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PREFACE

HIS is a book of Art. Its appeal is to the human heart.

In the appreciation of Art there is no such thing as authority.

Scholarship adorns, even dignifies criticism, but does not authorize it.

A critic should not pose as a judge: he is a friend. My wish is to deliver
Art from the guidance of specialists and return it to the simple desire of man.

I loved Botticelli and studied him; that is all. I have written down my joy that
others may share it, or rather that others may open their eyes and get greater
delight from Art in their own way. Ilong to see my book reach congenial hearts
that love beauty, rather than brains of pure scholarship.

In the course of my study I have continually found that the thorough examina-
tion of the school-works is very useful in our approach to Botticelli. They are like
the treasure-house, where lost knowledge and love of Botticelli lie buried. It is
not only to distinguish different hands among his pupils, but also to read the
sympathies which his genius called forth in the world around him, that I have
made an extensive study of the numerous school-works scattered all over the
world. As it makes a special subject, I propose to prepare a separate book for it,and
devote the present volumes to genuine Botticellis. I give in the Appendix only one
list, which treats of the school-pieces to a certain extent, the ‘Contemporary Copies
and Versions.” Together with my own views on Botticelli I wish to show in what
way he was appreciated and imitated in his own time. From the list I prepared,
one may gather some idea of the spiritual influence Botticelli exercised in the late
Quattrocento.

I think scholars will understand me, when I say that I am sometimes in doubt
where to draw the line between genuine Botticellis and the best of school-works.
There are several works on which I do not like to make hasty decisions. I have put
aside all these for my book on the school-works and confined the present volumes
to Botticellis of which I feel quite sure. :

In the denomination of Italian names, such as names of saints, churches, or of
pictures, convenience, not systematization, always has been my guide. As the book
is written in English, I have generally followed the English denomination, but
when the Italian name is more familiar, I have not hesitated to use it.

My greatest gratitude is due to Herbert Horne and to Mr. Berenson. The more
my attitude towards Art is different from theirs, the more I feel indebted to those
great scholars. They taught me in what I had otherwise little aptitude for. Horne’s
exhaustive history of Botticelli enabled me to turn to the ®sthetic aspect of his art
without being encumbered by documentary researches. Botticelli is fortunate to
have had the devotion of such a conscientious scholar. Mr. Berenson’s studies
always inspired me with the thoroughness of stylistic analysis. By the influence of
Horne and Mr. Berenson I hope I have been prevented from joining the host of
romantic writers on Botticelli. Moreover, Mr. and Mrs. Berenson treated me with
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SANDRO BOTTICELLI

a lonely traveller such as I was. But for their

. . d 1 tO .
suc}ellfer}:to f‘{’rl:allxlga?; gv?risicheeipvgas allowed to use, the completion of my work by
€XC ?

thiIs (t)iwn;etﬁcir;lolﬁiccc;’;tng the book to the encouragement and help of Dr, Osvald

f my stud

: d Hutton, to whom I chanced to show some part of my study.
’i'_;[} }rmiltl :II:S I\I\//II;;iE?vSngicty gave me every facility to complete th'e work u{xder the
difficult circumstances unexpectedly crcateddb};] :lhle cax’t:hqu:l:‘e:i ;ltxejapan, is what I

hope for from publishers, and s ever appr .

colf:]d;f: rlzllg c:Erese%f my st}:xdy I was helped by. f'nends in various ways. Mr.
Laurence Binyon and Mr. Arthur Waley, of the Brms.h Museum, were the first to
know and encourage my ‘Oriental’ enthusiasm for Botticelli. Prof. Richard Offner,

iversity, 1 i in Italy, gave me sound
York University, in our daily company in s
?rfﬂtuhcengzI cbv;r hi(s) seriousness of study in Florentine masters. Conte Gamba, of the

Uffizi Gallery, made my work in various galleries in Florence, both open and”

ublic, very easy. It was by the recommendation of; Dr. de Nicola,
(c)lfotsﬁg lt\Z::]ei }}\Iazionale }:)f Fl}c’)rcncc, that I c9uld_ see, to my heart’s content, what
I consider the perfect gem of old BotticFlh, hitherto strangely unnotlc'ed, th?
Transfiguration of the Pallavicini Collection. Prof. Toesca, of the Institut dei
Studi Superiori, besides his amiable friendship, help6d.mc in deciphering th.c
autographic inscription of Botticelli in the Church of Ognissanti. Prof. A. Vcl:}tlun,
of the University of Rome, to whom the simultaneous recognition of the authen-
ticity of the small Annunciation of the Corsini Gallery ma.dc’ me known, has treated
me ever since affectionately as an ‘amico della bella Italia.” I am m.dcbted to the
kindness of Sir Charles Holmes and Mr. Collins Baker, of the National Gallery,
London, for allowing the official photographer to work for me m'the Gallery. By
the help of Dr. Kurth Glaser, of the Kupferstich Kabinett, Bcrl-m: I could study
the Dante drawings in a most favourable way. Sir Robert Witt’s collection of
photographs was invaluable to me for learning numerous school.-works. I also
express my gratitude to Signor Poggi, Signor Giglioli, of the Uffizi Gallery, Mon.
Grammatica, of the Ambrosiana, Milan, Mr. Maclagan, of the Victoria and Albert
Museum, Mr. Edward Forbes, of the Fogg Museum, Cambridge, U.S.A., Mr.
Cockerell, of the Fitzwilliam Museum, Cambridge, and other directors and kpepcrs
of museums and galleries to whom I occasionally applied for help and advice.
For visiting private collections I enjoyed the generosity of many people. Mr.
Robert Benson facilitated my way to various English collections. I express my
gratitude to Principe Pallavicini, Viscount Lee of Fareham, Sir Herbert Cook,
Sir George Holford, Mr. Leverton Harris, Mr. Vernon Watney, M. Spiridon, “}d
others. I particularly troubled Viscount Lee of Farcham in taking special
photographs of his new acquisition, Botticelli’s Trinity—with two Saints, which was
a great discovery for me. As regards the whereabouts of pictures which have
changed owners in recent years, I asked advice from Mr. and Mrs. Berenson,
Sir Robert Witt, Mr. Brockwell, M. S. Reinach, and M. Seymour de Ricci.
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© The Warburg Institute. This material is licensed under a C

PREFACE

I wish to acknowledge here the valuable work which Signor Laurati, of the
- photographers Brogi, of Florence, did for me. The detail-photographs which he
- made according to my instructions are, to my mind, perfect both for artistic and
- scholarly purposes.
In preparing this book my worst struggle was with the English language. I was
- often desperate how to express the delicate nuances of artistic psychology in other
- language than my own. Harry Lawrence went through the whole manuscript with
infinite care. I especially appreciate his solicitude in correcting its numerous
- mistakes, and preserving my peculiarity even in style. But for his help I do not
ow how I could have brought my work ready for printing. Mr. Arthur Waley
~ also went through the manuscript and gave me suggestions, which were precious,
- not only for language, but also for scholarship.
- Thus looking through my work, each page seems to convey some memory of
- kindness bestowed on me. This gives me a warm feeling of life. I am anxious to
~ express my gratitude to those friends not mentioned in the above. Their service to
- me was not of a nature to be specially cited, therefore all the deeper. In my sad
~ days, which were frequent, especially after the earthquake which destroyed nearly
‘all that were dear to me, it was their silent affection which kept me from
- despondency.
Indeed, having finished my work and sailing finally away in a few days from the
- European coast to distant seas, I cannot help repeating in my memory the painful
- events which occurred during these four years of my absence from Japan. The
- earthquake buried my father, together with my ruined house and many friends
- besides. To show the result of my work and to see father’s glad face was the
- greatest ambition of mine. Now he cannot see it. Alone, old mother waits m
return. My devotion to Botticelli was a cruelty to her old soul. I know that
- scholarly discussions admit no private excuse: sadly conscious that the historical

e of my work is still premature, I must sail away. For in a desolate town old
-mother is waiting for her only child.

YUKIO YASHIRO
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INTRODUCTION

The Um'fvema/z'tj of Art. East and West. Methods of Art Study.

Historical Studies and Their Limitations. Art as Religion.

HERE is a civilization in the East; there is a civilization in the West.

Much has been said of the differences between them.

That there are apparent differences, in material, in technique, and

convention, no one can deny. Search deeper, and the same human soul
will be discovered, palpitating with the universal sense of Beauty. It is the one
symphony, though with ever new variations, of an eternal theme: the same great
sympathy, whereon rests the hope of all mankind.

‘A Chinese critic of the sixth century, who was also an artist, published a theory
of @sthetic principles which became classic and received universal acceptance,
expressing as it did the deeply rooted instincts of the race. In his theory it is
rhythm that holds the paramount place; not, be it observed, imitation of N ature,
or fidelity to Nature, which the general instinct of the Western races makes the
root-concern of Art. In this theory every work of art is thought of as an incarna-
tion of the genius of the rhythm, manifesting the living spirit of things with a

- clearer beauty and intenser power than the gross impediments of complex matter

allow to be transmitted to our senses in the visible world around us. A picture is

‘conceived as a sort of apparition from a more real world of essential life.’ (Laurence
- Binyon, Painting of the Far East, p. 9.)

I quote this passage from Mr. Laurence Binyon, whom I consider one of the best

- of appreciative critics of Oriental Art. His remarks express the central idea of

nearly all writers on the subject. But what is noticeable in Mr. Binyon is that he
specially maintains as the fundamental idea the identity of all arts, Eastern and

- Western, in their climax. It is a rare merit. And yet I regret to observe that he

does not advance this fundamental idea so far as I could wish. When he comes to
discuss individual works of Oriental Art, he, too, thinks more of the differences
between Eastern and Western Art, and explains it thus: ‘the difference is rooted in

- philosophy of life,in mental habit and character.” The great sameness is obliterated
~ in the enumeration of the differences, which are, as usual, put in too much
- contrast. The West is, in a word, the apotheosis of Man. In the East there is ‘no
. barrier set up between the life of man and the life of the rest of God’s creatures.
- The continuity of the universe, the perpetual stream of change through its matter,
- are accepted as things of nature felt in the heart and not merely learnt as the
~ conclusions of delving science. And these ways of thought are reflected in Eastern
P Art. . .’ (L. Binyon, 0p. cit., p. 21 f£.) -

These are just the things we are told so frequently of Oriental Art that they are

- now accepted as matters of fact. Let me frankly say, I can hardly understand it.
I can understand it in a literal sense and find it beautiful; only I do not feel it.

Xix
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SANDRO BOTTICELLI

It is foreign to actual asthetic cxPcricncc in the: East, whlgh s};oulci :m;:j tv}vli }?:;::
of all theoretical discussion on Orlental.Art. Critics are so du51 y oc pine g
research for suitable quotations from literature .that they do not examine, : y
i ctice, between verbal expression and
should, the difference between theory a.nd practice, b s
non-verbal expression. It is a great rp1stake to imagine that the ar l1{5 e -5
theorist, even when they both dwell in one person. Moreover, we kn
ists are bad artists.
thiitt t}ilse Orrxl::i:al that scholars of Oriental literature should go fz}gthcr : tl}&xa?
Mr. Binyon in the generalized differentiation of Oriental and Occxl.cr.lta a;d
With suitable phrases, which are not at all d1ﬁcult to ﬁnd amon%1 re 1gl°t‘}:hcsis
literary writings of Asia, they easily succeed in establishing a s alrp ar;( lk :
between the two Arts. This is exactly the characteristic of the late Ka ulz)
Okakura as the writer on Eastern Art, to who§c memory t'hc Japanese can ncvell; e
too grateful, if only for his initiative in preserving their national Aft at t}}:e time v&; . :3
it was in jeopardy. He worked up all his ‘Ideals of the F ar East’ in sharp c;m r
to those of the West, and I know of many young scholars in Japan whoare fol owing
the same idea, not from any motive of imitation, but because they. accept it as t{':lle.
Generallyspeaking, Eastern writers hold very sharply contraste.d views anc.l consider
that Western Art is the apotheosis of material wclf'are and Oriental of spiritual.
East and West are antipodes in words: in reality are there such fundamental
differences? The same principle rules the wholf: of Nature and Man. From the
dual, relative activities of Man and Nature Art is born, no matter in what part of
the world. Flowers may differ in form, men in col9ur, in costume: the funda-
mental unity remains. Scholars, in discussing the differences between East and
West, should not fail to remember that similar differences exist between North and
South, between every country, and so, logically, bctw.ccn every man. If the same
principle of Art-criticism can be applied to arts so widely different in nature ;s
those of Germany and of Italy, there is no reason why it should not hkeyvlsc e
applied to those of the two hemispheres. It is true that, owing to ph.ys.xcal distance,
both the East and the West have been able to maintain their individual char.ac—
teristics. But this does not, and should not, affect the fundamental rule of unity.
It is a pity that writers on the arts of distant lands are nearly. always either
linguists or historians, who look on Art chiefly as documentary cv1.dex.1cc. .
Then let us not too hastily trust criticisms of .Art which lool.c d1gmﬁ§d, being
supported by literary authorities. I repeat, there is no lack of Or1e{1ta1 Rhllosophy,
full of spiritual parable and rhetoric, which favours the preconceived 1de:a of the
difference between East and West. Only it is questionable how far such philosophy
really represents the psychology of artistic creation, which alone should f9rm the
basis of Art-criticism. I protest, with my experience as an Onental' artist, that
theory is remote from practice in the Orient; especially so, I am inc.llncﬁ to say,
as theory is there formulated as a part of Oriental philosophy, which is hlghl.y
spiritualistic. Art is not the illustration of theory: artists are guided by their

XX
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INTRODUCTION

artistic instincts and by Nature. There is nothing which so militates against a
genuine understanding of Oriental Art as the presumption that a special attitude
1s necessary in approaching it. Why are so many ‘Introductions’ written for
beginners? To begin to study Art from books is to begin at the wrong end.
Art is complete in itself. To make it noisy with verbal, to make it complex with
metaphysical explanations, is not the way to make it clearer, neither is it the way
to make the deaf hear. Go to Art, Eastern or Western, with open eyes, with a
feeling heart. Like it or dislike it.

Leaving geographical distinction behind, Art is universal. Beyond the limits of
time and space, an artist may be waiting for a friend from a distant land. Examples
of this sort are not far to seek. Only think how Japanese colour-prints came to be
appreciated. Utamaro can hail no truer friend than Edmond de Goncourt. And
the whole Impressionist School, from Whistler onwards, discovered the subtle,
evanescent beauties of those Japanese masters for the first time, and received from
them artistic inspirations for the nourishment of their own art, while the Japanese
public were more than blind to them. It is difficult to imagine the whole
efflorescence of the Impressionist movement without thinking of the Japanese
artists. It was not only the question of influence, much less of mere imitation: far
more important it is to know for certain that their ways of thinking, their artistic
attitudes, were so similar that the French artists could not but hail their brothers
from the Far East, brothers hitherto utterly unknown; therefore, small wonder at
the pleasurable surprise of the French painters in finding the now precious prints
used as waste paper for packing tea. It is needless to say that this European
appreciation opened the eyes of Japan to the beauty of the Ukiyoye masters, whom
the Japanese had actually been taught by academic art to despise. .

This is one of the many examples of artists better appreciated in foreign
countries than in their own; in this case only made more remarkable by the
distance, the great appreciation of Europe and America, and the absolute indiffer-
ence of Japan. Why should not the same thing occur in the opposite direction ?

Far be it from me to acclaim myself the discoverer of Botticelli, who has been so
artistically appreciated by Walter Pater and studied in so scholarly a manner by
Herbert Horne. I only claim to be a friend. The discovery of unknown facts, so
important in the eyes of Art historians, is not what principally concerns me, but the
heart-felt intimacy with Botticelli’s great works, the love for him, the organic
sympathy, as thg msthetes would say, by the instinctive guidance of which I
hope to penetrate a kindred soul. '

How vividly I remember my first encounter with Botticelli in the National
Gallery in London. That mystic Nat/vity—the gem of all Botticellis in the world
—I simply loved it. Then I went to Paris. There is no great Botticelli there
except the Lemmi frescoes, and in fresco Botticelli was never wholly in his element.
I was too frequently told that the Madonna and Child with St. Fohn was a school-
piece to see with my own eyes. I must go to Florence. As if I had heard a distant

XX1
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SANDRO BOTTICELLI

call of a dear one, dead four hundred years ago, I went hot-haste to tlhc land of his
memory. Four years elapsed, and Florence never saw me away for ?ng.

Love for Botticelli alone gives me courage to publish this book, after sc; ma;y
have been written about him. Horne’s big volume is an admirable encyclct)lpc 1;.
of Botticelli. To be frank, however, this incomparable !)ook leaves me cold, an
I doubt if Horne did not take more genuine interest in (%ocu.r’ncntary research
among archives than in the @sthetic contemplation of BOtFlCClIl s works. In my
view the main motive of Art study should be love for Art itself.

Here I will turn aside for a little, to see from my point of view what European
and American writers are doing in the field of Art-criticism. Since I arrived in
Europe I have been more and more surprised in observing how completely Art-
criticism is under the tyranny of historical studies. The mania for attnbutlﬁn,
chronology and ‘discoveries’ has gone so far as seemingly to preclude all other
interests. Although Fam far from blind to the great service done by connoisseurs
and historical critics, and have been trained in the same way, yet my inmost nature
cannot help revolting against this exclusive fashion of historical rcscal:ch.

Historical research divides itself into two groups: connoisseurship, and Art-
history treated as illustration to the history of civilization. I will first discuss
connoisseurship, its merits and limitations. ; >

The present day has witnessed the complete victory of Mor:slh s rpqthpd, Mr.
Bernard Berenson, whose keen eye even his opponents admit, being its chle-f
upholder. Even those scholars who stood against Morelli could not but follow. his
example, for it is the method of scientific accuracy pushed to its logical conclusion.
If connoisseurship is so much in vogue, critics have no alternative but to follow it.
It is not merely because Morelli was great in his own line that his method of
‘Stilkritik’ triumphed, but chiefly because he represented in the field of Art-
criticism that scientific spirit which ruled everything in the nineteenth century
and revolutionized thought. And it did such servicein the cause of truth, especially
as before his time Art-criticism was grossly untrue and full of rhetorical senti-
mentality. Cheap sentimentality, ready to fall into ecstasy at the first glance at a
picture, is a great obstacle to @sthetic observation. Literary associations and
gratuitous fantasies too readily prevent the spectator from seeing the real picture.
Whistler can never be called a charlatan when he declared, attacking the Ruskinian
principle then dominant, that a picture should be seen with eyes, not be merely
read with brains as a book. Morelli said no less than the very final word on this
modern idea of direct observation in another field of criticism, and succeeded by
his exemplary attempts in turning the critic’s eye, before all, to the real picture.
That true connoisseurship began with him can easily be understood from the great
progress accomplished after him in historical criticism.

But with all my admiration for his work I cannot lose sight of the limitations of
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his method. We must not forget that his method was for the progress of science
alone. His whole interest lay in the establishment of the history of Art on a solid
basis of observation and deduction. It would be a mistake to imagine it possible to
grasp the essence of Art in his way. The development of technique, yes, but not
Art. Indeed, Morelli presupposed my objection, when he said that a critic ‘must
never neglect the study of nature. To understand a work of Art thoroughly he
must be an artist himself—that is to say, he must learn to look at all around him
with an artist’s eye’ (Morelli: trans. by Ffoulkes, Izalian Painters, vol. 1, p« 135)

-Exactly! Only he does not seem to have had an artist’s mind: his taste was of

strictly scientific character, which no one can really adopt, of all the fields of
human activity, in Art. He studied the detail of pictures very carefully, because
in unnoticed corners, the more unnoticed the better, the artist reveals himself
without ceremony, all his characteristics, more particularly all his weaknesses,
coming out unguardedly, which, if remembered well, would give the best key for
attributions of unknown pictures and for chronologies. A true artist may likewise
scrutinize a picture with as much or more care, but his aim would be something
totally different from that of Morelli’s.

Mr. Berenson, who is the chief exponent of the Morellian method, is, I imagine,
of dual nature, which does great credit to him as an Art critic. He is very remarkable
in his appreciative faculty. If I am to give examples without deviating from the
subject of Botticelli, Mr. Berenson’s appreciation of some phases of Botticelli,
contained in the Florentine Painters of the Renaissance,and in the large volumes of
the Florentine Drawings, are by far the best things written on him in modern
criticism. And still his chief strength lies in the fulfilment of Morelli’s ideas.
He formulated the ‘Rudiments of Connoisseurship’ (B. Berenson: Studies and
Criticisms of Italian Paintings, vol. I), which are certainly more clearly put than
in Morelli’s Principles and Method, and all Mr. Berenson’s works show how
indefatigable he is in following the same scientific path. His studies in this respect
are the most conscientious of the kind. Even if he is misled, he has his reasons,
which do more credit to him as a scholar than arriving by chance upon a happy
idea, which is too frequent in careless critics and is boasted of as instinct. Artistic
interpretation may be guided by artistic instinct, but connoisseurship and historical
identification should be strictly scientific. I will refer to this question of un-
scientific attribution more fully when I come to Botticelli’s so-called ‘Self-
portraits,” especially because those critics who are attracted by Botticelli at all are
mostly of a sentimental type, and yet they dare to approach questions of connois-
seurship, because it is the fashion, and try to conclude historical facts from
sentiment. Although my temperament revolts with vehemence against the present
tyranny of connoisseurship, as covering the whole field of Art-study, yet I have
not the slightest doubt as to the efficiency of Morelli’s and Berenson’s method in
the field of historical studies. But the main question still remains: What is the

‘ultimate merit of connoisseurship after all ?
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Before discussing this question, let me point out what I thfnktlcsl 1t(s)b}.1:ci:li::
weakness, considered as a method, \‘Nth.h, in spite of its a.pplrox!mta : gnno_}sscur-
observation and deduction, undermm'c§ 1_ts accuracy at a vital point. ot
ship, as I understand it in modcrq criticism, is the attempt to tlt'a((:;cs i
of Art, and to construct the true history of Art by comparative stu 1ld e -
forms. For instance, one may detect a certain analogy between a'ltl)lc erly artist, A,
and a younger artist, B. If it can be proved historically possible tol prcs.up%osctz
certain communications between them, the conclusion is {mmcc‘%mtc y alf"nve  a
that B received influence from A, and was pcr.haps his Pupll. :T'hls wfayho tra:l:mg
influences throughout the whole field of Art is the chief bLLSlIlCSS 0 t, e .m}:) cr;)l
critic, and the entire history is woven from tl:lCSC threads 9f mﬂuer:ices wnf suc
certainty that one almost imagines it pQSS}blc to predict the.a vent of, s;y,
Botticelli in the Quattrocento from the artistic elements already in existence, rs;_
putting into the crucible of historical alc}}emy the arcl.lalsm an-d voluptléou}s;nc§s o
Fra Filippo Lippi, the anatomical studies of Antonio Pollaj_uolp, and the ‘aria
virile’ of Andrea del Castagno, and so on. Such a systematization of history is
possible solely because science makes no allo'wa{lcc for accidental elements. But. is
Art actually carried on with a precision like this? Batbcr the contrary. The rise
and fall of Art surprises. One obstacle to the sc;c;ntlf‘ic systematization of .th’e
development of Art usually put forward is the subjective element of the artist’s
individuality, which forms the essence of Art. But_ thc.rc is another obstacle. Critics
are apt to disregard Nature, and it is Nature which intervenes. .

For every artist, after the dawn of Renaissance, Natl.lre was, and is, ever the
paramount model and inspiration. Above all historical influences, N ature ru_les.
This is such a self-evident fact that it almost sounds absurd to repeat it. In reality,
however, it is exactly this fundamental truth which scholars forget, l.:)c%ng too
busily occupied with questions of detail. In discussing artists’ characteristics, it is
to the profit of critics to ignore the influence of Nature, common to all artists,
because it obliterates their architecture of ‘influences’ to a great extent. In
distinguishing artists we should not think of the human relations between tht.:m
alone, but also of those with Nature, which are of more importance in their creative
psychology. This becomes apparent when one tries to attribute portraits to
different artists. In painting ideal figures a painter can be absolutely himself; in
portraits his first duty is to study Nature. A man whose physiognomy is more
suited to the taste of Pollajuolo may come to Botticelli and ask him to paint his
portrait. The Portrait of a Young Man holding a ring, in the Corsini Gallery at
Florence, can be seen as an example, where Nature baffles the overmuch dis-
crimination of stylistic criticism. Critics have assigned this portrait to Pollajuolo,
solely because it resembles the head of his David in the Kaiser Friedrich Museum
in Berlin. I would restore it to its former attribution to the School of Botticelli.

Those who wish to know what are the standards of good critics are referred to
Mr. Berenson’s ‘Rudiments of Connoisseurship’ (B. Berenson, Studies and
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Criticisms of Italian Art, vol. I). Though these ‘Rudiments’ are well formulated
and are the nearest approach to the scientific method, technical and objective, still
vagueness remains. Draperies, for instance, are most reliable for distinguishing
artists. Draperies of the Ferrarese masters are very different from those of the
Florentines, and yet in Botticelli’s Sz. Thomas Aguinas, in Sir George Holford’s
Collection at Westonbirt, even putting aside the problem contained in the right
hand of the saint, who can definitely tell that the draperies are entirely Florentine ?
The sleeves are strictly Botticellesque, but that portion of the gown round the neck
and on the shoulders has much of Ferrarese in it. I believe this may be due to the
influence of Castagno, who sometimes drew that kind of curve, as in the powerful
portrait of a man in the Metropolitan Museum in New York. Yet, that explana-
tion is not sufficient. These dubious qualities admit, though do not confirm, the
suggestions made by Sir Herbert Cook and others, that the Westonbirt portrait is
by a Ferrarese master. When one takes Nature more into consideration, the
distinction between schools becomes less clearly defined than those claimed to be
by critics. A painter does not arrange draperies according to the convention of his
school, nor do draperies arrange themselves in conformity with it. Why cannot
draperies be similar in folds when studied by a Florentine painter or by a
Ferrarese? Though after a close study of the Holford picture I finally came to
the conclusion that it is a genuine work of Botticelli, I was delighted, and at
the same time somewhat surprised, to discover Prof. A. Venturi’s attribution of
‘senza dubbio.’

To sum up, although modern connoisseurship is the nearest approach to
scientific accuracy, we must never lose sight of that element of inaccuracy contained

-in it, which, together with the subjective element of the critic’s idea underlying the
g ) ying

whole method, makes connoisseurship very insecure. I have mentioned already
how, among all writers on Botticelli, Horne was a conscientious student. His very
conscientiousness, however, brought out clearly this insecurity of method, which
is usually hidden in less thorough works. To give an example, it is interesting to
read Horne’s theory that it was Leonardo da Vinci who was influenced by
Botticelli, not Botticelli by Leonardo, as is usually supposed. Starting from his
definite statement that Botticelli’s unfinished 4doration of the Magi in the Uffizi
Gallery dates from the early part of 1481, he proceeds to the minute comparative
chronology of Botticelli and Leonardo, proving finally how Leonardo, when
painting his unfinished A4doration in the same Gallery, must have seen and been
influenced by Botticelli’s picture of the same subject. All this sounds objectively
reliable, but when looked into more closely it proves to be inaccurate in logic and

“improbable as a hypothesis. The whole question starts from his dating Botticelli’s

Adoration from 1481, which is pure conjecture. We can understand very well how
Horne must have been reluctant to accept its former dating by Wilson, Uhlmann,
and Prof. A. Venturi to the last years of Botticelli, and that for an imaginary
reason, that in the picture they saw the portrait of Savonarola. For my part, none
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the less, the picture belongs to the last phasF of l?ottlceflih by its plﬂt?;l;}ag}z;?;
teristics. Horne’s explanation that the same dlst.ortxon of gures is ?ec in Lai 3
edition of Dante published in 148 I is anythmg.but suﬁic.u::n}t1 or :;tss.lgmng.t gf:_
icture to the same year. The most important thing to see 1s the 1211'“18'“}? rﬁcn o

the two Adorations. Comparing this insignificant work of Botticelli wit t1 e most
sublime of all Leonardo’s creations, it is an outrage to :éBStthlC p.syc':ho odgy tﬁ
imagine that Leonardo, who was capable of so great an ach1cv_c(;nent', 1m1éatt(z ; s1111(.:’
an uninspired work. MoreoYer, we may take into c?n'mderatl(:in 0 11? i’s
impressionable character, put side by side with Leona.rdc? s in ePenh.cncc. . v;;as
Leonardo who strongly expressed the contempt qf imitation in his noteboo hs.
Besides being chronologically admissible, it is {nﬁnltely more nat.ural to solve the
unmistakable affinity between the two unfinished Adorations in the direction
contrary to that arrived at by Horne. ' " i i ;

Though dealing with the same subJect,_ artist and critic, child of instinct an
child of learning, belong, essentially speaking, to two c'hfferent worlds opppsed to
each other. Supposing that after all thcse' precautions .thc chronologies and
attributions are fairly well established, the main doubt remains: Yvh.at, after all., are
their merits? The final aim of modern connoisseurship, I take it, is to.estabhsh a
chart of artists, in order to trace with approximate accuracy the evolution of Art.
This is history, and is not the aim in our aspiration for Art. o ;

Do not let it be supposed that I have not gained much ffom stylistic studies.
Till connoisseurship is firmly established and we know genuine vyorks from false
ones, the true study of Art cannot so much as begin. Only there is too rznuch talk
about dates, repaintings, and attributions. The great cause 'of Art' is all b}lt
forgotten. The result is sufficiently curious: minor masters with little artistic merit,
forgotten masters who deserve to be forgotten, are studied with more zeal, solely
because there are greater chances for ‘discoveries’ and new histories of Art are
encumbered with obscure names. To take examples from the School of Botticelli,
one would never be taken as a specialist unless one talked much about Jacopo della
Sellajo, RafFaellino del Garbo, Carli, or even Utili da Faenza, and so on. Historical
names are not sufficient for stylistic analysis, and there are whole series of invented
names: Amico di Sandro, Alunno di Domenico, Compagno di Pesellino (these
three are due to Mr. Berenson), Master of Gothic Buildings, Master of the
Oriental Sash (these two to Dr. Osvald Siren), and so on. I am not wholly opposed
to this attempt at reconstructing artistic personalities. If only in reference to the
important picture, Te Story of Esther, at Chantilly, Mr. Berenson is justified in
giving it a new name, as it is too beautiful to be left unnoticed, and it has a
character of its own, different either from Botticelli or Filippino Lippi, with which
it is associated. I hope at some future time to discuss the question of ‘Amico’ fully.
Here I only mention that, although it is a very clever suggestion, I cannot see a
unified personality in the pictures ascribed to ‘Amico.” That Alunno di Domenico
was identified with the historical name Bartolomeo di Giovanni does great credit
XXVi
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to Mr. Berenson’s judgment. But on the whole I do not care about attempts at
inventing new names, as they increase the chaos of history, instead of lessening it.
Still that does not matter much: what matters is that, with few exceptions, critics
who make ‘discoveries” have a tendency to appreciate the discovered master too
much. I can sympathize with it as a human weakness: it cannot, however, be
excused. Thus connoisseurship, with its usefulness, is doing much to divert our
artistic interest from its main course. Art journals are full of new material and
names, and flourish historical value in the face of artistic value, and scatter

~ confusion over the genuine appreciation of Art.

We must not forget that the business of connoisseurship is to purge the history
of Art of untruths, and to systematize it. In this sense and no other is it of value;
and in this sense connoisseurship has done great service, as the Art-study of the
pre-Morelli period was too full of untruths. It was really after the establishment
of modern connoisseurship that people began to see pictures with their own eyes;
the true history of Art began with this, while formerly it was more a biography of
artists. None the less, let us clearly understand its limitation: connoisseurship is
not the study of Art proper—however useful, it is the preliminary course for it.

Having discussed modern connoisseurship, its merits and limitations, I now turn
to the other phase of historical criticism: Art as seen in the light of the history of
civilization. This is also an interesting study. Art is surely a child of the age.
It is both possible and profitable to reconstruct the spirit of the time from its
influence on Art, as Conte de Gobineau successfully did in his Renaissance, in
which he revived that most exciting of ages from the inspirations of the Art of the
time. But even these historical considerations, however interesting, should not
affect us in our appreciation.

Primarily, the critic is a man of letters. His difficulty lies in the fact that he deals
with plastic art, which is outside verbal expression. Fortunate he is if he does not
commit some essential mistake, as the barrier between the world of articulate
expression and that of the inarticulate is an essential one, and thus mistakes in this
can scarcely fail to be essential. Criticism of music in words is very arbitrary, and
gives you a very poor idea of what music is, although the criticism may be
beautiful as a piece of literature. A literary critic has a tendency to over-estimate
literary evidence, which can, after all, have but little weight on the @sthetic estima-
tion of a picture. Historical documents appear important in our eyes: we are too
quickly impressed by their time-honoured dignity. But they should not impede
our direct contact with Art.

I will give a remarkable example with reference to Botticelli, of how critics are
fond of historical sources which, although of scholarly importance, are outside
artistic estimation. When Horne’s volume on Botticelli appeared, Mr. Roger Fry
wrote a review of the book in the Burlington Magazine (vol. XIII, p. 83), which
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well grasped and criticized the scholarly nature of Horne’s ;vl;n'k.’ l\ldl: l;?g‘ef Fry
said: “There is little, indeed, in his [H9rnc s] appreciation of Botticelli w is not
taken from the criticism of Botticelli’s own f:ontcmporarl“, most of all fr(?m a
certain agent of the Duke of Milan, who mentioned the characteristics of Bottxccl_h
as the aria virile, the virile air of his figures. . . . Mr. Horne.cndcavours to get his
artist seen in true perspective and is content to leave it there. The question of the
aria virile was what Horne most impressed on scbolafs of the Renaissance, and there
is a fashion among subsequent writers on'Bot.tlcclh-to spend much eloquence on
this newly discovered phase of his art. I will discuss it fully later on, where I shall
show how even good historians are misled in th.cxr l.lapp_y moment of c!ocumentary
discovery, not only in artistic judgment, bu.t in hlstqncal con.md.eraflo.n. He_rc I
have only to point out in a general way that in aesthct-m appreciation it is not right
to make too much of ‘contemporary’ criticisms. Divest them of the respect we
willingly pay to laborious scholars who discover obscure documents from out the
chaos of Italian archives, and then consider what is the importance of a fragment of
contemporary criticism in our @sthetic appreciation. It is very il}tcrcsting to kPOW
the taste of the time. For the purpose of appreciating Botticelli, however, it is of
no more value than an opinion of any man at any time.

We must always admit that Horne was a rare case of scholarly erudition. Even
if we are disposed to consider his work somewhat lacking in appreciation, that does
not detract from its merits as a work of superb historical research. So with Horne
it is excusable that he was apt to make too much of documentary evidence. Other
writers on the Art of the Renaissance, especially on Botticelli, are not nearly as
scholarly, and their chief business in writing historical criticisms appears little more
than to cover their inefficiency of appreciation by references to the time. A
spectator may find Botticelli’s Fortezza stiff in pose and hard in execution. The
critic tells him that Botticelli at that time was under the influence of the Pollajuoli
and that the art of the goldsmith influenced painting. The simple spectator is glad
to have been so edified, and will conclude that it is a sign of ignorance and mistaken
taste to find fault with the stiffness of the Fortezza. One writes of Botticelli in a
general way that ‘it was an age of affectation, when poets delighted in fanciful
conceits and far-fetched images and Botticelli was not strong enough to escape its
influence.” (George Rose, Renaissance Masters.) When a man remembers such a
general description, and if he finds in the pose of the Forezza or in other figures
of Botticelli some shade of ‘affectation’, he is in danger of taking this ‘affectation’
as an excusable attribute, even though he does not like it. So the genuine reaction
of the human soul to Art is about to be lost. If one loves the Forfezza and finds
strength in what may appear stiff and severe, so much the better. History merely
explains, but does not alter facts. M. Rosenthal, lecturing in the Sorbonne in 1897
on ‘Sandro Botticelli et sa réputation 4 heure présente’, recommended historical

studies, in order to do away with ‘ces repugnances naturelles’, the better to
appreciate Botticelli. My view is just the opposite.
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After objecting to the fashion now in vogue of historical studies, the merit of
which I recognize, but the limitations of which I have attempted to demonstrate,
it remains to me only to draw attention to the other attitude to Art, the essential
one, Art as Religion. That this is the raison d’étre of Art is so obvious a fact that
I am afraid what I am going to say about it may sound like a truism. It is sad to
think that contemporary criticism has deviated from its right course so much that
I am obliged to consider this elementary matter at the outset of my study.

Art from the sociological point of view does not concern me here. Asa personal
matter, Art is religious. Of course I do not mean that Art should conform to an
established religion. It may or it may not, that is not the point. What I mean is
that Art in itself is Religion, the Religion of the Beautiful, to which you resort
with a spiritual longing and thereby receive inspiration and consolation. Very

~ rarely Art can attain to such a height, but that does not alter the main aim. You

are quite free to study Art sociologically, archzologically, and in other ways, just
as you may treat Religion as material for scientific investigation. Only do not lose

-~ sight of its inner, spiritual significance, or Art is nothing. In the true cause of Art,
- these intellectual pursuits are of value in so far as they make preparations for the
- essential appreciation. In the temple of Art you stand alone. Divested of all

acquired knowledge, your soul speaks alone with Art. In this sacred silence, where

- soul communes alone with soul, no intermediaries should enter.

This I believe to be the right attitude towards Art.
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CHAPTER 1

Botticelli’s Education. Art of the Quattrocento. Fra Filippo Lippi.
Linear and Tonal Realism. Masaccio in Relation to Fra Filippo
Lippi and Botticelli. Verrocchio and Pollajuolo. Influence of Andrea
del (astagno.

HEN Botticelli was born in the year 1444, Florentine Art was in

full swing towards Realism. It was a wonderful age when Man, as

if he were Adam newly awakened, saw the world for the first time,

and found it beautiful; saw himself, and found his body beautiful.
There was an irresistible desire and curiosity for Nature in the air, and painters,
under every pretext, gazed at Nature and lost themselves in intimate and whole-
hearted studies of her.

The beginning of the Renaissance movement in Cimabue from the crude
Byzantinism is wonderful as the first dawn. Giotto’s bold advance is still more
wonderful, like the first actual ray of the sun suddenly brightening the whole
world. Thenceforth at each upward step the sun illuminated one more corner of

 the earth. Progress was so steady: almost without exception, the pupil knew

more than the master; every new artist discovered more new aspects in Nature.
It was a wonderful age. Writers on the Renaissance, blindly following Vasari’s
stories, refer too exclusively to Paolo Uccello’s studies of perspective. But it was
not only he who felt and practised perspective at that time. The new tendency was
in the air. It is a mistake to value Paolo Uccello’s art only for its perspective, as if
his paintings were mere experiments in that particular science. Though he might
have been intellectually immersed in the problem, as related by Vasari, his real
works are more remarkable for a sense of decorative design, for grand architectonic
composition, the primitive qualities of which are not limited by geometrical
systematization of the visual world, called perspective. Other masters soon went
ahead of him: Alesso Baldovinetti and Piero della Francesca, but more especially
their master and contemporary of Uccello, Domenico Veneziano, who painted,
miraculously for that time, landscapes with aerial perspective and even with the
colour-scheme of modern ‘pleinairists.” Even Fra Angelico, who is commonly
taken to be a return to medieval pietism, in reality contributed much to the
progress of the Art of the Renaissance. His sense of Nature was so fresh and
sensitive that he stood as the foremost in painting real flowers, flowers that sparkle
and smell. Botticelli was born in this age of ever progressing Realism and was
educated in the most modern manner.

There is no reason to doubt Vasari’s story that Fra Filippo Lippi was the first
master of young Botticelli, though there are some theories against it. J. P. Richter
suggested Francesco Pesellino, but this theory is untenable, as Horne pointed out,
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i i ied i when Botticelli was a boy of
et chronologlca!lx, becauIS)e Pcszlharif ?}i:ds;rrlnixl:rsig’cs between Botticelli’s chly
g StXhSt’lcauY’ i remarkable and can be reduced to the common
N e oy important than refuting these theories
inspiration of Fra Filippo Lippi. But more impo e .
is 1 : Lcontestible fact the intimate inseparabie relation between Fra
b deed, I can think of no other master who was so essentially
Filippcziafn g glzttel:rcilh.egﬁcacteio;l ocfaBotticclli’s genius, no other pupil than Botticelli
?: ?ﬁzm %rra Filipp}c,) could have seen his own §elf ;'?;ilvc(;lat%i :I;?oir;l};l:izc; ;I('ihtc)g

o each other, as it were, by spiritual blood.
?’Zl;zrriclaft;ivtv Fra Filippo loved Botticelli a_nd taught him _all‘ he IFILCW}; gnd hol:v
the latter learned so excellently that it was impossible to distinguish t ?uhwor $
from each other, carries much weight in the analysis of the character ? }tl e two
artists. In the whole history of the Renaissance there is no such affinity of character
as that which existed between Fra Filippo an@ 'hlS bclovcd.pu;_nl.

To my mind the important position Fra Filippo occupied in the Quattroc;:lnto
is not yet fully recognized. The main current .of the Quattrocento was, as I have
said, the eager pursuit of Realism, and Fra Filippo is usually considered, not .::ls a
vigorous fighter in this main stream, but as representing a retrogressive side-

t' . - -

Cuie?s ot at all difficult to understand why this opinion was conceived .1f we
compare the frate with his master Masaccio. But we must rerr.lcn.lbcr that it was
Masaccio who was a chronological anomaly: he outstripped h1§ time, and in the
beginning of the Quattrocento became the direct father of the Cinquecento and of
all modern paintings. What painter of the Quattrocento flf)cs not appear ant:quatefl
when compared with him? Not only his pupil Fra F1.11pp.o, Fra Filippo’s Pupll
Botticelli, even Botticelli’s pupil Filippino, with all his Cinquecento technique,
looks miserably archaic in the Brancacci Chapel! I hop§ I am not deluded by th.e
composition of Masolino which Filippino there was obliged to fo.llow. From this
comparison with Masaccio it is usual for writers on Botticelli to deduce the
‘archaism’ in him from his master Fra Filippo, and thus to imagine that the young
Botticelli, with a more modern desire for Nature, was dissatisfied with his first
master, who, they say, belonged to the old monastic school. This is an it}g.cmous
suggestion which apparently explains why Botticelli did not follpw Fra Filippo to
Spoleto in 1469, and sanctions the popular theory that Botticelli soon 'aftcr _]ou.lcd
the bottega of Antonio Pollajuolo, the great realist. It is a question which requires
further sifting. :

Horne summarizes the position Fra Filippo occupied in the Renaissance and his
relation to Botticelli, thus: ‘Unlike Masaccio and Paolo Uccello, who break away
from this linear Giottesque tradition of draughtsmanship in their attempt to  render
the mass of a figure entirely by its relief, Fra Filippo remains, in the middle of the
fifteenth century, a painter of the Giottesque descent, not only in his method_ of

draughtsmanship, but also in many of his forms, such as his hands and draperies,
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the rocky backgrounds of his pictures, the convention of his trees; and these,
precisely, are among the characters of his art which Botticelli seized upon and
imitated in his own works.” (Horne, Sendro Botticelli, p. 12.)

Only a scholar unfamiliar with any but European Art would make such a broad
generalization, that linear painting is archaic and that true Realism comes only from
Masaccio’s method of ‘relief.” To the Oriental mind, which is used to examples of
‘linear’ Realism, this distinction does not at all suffice to explain the evolution of
painting. It is better to think there are two kinds of artistic attitudes toward
Nature, one linear and the other tonal. These are distinct attitudes which come
from the artist’s temperament,and so they may, but do not necessarily, indicate the
developed and undeveloped degrees of technique. Both can be ways of approach-
ing the heart of Nature. It is not only in Oriental Art that great works of linear
representation were accomplished: in Europe, too, there was no lack of artists with
this ‘Oriental’ trait. Studying the Quattrocento from a wider view of the world’s
Art, one may see in Fra Filippo Lippi, not an altogether archaic master, but one
of the most daringly progressive artists of his time.

One artist conceives the visual world as architecture of rhythmic line; another
as a bas-relief of changing tone. You will notice this fundamental difference among
young students in Art schools. It is true, as modern impressionists have asserted,
more by their work than by their theory, that there exists no such thing as line in
Nature, line being only the limit of intersecting planes or masses; theoretically, the
tonal view of Nature must be said to be truer to reality than the linear. In the Art
of the Renaissance, where the main motive was to advance deeper and deeper
towards Nature, the progress of Art was, roughly speaking, along the way from

_the linear to the tonal. The main contrast between the Quattrocento and the
Cinquecento was exactly this. But this general law must not be expected to rule
in its entirety in individual cases, where an artist’s genius presents infinite varieties.

Art is not a theoretical business. It is strictly an affair of human experience.
In actual human experience a man sees Nature as consisting of lines or tones,
according to his temperament, which mainly comes from some physiological basis.
A man may have eyes with very sensitive retinas, and he may be preoccupied with
chiaroscuro more than with anything else. Another may have a keen perception
for delicate linear intricacies in Nature, owing to the unusual sensitiveness of his
ocular muscles. It is true that line and rhythm, which do not exist objectively, are
not so efficacious in representing cubic Nature as tonal values, and they have other
powerful functions, decorative and symbolic. Hence artists greatly endowed with
linear sensibility do not as a rule follow the art which merely ‘represents’: they
stray into other, more ethereal spheres which are beyond the reach of Realism.
The linear tendency frequently weakens the artist in natural representation, as
may be observed in minor masters of the Sienese and Central-Italian painting.
But all these are temptations which do not necessarily prevent an artist from
advancing to naturalistic representation in terms of line. Proofs of this may easily
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be obtained from Oriental Art, which usually gonccived N 'fm}llrebm hlgcarhways.
As I am afraid, however, that examples from Oriental Art might be ta i”n] _ ercfas
contrary to what I intend, viz. as examples of the decorative funct-lon of line, for
which Oriental Art is considered in Europe chiefly rema.l.rkablc, ITVYI‘H mo}rlc ;eadlly
illustrate my views by means of European Art. Take: Diirer and 1t1a1(;, the orn?ier
the greatest master of the linear vievs'r of Nature, which as N aturcI-st}l; )lf{ cIan easily
stand side by side with the great Titian, the marvel of tonal art. tth] am n}(l)t
very wrong if I call the linear view the thhlc and the ton'al one the Classic: the
former sees Nature in detail, marking out tiny fragments with gem-like precision,
while the latter embraces Nature as a whole, bringing out the gr_and planes and
volumes, even if at the expense of precision in detail. The Gothic temperament
can be explained to a certain extent by the severe and sombre n(')rfhcrn climate,
and the Classic by the easy, bounteous southern; and they divide European
ivilization into two.

erlfl'tlzsacan Italy is an interesting country, in whi.ch these two contrasts _°f Nature
may be said to meet and mingle harmoniously, just as the. severe Gothic sense of
linear architecture has become amalgamated with the classic sense of masses in the
genius of Brunelleschi, who built the marvellous cupola of the Duomo.at Florence.
Lovers of Florence know well that it is in some respects very northern in charactc'r.
No wonder that there, in contrast to the southern Italians, who are _cntirely classic
in conception, was born a long line of artists with a linear conception of Nature.
True, Florentine artists are exempt from a too pronounced severity, and are
generally endowed with the unmistakable Italian sweetness, _but the)f also retain
that tenacious analytical view of Nature, peculiar to the Gothic. Rodin was right
in calling Donatello a Gothic master. It is a symbolic cvent.that the greatest
masterpiece of Hugo van der Goes was brought to Florence in 1481 and was
greatly admired by Florentine masters.

Discussing the art education which young Botticelli received, I prefer to rega:rd
his first master, Fra Filippo, in this Gothic light, and point out that he, too, with
all his linear preponderance, which looks antiquated by the side of Masaccio, must
be accounted as one of the most progressive of the age in N ature-study. One
should see the first lesson in Realism, instead of the archaic training which
Botticelli received from Fra Filippo.

It is not that Horne did not notice something similar. He says: ‘Fra Filippo
became one of the masters of the new “Naturalistic” school of Florence, but unlike
Masaccio, who so transmutes the old methods of the Giottesque painters that they
become for him a new form of pictorial expression, Fra Filippo elaborates and
refines upon them till they grow perfectly expressive of his ideas. For him, this
new “Naturalism” is but a graft on the old Giottesque stock.” (Horze, p. 11.) It
seems to me that this assertion contains more than one untruth. For historians,
Giotto is the name which invariably represents the old school of painting, but I
would prefer, say, that Giotto is old in date but not archaic. In my view, Giotto
6
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was, together with Masaccio, one of those rare geniuses who broke away from the
ordinary course of development and could see Nature in perfect tonal values, while
the world was still under the rule of linear Byzantinism. Who would not hail
Giotto, together with Masaccio, as another direct forbear of modern Art ? Although
line is conspicuous in his paintings, Horne and others should have observed the
essential difference of its function in Giotto from that in genuine masters of line,
for instance, in Fra Filippo Lippi. Giotto’s lines are the architectonic, constructive
skeleton of Nature which only the undeveloped technique of the time could not
dispense with. They are not lines in conception: they are foreshortened planes.
Therefore Giotto’s figures can look so sculpture-like with such primitive
technique. Giotto’s lines were of a nature to disappear as unnecessary when the
tonal representation of different planes became technically possible, and that was
what Masaccio accomplished. In this sense there is no painter who conjectures
Masaccio’s art more than Giotto. Contrary to Horne’s idea, I would rather say it
was Masaccio who perfected Giotto’s methods, and their grand, broad conceptions
of Nature, enveloped in all-pervading tonal value, formed the technical basis of
the Cinquecento and all subsequent Art.

So in my view of the development of the painter’s technique in the fifteenth-
century Florence, the Giotto-Masaccio current flows apart, while the main stream
was in the other channel, the analytical study of Nature, which in the way of
precise detail brought about the accentuation of linear elements in painting. This
‘main current of the Quattrocento was destined to meet the other at the juncture
of the Quattro- and Cinquecento and to produce that greatest synthetic painter in
the whole field of pictorial Art, Leonardo da Vinci.

There is one more reason for encouraging the minute detail-study of Nature in
the Quattrocento. In those first days of wakening to the beauty of Nature, artists
had their whole attention absorbed by the fragments of Nature immediately before
their eyes, so that they had little time or energy left for contemplating them in
their tonal unity. Nearly all Nature-studies of the Quattrocento had to be linear
and analytical. Even now beginners in Art do the same, jotting down every detail
with nervous solicitude, and losing the feeling of mass. If one paints a flower, one
observes that flower and nothing else, tracing its outlines with eager curiosity, and
so, forgetting its value in the whole system of Nature, represents it with exag-
gerated detail. If one studies a hand, one gets lost in the obstinate scrutiny of the
curious ramifications of the veins and muscles, and draws them as if they were the
final aim of Art to grasp. I mention this, recalling to my mind what Verrocchio
did in the picture of the Baptism of Christ in the Uffizi Gallery, especially in the
arm and hand of John the Baptist. Indeed, Verrocchio and Pollajuolo were just
those who pushed this Quattrocento tendency to the extreme, and their art was
often little more than a display of their wonderfully accurate knowledge of Nature
and the human body. You can also see the insatiable curiosity for Nature in a
Quattrocento painter, from Benozzo Gozzoli’s paintings, which are so overloaded
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with unnecessary detail, each bit cl.aiming the spcIcta;lolr's fatt::t;;); r:)v::::}}lﬁ :ci\;;l
insistence, that he does not know wh1§h to look at. I will re cxl'a b
Pollajuolo, their merits and their limitations, later on, when Botticelli fe gn er
heir influence. Let us here understand that Fra Flhppo should be accounted, not
o but a most daring promoter of this Quattrocento tendency. In his
asa?x?ti?lpior:c?:’li;esa were not the remnants of Giotto’s conventions, but the
Eeccssagy inventions of Fra Filippo’s interest in every tiny dct.all olt;i Nature.

That he was a Carmelite monk should not bias usin reading into his pictures lt_“oo
much of religious ideas. We should not mention Don Lorenzo Mon}a:co,h ra
Angelico, and Fra Filippo Lippi in the same breath. No one can deny that there
isa stron’g mystic element in Fra Filippo’s art, but that was more the outcome of
his temperament than the mere influence of monastic life, which coul’d not }.lavc
been very sincere with this child of pleasure. The §candal .of th'c frate’s marriage
with Lucretia Buti is well known. How much truth is contained in the legend may
be challenged, but that he was the first to see a real woman of flesh an.cl blood in the
Madonna is so glaringly true in his pictures that this alone places him among the
most advanced of realistic painters. The beautiful Madonna and Child in .thc
Palazzo Riccardi in Florence is one of the masterpieces of the world, representing
a young mother caressing her child, or more probably being caressed by the child.
The child presses his cheek against the mother’s, and the curious distortion of the
flesh on both cheeks, warm as with the sense of touch, is depicted with a sensuous
sympathy. He not only translated the Madonna-cult into the cult 9f ‘Moth_crhood,
entirely human, but, farther on, into the cult of Womanh_oogl. :Thls apettito dcll.a
bellezza’, so adequately attributed to him by the poetic msxght. of Lorenzo il
Magnifico, was not limited to the delineation of the flesh: everything F ra Filippo
painted was observed with the same naturalistic curiosity and love. Of his draperies,
too, one should not admire only the flowing lines, but more the really rgtmnal
construction of fold upon fold. For those who are accustomed to take Masacsn.csqu’c
or Leonardesque draperies as the standard of realistic representation, Fra Filippo’s
draperies would at first sight look as if they consisted of lines, arbitrary and
decorative. But it is not so. Fra Filippo had a fine sense of line, but it was strictly
subservient to his main purpose, which was realism, although peculiar to himself.
How this phase of Fra Filippo’s art differed from that of Botticelli we shall more
clearly see when we come to study the latter. Here my point is to see how Fra
Filippo could be, and was, a good master for Botticelli’s realistic education.

All this I have explained, because the true understanding of the position Fra
Filippo occupied in the main current of the Quattrocento is indispensable in the
study of Botticelli, in the formation of whose genius Fra Filippo took so great a
part. Horne says: “T'echnically Botticelli always remained his disciple.” This is
not enough: rather, he technically differed and later evolved his own style. In
nature Botticelli was ever near to his first master.

While Botticelli was with the master, or a little later on, Masaccio had some effect
8
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on him, which, however, quickly disappeared. As this throws no little light on the
proper understanding of Botticelli’s artistic temperament, let me indicate the event
with more emphasis than may be thought due to the slightness of this influence.

Vasari tells how the Capella Brancacci, of the Church of Carmine, was a kind of

school for young Florentine artists, among whom he counted Botticelli. Masaccio’s
greatness was at the time in every one’s mouth, and in addition he was the master
of Botticelli’s master. Considered from these circumstances, there are reasons
enough to imagine that Masaccio greatly influenced young Botticelli, whose nature
was very impressionable. And yet, why in reality was Masaccio’s influence on
Botticelli so very slight ? I can see it with some clearness only in the predella of the
story of Mary Magdalene, designed by Botticelli and mainly executed by a clever
assistant of his, called ‘Amico di Sandro’ by Mr. Berenson, in the Johnson Collec-
tion in Philadelphia: all other Masacciesque traits in Botticelli’s early pictures, such
as in the early Adoration of the Magi in the National Gallery, can be attributed
indirectly to Fra Filippo Lippi, who, although he failed to grasp the tonal
grandeur, yet retained many detailed characteristics of his master, Masaccio.
In one of the four panels of Mary Magdalene, the scene where Christ preaches,
a more direct influence of Masaccio on Botticelli is obvious, the figures being very
dignified in bearing and solid in balance, which could scarcely have been inherited
from Fra Filippo, and could not have been produced by Botticelli alone. And yet
I must say that this influence of Masaccio is shown more in individual types, as in
the case of Fra Filippo, in the imitation of detail rather than in the general
conception of Nature, which with its grand distribution of chiaroscuro gives to
Masaccio’s art a unique place. That even such fragmentary influence of Masaccio
made these Magdalene panels conspicuous for their grand feeling among Botti-
celli’s designs, and that Botticelli could not retain this feeling for long, is a proof
that between Masaccio and Botticelli there lay a fundamental dissimilarity of
character which, because of its very difference, made the influence of Masaccio
very advantageous, but transient.

Thus, putting the grandeur of Masaccio as their contrast, we can best see the
essential closeness of character between Fra Filippo and Botticelli. The art of
Fra Filippo Lippi also stands so far from Masaccio that one is almost tempted to
contest the immediate relationship of master and pupil. Like Botticelli, Fra Filippo
retained Masacciesque character only in fragmentary detail. Rarely was he as
grand in tone and conception as in the small predella in the Berlin Museum, which
is remarkable as an exception. The general impression of Fra Filippo’s art,
laboured in detail, lovely rather than grand, is remote from that of Masaccio.
Even in the frescoes in the Cathedral at Prato, in which one can feel an immediate
inspiration from the Brancacci frescoes, and where, floating over all, is that dark-
olive shadow of Masaccio, yet the entire difference in character gave quite another
effect. In the Prato frescoes you are almost forced to scrutinize details: profiles
with remarkable individualities peep out from every corner, beautiful studies of
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he limbs of women in quick movement. There

: R .
draperies flutter scintillating from t! : :
youPcannot be immersed in a large silent shadow as in the Capella Brancacci, where

figures stand immense as Greek statues and sifn.ply 0v<?rp01\;vcr gciu i
We must well understand the complex position which Fra dl 11_ppo occupied in
the Quattrocento. He was primarily guided by his analytic an anea_r }foillccpnon
of Nature, and although he must be S:allefl less modern, comf};arc wit ht at mos'i
modern of painters, Masaccio, yet 1n his own way, and that vsl/as_t [::'bgznc;?
trend of the time, he was both daring an<.i progressive. He cagerly imbi 1\? this
leading characteristic of the master. Botticelli received his first lesson in atful;:-
study from Fra Filippo, and this was excellent for the future expansion of his
gcn\?\l/};;r so? Because, coming in contact w‘ith Fra Filippo ip his early days }c:f
Nature-study, Botticelli began it with love, instead of with science. Thlsj was the
important thing. The study of Nature in Art must ever be guided by love: science,
however valuable, must take a secondary place. In the_Flo_rcntm§ Quattroczcntc?,
the artist’s interest in Nature was so keen that the sc1'cnt1ﬁc attitude, wh1€:13 is
excellent for acquiring knowledge of Nature, was destined to assume a position
beyond its due in relation to Art. When man discovered Na'ture for th<’: ﬁfst time
and found her beautiful, he loved her and studied her Wl‘th a lo’ve.r s instinct.
Fra Filippo was a man who all through his life did not lose this lover’s instinct. Of
course there are defects in it, and Fra Filippo could not prosecute h{s Nature-study
with the method and thoroughness of scientific masters. But what is necessary was
obtained with simplicity and directness, and not spoiled by Pcdan.tlc precision.
Fra Filippo’s pictures are realistic, with a strange power of insinuation; although
there are many unrealities inconceivable to our modern sense, we believe them.
We shall see that Nature, in Botticelli’s pictures, belonged to the same category.
Botticelli was of a younger generation: he could not be satisfied with.hls master for
long; he had to enrich his knowledge from scientific sources which, after Fra
Filippo’s time, progressed with amazing swiftness. But still, Botticelli never
ceased to move in the spirit of his master toward Nature. Fra Filippo was the one
painter suitable to implant in the young soul of Botticelli that all-powerful seed,
the love of Nature, which was to germinate in its own way.

Fra Filippo’s relation to Botticelli was not only intimate, but complicated. He
had sown in the young man’s soul vigorous seeds which were to rule his future; but
the seed fell on fertile soil and its growth could not be limited to the domain of the
mother-plant. More precisely, it was then a great time of progress, each day
making a step farther towards Nature; Fra Filippo’s inheritance had to flower with
a vigour in the young artist who, as it were, was born when spring was more
advanced. Fra Filippo sowed the seed; others cultivated it.

Even while Botticelli was under the direct guidance of his old master, his genius
of a younger generation had to force its own way. It is interesting to see how
distinct Botticelli was in his independent way from the other pupil of Fra Filippo,
10
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Fra Diamante, who did little except imitate the master in a servile manner. The
almost boyish interest in Nature awakened in the youthful soul of Botticelli leaps
out in mischievous whims, as exemplified in two stags running with uncontrollable
activity into a wood in the tondo Adoration of the Magi in the London National
Gallery. Here the landscape is infinitely more natural than that of Fra Filippo.
Gothic buildings are studied with loving care, and they recede, moreover,
into atmospheric distance through a bluish haze, which not only never occurs
in Fra Filippo Lippi, but also is very beautiful in the more advanced land-
scapes of the Quattrocento. Although this tondo Adoration of the Magi was painted
a little later, after Botticelli had left his first master, yet it explains to us as natural
that a young artist, endowed with such a fine sense of Nature, must have wished
to study her in a systematic way. Just then there were in Florence two great
masters who were exactly suitable for furthering the education of young
Botticelli.

There exists little historical ground to assign a definite date as to when Botticelli
left Fra Filippo Lippi. The conjecture that Botticelli, living with Fra Filippo at
Prato, must have come to Florence to frequent the bottega of the Pollajuoli is
entirely without foundation. Though this suggestion, adorned with a dramatic
description, appeals to our imagination, presenting the young and restless Botti-
celli, pushed on by artistic ardour for a newer Art, traversing the flowery fields of
the Valley of the Arno, from the old provincial town towards the Tuscan capital,
where Brunelleschi’s cupola towered to the heavens, yet it seems to be incompatible
with the character of Botticelli, which was easy-going and content with the
ordinary course of events, reluctant even to establish an independent workshop out
of the paternal, and later fraternal, home where he lived. I cannot imagine that
Botticelli was really dissatisfied with Fra Filippo. Fra Filippo’s departure for
Spoleto in 1467, where he died two years later, in all probability marks the date
when Botticelli had to leave his first master. There is no evidence to show whether
Botticelli followed Fra Filippo to Spoleto, and I agree with other critics in
thinking that he did not. There is no indication of Botticelli’s hand in Fra F ilippo’s
work in Spoleto, but we must not forget that even at Prato there exists no trace of
Botticelli. Prato, where Botticelli must have lived, first as apprentice then as
assistant, for about seven years, and where we might expect to find some evidence
of. his collaboration in Fra Filippo’s great labours, Botticelli being meanwhile
skilled enough to paint such beautiful Filippesque panels as the oblong Adoration
of the Magi in the National Gallery.

Where Botticelli went after Fra Filippo left for Spoleto is a question on which
specialists have exhausted learning and speculation. Was it to Pollajuolo or to
Verrocchio? Uhlmann, the first genuine scholar to study Botticelli, started the
question by ascribing Botticelli’s after-education entirely to Verrocchio. Horne
?ttacked Uhlmann vehemently and attempted to put forward Antonio Pollajuolo
in place of Verrocchio. Indeed, the best part of Horne’s energy as a stylistic critic
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een spent in pointing out Pollajuolesque details in Botticelli’s works.
Spi:g;sn i?yh:vgot:)k hals) appeafcd on %ott.icclli., by Dr. Bode, in whgch the German
scholar once more puts forward the view in favour of Verrocchio as sharply.as
Horne was against it. But why could not it have been Pollajuolo @nd Verrocchio,
instead of Pollajuolo or Verrocchio? ;

Certainly Horne pleaded a forcible argument y:/hcn he pomtcc! out that many
pictures of Verrocchio’s descent, such as Botticini’s and those which are grouped
under the name of ‘Amico di Sandro’, according to Mr. Berenson, had hitherto
been taken as Botticelli’s own, and formed the basis of Uhlmann’s preference for
Verrocchio. But I would like to ask as the important question, can the problem
really be solved from data in our possession ? I must cor.lfcss that, many of tlgc
examples given by Horne, to prove the ‘indubitable influence’ of Antonio
Pollajuolo on Botticelli, are not only unable to convince me, but have even made
me distrustful of him and other historians who could draw such definite conclusions
from comparisons so subjective and from materials so insufficient. For instance,
Horne dates the small Fudith panel in the Uffizi Gallery a little after 1470. The
date cannot be far wrong. But what grounds has he for being so precise ? Because
the figure of Judith resembles the ‘figure of Salome, to whom a soldier offers the
head of the Baptist on a charger in the embroidery after the design of Antonio
Pollajuolo, of the feast of Herod,” now in the Opera del Duomo at Florence,
executed in 1470, as we know from documentary evidence. Where is the resem-
blance? ‘Not only in the attitude, but in the whole conception of the form,
proportions and movement of the tall, alert figure, in the way in which the head
is set upon the slender neck, the shoulders and elbows thrown back, the draperies
caught by the drooping torso in its rapid motion, is Sandro clearly imitating
Antonio.” (Horne, p. 25.) All this sounds well. But when I compare the two, the
Ufhizi fudith with the figure of what Horne called ‘Salome’, which I could only
approximately identify, there being some mistake in Horne’s description, his
conclusion was anything but ‘clear’ to me. To my mind, Botticelli appears in the
Judith panel more than ever Verrocchiesque, especially in the face. The figure
which, according to Horne, imitates Pollajuolo seems to me still to retain Fra
Filippo’s manner in dancing figures, represented here more easily, showing how
Botticelli had already come under the influence of Florentine training, not
particularly of the Pollajuolo school. To give a fixed date sounds scholarly, but
if the grounds are so vague it is better to leave it alone.

After all, the only fact which supports the Pollajuolo theory is that Botticelli
painted the Forzezza in the Uffizi Gallery, which formed the last of the seven series
of allegorical figures painted by the Pollajuoli for the Hall of the Mercanzia. In
the or(.linary course of events it sounds strange that while both the Pollajuoli,
Aptomo and Piero, were still alive, one of the series of pictures should have been
given to Botticelli. That Botticelli might have finished the series after their death

is not admissible, as, stylistically considered, Botticelli was young when he painted
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the picture. The circumstance that Botticelli painted the Fortezza to complete the
series gave birth to and favoured the suggestion that Botticelli might have joined
the Pollajuolo bottega and painted this figure from the design of Antonio. This
sounds probable. But if you examine the picture itself, you will find it difficult to
arrive at this conclusion as quickly as is usually done. In my view the Fortezza
cannot have been designed by anyone but Botticelli.

In the first place the throne is bad in perspective. All the other six thrones are
well drawn and give a correct feeling of depth, while in the Forfezza you cannot
understand how the figure is able to sit. The two large supports on each side of
the throne bulge outwardly instead of projecting forward, as they should, and as
they do in the other panels of the series. So thoroughly an intellectual painter
as Antonio Pollajuolo would not have perpetrated such a realistic mistake. In
Antonio’s admirable drawing of the Carita, on the back of the panel, painted by
Piero, the throne and the background are only slightly indicated. It is possible
to suggest that, even if we assume that Botticelli followed Antonio in the figure,
the throne itself might have been painted by Botticelli from his own design.

On this point I am prepared for the objection that Botticelli was famous for
his perspective, and that it is wrong to ascribe the design of the throne to him be-
cause of its bad perspective. Later on I will discuss fully this tradition regarding
Botticelli’s perspective. It seems to me that he was not an artist who could be
strictly bound down by an abstract law of Nature, such as perspective. He did not
‘mind violating it when he was guided by a law much more essential to the artistic
effect of a picture. It is just in this artistic way that the throne of the Fortezza is
designed. If you look on the throne as real and trace out the geometrical lines
hidden in the picture, you will find it is wrong. In the picture itself, however,
those curved lines bulging from each side of the figure are as effective as two
symmetrical wings spread out to maintain the stable feeling of the whole. Antonio’s
way of thinking was otherwise: he was always strictly rational, never sacrificing
scientific laws for artistic. Botticelli, with all his faithful studies of Nature, ever
remained an artist.

But the main point of the question rests on the figure, which I call entirely
Botticellesque. Paradoxical though it may sound, I can well understand how
Morelli, with his keen vision, failed to see Botticelli in the Forfezza. At his time
the study of Botticelli was in its infancy, and he had to form his ideas from late
works of the artist, which are very assertive of Botticelli’s fully pronounced
characteristics and are very different from the works of his early student days when
his impressionable nature was imbibing much of exterior influences. In this sense
the Fortezza is remote from the ordinary Botticelli. For us, who know Botticelli
better than in Morelli’s days, this un-Botticellesque trait seems to exist only in the
superficial and does not affect the essential design.

The general outlook of the figure is something like Pollajuolo’s. Why should
not Botticelli, adding the last to the series to be hung side by side in the Hall of
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Mercanzia, design his piece intentionally %n the l.’ollaj’uo_lesquc manner, so as to
harmonize it with the others? I can admit Pollajuolo s mﬁu.ence to thls. extent,
but no farther. I wonder what ground scholars had in easily (Eoncludlng_that
Antonio gave the design to Botticelli. There is one reason which, I cons1dc;’-,
negatives this assumption. It is the arrangement of the draperies round Fortezza’s
feet. I have pointed out, as the main characteristic of Pollajuolo, the thoroughl
maintained rationality throughout his pictures which .madc him admired in this
most intellectual of ages. His works are co_nstructed with so much reason that no
incongruity might be observed were the picture suddenly to come to.hfc. When
he drew a figure sitting on a throne, he consxdere'd the way it sat gf ﬁr§t importance.
He was great because his visual realism never failed to carry this evident sanction
of intellect with it. When painting draperies, however gorgeous they were, he
never added superfluous length or fold as a mere means for.decoratwe exqberance.
The folds he painted were scientific architecture, in yvhl.ch you can discern an
undoubted rule of constructive principle. This rationality is unflinchingly ke.pt in
all the six allegorical figures by Pollajuolo, and then, suddenly, you are astonished
to find in the Fortezza a conspicuous violation, and that in such a way as no one
save Botticelli could produce. In all the six figures there is no instance _°f draperies
so profusely falling to the ground, and even when they do to some slight extent,
it is only the robe falling from the knee, which is quite natural. In thF Fortfzza,
however, it is not only the robe on the knee, but the whole garment, which tx:alls on
the ground, so much so that if the warlike Fortezza suddenly came to life sh'e
would have difficulty in walking. Here I seem to find another instance of Botti-
celli’s predilection for linear composition, which made him oblivious of reality,
and constructed a picture principally from @sthetic necessities. '

It is scarcely necessary to point out that the draperies of the Fortezza are
realistic elaborations of Fra Filippo’s formula. Even Horne, who is among the
foremost in maintaining the theory that Antonio Pollajuolo gave the design to
Botticelli, could not fail to observe this Filippesque trait, but contented himself in
understanding them as variations introduced by Botticelli on a Pollajuolesque
theme. Horne may say this of the Forzezza’s head-ornaments, or of the fantastic
carvings on the armour, which, having little connection with the general design
of the picture, could be altered without interference. As for the large drapery
which falls on the ground so as to make a pedestal for the whole statue-like figure,
which, but for this pedestal, would have appeared unstable with too many inter-
secting lines, it is too vital to the whole pictorial scheme to be easily changed.

Botticelli appears in the Fortezza as an artist already quite independent, an
artist who knew his own power. As he was completing the Pollajuolo series he
endeavoured to appear Pollajuolesque, and succeeded well, using, however, his own
artistic instinct as his principal guidance. Who can really support the pure
Pollajuolo-theory when in this most Pollajuolesque of all Botticelli’s pictures the
most important feature of all, the face, is undoubtedly of the Verrocchio type?

14
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For me the problem whether Botticelli joined Pollajuoclo’s bottega or not, i

artistic but a documentary one, which can only be solved by some new 21112 =
among old archives. When Fra Filippo left for Spoleto, Botticelli was (;OVC(;
twenty-three years old. If he had acquired so much skill ,as to have becna lr)tlza 4
paint the oblong Adoration of the Magi while with his old master. wh shoa:ﬂcf }tlo
not have taken his stand as an ambitious young painter, sucking ;our{shm f :
his art from those sources he liked best? Considering what he lacked ifln;\ :
education while studying from Fra Filippo, I can well imagine that he found }ft_
he wanted in each of the most progressive of Florentine ‘naturalists’, Verro Whflt
and Pollajuolo. But there is still another thing which makes me lean’ more tcctlio
side of Verrocchio. s

Among critics of to-day, the enthroned Madonna and Child with Six Saints in
the Accademia in Florence is usually excluded from Botticelli’s genuine works
and this exclusion has given great support to the Pollajuolo-theory as the icture,
is decidedly Verrocchiesque in character. After a prolonged stud’y I decifzied to
ascribe the picture to Botticelli, and this made me, though not altogether agreein
with the Verrocchio-theory, at least distrustful of the Pollajuolo-theory now ig
vogue. The Accademia picture, in its present condition, gives a very doubtful
impression, as the central group of Madonna and Child, which with the fine sense
of concentrated composition attracts the spectator’s attention, has been so thickl
repainted with oil that almost nothing remains of the original, except the genera}I
outline and the draperies. Other figures, however, having escaped this evil, are
beautiful and fairly well preserved, especially the two female saints at each end of
the work. Mary Magdalene has profuse hair, painted through the transparent
gauze, peculiar to Botticelli, predicting the advent of the superb figures in the
Primavera. St. Catherine of Alexandria, looking out from the other corner, has
that type of face which Botticelli refined upon Verrocchio, and is direct sistc’er to
the “f_udz'tﬁ and the Fortezza of the Uffizi Gallery.

This picture in the Accademia more than anything else reconstructs for me the
career of Botticelli, when he was strugglin g to shake off Fra Filippo’s manner and
to evolve a style, more modern and his own, by the help of those realistic masters
of Florencc: The hands of St. Cosmos kneeling on the right of the Madonna are
very short in formation. Their shortness is partly the result of an unsuccessful
attempt at foreshortening, but it is also due to the influence of Fra Filippo, which
has not yet altogether disappeared. Fra Filippo’s hands are always short and fleshy.
Here Botncelh kept to Fra Filippo’s manner in the length, but made them bony
after his own style. The right hand of St. Francis, placed on the breast, however,
became so peculiarly Botticelli’s that the specimen hand of Botticelli in Morelli’s
comparative diagrams of hands by Renaissance painters applies well to this,
although the hand in the diagram was copied presumably from that of the Sa/varor
Mzm.dz in Morelli’s own Collection at Bergamo, which he believed to be a genuine
Botticelli. St. Francis’s face belongs to Fra Filippo’s type, while St. John the
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Baptist, together with St. Catheritlc of Alexandtia, prove thatf \‘;crrocc}}ﬁo:s
influence was strongly felt by the painter. St. ]ohn‘ls reminiscent o - (;.:'rc;‘cc 0’s
Baptist in the famous Baptism in the Uffizi Gallery: the naklcd a];m of the former,
where young Botticelli attempted to trace not only muscles, ut-cvcn veins, is
indicative of Verrocchio’s original, in which these anatomical details are grasped
i i inacity.

WItIhs%gl\rSdpir;tnhavz entered into all this discussion of ‘iI}f}uences’ .but for t.he
abundant arguments on Botticelli’s career after he left Fra Filippo, which are vain.
Firstly, because this is a question which must be solved by documentary cv1d.ence,
which, as I have pointed out, does not exist; secondly, because its approximate
solution can only be attempted by the right understanding of Botticelli’s desires
at that critical moment in his artistic development, while all the existing theories
are propounded solely by extraneous proofs. My aim 1s’ not to establtsh
Verrocchio’s influence on Botticelli at the expense of Pollajuolo’s, but to recognize
both. I cannot see why Botticelli, being sensitive to the one, should not have been
equally so to the other, their art being essentially the same. The most advanced
realism of the age, common to both painters, was vx{hat Bottlcelh wanted. aftt?r his
Filippesque days. If one tried to measure the relationship between Botticelli and
Pollajuolo and Verrocchio, in proportion to the sum. tqtal ot' what one tal«tcs as
Pollajuolesque or Verrocchiesque fragments in the existing pictures of Botticelli,
one could go on wavering for ever. : okt T P

Horne himself complained of the difficulty of the task of distinguishing between
Pollajuolo’s and Verrocchio’s influences on Botticelli. Their art came from their
common master, Alesso Baldovinetti, and was akin one to the other. It seems to
me that it is not sufficient to see in this common origin only the difficulty of
distinguishing their influences on Botticelli. We must understand that it is not
only difficult, but impossible and useless, to distinguish between the two. As they
influenced, by reason of characteristics common to each, their distinction had to
disappear in their effects upon the young painter. To my mind, it is not enough
to point out the similarity of Verrocchio’s and Pollajuolo’s art, because they
were both pupils of Alesso Baldovinetti. They eventually evolved their own types,
which are not at all difficult to distinguish from each other on ordinary occasions.
Their aim in Art, however, was one, scientific realism, the spirit of which was just
what Botticelli longed for. We have seen how he obtained through Fra Filippo a
strong love for Nature. The continuation of Fra Filippo’s teaching in a younger
soul was to consolidate and systematize with science what had been instinctively
felt from Nature. Verrocchio and Pollajuolo were the guiding spirit of the time
in this sense. Botticelli had little reason to prefer one to the other, so long as they
gave him what he wanted.

When I examine the artistic characteristics of these two masters, I am astonished
to see how well they were provided with what Botticelli most desired, and that in
a manner which he could assume with sympathy. I am not absolutely sure
16
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if Verrocchio and Pollajuclo had so linear a view of Nature as Fra Filippo and
Botticelli: perhaps not. In Pollajuolo’s pictures there is no lack of emf)e}io in
atmosphere, and as for Verrocchio, there are ample reasons for his being a te Pi)ng
for Leonardo da Vinci, the greatest artist in the art of chiaroscuro. Theg maac i
belong to the group of artists so strictly linear as Fra Filippo and Botticel}lri anﬁ n(e)i
the spirit of the time which guided them was such that they were destined t,o a Z
in the history of Art as the perfection of the linear and analytical studex}:ts 22‘
Nature.
The close relation between goldsmith and painter in Quattrocento Florence
seems to have further increased the analytical tendency of its Art. Anyone who
has studied the beautiful silver altar in the Opera del Duomo at Florence, where
Antonio Pollajuclo and Verrocchio worked together, cannot fail to und’erstand
that artists, accustomed to work in precious metals such elaboration of details, had
to work very minutely if they turned to painting. True, among metal-workérs of
the Quattrocento there was no lack of artists, such as Ghiberti or Jacopo della
Quercia, who could express, to some extent, the feeling of tone-value and atmos-
phere in bas-relief. Generally speaking, however, goldsmith’s work required
precision to the most minute detail and accustomed the artist more to analytic
precision than to synthetic sense of tone. Botticelli himself, who underwent an
apprenticeship to goldsmith’s work for some time before he began painting
seemed to retain this severe habit throughout his life. In his case, however, his rcai
nature, entirely linear-analytic, was so well in conformity with this technical habit
that it would be better to say that, not his goldsmith’s career, but his real nature
a'cc-:cntuated by such experience, was what gave to his pictures the gem-like pre-
cision of detailed delineation. With Verrocchio and Pollajuolo, their experiences
as goldsmiths seems to have worked out in a way more remarkable: first, because
they were goldsmiths rather than painters, and their wider experience influenced
them as painters more strongly than in the case of Botticelli; second, because these
great studer.lts of Nature, although still working in the spirit of the Quattrocento,
had susceptible natures, as close observers of Nature should have, to tonal atmos-
phere, and so their skill as goldsmiths influenced them in matters of precise detail
more noticeably than Botticelli, who entirely lacked the tonal sense. The inter-
pretation may differ: at all events it is clear from their work that Verrocchio and
Pollajuolo were just those who perfected the analytic study of Nature. In this
essential the stylistic difference between the two disappears and they stand
together at the very height of the Quattrocento Art on the threshold of the
Cinquecento. It is nothing more or less than this quality that binds Botticelli to
them. He followed them, or, rather, he followed his own course in them, for all
were on the_ same track, starting from the simple interest in newly discovered
Nature, aiming towards the scientific consolidation of that interest. It is not too
muctl tq ’say that Pollajuolo-Verrocchio realism formed the technical basis of
Botticelli’s art all through his life, but that realism must be regarded as the natural
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ture-study. I do not say for other purposes,
but for the sole purpose of appreciating Bott.icclli’s art, I w1s§ht :; acc.entulate

4 development strongly. For the cvolutmq of a true artist there is a law
}gésl‘lji?[;wn apart from extraneous influences, which are only felt k?exly whcln
they are ix; essential accord with that law of genius. T"he problem o . r:i cf?u d
nev);r be solved by researches, however elaborate, into influences exercised from

result of Botticelli’s own advance 1n Na

Ou;:Sit(iE;lk A lmade clear Botticelli’s progress in Florence after Fra Filippo’s

. €2 y
departure for Spoleto. Though I.hav.c s9ught to dlsprovsh tl;c pop‘\;l::‘;o:;g;x::i;
theory, I do not imply that Botticelli did not }carn mu . ro$ il
Pollajuolo. On the contrary, my xzc’:lucftance in seeking orf clt:rt hcc'ringucncc
Pollajuolesque fragments in Botticelli’s pictures as thc s.olc p;oo 50 i o
is the result of my interpretation of th.elr rFIatlonshlp in a ecper;;icnsc. i
was a fortunate student who found'm _hls masters, ﬁl:st Fra }.ppofar}lﬁ en
Verrocchio and Pollajuolo, the realization of the various qualities of hi }c:v;'ln
geriius, and under their guidance he expanded all the artistic 'faculncs.odw cd e
was possessed. Thus equipped, Botticelli could boldly enter into the independent

is art. 3 i

cogsei: i }::/?ll deviate somewhat and weigh the importance of this realistic educa-
tion in the formation of Botticelli’s art. One may conmdcr.thc importance tgo
obvious, but it is not so. I see an extraordinary 1d.ca bccormpg prevalent in thc
more advanced artistic circles in Europe, and as ercntal Art' is often taken as the
reason, I wish to protest against this fashionable view. Thefc isa n.lodcrn tendency
to discredit the due importance of realistic representation in plastic art. Europ?ag
Art pursued the same course of realism from the time of Ehc great Greek perio
down to the nineteenth century and then seems to have tired of it. You can see
various attempts, more or less vigorous, to break away in the second half of th;
nineteenth century, when Realism accompanied by the progress of science attaine

a limit hitherto unknown. The despotism of Realism in Europe went too f'fu', anfl
actually threatened to usurp the whole field of Art. I can well s.ympathlz.e with this
modern idea of iconoclasm, as I was brought up in the tradition of Oriental Art,
where mere Realism had no such opportunity for exercising dcspo-tif: n}le. Yetl
fear that the present age is too much moved by a reactionary spirit; 1!1stcad of
limiting Realism to its proper function, even its essential significance is .all but
denied. Supporters of modern movements in Art are crying so much against the
imitation of Nature, that there are many cultured people who tend not to approve
of a well-finished piece of realistic work, because of its faithful representation .of
Nature. In the case of Botticelli, appreciative critics began to make much of him
as an artist of ‘presentation’ instead of ‘representation’, by which I mean, as an
artist of line-function, not dependent upon the representation of Naturc.. Tha_t,
I agree, is essentially true of Botticelli, as we shall see. But in their enthusiasm 1n
having discovered the merit of ‘presentation’ almost for the first time in European
18
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Art, critics were carried away so far as to imagine that the appreciation of ‘presen-
tation’ could only be at the expense of the merit of ‘representation’. These two are
logically, and only logically, incongruous. In human experience they can go side
by side, and in plastic art both of them must exercise their psychic influences.
More than that: in plastic art it is the ‘representation’ of visual Nature which is
indispensable, the requirement of which differentiates it from other arts, as music
and decorative design. The ‘presentation’ element is directly life-giving, and
constitutes a powerful psychological function in Art, but it depends upon realistic
formation for arriving at full plastic expression. Botticelli’s art was a rare gift in
Europe, in the fact that, amidst the too exclusive cult of Realism, he almost alone
was capable of ‘presentation’ in Art, free and ethereal; all the more do I bless
fortune that he was born in an age ardently occupied with what he by nature

“ lacked, which was indispensable in making him a great plastic painter. I will show,

later on, that the most kindred soul to Botticelli was Utamaro, but Utamaro, born
in Japan, where so real a study of Nature was never attempted, missed getting the
necessary foundation for the expansion of his artistic power on so grand a scale.
Utamaro, surpassing Botticelli in his fairy-like charm and delicacy, must remain a
minor master. I do not deplore the fate of Utamaro, because his exquisiteness is so
rare a gem in the Art of the world that I should like to preserve it at any cost.
None the less, the fact remains that the soundness of representing Nature is the
main construction on which plastic art stands, and Botticelli was fortunate in
having studied it in his day in the best possible manner.

Indeed, it is wonderful to see the great change which took place in his art
immediately after he felt and responded to the realistic spirit of Verrocchio and
Pollajuolo. He took a stride, and from a charming master in Fra Filippo’s manner
a great master asserted himself. The stylistic examination of the Forfezza has
caused me to reject the theory that Botticelli borrowed Antonio Pollajuolo’s
design for the picture: and yet the picture, Botticelli’s own through and through,
stands in severity and grandeur on an equal, if not higher level with the other
panels, which are the works of the Pollajuoli, specially noted for severe realism.
The Madonna and Child with Six Saints, in the Accademia, is thoroughly sound in
construction. Could Botticelli at any time of his career have painted a more
dignified altar-piece? Small wonder that there are many replicas of the central
figure of this picture. The late Lady Wantage’s Madonna is a very careful copy
of it, with such variations of the throne and of the Madonna’s eyes as were necessary
for a single figure picture. Count Lazzaroni’s Madonna, in Paris, is another and
more faithful copy. There is also a replica in gilt bronze, in the first Sala di Bronzi
of the Museo Nazionale at Florence. This plaque appears remote from the
original, being in a different material, but it is stylistically nearer to Botticelli’s
Madonna than to Benedetto da Maiano, as was suggested by Dr. Bode in

the catalogue of Italian Bronzes in the Berlin Museum, which possesses a
similar piece.
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est triumph of Botticelli in Nature-study un.der' the irpmediate
inf'lf"l};icgsr ?ft this rcalisft)ic atmosphere is the superb Sz. Sebastian in Berlin, which
I do not hesitate to call the finest nude figure of the whole Quattrocento. Usuall.y
this picture is compared with the larger one of the same sybjcct by Antonio
Pollajuolo in London, and as Botticelli’s picture was ﬁmshed_ in 1474 and Polla-
juolo’s in 1475, critics, following Horne, conjecture that Bottlce}ll must l.lave seen
Pollajuolo’s work in progress and therefrom reccwed. a suggestion f.or his figure,
The old attribution of the Berlin Sebastian to .Ar.ltomo Pollajuolo gives colour to
this supposition and Pollajuolesque characteristics are sought out. 'I.‘o. me the
difference, or even, I may say, the contrast between the two, is more striking than
the similarity, which certainly exists. Botticelli maintains his own mde:pendence
so unflinchingly under the acquired technique. It is interesting to 'thm!c that a
poetic soul, such as Botticelli’s, with a fine feeling for Nature, _but_httle 1'nchned
to be occupied in copying Nature, frequently surpasses those sc1ent1ﬁc. artists who
ursue the prosaic business of Realism as their spec.laht).r. Of course this cannot l_)c
applied to the present case in its entirety, Botticelli having Fhe aptl_tudc ofa rFal1st
in considerable degree and Antonio Pollajuolo never bemg'.enurely devoid of
poetic sentiment. With all admiration for Antonio, superb in every respect of
natural representation, one cannot but admit the superiority of Botticelli’s Sz.
Sebastian. It is wonderful to see how Antonio grasps the whole truth of a naked
figure, the varying planes of modelling, which are so slightly, but s0 essent.iall)f
given that the feeling of mass leaps to the eye. Compared with Antonio, Botticelli
appears almost helpless. This does not mean that Botticelli drew badly, as we are
here judging Botticelli by the very highest of realistic standards. Compared with
Antonio’s, Botticelli’s figure looks angular and stiff. Can this sufficiently be
explained by the suggestion of Emile Gebhart, that Botticelli might have employed
as his model the usually emaciated and severe type of young Tuscan whom we sce
daily digging gravel under the Ponte Vecchio? No, it is not a question of the
model, or of such accidental factor: it comes from the deeper source of Botticelli’s
view of Nature. He had been following the Pollajuclesque method of modelling
with severity; he wished to delineate every change of curved outline of light and
shade, which, if properly grasped, as by Antonio in his Sz. Sebastian, would result
in a suave and vigorous body of a young man. Botticelli, however, with his eyes
not so completely realistic, was apt to be led away by abstract rhythm of line, even
while he was engaged in the observation of the figure immediately before his eyes,
and frequently failed to see the general formation of the human body, without 2
due grasp of which the detailed faithfulness detracts from, rather than contributes
to, the truthful representation of it as a whole. Considered from the realistic point
of view, Botticelli’s figure in Berlin cannot be said to be very satisfactory: it is stiff
and flat, in spite of, or rather because of, the analytical fidelity to detail. Still, this
does not prevent it from being a wonderful masterpiece. The inferiority I have
pointed out was only by comparison with Antonio, which means that even in
20
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naturalistic draughtsmanship Botticelli stood only next to the very highest
standard of the Quattrocento. But what is important, is that Botticelli’s picture is
permeated with a spiritual atmosphere which pervades it like some rare fragrance,
for which you will look in vain in Antonio. In Antonio’s St. Sebastian your
interest is concentrated on the structural beauty of the youth, or, if you mention
its spiritual significance at all, in that superb upturned face, which is painted with
a psychological interest which observes how the pain and hope of martyrdom can
be translated into facial expression. All this is scientific treatment and leaves us
cold at the finish. In Botticelli, floating over all is a spiritual manifestation, symbolic
rather than illustrative, which tells you of higher things in a deeper way. I cannot
admit as sufficient the explanation usually given for understanding this strange
feeling, that Botticelli might have illustrated another phase of the martyr’s
psychology. What is clear to me is that Botticelli’s own mysticism, which, like a
beautiful rainbow, was to shine clearer and clearer as the tempestuous cloud of
spiritual emotion enveloped him, even here loomed out, preventing him from
being entirely realistic, and amply recompensed for the defective realism with
something infinitely more precious.

From the Sz. Sebastian let us turn to the greatest of Botticelli’s works, that climax
of the art of the Quattrocento, the Primavera. In my view it was painted about the
time when Botticelli’s art was developed to its fullest with the aid of the Verrocchio-
Pollajuolo realism. Looking at the picture, I am more than ever impressed by the
essential importance of Nature-study in the sphere of plastic art. Botticelli’s
nature, poetic and mystic, is destined to come out more accentuated and
more direct in future, and to produce purer gems of human imagination. The
Primavera, however, remains the greatest. If plastic art is the realization of
spiritual significance in terms of visual image, the Primavera supports this to
perfection.

In the Uffizi Gallery, almost side by side, as if to exhibit the whole measure of
human melody in line and colour, hang the Primavera and the Birth of Venus.
I do not know which of the two I really prefer. Looking at the Birth of Venus,
my fancy is never checked: as the zephyr it flows smoothly along the gull-like
pattern of waves on the green sea, along the facile lines of Venus’ golden hair.
You will soon forget the actual picture, and you do not notice it: it is so evanescent
and shy—a rare dream. In the Primavera, however, who would not believe the
real existence of a poetic world? It is hope realized. The picture convinces you
of it by its dignified actuality.

Botticelli was at the height of his realistic power; thus he could create a poetic
world in real life. The Primavera is the happy proof that realism is not a vital
check to imagination. Horne endeavours to see Pollajuolesque characteristics in
the picture, but I am more than ever sceptical regarding his conclusions. Botticelli
was by this time observing Nature with his own eyes, as I shall demonstrate when
I come to compare the treatment of flowers by various Quattrocento artists.
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Having attained to this high degree of natural representation with the help of the
Verrocchio-Pollajuolo method, and seeing Nature with his own eyes, Botticelli
may be said to have completed his art-education. g

A curious event caused Botticelli to come under the m{lucnc.e of another
powerful master, which greatly affected %ﬁm for a time, but, being alien to his real
nature, quickly disappeared. The result in t‘hc long run was only to accentuate the
realistic tendency already existing. In the history of Flprcnce the year 1478 stapds
out. It was the year of the Pazzi Conspiracy. Gmlfano de Medici, a beauu'ful
youth, famous in tournament and in love, was stabbed in the Duomo wl%tle hearing
mass; stern retaliation followed. It was April; blue Spring held court in the City
of Flowers and seemed to increase the sombre aspect of the gloomy municipal
buildings. Excited citizens thronged in the Piazza, when .suddcnly more than
twenty illustrious conspirators were thrown out of the high windows of the Palazzo
Vecchio, and others with ropes round their necks; eyes started from the sockets of
the Archbishop of Pisa; the halter tightened as he fixed his teeth in the dead body
of Francesco de’ Pazzi, who was hanging from the same window. But soon all was
silent, and Spring was smiling in Florence, smiling at the prosperity of the Medici
and at the dead bodies dangling from high windows.

According to the custom of the time, these terrible spectacles were recorded by
frescoes, to perpetuate the memory of the event and teach a severe lesson of
punishment to rebellious folk. It seems strange that the painter of the Primavera
<hould have been selected for this sort of work. Botticelli stood high as ‘seruitore
& obligato alla casa de’ Medici.’ I do not know if he relished the work. Perhaps
he did. Although he had by that time painted that greatest of poetic achievements,
it does not mean that his whole poetic genius was fully awakened. Pushed on by
his curiosity for Nature, which he had just learned to pursue in a methodical way,
it is not improbable that he welcomed that which gave him full opportunity for
technical display. Moreover, it was a great public work, certain to gain fame and
more patronage from the all-powerful Medici. He was young and ambitious.

It was a work of great magnitude and technical difficulty. The figures were,
according to usage, painted larger than life and in extraordinary poses. Those who
were already hanged were represented thus; and those who escaped were seen as
hanging by one foot, head downward. That Botticelli was selected is a proof that
his ability in realistic representation was by this time well recognized. But was he
as a realist strong enough for such a work ? I am doubtful, not because I think him
weak in ordinary realistic capability, but because of the extraordinary character of
the work. From what one can judge from the S. Sebastian in Berlin, all the
scientific representation Botticelli was capable of was just enough, and no more, to
realize his poetic dreams in visual images. After trying hard to grasp the muscular
and bony structure of a robust youth, Botticelli’s beautiful soul nevertheless peeps
out, and makes of the martyr a fair Adonis. If Botticelli had painted the criminals
with all the artistic qualities he had acquired, I think he would have ended in
22°
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arousing compassion for them instead of hate. Indeed, there was in him a certain
interest in strange, sanguinary scenes, as was exemplified in early years in the
Fudith and Holofernes panels, a favourite subject, which he was to repeat many
times and was to culminate in that most entrancing of blood-mystic pictures, two
men cutting out the heart of St. Ignatius, in the predella of the Madonna enthroned
with many Saints, in the Uffizi. But this very mystic trait which connects the
blood with mysticism must have been an impediment to the success of the frescoes
of the Pazzi Conspiracy. They were to be exhibited in the open air; they had to
be painted in such a way as to be strongly impressive when seen from a distance.
The main motive was to stamp on onlookers an indelible impression of hate for
criminals, of cruel punishment, and of terror. In every way the work was un-
suitable to the genius of Botticelli.. Though the frescoes were destroyed at a
comparatively early date, that is, after the flight of Piero di Lorenzo de” Medici
from Florence in 1494, yet it seems significant that there is no praise for them in
old chronicles usually so full of eulogies. Considering the unsuitability of the work
for Botticelli, we can infer two very probable things: the frescoes were not a great
success, and Botticelli must have undergone some change in accomplishing so large
a work for which he was ill-fitted.

If in the whole Quattrocento we look for an artist suited for this kind of accom-
plishment, the name of Andrea del Castagno immediately suggests itself. His art
was so inseparable from the impression of cruelty and force, that the whole story
of his assassination of Domenico Veneziano, which we know to be absolutely false,
was believed in. Horne, while disproving by documentary authority the story of
the murder as ‘without the least foundation’, says, nevertheless, that ‘we still think,
as we look at his pictures, that one who drew as he drew could not have done less.’
(Horne, p. 69.) Iam against this interpretation, which renders Art the immediate
illustration of the moral character of the artist. The real relation between Art and
artist is more complex and mysterious. But here let me take Horne’s impression as
a proof of how well Andrea’s art was adapted to the monumental portrayal of the
agony and death of criminals. When Botticelli was ordered to paint the Pazzi
criminals, upon the Palazzo del Podesta were still hanging the famous frescoes of
the Albizzi and other conspirators, which, painted in his strenuous manner by
Andrea del Castagno, were impressing people so much that the painter came to be
popularly called Andrea degli Impiccati (Andrea of the Hanged). In Vasari’s
day these frescoes were already destroyed, but we can well believe him as trans-
mitting the true appreciation of the time when he says, though confusing the
Albizzi traitors with the Pazzi conspirators (cf. Horne, p. 65), that those figures,
‘hanging by the feet in strange attitudes’, were accomplished with such art and
judgment (‘che fu uno stupore’). This is a great eulogy. Botticelli, taking up
similar work with youthful ardour, but feeling the difficulty, must have studied
those marvellous works by Andrea. True, he was already a master at the time, but
he was not far from his student days, and his soul may still have been receptive.

-3

ive Commons Atribution Non Commercial 3.0 Unported License



SANDRO BOTTICELLI

’s art was so tremendous that had Botticelli been put in
touch with it in such circumstances he would never have been able to resist its
overwhelming influence. It is a pity t_hat these pz}rtlcular_ works of Castagn9 h.avc
entirely perished, but there is an admirable drawing of his—a stt_ldy of a cr1.mm.al
hanging from a rope—which was sol‘cl at the sale of the Heseltine Collecnon.m
1920. What lifeless feet! Itisareal triumph of severe, p(?wcrful dr:‘aughtsmanshlp.

The work painted by Botticelli soon after the Pazzi frescoes is the fresco of
St. Augustine in the Church of Ognissanti in Florence. In it Botticelli appears
quite another man, grand and impressive, as h§ had never l?ccn and was never
again to be. It is difficult to consider the continuation of _hls career unles§ one
admits a sudden and powerful influence coming to him sometime before h.c painted
the Ognissanti fresco. Look at the Verrocchiesque or Pollajuolesque pictures of
Botticelli on the one hand, this Sz. Augustine fresco on the other, and interpose the
event of the Pazzi Conspiracy. A sudden, vigorous injection of Andrea del
Castagno’s blood will possibly explain the striking dlfff:rence.

There are two qualities which make the Sz. Augustine fresco remarka_blc, and
these are the very two qualities which Andrea so superbly possessed, which were
just those we imagine Botticelli to have learned ardently, when he was thrown
under the direct influence of Andrea. One is that severest of realism, which among
all the Quattrocento masters of realism gives Andrea a unique place. His brush-
work is like the knife of a skilful butcher, which with one stroke divides the joints.
Compared with Andrea, Verrocchio and Pollajuolo appear mild, their severity
being at most that of the precise, even refined, anatomy of the scientist. It seems
that Botticelli added this extreme severity of Andrea del Castagno to what realism
he had learned from Verrocchio and Pollajuolo, and hereafter we shall come across
this unexpected trait in some of his pictures, which are remarkable for sentiment
and beauty.

Intimately combined with this severest of analytic realism in the genius of
Andrea del Castagno, is another characteristic of his art which must have imprcssed
Botticelli immensely when he undertook to paint the Pazzi frescoes, and that is
Andrea’s monumental grandeur. The severe realism, giving an ugly reality of
strangled bodies, did not suffice for the work Botticelli was ordered to execute.
It had to be impressive and to fill the mind of observers with fear. Was not this
monumental grandeur just what Botticelli’s genius lacked and had hitherto no
opportunity for acquiring ?

It is interesting to recall here how Masaccio, with all his greatness, could exercise
on the young artist but a transient influence. I have tried to explain this from that
definite difference of artistic temperament between the two, Masaccio’s grandeur,
technically considered, depending so entirely upon the tonal view of Nature that
Botticelli did not know how to grasp it with his linear sensitiveness. Andrea del
Castagno is a rarity in the history of Art, in combining these two artistic qualities
usually incongruous. Botticelli, just because of his temperament, which prevented
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his associating hlm'sclf ‘with Masaccio, ha\.d points in common with Andrea, and
with his help Botticelli was able to acquire what we ma
only, alas, soon to lose it.

Save for those happy ones who believe that nothing is impossible in Nat
linear analysis and the sense of grandeur go seldom together. The whole Quat';lre,
cento, lovely and subtle, serious, and possibly profound, presented little of lr10;
we can call the grand style. Conscientious study of Nature, too entirel con\: :
trated on detail, made the Quattrocento artist neglect, as I have alread ysaid :}rll;
grand outline as a whole. And it is chiefly on this grasp of mass and silh(}),uette,that
the sense of the monumental depends. Domenico Veneziano’s fresco of Sz Fohn
the Baptist in the church of Sta. Croce in Florence is one of the most typ.ical of
Quattrocento conceptions of Nature: in spite of our admiration for the minute
accuracy with which the physical construction of bone and muscle is caught, we
are astonished to see how strangely flat the picture looks when seen from a dista’nce
All the minute modelling of Alesso Baldovinetti, Domenico’s pupil, is done wit};
an understanding extraordinarily modern of how light and shade fall on a round
body. Even that slight but all-important reflection of light on the extreme ed geis
noted. Yet, on the whole, one wonders how the figure so carefully treated can
appear without depth. Even sculptures designed as monuments, if conceived in
this Quattrocento way, disclose a similar weakness. Donatello himself could not
always achieve an altogether monumental effect, possibly because of his Gothic
and Quattrocento nature, with its detail too pronounced and precise. The famous
equestrian statue of Gattamelata, in the Piazza S. Antonio at Padua, appears small
against the blue Italian sky. The open air is a trying test for the grand effect in
Art, and only the artist possessed of the very greatest gift for the monumental can
succeed therein. Verrocchio’s Colleoni is superb in this respect, but there is a theory,
which may or may not be true, that the Cinquecento genius of Leonardo partici-
pated in the work. That Pollajuclo, who carried out the Quattrocento manner,
could not get beyond a flat and angular effect, I have already shown. Among the
Quattrocento masters the art of Andrea del Castagno looms large.

Contemplate well the frescoes in the Refectory of S. Apollonia, in Florence, and
confess that you have never met with a grandeur so grimly silent and primitive.
There the figures appear like prehistoric monuments, immovable, yet how real!
It is sad to think that Andrea’s greatness is not yet fully realized. Comparing
Botticelli with Andrea, there are two things to be observed. On the one hand, there
is a strange similarity between them. Not only in the general conception of Nature
were they of the same analytical tendency, but also, there are many of Andrea’s
types, especially in the fresco of T%e Last Supper in St. Apollonia, which you would
not be surprised to find in Botticelli’s own works; for instance, the face of Christ.
But besides this similarity you will recognize at once how superior Andrea was to
Botticelli in extreme severity and grandeur, the very qualities which Botticelli
badly lacked when he undertook the Pazzi frescoes. I can well imagine that he
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d from Andrea when he was thrown into touch with him. Thus, and
thus only, could Botticelli obtain the grapd style. He could fqr once soar up into
the region of monumental Art. But, alas, it was impossible ff)r him to remain grand.
Grandeur was a quality so remote from him that when th'c immediate contact with
Andrea’s art ceased, Botticelli could retain only the severity, and not the grandeur,
without which the excessive severity of Andrea had to become a discordant elcmcr}t
in Botticelli’s works. Can we, then, rather bless thf: event which brou.ght about his
connection with the ‘Master of the Hanged’? I think we must, even if only for the
production of the fresco of St. Augustine, so unexpectedly granc’l a.nd profoqnd,
which we cannot imagine from Botticelli, unless we take Andrea’s influence into
consideration. ) ] :

How soon Andrea’s power on Botticelli was to disappear, leaving on.ly the.form,
but not the spirit, can be seen in the two pictures which were pmnted_ in the
manner of this great S#. Jugustine. One is the imaginary portrait of Pope Sixtus II
in the Sistine Chapel, painted in 1481-2. It is quite obvious that the figure of the
Ognissanti S, Augustine was here remembered, and yet how different the feeling.
Much may be explained if we consider that Botticelli intended in the one to portray
the deep thought of the scholarly saint, and in the other merely an ideal figure of a
benignant Father of the Church, or that the former was an elaborately ﬁ.mshcd
picture, standing by itself, painted with all his resources to compete with the
greatest of his rivals, Domenico Ghirlandajo, while the latter was one of a series
intended for decoration at an altitude at which little could be seen. But that is not
all. Once released from immediate touch with the formidable Andrea, Botticelli
could only retain the acquired form, so indelibly stamped in his imagination, but
not the spirit. When we come to examine the other picture in the manner of the
St. Augustine fresco, the figure of this saint in the small triptych in Prince Palla-
vicini’s Collection at Rome, it is exactly as in the great early work, and shows that
Botticelli was still haunted by it some twenty years later. Depth of feeling remains,
has even developed into something mysterious: severity there is, if we can call
severe this work, strangely unapproachable, yet with a latent depth of infinite
loveliness. That monumental grandeur which surges in the dignified pose of the
Ognissanti S¢. Augustine and makes him loom out of the picture and fill, as it were,
the whole building, where has it departed? Do not suggest that the triptych is so
small. Animmense feeling of the grand permeates even the small panels of Andrea
del Castagno in S. Apollonia in Florence, or those in the London National Gallery.

The large altar-piece of the Coronation of the Virgin, now in the Uffizi Gallery,
teaches us in several ways the distant results of Andrea del Castagno’s influence on
Botticelli. In Botticelli’s works all through his life there is none in which he is so
unequal, and this has led modern critics to discuss its authenticity. Mr. Berenson,
pointing out the inferiority of the central group of the Father and the Virgin,
ascribes the execution of this part to a pupil. I admit the inferiority, but I cannot
accept Mr. Berenson’s solution without doubt. To my mind, Botticelli, his
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qucation long since finished, his reputation established, entered his own kin gdom
in about the year 1485 and ceased to study directly from Nature. Unlike his
younger days, when he moved with his age and studied Nature as the primary
objective, he became more and more possessed with the world of ideas, and as to
outward forms of natural objects, he merely repeated what he had lc;rned° the
technical convention was gradually formed, which could not fail to become set the
more he repeated it. Can we not see the coarse handling of the central group of the
Uffizi Coronation in this light? Convention is no more than a formula, which. even
if born of Nature-study as advanced as that of Botticelli, cannot but reveal its want
of vitality when used on a large scale, although if used only on a small scale our
knowledge of Nature is so defective that the same formula may pass without
exciting too much adverse criticism. While Botticelli’s small panels are sufficiently
beautiful up to the end of his life, bad drawing and stiff execution become apparent
in the large figures of his late period. The four large saints in the foreground of the
Coronation are very unsatisfactory in this respect.

We can learn a great deal if we compare the arrangement of these four saints
with Andrea del Castagno’s Crucifixion in S. Apollonia, where four saints also
stand in similar arrangement. Botticelli’s figures are treated, individually con-
sidered, in a very severe manner: they give an impression of severity all the more
remarkable, almost disagreeable, because they are executed with mechanical skill,
which does not convey-the subtle feeling of life. Castagno’s figures in the Cruci-
Jixion, conceived with incomparably greater dignity and force, look supple and
delicate, as are all things alive. They teach, as it were, this significant lesson, that
Castagno’s excessive severity of style was the natural outcome of his close and
unmistakable observation of Nature. With Botticelli severity was only an acquired
skin, which his beautiful nature could not fill, and became therefore dead, tenacious
and hard. In the Coronation altar-piece the small angels are most lovely, treated
with real tenderness; their extreme charm is hardly consistent with the cold,
unfeeling severity of the large figures. The former is the true nature of Botticelli;
the latter are the frozen conventionalities of the grandeur and severity with which
Andrea del Castagno overwhelmed Botticelli. If we believe that two distinct
personalities cannot exist in one being, there is reason for ascribing these two
groups in the Coronation to different hands. But why cannot two, or even more,
personalities dwell in one person? Botticelli was one of those cases where dual
natures were antagonistic, and there was a silent tragedy in his life: the main one of
artistic ‘presentation’, longing to soar up from objective ties of realism, the other
lateral, but strong, encouraged by the spirit of the time, which desired realistic
‘representation.” We know how superb Botticelli was when these two elements
were in harmony. If, because of our admiration for him at the time of the Prima-
vera, we always expect the same harmony and deny the authenticity of those works
in which it is flagrantly missing, not only shall we have to exclude many of his late
works, such as the Madonna and Child with two St. Fohns of the Berlin Museum,
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which is very stiff in execution, but also we shall be in danger of bccor:lnlr:g blind
to the essential key to this subtle JFORIVS whose life and art was a mu;c a% . Ca}ltlf;:ll
tragedy of dual nature. Botncell_l s works are by no g’neans equa .f dcrc 1sb the
famous phrase ‘aria virile’, continually used by modern critics for describing
Botticelli’s characteristics. Contrary to the original sense al_md gen;ral usage of this
phrase for laudatory purposes, we may Pndﬁrstand it as indicating the extreme
severity at times very remarkable in Botticelli’s .works. i o i

The interesting comparison of the lower portion of the .Coronatmn of the {/lrg.x’n
with Castagno’s Crucifixion teaches us anotht‘er phase as important of Botticelli’s
artistic character, the remarkable lack in him of the .monElm?ntal sense. In
Castagno’s picture the four figures stand out wn_h statuc.-hkc dignity and stabﬂ}ty;
in Botticelli, however, although the saints are evidently intended to be as grandxc?se
as possible, both in size and pose, they are strangely unsteafiy and inconsistent with
the general scheme of this large altar-piece. The four saints should really give a
balanced, pillar-like feeling to the picture, which is rather O\fcr-wenghtcd at the
top. In the Ognissanti St. Augustine we have seen that Botticelli could express _l>9th
grandeur and stability; in the course of time he seems to have los.t these ﬂualltles,
and in the Coronation, where he was most in need of them, in spite of his utmost
endeavour he could not regain them. To Botticelli’s lack of tlgc grand style I shall
again refer when I come to what I call Botticelli’s ‘music of line.’

After all, Andrea’s influence was either too remote from, or too strong for
Botticelli’s genius, and its result in the long run was to become either very slight
or to make for discord. If we consider this from another side, it means that while
Andrea’s influence was being felt Botticelli painted in a way very different fr_om
his ordinary manner. Can we take this influence of Castagno as a means for dating
Botticelli’s pictures? The influence, so conspicuous, felt so strongly and briefly,
must serve for such a purpose. I venture to make an attempt to date two pictures,
because of the severity and grandeur in them: one is Pallas and the Centaur,
formerly in Palazzo Pitti, now in the Uffizi Gallery, and the other is the famous
Adoration of the Magi, originally in the Church of Santa Maria Novella, now in
the Uffizi Gallery, both of which I date from the time between the Pazzi Con-
spiracy and Botticelli’s departure for Rome, that is to say, between 1478 and 1481.

I think critics will smile because both these pictures were formerly ascribed to
these dates, though subsequent research, more documentary than stylistic, appears
to have upset the theory. I propose to restore them to their former dates, chiefly
for stylistic reasons, which documentary evidence does not contradict. When the
picture of the Pallas was discovered in a dark corridor of Palazzo Pitti, Ridolfo
expressed the opinion that ‘the picture contained an allusion to the statesmanship
of Lorenzo de’ Medici, who, having overcome the spirit of disorder and violence
personified in the centaur, secured for the people a time of peace and prosperity,’
and that ‘there was ample reason to believe that Botticelli painted the picture in
March, 1480, when Lorenzo, on his return from Naples, was received with great
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rejoicings on account of the triumph which he achieved in h
King of Naples to leave the league against the Florent
(cf. Horne, p. 161.) Horne was against this view and,
historic events in Florence, ascribed the picture to
according to him, more conspicuous for Lorenzo’s poli
more probable for the production of a picture clearly
the great Medici. iy

Fox: me the question is .purcly stylistic, because the picture was only intended to
magnify the Medici family, and for that any year would have sufficed while th
Medici prospered. Even if Horne were correct in saying that the year 1 816C o
more suitable, this reason would not exclude 1480 as a possibilityy St ﬁsticv‘lllals
considered, I cannot place the picture at so late a period as 1486 wilen l);ottici,lliy
having departed from direct N ature-study of the ’seventies: established hi;
sc;nsuous-scntim.cntal conventior?ality and painted those poetic fancies peculiar to
him, the Lemmi frescoes, the Birth of Venus, and others. To me Pallas and the
Centaur gives an entirely different impression. In the Botticelli Room of the Uffizi
Gallery it stands so far apart from all the rest of his works that it is even difficult
to admit it in our ordinary conception of the artist.

The nearest picture I can think of is the Fortezza, where you will find a some-
what similar treatment of draperies and metal work. The Fortezza’s armour is
treated in a manner not very different from the spear of Pallas and the Medici
diamonds on her dress. This is a proof that the date of Pallas and the Centaur
cannot be very far from Botticelli’s Verrocchio-Pollajuolo days. And, moreover
how grand is the figure of Pallas in conception! If you compare her powerful feet,
worthy of being the pedestal of the strong figure, with the slender, ncrvousz
playful feet of the figures in the Primavera, the difference will be found too great
to be put aside on account of mere diversity of subject: you have to look for
another explanation for such an extraordinary change, as was the case with the
Ognissanti fresco. Horne recognized this, but he was troubled by the treatment
of the landscape, which is indeed like that of the Coronation altar-piece and the
Birth of Venus, and he decided after some hesitation to date the Pa//as close to the
two pictures. I hold a different opinion. Botticelli could not be expected always
to paint grasses and flowers as he did in that most elaborate of his productions, the
Primavera. That his idea of landscape was always extremely artistic and subser-
vient to the artistic effect of the picture, I shall discuss later on. In spite of
Leonardo’s blame, his idea of landscape does much honour to Botticelli as an
artist, proving that he painted with artistic economy, not with the super-precision
of scientific realism. He could be minute in portraying Nature, as in the Prima-
vera, if he chose, but that does not mean that he was always desirous of unnecessary
detail, as was Benozzo Gozzoli. Even in his younger days, when he was chiefly
guided by thorough realism, his @sthetic instinct left him quite free to place
landscape in an impulsive, sketchy manner, which with its broad and decorative
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treatment surrounds the main figure with a calm atmosphere. Naturally .th.is
treatment was to increase as Botticelli’s genius became rclc?scd frqm the reahstl.c
preoccupation of the ‘seventies, but ﬁm? landscape f’f thc:’: kind, as in ‘thc Por:trazt
of a Young Man with a Medici medal, in the Uﬂi_zx, W’hICh was certainly painted
when Botticelli was in complete accord with Pollajuolo’s realism, shows that broad
treatment alone cannot be taken as main evidence for c.hronology. In Palla:r and
the Centaur 1 can well imagine how Botticelli, being still possessed of the minute
nervous interest in Nature, refrained from entering into too cl.aborate representa-
tion for fear of disturbing the general impressiveness of the picture. These oh.vc
branches which entwine the beautiful torso of the goddess are observed with
exquisite love and care, comparable to those star-like flowers in tl.le foreground 9f
the Primavera. These olive branches are.to become later on either of mctal.hc
severity, as in the Madonna with St. Barnabas and other Saint:_, or freely decorative
as in the Birth of Venus. The rocks appear to have come directly from Nature:
though broadly treated there is something very sharp in them which separates
them from the rocks in the Coronation, which are entirely mannered and remote
from any direct intercourse with Nature. In addition I may mention tbat Fhe
whole colour-scheme is entirely distinct from that of Botticelli in the late "eighties.
T confess that on this point my conviction is not strong: how can it be, if I am to
be true to facts? That combination of olive-green running into dark brown is
unique among existing works of Botticelli in their present state of preservation,and
for that reason alone I do not know where to place Pallas and the Centaur. But
of this T am sure, that it is nearer to his Forzezza period than to the later period of
the Coronation of the Virgin, when Botticelli used without exception that curious
gem-like scheme of bright crimson and cobalt blue which appears almost bizarre,
on account of the over-cleaning and varnishing of modern times. Another pecu-
liarity is that the Pa//as is remarkably tonal among Botticelli’s works, and the
figures stand out with something of sculptured relief which you do not expect to
find often in him. Cannot this be considered as one more reflection of the style
of painting he acquired from the sombre and monumental art of Andrea del
Castagno?

If this be so, the historical events of 1480 as suggested by Ridolfo may be taken
as suited for the production of the picture as those of 1486 supported by Horne.
In spite of Horne’s objection that Lorenzo de’ Medici’s mission to Naples was not
entirely successful, yet it seems to have been sufficient to warrant courtiers ordering
a picture to commemorate the event. In the picture the ship, though possibly put
in as Botticelli often did as a whimsical addition, occupies a place so conspicuous
as to arouse special attention, and the landscape, with what seemed to Ridolfo to
be a cluster of houses on a rocky beach, is a rare occurrence in Botticelli’s paintings,
so that it is just possible that the scene represents Naples, where Lorenzo is arriving
in the ship. But I consider all these historical and topographical references of
minor importance. I cannot help wondering why, in books on Botticelli, a river
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winding through a plain between two ranges of hills is invariably described as th
Valley of the Arno, and a field with any bit of stone ruin as the Campa n Thc
Renaissance liked allegorical and other allusions in Art: in the case ofi E 'a.t ef
Botticelli’s character, however, I am inclined to take artistic whims IIIJ'laCt? s
consideration. If any prefer another popular suggestion that the picture tellse f1 ?}EO
failure of the Pazzi Conspiracy, the conspirators being represented b th: di i
orderly and ugly centaur, helplessly caught by the Goddess of War and Xrt Ih fo
little objection to make, and as little to say in its favour. All these hi,stori:\z
questions are insoluble with the materials in existence. I shall be satisfied if I can
establish that the picture was painted not far from the time
under the influence of Andrea del Castagno.

The f)ther picture Yv!nch I would date at about the same period is the famous
Adoration of the Magi, in the Uffizi Gallery. The excellent portraits of the Medici
family contained in it made it remarkable in the whole Quattrocento, and the
object of the utmost admiration from early times. There is no picture of B’otticelli’s
concerning which conjecture has been so rife in historical reference and identifica-
tion. If you look into the pages of Uhlmann, Steinmann, Horne and Bode, you
will be amazed how all of them, each with great learning, could arrive at results so
different. You will learn in the end to distrust historical identification. That this
Adoration, with the chief members of the Medici family disguised as three Magi
and their retinues, was painted when the power of that family was in the ascendant
is apparent. With Lorenzo in his prime, the Medici flourished brilliantly about the
time of the Pazzi Conspiracy. Was the painting done before or after? Tt is not so
much for the sake of a few years’ difference that I wish to consider the point, as for
the more important question of understanding the evolution of Botticelli’s genius,
to which the right dating of this remarkable picture is important. It was formerly
believed to have been painted after the Pazzi Conspiracy, to express the gratitude
of the Medici for protection against the plot. Why should it not have been?

In recent years, owing to the labour of Mesnil, a document relating to this
picture was discovered, and it established that the altar-picce was ordered, not by
the Medici, but by one Lami, a Florentine merchant, who had it painted for his
chapel in Santa Maria Novella. His motive in representing the chief members of
the Medici in the sacred picture was apparently to ingratiate himself with the
great family, which was no uncommon thing among Florentine merchants. The
discovery of this document has put a check, not only on the former attribution of
the picture to the motive of thanksgiving for the failure of the Pazzi Conspiracy,
but also on the dating of the picture to the period after it. Dr. Bode and Horne
ascribed the picture to earlier dates, the former giving 1475-6, and the latter 1477.

These dates were intimately associated in these scholars with their iconographic
researches, and Dr. Bode gave an earlier date, because, according to him, Lorenzo
il Magnifico was represented as very young. That the head, which is taken for
that of Giuliano de’ Medici, was very lifelike is another ground, according to both
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critics, for assuming that the picture could not have been painted after the Pazzi
Conspiracy, when Giuliano was kqlc‘:d.. T}_lcse arguments do not carry much
weight, when one remembers that critics in d'lSCllSSln g the age of a person differ as
to which of the faces is meant to represent him. Moreover, the discussions 9f the
age of a man from his portrait are not very tr}lstvyorthy: :I'hough the picture
certainly contains portraits, yet in such an imaginative painting, where the main
subject and general composition rule above all, particularly when the ﬁgures' are
on so small a scale, who can assume for certain that all the heads are representations
of those as they actually looked at the time? Iconography can fix a date only in
this way, that the painter could not represent a person before he was born, or an
old man before he was old. In the case of the Adoration of the Magi all the proofs
given for dating the picture before the Pazzi C9nspiracy are against it. Wl'{y could
not Botticelli, who had painted Giuliano from life and knew his fc?tures quite well,
be able to represent a lifelike portrait of him in a small head ? It is also admissible
that Lorenzo may intentionally be made to appear younger than he really was, as
he is portrayed with his grandfather, who was already dead. Anyone who knows
the painter’s technique at all would hesitate to guess the precise age qf a person
from a portrait, especially when he has no personal knowledge of him. Even
identification is a dubious matter.

That all writers on Botticelli, from Vasari till now, have attempted iconographic
studies of this 4doration altar-piece as if it were the main point of interest, is more
significant than the result of their studies. Why should they think primarily of
identification of historical persons? It would seem to imply, on the one hand, that
writers on Art are more literary than artistic. On the other hand, it shows that the
picturedisplays a high excellence of the art of portraiture. Looking at the faces, each
being so full of life and individuality, you cannot help wondering who they were. In
this respect the 4dorationaltar-piece standsuniqueamong all the works of Botticelli.
Unless the influence of Castagno is present here, I cannot solve the problem.

Later on I shall endeavour to show that Botticelli’s art was more ethereal than
real. When allowed to follow his own inclination, he whole heartedly pursued his
own vision. Even while he was struggling with realism, the thread of reality was
easily broken and he would fly to his own imaginative world. Botticelli could very
rarely achieve portraiture in the ordinary sense of the word. That he succeeded so
superbly as a portrait painter in this /doration constitutes an extraordinary event
in his career. Andrea del Castagno is the only master whom we can think of as
responsible in Botticelli for so relentless a grip of individuality. The profile of the
first king, said to be the portrait of Cosimo, Pater Patriae, is vigorous in an
astonishing degree. Botticelli never painted a more powerful head, particularly in
the drawing of the neck. What painter does not know the difficulty of modelling a
neck which adequately supports a powerful head? In the second king, Giuliano,
according to Vasari, which is incorrect, Piero il Gottoso according to Horne, the
curved line which divides the neck from the jawbone is a master stroke in the exact
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place, put in with the boldness that only a man in full confidence of his anatomical
knowledge could dare. Although I do not base my idea of Castagno’s influence so
much on Castagnesqu_e fragments in the picture as on the general spirit, yet if we
look for them there is no lack of detail which can be shown as coming from
Castagno, Sl_lch as the small, but remarkable profile, with cruel and gloomy
features,_whlch peeps out from the group of men on the extreme right, just above
a head w1’th profuse hair and beard which reminds us of the profile head of Judas in
Castagno s'La.rt Supper in S. Apollonia. I must allot this 4doration to the period
of the Ognissanti Sz. Augustine. Horne has classed it with the tondo Adoration in
the London National Gallery, which is not a bad suggestion. I do not think there
are many years between these two Adorations. Beyond doubt there are similarities,
which are, however, superficial compared with the essential difference which exists.
This means that a change took place in the short period between the painting of
the two Adorations. Why should I not assign the Uffizi Adoration to about 1478 ?

The document discovered by Mesnil proved only that the picture was ordered
by Lami; so the former supposition that it was dedicated by the Medici as a
thanksgiving became definitely untenable. What is more important is that the
document contained little indication regarding the date of the picture, which,
therefore, is left to stylistic investigation. I had to assign the date to 1478 or
shortly after, as I felt strongly in it the influence of Castagno. (For the text of the
document cf. Horne, appendix, p. 349.)

From the beginning of this chapter I have endeavoured to follow the education
which young Botticelli received, and I now arrive at what appears to be its
completion. Reviewing the whole course, I feel that it was an ideal one for him,
as it was thoroughly in harmony with the spirit of the time, and, moreover, came
in a sequence which was well calculated to develop the whole genius of the artist.
It was providential that he was destined to stay in Florence long enough to absorb
the realistic side of Art, and then with this recommendation as a great realist, was
called away from the scene of his education, and to an independent career. It
seems as if Heaven ordained that the realistic basis in Botticelli should be made as
wide and sound as possible, in order that his poetic genius might soar to the
greatest heights.

We read in Vasari how the fame of the Uffizi Adoration reached far and wide,
and so caused Pope Sixtus IV to invite the painter to Rome, as the chief of those
artists who were to paint frescoes for the Sistine Chapel. Besides coinciding better
in date, if I date the picture at a time soon after the Pazzi Conspiracy, this story of
Vasari sounds very plausible, as the painting, famed for its portraits, must have been
an excellent recommendation to the Pope, who, in the spirit of this most ambitious
age, wished to decorate the Sistine Chapel in order to perpetuate his own renown.
There was no painting in Florence up to this time in which portrait groups were
so impressively accomplished. Was not this exactly fitted to meet the demand of the
haughty Renaissance patrons? Botticelli went to Rome in the early part of 1481.
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CHAPTER 1II

Botticelli as a Realist. Realistic Standard of (Triticism in Europe.
Vasari as an Art (ritic. Problem of the ‘Aria Uirile. Botticellr's
Weakness in Realism.

OTTICELLI’S journey to Rome was the great event of his life, and was
destined to be the turning-point in his career. By it his worldly reputation
was firmly established; henceforth he had full confidence in himself, and
the art peculiarly his own, strangely independent of all other art-move-

ments of the age, began its course. Here is the proper place to estimate Botticelli
as a realistic painter, as by this time his realistic power had reached its height,
and, with the further development of his genius, which was wider than realism,
it had to wane.

This is a delicate question; I wish to make myself clear. It is not that Botticelli

- was actually to lose the realistic qualities he had acquired; he faithfully retained to

the end the technique of the ’seventies: it was rather his freshness that he was
destined to lose. He was to become more and more preoccupied with other phases
of Art, and so his realistic representations, although employed with the same
method, gradually lost that freshness which comes only from direct study of
Nature, and tended to conventionality. In the following depreciation rather than
appreciation of Botticelli as a realist, I must not be taken to mean that Botticelli
was not great enough to attain to heights in realism, if he set his mind to it and
when, as I have pointed out, the propitious influence of his educational years
inspired him. Only I cannot lose sight of the radical difference between his type
of artistic genius and realistic Art. In my view, a due recognition of this weakness
is indispensable to the entire understanding of Botticelli. It is the very key with
which you can open the whole expanse of his genius, so curiously beautiful.

In the Introduction I had occasion to refer to the tendency in Art-historians to
make too much of documents, at the expense of their own subjective impressions
of Art, which should form the basis of all artistic judgment. Moreover, it may
sometimes be observed that historians eager to quote from old writings do not
study their proper value as fully as they ought.

In the case of Botticelli, I would suggest that Vasari’s writings be studied in a
more critical way before being accepted. That Vasari is a kind of Bible to students
of the Renaissance is beyond doubt. Besides being a brilliant story-teller, he had a
very remarkable sense of appreciation. But in spite of all his charm as a writer, and
his authority, time-honoured, and endorsed by his own experience as a Renais-
sance artist, he cannot be trusted to finality. He was after all an individual, whose
judgment has the same weight as another’s. N othing is so interesting as to listen to
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Vasari, a man full of experience, full of gossip of the time. But as regards Art-
appreciation, quotations from Vasari should not persuade you against your own
judgment. ; i !

His trustworthiness as an historian has been studied eagerly in recent years, and
now there is no lack of writers who treat him as little other than a story-teller.
In the cause of historical truth this is good. Mr. Berenson displayed }}is insight in
writing an article on ‘Vasari in the Light of Recent Publication,’ in which he
summarized his merit as historian in comparison with historical sources before his
time— Anonimo Magliabecchiano,” I/ Libro di Antonio Billi, and others.—
(Berenson: Study and Criticism of Italian Art, vol. I.) Little has been said,
however, concerning Vasari’s merit as an Art-Critic. Indeed, Vasari appears so
important in our eyes that even if we consult him for information we are apt to be
influenced by him as a judge of Renaissance Art. Vasari himself wrote the Viza
with an authoritative attitude common among Art-critics of any time. All the
more, attention must be called to the fact that his standard of appreciation was
circumscribed by his own @sthetic experience and the spirit of the time. We must
criticize him before we accept his criticisms.

With regard to Vasari, a subject requiring a special study, I must confine myself
to questions immediately concerned with Botticelli. His attitude to Botticelli
seems to indicate that the critic was not of a nature to understand the painter.
Vasari was an artist entirely of the Cinquecento, which, although the direct
continuation of the Quattrocento, was yet very remote from it, being an age which
outlived the Quattrocento and opened a new era. Vasari, who paid unlimited
homage to Michelangelo, was a true child of the sixteenth century, that age which
completely forgot the existence of Botticelli’s art. We look on Vasari almost with
pity, seeing how entirely his views were limited either to realistic representation or
dramatic grandeur. Botticelli, the most complete embodiment of Quattrocento
sensitiveness, was apart from Vasari’s element. Was not Botticelli too unreal, and
if real at all, too shy and refined, to satisfy Vasari’s idea of what he proudly called
‘modern Art’? I feel almost inclined to say that Vasari, confronting this most
ethereal of artists, did not know how to praise him. Indeed, Vasari was a genius,
more than one-sided, and he was not insensible to delicate shades of beauty.
Botticelli’s art was great enough to penetrate into minds of opposing tendency, if
they had any sense of beauty at all. It is not that Vasari does not praise him. He
felt something very precious in Botticelli, but his vocabulary was so limited to
phrases illustrative of Cinquecento realism, that he was at a loss how to express in
words this most fleeting of beauties. If one reads Vasari’s Life of Botticelli together
with those of artists with realistic tendency, for instance, Domenico Ghirlandajo,
one gets an impression that Vasari felt some mysterious presentiment of Botticelli’s
superiority; but he was ill at ease, and being unable definitely to express it,
hastened to Ghirlandajo’s art, describing with enjoyment how things look in his
pictures more lifelike than life itself. It would be too much to say that Vasari
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could not appreciate Botticelli, but he understood him best when Botticelli was
great in realism. No wonder that Vasari, without any hesitation, esteemed the
Ufhzi Adoration of the Magi above all Botticelli’s works. He refers to the picture
twice, and at length, in the short Life, and seems to attribute Botticelli’s invitation
to Rome to the fame of that altar-piece. We can easily understand how important
this picture must have looked to the Cinquecento Vasari. Vasari closes his Life of
Botticelli with an eloquent reference to this 4doration, which he used as a practical
lesson in contrast to what he considered the useless devotion to literature and
religion in the artist’s later life.

Vasari was free to value the A4doration in the way he liked, but his view should
not persuade us into regarding it as the climax of Botticelli’s art. Many subsequent
writers have fallen into ecstasies over the picture, but I doubt if it was owing to
their own taste. The same realistic view of Art which turned to academic form
since Vasari’s time may still be guiding Europe. If critics really love the 4dora-
tion, so be it, whether Vasari valued it or not. I do not entirely admire the
Adoration, and am against valuing it as the greatest of Botticelli’s works. I should
like to consider the picture as a test of the understanding of Botticelli’s art. The
merit of the Adoration is so remote from Botticelli’s real genius that if one prefers
it to other works, it means that one loves Botticelli when he was least himself.
Vasari’s prejudice, as a Medicean, which might have biassed him against the cause
of Savonarola, I shall discuss later on.

The now famous phrase, ‘aria virile’, which occurs in a document discovered by
Miiller-Walde in the Public Archives at Milan, is one unfailingly used by recent
writers on Botticelli. The document is a report made by an agent of the Duke of
Milan, concerning the Florentine artists who worked in the Sistine Chapel, and
afterwards in the Villa of Lorenzo il Magnifico at Spedaletto, with a view to
selecting some of them to work for him. As there is no question about its value as
a piece of contemporary criticism of the Quattrocento, I cannot refrain from
quoting it from Horne’s translation.

‘Sandro di Botticelli, a most excellent painter, both on panel and wall; hisworks have
a virile air, and are [executed] with the greatest judgment and perfect proportion.

‘Filippino, the son of Fra Filippo, the best disciple of the aforesaid, and the son
of the most singular master of his times; his works have a sweet air, but not, I
think, so much Art.

‘Il Perugino, a singular master, especially of wall-painting; his works have an
angelical and very sweet air.

‘Domenico di Grilandaio, a good master on panel, and still more on the wall;
his works have a good air, and he is a man of expedition, and one who executes
much work.
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‘All these aforesaid painters have given proof of their skill in the Chapel of
Pope Sixtus, excepting Filippino; but all afterwards at the Spedaletto of Lorenzo
il Magnifico; and it is hard to say who bears off the palm.’—(Horne, p. 109.)

This certainly is a most alluring document, sufficient to persuade us into implicit
belief. It is extremely interesting to know the taste of the time in giving com-
parisons between great artists. The writer was, moreover, a man of good artistic
culture, and quite serious in his criticism, as he had in view the practical purpose
of recommending the painters to work for his master. But here the interest as
regards appreciation ends. We respect the document, not forgetting that it is only
an opinion. Horne says: ‘he notes only in Botticelli’s work the ¢“aria virile”’, that
virile air, his “optima regione et integra proportione” . . . The former is an expres-
sion which the modern critic would have used in characterizing the manner of
Andrea del Castagno or Antonio Pollajuolo . . . For us Botticelli is a visionary
painter who sees and depicts more than meets the ordinary eye. May not, then, the
secret of his greatness lie in the fact that our modern view of him and the view of
his contemporaries are, in their measure, and from their several standpoints, equally
true?’ (Horne, p. 110.) Horne is impartial and right in so thinking. Practically,
however, the chief object of his book was the appreciation of Botticelli for his
‘virile air’. Subsequent writers on Botticelli appear to have followed Horne, and
M. Charles Diehl, prominent as a sound scholar among the many writers on
Botticelli, seems specially moved by this reactionary spirit against the sentimental
love of Botticelli of the days of Ruskin and Pater.

‘Aria virile’ is indeed a significant phrase. It has peculiar significance in denoting
a phase of Botticelli’s art, as I have already mentioned in connection with Andrea
del Castagno’s influence. It is certainly a characteristic in Botticelli which
admirers of former days neglected, but it is no more than a characteristic, and not
the essential one. ’

M'orec?\{er, I must call attention to the fact that, in the discovered document
Botticelli is only compared with Filippino, Perugino, and Domenico Ghirlandajo,
and is characterized as having the ‘aria virile.” Botticelli could certainly have been
thus regarded, when compared with these masters of calm and lovely manner. It
is wrong to apply the same ‘aria virile’ in the general estimation of Botticelli, when
we place him in the whole view of the Italian Quattrocento, where And;ea del
S}aiﬁcgri&);r\tf;r;cf)ctc}:l}:olaanc;nl;?eliajutolodin Floran(?, Cosimo Tura, and _Mar'ltcgna
R PP s, stand out as virile masters, and Bottlc_:clh must

g rather to the sweet and imaginative group. To sum up the question, there
are two reasons for objecting to the undue popularity of the famous phrase. First,
ilhferzgrglsi?: ‘(7):1 fl(;n;;:lp;?t?; -C:}lltilsc}sr}?a::;n bear fn(;lspecial authc_)rity in determiqing
second, in quoting tI}J1e phr;se unha 31 01'31 e o
neglected. Let us bear in mind that i?)pth}; d i ha's bc'e.n o frequanly
less virile artists, and therefore was OCUmCDt.BOttlccnl o comgarcfi 'WIth

: correctly characterized as having ‘aria virile.”
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Divested of all these traditional eulogies, I am not at all sure if Botticelli can
really be called great as a realistic master. That he cannot bear comparison with
Andrea del Castagno, I have already shown. We have also seen how Botticelli
revealed his beautiful personality in the Berlin Sz Sebastian, the very picture in
which he had the best opportunity for displaying his anatomical knowledge, and
that at the very prime of his realistic accomplishment. A careful student will not
fail to observe that Botticelli’s figures are often defective, if anatomically con-
sidered. Perhaps I need not give examples from his late period, when he ceased to
depend on anatomical construction and drew figures as if they were linear patterns.
Examples from the works dating from his realistic period would be more signifi-
cant. In the Primavera, the central figure, usually taken to be Venus, is sometimes
thought to be pregnant, indicating the fruitfulness of the Goddess of Love in
Spring. This interpretation is not impossible, because the idea of the fruitfulness
of Nature in Venus would not be absurd in the revival of Hellenic feeling. Itis
chiefly for that reason that Lucretius’s exordium of the Venus Genetrix, by whom
‘genus omne animantum concipitur visitque exortum lumina solis’ is pointed out
as the text on which Botticelli relied. But I really wonder at this interpretation,
and prefer to take it as an example of Botticelli’s bad drawing, in the realistic
sense. That I do not attach so much importance to Lucretius’s poem ‘De Rerum
Natura’ in the pictorial formation of the Primavera as did Dr. Warburg and
Horne, will be seen when I come to interpret Botticelli’s relation with Polizianp.
Moreover, that way of drawing the female torso is not at all uncommon in
Botticelli, though here somewhat more pronounced than usual. HIS female
figures are always much elongated, and he is much addicted to curved lines. In the
nude, any violation of anatomical correctness is obvious, so he drew ﬁgures,_as in
the superb Birth of Venus, or in the figure of Truth in the Calumny, entrancingly
curved, and yet passable in anatomy, if not entirely correct. BuF when he en-
veloped human figures in draperies, hiding their anatomical form in ample folds,
Botticelli’s taste for curved lines could not help asserting itself at every opportunity,
and made his figures, not really inaccurate, but on the border linf:, vs{high was
charming, but a dangerous snare for weak pupils. Probably Botticelli did not
intend to represent Venus of the Primavera as pregnant, but that he exaggf:rated
the outline of the figure to make it conform to his flowing lines. The drawing of
the lower part of the torso of a draped figure is most difficult, owing to the fact that
no special point of interest presents itself whereon the artist can focu§ his attention.
Nearly all the seated Madonnas of Botticelli show weakness in this respect, T%e
FEnthroned Madonna with St. Barnabas and other Saints, in the Uffizi Gallery, f<.)r
instance, and the-Madonna enthroned between two St. Johns, in the Berhn
Museum. Those kneeling Madonnas in the Ambrosiana at Milan and in the
London National Gallery reveal the same remarkable weakness. In all these
figures the belly swells out in a prominent curve, which was a stumbling-block for
imitators. The five allegorical figures in the Corsini Gallery at Florence, which is
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‘All these aforesaid painters have given proof of their skill in the Chapel of
Pope Sixtus, excepting Filippino; but all afterwards at th:: Spedaletto of Lorenzo
il Magnifico; and it is hard to say who bears off tht? palm.’—(Horne, p. 109.)

This certainly is a most alluring document, sufficient to pcrsx.lade us into implicit
belief. It is extremely interesting to k.now the taste of the time in giving com-
parisons between great artists. The writer was, moreover, a man of good artistic
culture, and quite serious in his criticism, as he had in view the practical purpose
of recommending the painters to work for his master. But here the interest as
regards appreciation ends. We respect the document, not forgetting that it is onl
an opinion. Horne says: ‘he notes only in Botticelli’s work the “aria virile”, that
virile air, his “optima regione et integra proportione » ... The former is an expres-
sion which the modern critic would have used in characterizing the manner of
Andrea del Castagno or Antonio Pollajuolo . . . For us Botticelli is a visionar
painter who sees and depicts more than meets the ordinary eye. May not, then, the
secret of his greatness lic in the fact that our modern view of him and the view of
his contemporaries are, in their measure, and from their several standpoints, equall
true?’ (Horne, p. 110.) Horne is impartial and right in so thinking. Practically,
however, the chief object of his book was the appreciation of Botticelli for his
‘virile air’. Subsequent writers on Botticelli appear to have followed Horne, and
M. Charles Diehl, prominent as a sound scholar among the many writers on
Botticelli, seems specially moved by this reactionary spirit against the sentimental
love of Botticelli of the days of Ruskin and Pater.

‘Aria virile’ is indeed a significant phrase. It has peculiar significance in denoting
a phase of Bot’txc.elh’s art, as I have already mentioned in connection with Andrea
del Castagno’s influence. It is certainly a characteristic in Botticelli which
admirers of former days neglected, but it is no more than a characteristic, and not
the essential one.

Bolt\fiizﬁ\;zr(;nll must call attention to .the fact th.at, in the discoycrcd c!ocume.nt
T y compared. with F fh[_)pm'o, Perugino, and Domenico Ghirlandajo,
thusliecg;r;:éfr\f}?gnai ix;l\;;li (tih;ev i :};lshwrilc.’ Botticelli could certainly have been
is wrong to apply the same ‘aria virile’ ixelsfhmaStcrs 5 Ca.lm '-l.nd o~ icelli, 4
e placs hics i et el general estimation of Botticelli, when
Castagno, Verrocchio, and Pollajuolo in F’ri v Quattr?ccnto’ el
in tho Nl bF sl Aetrt il Jstand L orence, Cosimo Tura, and .Ma{ltcgna
belong rafiedta i e ir’na nd out as virile masters, and Botnc':elh must
weet ginative group. To sum up the question, there

are two reasons for objecting to the undu i . 5
< frapment e eosteni it N ¢ popularity of the famous phrase. First,
the artistic value of a I}’)ainte};:ctr;ilscisfafrznn? e fn <1>18pec1a1 QUth(?rity iniatennining
second, in quoting the phrase, unhappil e o ireated ORI
) appily the context has been too frequently

neglected. i - .
g Let us bear in mind that in the document Botticelli is comparcd with
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Divested of all these traditional eulogies, I am not at all sure if Botticelli can
really be called great as a realistic master. That he cannot bear comparison with
Andrea del Castagno, I have already shown. We have also seen how Botticelli
revealed his beautiful personality in the Berlin Sz. Sebastian, the very picture in
which he had the best opportunity for displaying his anatomical knowledge, and
that at the very prime of his realistic accomplishment. A careful student will not
fail to observe that Botticelli’s figures are often defective, if anatomically con-
sidered. Perhaps I need not give examples from his late period, when he ceased to
depend on anatomical construction and drew figures as if they were linear patterns.
Examples from the works dating from his realistic period would be more signifi-
cant. In the Primavera, the central figure, usually taken to be Venus, is sometimes
thought to be pregnant, indicating the fruitfulness of the Goddess of Love in
Spring. This interpretation is not impossible, because the idea of the fruitfulness
of Nature in Venus would not be absurd in the revival of Hellenic feeling. Itis
chiefly for that reason that Lucretius’s exordium of the Venus Genetrix, by whom
‘genus omne animantum concipitur visitque exortum lumina solis” is pointed out
as the text on which Botticelli relied. But I really wonder at this interpretation,
and prefer to take it as an example of Botticelli’s bad drawing, in the realistic
sense. That I do not attach so much importance to Lucretius’s poem ‘De Rerum
Natura’ in the pictorial formation of the Primavera as did Dr. Warburg and
Horne, will be seen when I come to interpret Botticelli’s relation with Poliziano.
Moreover, that way of drawing the female torso is not at all uncommon in
Botticelli, though here somewhat more pronounced than usual. His female
figures are always much elongated, and he is much addicted to curved lines. In the
nude, any violation of anatomical correctness is obvious, so he drew figures, as in
the superb Birth of Venus, or in the figure of Truth in the Calumny, entrancingly
curved, and yet passable in anatomy, if not entirely correct. But when he en-
veloped human figures in draperies, hiding their anatomical form in ample folds,
Botticelli’s taste for curved lines could not help asserting itself at every opportunity,
and made his figures, not really inaccurate, but on the border line, which was
charming, but a dangerous snare for weak pupils. Probably Botticelli did not
intend to represent Venus of the Primavera as pregnant, but that he exaggferated
the outline of the figure to make it conform to his flowing lines. The drawing of
the lower part of the torso of a draped figure is most difficult, owing to t.he fact that
no special point of interest presents itself whereon the artist can focus his attention.
Nearly all the seated Madonnas of Botticelli show weakness in this respect, The
Enthroned Madonna with St. Barnabas and other Saints, in the Uffizi Gallery, for
instance, and the- Madonna enthroned between two St. Johns, in the Berlin
Museum. Those kneeling Madonnas in the Ambrosiana at Milan and in the
London National Gallery reveal the same remarkable weakness. - In all these
figures the belly swells out in a prominent curve, which was a stumblmg-bloc.k fo_r
imitators. The five allegorical figures in the Corsini Gallery at Florence, which is
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a school-work, are remarkable examples of this. I do not know what these

s symbolize: ‘Muses’, according to Prof. A. Venturi; or they may be five
f113?rgt(1)1rc1sc’s \Sgith celestial light emanating from their heads: at all events it would be
incongru’ous to imagine them to be pregnant, although. ltlhu; t?)c:(liilavfriiimc;
exaggerate the manner of the Venus of the Przma've.ra,, especially 1 - ' fg 0
the one in the centre. From these examples of pupils’ exaggeration, 1 may inter a
weakness in the master, and I take the figure of Venus as a typical example of
Botticelli’s weakness in realism, rather than an intentional representation of a crude
allg{g}:)cr};;me indifference to realism, sometimes leading to an obvious disregard -(:f
anatomical laws, is to be found in various parts of the human ﬁgure in Bf)ttmelh s
works, more noticeably in the treatment of hands and feet _an.d in the poise of th-c
neck. But as these anomalies are the outcome of other artistic laws ruling Botti-
celli’s genius, I shall deal with them in their proper place. Here let me observe as
another example of Botticelli’s weakness in anatomy one more curious c.:harac-
teristic. It refers to the face, where one might least expect to find mistakes.
Sometimes Botticelli’s distribution of features, eyes, nose, and mouth is strangely
out of place. True, this is a mistake, which is more frequent in painters than is
usually recognized. Leonardo da Vinci’s advice to young painters to examine
their pictures in a mirror applies especially well to this kind of bad drawing. Of
the symmetry of the face no artist can be absolutely sure, neither can Nature
herself; few painters, however, modelled it in so remarkable a way as Botticelli; in
this I exclude Cosimo Tura, El Greco, and Lucas Cranach, who in some ways
resembled Botticelli. The face of the boy in the foreground in that most admirable
of drawings, the Abundance, in the British Museum, is curiously oblique, but that
is not a rare occurrence with Botticelli. Among the beautiful angels in the Uffizi
Coronation of the Virgin there peep out beautiful faces, looking mischievously
lovely, with their eyes and mouths naively out of place. The Sa/vator Mundi in
the Bergamo Gallery, considered authentic by Morelli, is a remarkable example
of a pupil’s exaggeration.

Examples of bad anatomy in Botticelli are endless. In the charming tondo
Madonna in the Ambrosiana at Milan the head of the Virgin is disproportionately
large. In the Madonna in Mr. Heseltine’s Collection in London, and in the
Madonna of the Annunciation in the exquisite predella of the Coronation of the
Virgin, the neck is too fat, which (if one imagines that a good painter paints
everything in his picture with definite intention) must be taken as inconsistent
with Botticelli’s taste for the slender. It seems that he was of a dreamy and
ethereal temperament, which, if not strictly on the alert, soon failed to retain a firm
grip of Nature. Of course he was too great an artist to be called ‘one of the worst
anatomists’ (George Rose, The Renaissance Masters, p. 166) in any sense. In the
g{allrt:ssg;a“gng% Wbcre he dl:CW nude figures with every possible attitude and

p » Botticelli proved himself a master well versed in them. None the less,
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manifestation of other greater qualities.
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his real greatness lies apart from the realistic. In the appreciation of Botticelli’s art
it is very important to recognize his realistic weakness, which, however, did not
end as a mere weakness, but had a special significance, being the inevitable
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CHAPTER III

Botticelli’s Portraits. Portraiture as Art. (haracteristic and Symbolic
Portraits. Botticelli’s Development as a Portrait Painter.

T is here expedient to consider Botticelli as a portrait painter, a peculiar art,

which has the closest connection with realism. You must expect something

extraordinary when an art so real comes from a genius so imaginative. The
expectation is amply realized.

What is a portrait? If it is the representation of an individual, I am not sure if
Botticelli was truly successful. Holbein and Velasquez accomplished phenomenal
feats of portraiture, and from their clear-cut images historic personalities project
with miraculous reali<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>