of the demonic” (A. Malraux, Les Voix du silence, p.
507).
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Fig. 1.

“Le Salon d’Automne,”
L'llustration, no. 3271
(November 4, 1905), p. 294

Because of its size—and perhaps because of its subject—this picture did
not go unnoticed. For several years the critics had been paying attention to
Rousseau. Some were gradually becoming sympathetic, while others, even
though they did not like his work, were aware of his originality. Furetiéres wrote,
for example: “Monsieur Rousseau, the respectable retired customs man,
occupies his leisure time by painting. And here he is, with all his naiveté, his
outlook derived from the Japanese masters, on his way to becoming a deco-
rator” (Le Soleil). The same idea was expressed by Thiébault-Sisson, the critic
and close friend of the elderly Claude Monet: “It is an enlarged Persian mini-
ature transformed into a vast stage setting, not, indeed, without merit” (Le
Temps). However, Gustave Geffroy, another great friend of Monet’s, does not
appear to have understood Rousseau’s work when he wrote: “l cannot bring
myself to comment on the pitiful foliage and the poor story of the Lion and the
Antelope of Monsieur Rousseau, hung, with questionable humor, in the place of
honor close to Ingres” (“Le Salon d’Automne,” Le Journal, October 17, 1905). As
for Louis Vauxcelles, he noted: “Monsieur Rousseau has the rigid mentality of
the Byzantine mosaicists, the tapestry-makers of Bayeux; it's a pity that his
technique is not equal to his candor. His frieze is far from negligible; | will agree
that the antelope in the foreground of his picture should not have been given a
cod’s snout, but the red sun and the bird set amongst the leaves bear witness to
a rare decorative ingenuity” (Gil Blas, October 1905).

Was it the presence of this huge picture in the 1905 Salon d’Automne that
led Louis Vauxcelles to coin his famous mot, “Donatello among the wild beasts”
(“Donatello parmi les fauves”), that gave Fauvism its name? We know that it was
inspired in part by the proximity of the paintings of Matisse and his friends to the
Quattrocento-style bust of Albert Marque; there is virtually nothing, however,
to indicate that Rousseau's canvas was in the same room. Vauxcelles’s text
preceded the appearance of the double-page spread reproducing Rousseau’s
picture in L'lllustration (fig. 1), where it was accompanied by “non-Fauvists”
such as Cézanne, Vuillard, Alcide Le Beau, and Guérin; whereas The Hungry
Lion could have played a small part in suggesting the term “Fauve” to Vaux-
celles, the sobriquet could have been justified only by the high color present in
the art of Matisse and his friends.
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32 Liberty Inviting Artists to Take Part in the Twenty-second Exhibition of the

Société des Artistes Indépendants

1906

Oil on canvas

68% x 461" (175 x 118 cm)

Signed lower left: Henri Rousseau

JB 29; DV 185

National Museum of Modern Art, Tokyo

O glorious painter of the Republican soul
Thy name is the banner of proud Independents
—Apollinaire

This picture is one of the most accomplished demonstrations of the free associa-
tion of the real with the imaginary in Rousseau’s art: starting with observed or
borrowed elements, he manipulates them to realize his private vision.

Without the Salon des Indépendants—which had been created in 1884 to
enable those artists who were turned away from the official Salons freely to
show their works—Rousseau would never have been seen by the public, noris it
likely that his work would ever have developed. We can therefore understand
his desire to pay tribute to an institution to which he felt indebted. Rousseau
depicts the contributors to the Salon (we note several women) and suggests
their numbers. Some are holding their works under their arms: others, as did
Rousseau himself on many occasions, carry them in a handcart or wagonette;
they are converging on the wide-open entrance to the Salon, whose bright color
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acts as a kind of magnet. In the foreground two characters, one bearded and the Exhibitions
other very tall (Signac?), are chatting. The only significant exceptions to this f;‘;;lgofd‘ﬁ:ji’%f%';’ﬁfﬂ;“;:i?ﬁ‘g’l":ﬁk
regularity are a soldier and a man with a child who seem to be turning away 44; New York, 1963, no. 43; Paris, 1964, no. 16
toward the left. The trees and glassed-in building suggest the City of Paris
hothouses on the Champs-Elysées where the Salon des Indépendants was then
held. The scene is enlivened by flags with the colors of France and the City of
Paris, whose pennant was also to be found on the cover of the Salon catalogue.
To these Rousseau has added other flags, both real (the United States, Great
Britain) and imaginary.
The canvas is clearly laid out according to the Golden Section, and in the
sky that fills the majority of the space, there soars the allegorical figure of Liberty
who, with her trumpet, looks more like the traditional figure of Fame. Rousseau
has drawn inspiration from a stereotype in classical sculpture (fig. 1) and for that
matter has given a similar attitude to the figure of War (pl. 9).
At the bottom center is a lion, obviously drawn from Bartholdi’s Lion of
"1 Belfort, or, more precisely, from the reproduction located at the Place Denfert-
! Rochereau in Paris (fig. 2). Both the statue and the name of the Place, which
; commemorate respectively the Siege of Belfort in 1870—71 during the Franco-
‘ Prussian War and the colonel who defended that town, have a national signifi-

cance to which Rousseau would hardly have been indifferent. The lion, here a
symbol of courage and the spirit of independence, not of cruelty, is holding
between his paws a rather eclectic list of Salon contributors: “Men such as Les
| Valton, Signac, Carriere, Willette, Luce, Seurat, Ortiz, Pissarro, Jaudin, Henri
Y Rousseau, etc., etc., are thy emulators.”
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33 The Merry Jesters

c. 1906

Oil on canvas

57% x 44%" (145.8 x 113.4 cm)

Signed lower left: Henri Julien Rousseau

JB179; DV 180

Philadelphia Museum of Art, the Louise and Walter Arensberg Collection
New York exhibition only

This picture instantly poses conundrums. What is the explanation for the
overturned milk or baby’s-feeding bottle, the gardening tool or back-scratcher,
and the animals placed with such meticulous care, staring out at the viewer as if
posing for their photographs? All of these clues, along with the title chosen by
Rousseau, suggest the dénouement of some tragi-comic episode, the tale of a
kidnapped child or errant animal trainer. Turning from the depiction of wild
beasts in combat, Rousseau is probably introducing a bit of humor here, moving
toward the unexpected and perhaps the absurd. The manner in which the
plants open out, the stage lighting, and the anthropomorphism of the faces all
suggest that Rousseau represents the end of a pantomime.

Once again, however, the fantastic inventiveness is locked into a rigid
format that extends out from a central axis to cover every surface; thus the bird
perched in the tree is exactly balanced by the branch of white foxglove on the
left, the only flower depicted. The greenery in this picture is especially opaque,
and the sky can be glimpsed only at the very top of the canvas. The viewer is
stopped by the animals, grimacing or laughing, but also by the wall of vegetation
that forms such an impenetrable curtain. In its precise placement and density,
the greenery is not unlike Cézanne's most intense undergrowths, several of
which had been shown in Salons in previous years. Although Cézanne’s concern
for the expression of volume and space was foreign to Rousseau, he shared
Cezanne’s sense of harmony between adjacent tonalities; this picture is still
almost monochromatic, as was The Hungry Lion, but the greens are more
nuanced and the areas of color somewhat more numerous.

The ambiguous and even unsettling character of this picture was clearly
described by Philippe Soupault. Unlike André Breton, his associate in the
Surrealist movement, Soupault took note of the Douanier’s work at a very early
stage, recognizing its affinities with his own interests:

In spite of the oddness of the situation The Merry Jesters is not amusing,
even less astonishing; it leaves, however, a unique impression of
freshness....

The deep forest all around the merry and agile quadrumanes is full of
sounds and harbors within its vines the lives of innumerable insects and
huge wild beasts; we can hear the twittering of birds, the hissing of
serpents, the cry of some wounded animal; and some even more disturb-
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ing sounds raise through the mass of the flora a drawn-out echo like the
sound of a bell on the sea.

Terror, perched among the entwined branches, crouched in the tall grass,
hides among the tree trunks and spreads across a sky heavy with the dark
glow that announces the arrival of twilight and night (Soupault, Les
Feuilles libres, August-September 1922).

Fig. 1.
Rousseau. Exotic Landscape. 1909
| National Gallery of Art, Washington, D.C.
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34 Child with Doll

c. 1904-05

Oil on canvas

26%: x 10%2" (67 x 52 cm)

Signed lower right: H. J. Rousseau
JB169; DV 207

Musée de I'Orangerie, Paris

Collection Jean Walter—Paul Guillaume

This child, like so many of Rousseau's subjects, is posed facing straight ahead.
The same frontalism, the same planar reductions (Rousseau had studied
Gauguin) can be found in the face, collar, and the doll and daisy the child holds.
The regularity of the white polka dots on the dress destroys any attempt at
modeling, as it also did in the case of Bonnard’s subjects at the height of the Nabi
period (Le corsage a carreaux, 1892, Musée d’Orsay, Paris, Palais de Tokyo).

Rousseau always had great difficulty in placing his subjects on the
ground. Dora Vallier, however, notes some progress here compared to the
Enfant aux rochers (DV 86) in the National Gallery of Art, Washington, D.C. The
child’s legs appear to be stuck into a carpet of grass strewn with tiny flowers that
are reminiscent of the late medieval tapestries with which Rousseau was
familiar. The decreasing size of these white, red, and black flowers, along with
the gradual shading of the increasingly darker green, suggests distance and
perspective. The important use of the color red is rare in Rousseau’s work, and is
even totally absent from some of his canvases.

The features are treated with a clumsy care. They are the same, albeit a
bit older, as those of the model in Child with Puppet (pl. 25), which Dora Vallier
has suggested can be identified with a picture shown at the 1903 Salon des
Indépendants. If such is the case, the present picture can be dated c. 1904—05.
We know only four portraits of children by Rousseau. In addition to the three
already mentioned, he painted a seated baby (fig. 1).
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35 Representatives of Foreign Powers Arriving to Hail the Republic as a

Sign of Peace

1907

Oil on canvas

51% x 63%" (130 x 161 cm)

Signed and dated lower right: Henri J. Rousseau 1907
JB171; DV 194

Musée du Louvre, Paris, Picasso Bequest

Even if Rousseau was inspired by photographs of official ceremonies, this scene
is imaginary and the Heads of State assembled here (identified below) never
found themselves together in Paris at the same time.

Rousseau was already an adult when the Second Empire came to an end;
he lived through the Commune and the difficult birth of the Third Republic;
according to Certigny, he had become interested in politics; here, he pays
tribute not so much to country or nation as to the Republic, as is clearly indicated
by the mottoes around the border (Paix, Travail, Liberté, Fraternité) and by the
figure wearing the Phrygian cap of the Revolution. The “foreign powers” (most
of which were monarchies at the time) had snubbed the young Republic for
some time, and its reacceptance in the “concert of nations” was a gradual
process. The allegorical character of the scene, suggesting lengthy political and
diplomatic maneuvers, is clearly indicated by the simultaneous presence of six
Presidents of the Republic.

Rousseau did not confine himself solely to friends and allies of France; he
included, among others, both Kaiser Wilhelm Il of Germany and Emperor Franz-
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The following figures can be identified:

A Scotsman

Edward VI, King of England (1901-10)

The Republic

President Armand Falliéres (1906-13)
President Sadi Carnot (1887-94)

President Emile Loubet (1899-1906)
President Jules Grévy (1879—87)

President Félix Faure (1895-99)

President Casimir-Périer (1894—95)

10, Nicholas 11, Czar of Russia (1894—1917)

11, Peter I, King of Serbia (1903-18)

12. Franz-Joseph, Emperor of Austria (1848—1916)
13. Kaiser Wilhelm Il of Germany (1888—1918)
14. George |, King of Greece (1863-1913)

15. Leopold 11, King of Belgium (1865-1909)

16. Menelik |1, Emperor of Ethiopia (1889—1910)
17. Muzaffar-ed-Din, Shah of Persia (1896—1907)
18. Victor Emmanuel I, King of Italy (1900-46)
19. Madagascar

20. Equatorial Africa personifications of the
21. Indochina French colonies
22. North Africa
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Joseph of Austria. Rousseau also wanted to celebrate France’s peaceful inten-
tions: each personage bears an olive branch in his hand. The flags too give the
celebration an international flavor and significance: above the reviewing stand
the French flag is flanked by those of the United States, Great Britain, and the
colors of the City of Paris; elsewhere—intermingled with imaginary con-
coctions—can be seen the flags of Belgium, Italy, Japan, and others. As for the
smaller dancing figures, the blacks and the Annamites, they recall France's
colonial role.

Are the houses hung with bunting and the monument on the right there
only to suggest the public nature of the ceremony? Y. Le Pichon has identified
the statue as that of French freethinker Etienne Dolet (1509—1546). Guilbert’s
statue had been erected in 1889 on the boulevard Saint-Germain, Paris, near the
place Maubert where Dolet had been burned at the stake. We can make out the
haut-relief representing The City of Paris Protecting Freedom of Thought. The
statue was torn down during the Occupation. Did Rousseau, a devoted Left
Bank fldneur, choose it solely because he liked its appearance, because he
owned a postcard of it, or because, two years after the passage of the law on the
separation of Church and State, he wanted to refer to the religious controversies
of the Third Republic?

The vivacity and diversity of the colors used to depict the uniforms,
medals, and sashes and the contrast between the stiff official personalities and
the dancing figures all give this canvas a lively character that is for the most part
absent from the Hundred Years of Independence (1892, DV 54) and La Carmag-
nole (1898, DV 64), two other canvases in which he expressed his republican and
patriotic feelings.

Laboratory tests reveal that Rousseau laid out his composition before-
hand with ruled lines, and later overpainted it many times. He had sketched in
other heads that he eventually wiped out, but he painted in the black wearing a
loincloth over other figures he had already put in. Similarly, the reviewing stand
was painted on top of the sky.

The picture was a great success at the 1907 Salon des Indépendants, as
Rousseau himself recounts: “1 could not get out of the hall there were so many
people who came up to shake my hand, who crowded around me to congratu-
late me. And do you know why? It is because it was just at the time of the Hague
Conference, and yet that hadn't even entered my mind” (interview with A,
Alexandre, Comoedia, March 19, 1910). Rousseau was obviously sincere, since
the Salon des Indépendants had opened March 20 and submissions would have
been accepted several weeks before that: the second International Conference
on the Settlement of International Disputes at The Hague, convened at the
urging of the United States President Theodore Roosevelt, was held from
June 15 to October 18, 1907.
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36 The Snake Charmer

1907

Oil on canvas

66%2 x 74%" (169 x 189 cm)

Signed and dated lower right: Henri Julien Rousseau 1907

JB 34; DV 200

Musée d'Orsay, on loan to the Musée National d'Art Moderne, Paris

Although it is easy to recognize elements of this picture in other compositions,
their special presence and combination here contribute to this canvas’s excep-
tional quality. This is one of the few jungle paintings in which the figure is not
reduced to the proportion of a figurine. It is also, aside from The Flamingos (pl.
37), the only one that depicts fresh water, whether river or spring. Exceptionally,
man and animals live peacefully together. Equally unusual are the plausible
dimensions and proportions of the plant life. Everything, including the very
large format, points to Rousseau’s desire to realize an ambitious, well thought-
out work.

According to Sonia Delaunay, the inspiration for the painting was
provided by the elder Madame Delaunay, to whose home her son Robert had
brought Rousseau. From a trip to the Indies, she had brought back exotic tales
she recounted to visitors to her Paris apartment on the avenue de I’Alma (today
the avenue George V). The apartment was filled with plants: Rousseau’s
recollection of the varieties to be found there was perhaps superimposed on the
tropical flora at which he was already an expert. Robert, in his desire to assist the
elderly painter he so admired, suggested that his mother commission a painting
from him.

Whatever its actual historical inspiration, the painting has gone beyond
mere anecdote to become part of the rich Occidental tradition of myth, that of
the Earthly Paradise, Orpheus, and the noble savage. Although even older
sources can be found, the second half of the nineteenth century furnishes a
superabundance of illustrations for such themes in literature of every type
including travel narratives found in popular illustrated books and periodicals.
The specific borrowings for this or that detail in the end have less significance
than The Snake Charmer’s kinship with representations of an exotic and mar-
velous world suggesting vast distances in space as well as time. In those days of
explorations, colonial expeditions, and intensive spread of religious missionary
activity, the image of the savage, the creature to be “civilized” but in whom one
could still nostalgically discover a kind of “innocence,” is an ambiguous one, both
in Snake Charmer and in the work of Rousseau’s exact contemporary, Gauguin,
who was entranced by the South Sea’s mystery. True, his fauna (horses, dogs,
pigs, peacocks) are domesticated; yet in Gauguin's works and in The Snake
Charmer, the character submerged in tropical flora has a significance that is
more incantatory than anecdotal. Rousseau could not help but have been aware
of Gauguin’'s paintings, which were to be seen in the Parisian Salons, and here,
as elsewhere, he reveals that he was more sensitive to them than is generally
supposed.
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As we have noted, many of Rousseau’s canvases can be grouped in
contrasting or complementary pairs. As it happens The Snake Charmer and War
(pl. 9), two pictures whose features are in sharp contrast, hang today in the same
museum: the peaceful black woman surrounded by the animals she has tamed
is the antithesis of the white-robed woman, the bearer of death, surrounded by
malevolent beasts. In Snake Charmer the static composition of large masses and
strong verticals contrasts with that of War. with its dynamic play of floating
forms. Here, pale blue and the green of hope are almost the only colors, with the
exception of the whitish star—sun or moon—which is completely lacking in
red. There is no red at all in the canvas, either in the sky or in any of the flowers;
in War, red and black, the colors of blood and death, predominate. Is it merely
happenstance that these colors—along with white—are also the colors of the
flag of the hereditary enemy, the German Empire?

Upon the death of the elder Madame Delaunay, the picture came into the
possession of Robert and Sonia Delaunay and remained part of their collection
until 1922, when they were forced to sell it. Robert Delaunay, well aware of the
exceptional importance of the work, whose provenance gave it sentimental
value, offered it to Jacques Doucet on the condition that he leave it to the Musée
du Louvre at his death (M. Hoog, 1965, p. 32). The arrangement was made by
André Breton, who was serving at the time as Doucet’s adviser; it was embod-
ied in a written agreement the text of which was recently published by Francois
Chapon:

| acknowledge having purchased from Monsieur Robert Delaunay his
picture by Rousseau entitled The Snake Charmer for the sum of 50,000
francs, which I shall pay to him in five monthly installments of 10,000
francs each, beginning on June 15, 1922, and month by month thereafter,
the last payment falling on October 15, 1922.

The picture will remain in the possession of Monsieur Delaunay until
payment is completed.

I shall assume the expense of having the picture insured.

I also undertake to bequeath this picture to the Musée du Louvre and,
during my lifetime, [ further undertake to obtain an assurance thatsuch a
bequest will be accepted.
Paris, May 9, 1922
Jacques Doucet

(Frangois Chapon, Mystéres et splendeurs de Jacques Doucet, Paris, 1984, p.
283.)

In a highly unusual procedure, Doucet began in 1925 to petition the
national museums to agree to accept this bequest in advance; the request was
acceded to in June-July 1925. However, the national museums did not take
possession of the work until 1935, several years after Jacques Doucet’s death in
1929, since Madame Doucet had wanted to keep the picture in her possession
along with Seurat’s sketch for Circus (1890-91), which Doucet had also
bequeathed to the Louvre.
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37 The Flamingos

c. 1907

Oil on canvas

447% x 644" (114 x 163.3 cm)
Signed lower left: Henri Rousseau
JB 185; DV 196

Private collection

In the Douanier Rousseau’s harsh, severe world, this picture is a graceful
exception. It is one of the rare pictures of an exotic locale with a body of water.
The flamingos, whose shapes were derived from the picture book Bétes Sau-
vages, stand out against the water upon which float flowers of unbelievable
dimensions. A similar exaggeration in the depiction of plant life can be found
elsewhere, but here the proximity of the birds makes it especially obvious. These
are dream flowers, emerging from the water like human apparitions, their petals
shaped like lips or mouths.

Here we have a further example of the great cohesion of Rousseau’s craft,
in which he intuitively applied Poussin’s theory of modes. This vision of an
“impassable river” in which imaginary flora grow, this wild but, for once,
nondiscordant nature, is recreated in delicate, almost limpid colors. There is no
red, save for the flamingos’ legs; there is a small, pale sun. The workmanship is
careful; there is very little evidence of overpainting.

The picture has a distant relationship with the exotic works of Franz Post,
a seventeenth-century Dutch master from whom Rousseau could have drawn
inspiration. Franz Post (1612—1680) had visited Brazil with Maurice of Nassau
from 1637 to 1644. He brought back with him many landscape paintings and
drawings; a series of these was presented to Louis XIV by Maurice of Nassau in
1678. This collection was later dispersed, but during the Douanier’s lifetime,
eight pictures by Post were exhibited at the Musée de |a Marine in Paris (see the
catalogue of the exhibition L’Amérique vu par I'Europe, Grand Palais, Paris,
1976, no. 76). The similarities to Franz Post were noted earlier, at the height of
the Surrealist period, by J. Combe, “Un Douanier Rousseau au XVlle siecle:
Franz Post (1612—1680)," L’Amour de I'art, December 1931.
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38 Village near a Factory

1907—-08

Qil on canvas

12% x 16" (32.4 x 40.6 cm)

Signed lower right: Henri Rousseau
JB 147; DV 206

Private collection

New York exhibition only

Within the tiny rectangle of this canvas, Rousseau presents a world complete
unto itself. Although Rousseau’s art reflects the nineteenth century’s interest in
landscape painting, its style recalls that of the Gothic manuscript illustrators and
panel painters. In this miniature painting of domestic life, which is both rural and
urban, half-way between symbol and fact, Rousseau gives us a modern version
of the pleasant earthly life in nature found in calendar illustration of the late
Middle Ages.

This scene of a laundress at work in a landscape of unruffled harmony
between man and nature is a slice of time arrested and thus eternalized. Fixed,
the moment becomes the symbol of time present, past, and future in the eternal
order of a domesticated world that never dreams of an apocalypse. While, as
usual, faithfully adhering to the use of local color, Rousseau stylizes the elements
of this picture within a formal organization that is “analogous in integrity and
inevitability to the formal organizations in nature, but with resemblances to
such natural forms only a secondary consideration” (J. J. Sweeney, p. 10). In this
regard, despite its almost polar disparity of brushwork, Rousseau’s painting
shares with Seurat’s what Fénéon called the “neo-impressionist endeavor” in
which “objective reality is...a simple theme for the creation of a higher and
sublimated reality into which their [neo-Impressionists’] personalities are trans-
fused” (cited in J. Rewald, p. 99).

Like Seurat, whose landscape scenes of quotidian life convey a sense of
time suspended, Rousseau was a meticulous composer of his paintings, and
many of his strategies of picture-making find parallels in the pointillist work of
his neo-lmpressionist peer. The structure of Village near a Factory is, as was
often so in Seurat, almost rigidly geometrical, based on a system of verticals and
horizontals that meet at right angles, and is diversified by shorter diagonals and
clusters of curved forms. Shapes are presented parallel with the picture plane,
frontally or in profile, and their contours are repeated in rhythmic formal
analogies in a flattened and inconsistently illumined space, in which masses of
light and dark are arranged to set off or frame each other.

Rousseau’s landscapes are, however, far less austere then Seurat’s and
are expressive of that naiveté with which the Douanier was blessed and which
he nurtured in the cultivation of his style. The engaging, almost endearing
quality of Village near a Factory results in part from the directness and apparent
whimsicality with which the forms are made to comment on one another. The
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slate-gray water’s “mansard” slope is picked up exactly by the similarly gray roof
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of the house at the right and is echoed variously in the red roofs of the other
buildings, culminating in the gray roof atop the stack of Gotbhically piled-up
dwellings at the left. The jetty or quay at the left repeats in larger format the
variants in negative image of the water’s form at play in the shapes of the houses
themselves. The colors and curves of the woman’s figure are emphasized by the
colors and rounded forms of the two boats, while the assertive chimney at the
right balances the weight of clustered figuration at the left. There is a disarming
playfulness in the way the chimney is fancifully echoed in the tiny figures
standing on the jetty at left, as there is in the staccato notes of the laundry on
the line at right, which reverberates the squares of white on either side of the
chimney.

Village near a Factory has the exquisiteness of enamel painting, and its
spirit recalls Andre Salmon’s verdict on Rousseau: “He is immortally clad in that
fresh innocence that characterizes medieval poetry.”
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39 Old Junier’s Cart

1908

Oil on canvas

38Y%a x 507" (97 x 129 cm)

Signed and dated lower left: Henri J. Rousseau 1908

JB42; DV 212

Musée de I'Orangerie, Paris, Collection Jean Walter—Paul Guillaume

Here we have evidence of one of those neighborly friendships we know played
such a large role in Rousseau’s life. Claude Junier (once thought to be Juniet)
owned and operated, with his wife Anna, a grocer’s shop on rue Vercingétorix
(no. 74), where it intersected with rue Perrel, on which Rousseau lived. The
neighbors became friends and, in 1908, Rousseau painted a family portrait,
probably at their request. We see, in the front seat of the cart, Claude Junier and
Rousseau himself and, behind them, Madame Junier with her niece on the
right and her nephew’s child on her lap.

Claude Junier, who was also a horse trainer, was especially proud of his
white mare, Rosa. We note also the three dogs. Such a wealth of domestic
animals is a rarity in Rousseau’s work.

This picture is one of those for which Rousseau’s photographic sources
are known. Two photographs have often been reproduced (most recently by
Yann Le Pichon, 1981, p. 58). One of them, bearing traces of paint, belonged to
Robert Delaunay (fig. 1); the other is in the J. J. Sweeney collection; a third
(fig. 2) was previously printed in a private publication (A. Labrosse, 1961) and in
the Catalogue of the Musée de I'Orangerie Paris (1984, no. 110). All three
photographs were taken without moving either the cart or the camera. Similarly
the mare retains the same position in all three; on the other hand, the people
and the dogs have changed position in each one.

These photographs provided Rousseau with a schema that he could fill in
as he wished (Dora Vallier believes that he also used a pantograph). Thus, he
suppressed the tree that appears in the photograph behind the horse’s head and
rearranged most of the greenery. As for the humans, they are portrayed in poses
that do not correspond to any of the three known photographs. It is possible that
there were others, or that Rousseau just arranged the scene to suit his taste.
Although the people are stiffly grouped, the overall composition is unusually
open. The most important lines lie on the vertical and horizontal axes.

According to the valuable testimony of Max Weber (quoted by Daniel
Catton Rich, 1946, p. 52), who saw the picture when it was in progress, the last
portion Rousseau painted was the area underneath the cart, where he planned
to put the black dog. “When Weber asked him if he didn’t think that, in view of
the space available, the dog might not be too large, Rousseau looked at his
canvas thoughtfully and replied that that was the way it had to be.”

D. Vallier goes on to observe that Rousseau commits his greatest “error”
in perspective, “the misplaced spokes and hub of the wheel,” in the area hidden
by the dog in Delaunay’s photograph. There are several other areas where
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traditional perspective goes awry, for example, in his positioning of the human
subjects in the body of the cart, where they are carefully posed facing front, as in
The Wedding (pl. 28). On the other hand, Rousseau alluded to depth perspective
by means of the edge of the sidewalk and the paved gutter cutting diagonally
across the lower part of the composition.

Fig. 1.
The Junier Family. Photograph taken by Anna Junier, 1908.
Used by Rousseau, it still bears traces of paint

ey

Fig. 2.
Photograph (retouched) by Anna Junier
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The Banks of the Oise

c. 1908

QOil on canvas

18Ya x 22" (46.2 x 56 cm)
Signed lower left: H. Rousseau
JB 159; DV 173

Smith College Museum of Art, Northampton, Massachusetts, Purchase, 1939

Far from the birds, the flocks, the village life,
At"nidst the tender hazel copses

‘;a;\a;hat could [ not quaff from the young Oise?
Loin des oiseaux, des troupeaux, des villageoises,
;E.r::tourée de tendre bois de noisetiers,

Que pouvais-je boire dans cette jeune Oise?
Rimbaud

Among Rousseau'’s landscapes of the lle de France, there are few in which the
decor consists solely of vegetation. Rousseau has a repertory of stereotyped
objects (including trees, buildings, clouds) which he arranges and juxtaposes
according to whim, but always differently. Often he adds one or two unusual
elements, in this instance the haystacks (perhaps an unconscious homage to
Claude Monet) and the two sailboats whose hulls and curved sails remind us of
the boats Rousseau could have seen in Signac’s paintings (for example, Sloops
under Sail Entering the Harbor at Concarneau, fig. 1, exhibited at the 1892 Salon
des Indépendants). The hull, sail, and pennon make up the French flag, whose
three colors seem to have flowed naturally from his brush. The curves of the
river's banks, echoed in the supple outline of the trees and the mountainlike
clouds, introduce life and dynamism into this somewhat somber nature scene.

We have retained the traditional title of this picture, which goes back as
far as Wilhelm Uhde (1921). It is likely that this is the picture mentioned in a 1908
letter from Rousseau to Max Weber (see S. Leonard, pp. 82-83). Whether
sketched from nature or not, this graceful landscape is one of the rare instances
of an escape by Rousseau to the more countrified suburbs and river that had so
inspired the Impressionists thirty years earlier.
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41 View of the Bridge of Sévres

1908

Qil on canvas

317 x 39%%" (81 x 100 cm)

Signed and dated lower left: Henri Rousseau 1908
JB197; DV 215A

Pushkin State Museum of Fine Arts, Moscow

Rousseau has somewhat “rearranged” the landscape of Sévres and the hill of
Saint Cloud near Paris to suit his own taste and has come up with a composition
in which the elements are particularly well balanced. Rousseau often used a
bridge to hold his composition together. Here, the trees, houses, boats, and
various buildings are placed with considerable ease and felicity. The picture,
with The Chair Factory (pl. 18), is the largest suburban landscape extant. Here
Rousseau manipulates the red hues of the autumn foliage and also—which is
even more rare—the nuances and reflections in the water.

Present in the sky are representations of three vehicles for “violating the
virgin azure”: a balloon, a dirigible, and an airplane. Rousseau is paying tribute
to progress, whose achievements he was one of the first bold enough to include
in his pictures (Eiffel Tower, factory smokestacks, metal bridges, and, here,
airships). Newspapers of the period were full of enthusiastic accounts of the
“pioneers of aviation” and their “conquest of the air” Robert Delaunay, in his
Homage to Blériot (Kunstmuseum, Basel) and Astra (Musée d’Art Moderne de
la Ville de Paris), and Roger de La Fresnaye, in The Conquest of the Air (The
Museum of Modern Art, New York), working shortly after Rousseau and
probably following his example, also glorified the first aviators.

Rousseau’s aircraft are taken directly from detailed pictures and have
none of the premonitory and malevolent character of the products of the
imagination of Jules Verne and his illustrators (Robur le Conquérant, 1886; Le
Maitre du Monde, 1904). Representations of balloons, whether real or imagined,
were far from rare prior to Rousseau. The same does not hold true, however,
with regard to dirigibles, and especially to airplanes (see catalogue of the
exhibition L'air et les peintres, Musée de Poitiers, 1975).

There was a sketch (DV 215B, present location unknown) for this painting
with the date 1908 on the back. Vallier has published a photograph of the picture
prior to the addition of the airships. The dirigible is the Patrie, which also appears
in The Quay of Ivry (pl. 42) and in a work in a Japanese collection (DV 203);
there, as in plate 43, it is accompanied by the airplane we see here, the 1907
Wilbur Wright plane, which is clearly recognizable owing to its lack of landing
gear (C. Dollfus and H. Bouché, Histoire de I'aéronautique, Paris, 1942, p. 197).
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42 The Quay of lvry

1908

18Ya x 21%6" (46 x 55 cm)

Signed lower left: Henri Rousseau

JB 186; DV 205A

Bridgestone Museum of Art, Tokyo, Ishibashi Foundation
New York exhibition only

In his late years, Rousseau increased his production of suburban landscapes,
which he seems to have painted for sale with some success. We know that
Robert Delaunay once owned a sketch for this landscape (DV 205B, present
location unknown) and that a second, considerably different version exists (pl.
43).

Rousseau lays out his broad planes with ease and animates them by his
placement of the strolling figures on the quay; he has taken little trouble to link
them in some activity or to make the size of the people proportionate to that of
the houses. Once again the Parisian suburban landscape, although it can hardly
be called picturesque (containing, as it does, ordinary houses, a metal bridge,
and a factory chimney; see pl. 41), is presented with an articulated, open,
peaceful, and soothing space that contrasts line by line with the hermetic
horizon and dramatic confrontations depicted in the majority of the Jungle
pictures.

The title Quay of Ivry was first used for this picture by Wilhelm Uhde in
1914; Rousseau often represented particular sites in the southeastern Parisian
suburbs. It is difficult, however, and even vain, to attempt to single out an exact
locale or to establish whether or not Rousseau could actually have observed the
passage of a dirigible. The one shown here has been identified by D. Vallier as
the Patrie, which provides a basis for dating this picture and others like it: “The
installation of ailerons, with which this dirigible was the first to be equipped, had
not been completed during its first tests; it was not until 1907 that it made an
ascension equipped with the ailerons that can distinctly be seen in this picture”
(D. Vallier, 1970, p. 108). With regard to Rousseau’s interest in aviation, see pl. 41.

Once again we note the presence of the tricolor, this time in the form of a
pennant flying from the dirigible. The Patrie was the first dirigible to be ordered
by the French Army.
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43 The Fishermen and the Biplane

1908

18% x 2134" (46 x 55 cm)

Signed lower left: H. Rousseau

JB 33: DV 208

Musée de I'Orangerie, Paris, Collection Jean Walter—Paul Guillaume

Often, probably in reply to requests, Rousseau made another version of a work
that had met with success (see pl. 42). However, he did not copy himself, and the
later picture is always markedly different from the first.

The subject of the present work is approximately the same as that of
preceding, but it has been simplified and slightly altered. The Douanier
obviously tended to avoid overly literal repetitions. The strollers with their
umbrellas have become fishermen, and the metal bridge has disappeared—
perhaps because it would have been too much like the airplane that has here
replaced the dirigible. The landscape itself is a kind of assemblage composed of
the various elements upon which Rousseau drew, rather like the pieces of a
puzzle, and whose selection and positioning vary from one picture to another:
houses with meticulously aligned windows, a chimney, trees, and fishermen
whose dark outlines stand out against the backlighting. The middle ground is
taken up by an oddly curved beach, whose characteristic shape can be found in
several canvases. Like the houses arranged in tiers on the right, it allowed
Rousseau to suggest depth.

Here Rousseau clearly set aside space to insert Wilbur Wright's airplane
in the sky. It also appears in the View of the Bridge of Sévres now in the Pushkin
State Museum of Fine Arts (see note, pl. 41).
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44 The Avenue, Park of Saint Cloud

c.1907-08

Oil on canvas

18%s x 14'%46" (46.2 x 37.6 cm)

Signed lower right: H. Rousseau

JB 22; DV 219A

Stadtische Galerie im Stidelschen Kunstinstitut, Frankfurt-am-Main

This painting is something of an exception among Rousseau’s landscapes for its
selection of motifs; that is, he has adapted the lushness of his tropical forests to
the spirit of his suburban landscapes. In turning to the theme of strollers in a
park, traditional since Watteau, Rousseau gives new freshness to the subject.
The composition, which is based on the Saint Andrew’s cross, with strong lines
of perspective and highly symmetrical layout, recalls that of The Football Players
(pl. 45) and The Wedding (pl. 28). The trees with their vivid green trunks are
without depth, like greenery painted on stage flats. The diminishing size of the
small strolling figures contributes to the impression of distance. Rousseau has
provided them with shadows, something his figures do not usually have. The
portion of sky that can be glimpsed beneath the avenue of trees is of a pale pink
Rousseau often used for distant vistas. A sketch (DV 219B) shows even more
rigidity in the positioning of the trees, whose alignment must have been traced
with a ruler, but greater freedom in the treatment of their foliage.

The picture’s title is of long standing; however, the structure that can be
glimpsed in the distance resembles no clearly identifiable monument. If Rous-
seau indeed painted this subject in the Park of Saint Cloud in the spring of 1907,
it is contemporary with the period when Kandinsky, who would become a great
admirer of Rousseau, was also going there to paint from Sévres, where he was
living in 190607 (fig. 1).
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45 The Football Players

1908

Oil on canvas

39% x 31%" (100.5 x 80.3 cm)

Signed and dated lower right: Henri Rousseau 1908
JB 37; DV 214

The Solomon R. Guggenheim Museum, New York

The Football Players is unique in Rousseau’s work. Of all his modern scenes, it is
the only one in which the figures are given any animation. Although then
approaching the end of his career (the painting is dated just two years prior to
his death), Rousseau here manifests a great freedom of spirit in his choice of
subject as well as in his manner of treating it.

The composition is again laid out in the form of a Saint Andrew’s cross, as
were The Wedding (pl. 28) and The Avenue, Park of Saint Cloud (pl. 44).
Notwithstanding Rousseau'’s title, the sport being played is rugby, which was
just beginning to be popular in France, and the first France-England match in
Paris was held in the same year, 1908. But, even though the Douanier was here
inspired by a current event, he nevertheless treated it with fantasy. Neither the
attire (Rousseau has transposed the colors of the jerseys and socks), the move-
ments, nor, above all, the field and the small number of players, corresponded to
any plausible match. Even if Rousseau relied upon drawings (see A. Rudenstine)
or a newspaper photograph (as did his admirer, Robert Delaunay, in his Equipe
de Cardiff), he has given his imagination free rein in the layout and frame-
work of this quasi-ballet in which four players with stereotyped features are
struggling for possession of an oval ball within a setting of remarkably small
trees. Once again, Rousseau has turned to a new subject, one as startling as
any that could be imagined.

It is very likely that we owe the existence of Albert Gleize's The
Football Players (1912-13, private collection), the various versions of Robert
Delaunay’s Equipe de Cardiff (1913), and André Lhote’s Football (1920, Musée
National d’Art Moderne, Paris) to the Douanier’s example. Although the theme
is different, there are close affinities between this picture and Picasso’s dancing
bather in a striped suit (fig. 1).

The passion for rugby in France, even in so-called intellectual circles,
receives unexpected corroboration in the correspondence between Charles
Péguy and Alain Fournier (letter of April 4, 1914). The newspaper Excelsior had
printed a photograph of Charles Péguy with a reference to a “very literary rugby
team among whose members are Jean Giraudoux, Alain Fournier, Pierre Mac
Orlan, and Louis Sue, and whose honorary president is none other than Charles
Péguy. The ‘fifteen’ are growing.” It seems likely that the reference to “fifteen” is
a bad pun on the name of the revue Péguy edited, Cahier de la Quinzaine.

This picture was used by Jiri Kolar to make a 134 x 49 quadrichrome
photo-montage for Art Zanders '80.
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Picasso. Bathers, Summer 1918
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Study for View of Malakoff

1908
Oil on canvas
7% x 11" (19 x 28 cm)

Signed lower right: H. Rousseau. Dedicated on back: “Presented to my friend /Weber 2 December 1908/ Paris,
2 Xbre/ his friend / H. Rousseau / view of Malakoff/ outside Paris” (offert 8 mon ami/Weber le 2 décembre 1908/ Paris,

2 Xbre/son ami/H. Rousseau /vue de Malakoff/environs de Paris)
JB 200; DV 213B
Private collection

47 View of Malakoff

1908

Qil on canvas

18% x 2136" (46 x 55 cm)

Signed and dated lower right: Henri Rousseau 1908
JB199; DV 213A

Private collection, Switzerland

We know that at least ten of Rousseau’s studio-painted landscapes were pre-
ceded by a sketch from nature. The View of Malakoff (pl. 47) and its study were,
during Rousseau’s own lifetime, owned by two of his first admirers, Wilhelm
Uhde and Max Weber. As Sandra Leonard has pointed out, Weber preferred his
sketch to the finished picture. It has “freedom and rapidity of execution” and
“reveals Rousseau’s working methods; they are studies to be used later as
memoranda for more formal and detailed paintings to be done in the studio, ...
There is a stylistic difference between Rousseau's studies and his finished
landscapes” (p. 39). From an almost impressionist sketch with vaguely defined
outlines, the artist would arrive at a very different final version. The line is
dominant, enclosing the forms and immobilizing them. Comparison with the
sketch gives us a different perception of the finished landscape: what we may
have regarded as a maladroit stiffness is the result of the artist’s deliberate
intention.

The locale depicted has been identified by Wilhelm Uhde. One of Rous-
seau’s daughters had been put out to nurse in Malakoff, and in 1891 he had
shown an earlier View of Malakoff (DV 42, present location unknown) at the
Salon des Indépendants. This composition, with its trees, houses, and receding
street, is not in essence very different from that of several other suburban views,
Perhaps Rousseau shows greater ease here in the handling of perspective than in
other works. What made this landscape so startlingly original at the time it was
painted was Rousseau’s painstaking emphasis on the telephone wires and
streetlamp. He was fond of depicting technological achievements: from the
Eiffel Tower to airplanes and factory chimneys, his canvases are full of objects
that seemed shocking in his day. Here, again, he was preceded by Seurat, who
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Pl. 46
Provenance
Max Weber, 1908
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had twenty years earlier incorporated streetlamps into particularly delicate Exhubitions

o - > Paris, 1908; Paris, 1911, no. 24; New York, 1931, no.
compositions. However, Seurat had had few immediate followers, and the 20; Basel, 1933, no. 17; Paris, Salle Royale, and Zurich,
wheels of progress had elicited this reaction from a famous colleague: “Unfor- 1937, no. 5 (The Telegraph Poles); Paris, 1944, no. 5
tunately, what we call progress is only an invasion by two-legged creatures who
will not quit until they have transformed everything into odious quays with gas

f jets and—which is even worse—electric lighting. What times we live inl”
|
[

(Cézanne, letter dated September 1, 1902.)
Kandinsky, on the other hand, who was a great admirer of Rousseau,
made telegraph poles the focal point of his painting Railroad near Murnau (fig.
' 1). Perhaps he had seen Rousseau’s 1908 picture (pl. 47) or a photograph of it. In
‘ any event, both painters, and at almost the same moment, were giving proof of
| their sensitivity to the plastic values in modern, unpicturesque objects, and it
' was surely with his own picture in mind that Kandinsky selected Rousseau’s to
illustrate the Blaue Reiter almanac in 1912.

Fig. 1.
Kandinsky. Railroad near Murnau. 1909
Stidtische Galerie im Lenbachhaus, Munich
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48 Exotic Landscape

1908

Qil on canvas

4546 x 35%16" (116 x 89 cm)

Signed and dated: Henri J. Rousseau, 1908
JB 39; DV 217

Private collection

New York exhibition only

One of the few known Jungle pictures in a vertical format, Exotic Landscape,
like the artist’s other tropical forests, witnesses Rousseau’s joy in the perception
of natural fact imaginatively transformed and submitted to a highly organized
formal structure. As in most of Rousseau's exotic landscapes, thick foliage and
the verticals of trees frame the composition at its lateral edges while the mass of
clustered, subtly nuanced greenery curves down toward the center. Rousseau,
who was a sometime playwright, has set this jungle vignette theatrically; the
radiant white, green-bordered cacti at the bottom serve as stage lights to
illumine the positions of the actors whose gestures are frozen as if in the
moment before action begins.

Carefully arranged, the composition is divided along a central axis rising
from the left edge of the white cactus leaf in the middle to the oranges that form
a gravityless, vertical “zip,” the right edges of which track the middle of the
canvas, which is further delineated in the narrow space of sky between the
brilliant disk of the orange sun and the dark-green fronds of palm trees at the
right. Within this geometrically organized format, a dynamic dialogue of forms
and color contrasts is at play. Not only is there a multiplicity of rhyming shapes,
but there is as well a calculated “quantification™ of figuration. The four dark
monkeys on the second level of the picture are balanced by and contrasted with
the four white cacti on the first; the two brown monkeys at the left in the third
tier are set off by two stark white flowers and in a variation on the theme the
gray monkey at the right is weighted against a blue flower of related hue. Typical
of Rousseau’s wit and whimsicality is the rather eccentric bird at the upper
center, whose shape and grave demeanor mimic the form and owl-like expres-
sion of the monkey to its right. The bird’s contours and its blue-and-white
plumage resume the outlines and colors of the flowers while its brilliant red
breast reverberates against the green ground to animate the entire composition.

In its range of fantastic imagery and imaginative freedom, Exotic Land-
scape recalls the drdleries found in manuscript painting of the late Middle Ages,
and in its painstaking concentration on detail, its scrupulous attention to the
rendering of foliage and flowers, it harks back to the “realism of particulars” that
characterizes the International Style.
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49 The Repast of the Lion

c. 1907

Oil on canvas

44% x 63" (113.7 x 160 cm)

Signed lower right: Henri Rousseau

JB 160; DV 193

The Metropolitan Museum of Art, New York
Bequest of Sam A. Lewisohn, 1951

The Repast of the Lion is one of the most grandiose of the Jungles and also one
that gives the strongest impression that the flowers and plants have been
imagined and combined solely for the pleasure of the eye, without any concern
whatsoever for botanical accuracy. Rousseau was, of course, inspired by graphic
sources such as newspaper illustrations and technical works, but he in no way
felt constrained to respect either the actual appearance of plant species or their
proportions. The flowers are monstrous in size and their species unclear; the
areas of color they create are larger here than in most of the other Jungles.

The disjunction between the plant life and the two wild animals is also
more clearly in evidence here than it is, for example, in The Hungry Lion (pl. 31).
"The dreamlike unreality is accentuated by the disproportion between the size
of the beasts and that of the enormous flowers. With extreme refinement the
sharply drawn stems and immobile leaves form a monumental tapestry”
(Charles Sterling and Margaretta Salinger, p. 167). The fighting beasts, however,
are not merely a pretext, a theme to give the picture a title: their color area, their
position at the bottom of the picture, and the contrasted lighting of the lion
recalls that of the beasts in The Merry Jesters (pl. 33) and makes their presence
indispensable from the viewpoint of plasticity.

In a departure from his usual practice, Rousseau painted the sun white;
or is it the moon? Aside from the faded pink flower on the right and the animal’s
wounds, there is no use of red. It would appear that Rousseau first painted the
tree trunks dark green and then filled in the spaces between them with a gray-
green; he then added the flowers and leaves on top. Several reworkings can be
discerned on the right.
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