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INTRODUCTION

Most people know that the Louvre 1s one of the
world's great museums of art, the richnesé and variety of
its collections rivaled by perhaps only three or four other
European and Amerlican galleries. Certalnly anyone who has
been to Paris 1s famillar with its low grey bulk stretching
for blocks along the right bank of the Selne and branching
off into a sprawling complex of wings, courtyards, and
pavilions. The determined tourist wiii tramp for miles
through a seemingly endless succession of rooms and gal~-
leries and will c¢limb many a stalrcase, great and small.,

If he reads his guidebook conscilentiously he will learn
that this vast labyrinth of a building was originally a
palace in the English sense of the word, that is, the
officlal Paris residence or town house of the kings of
France. He wlll also learn, 1f his eyes have not already
told him as much, that the palace is actually a collection
of buildings put up over a long span of historical time,
mest ¢f them in the sixteenth, seventeenth, and nineteentih
centuries, although the foundation of the Louvre dates back
hto the Middle Ages and Philiﬁpe Auguste.

“ Pursuing the history of the palace further, the
tourist will be appralsed of the fact that Louls XIV, who
loathed Paris, abandoned the Louvre as soon as Versallles
was habitable and that no French zoverelgns actually
resided there until the October Days of 1789 when Louls XVI



and his famlly were brought as virtual prisoners to be
lodged in the Tullerles, a part of the ILouvre complex which
wag destroyed during the Commune of 1871. - The gulidebook
will then go on %o state that on November 18, 1793, the
Louvre officially opened its doors as a museum of art for
the first time, displaying works formerly a part of the
royal collections. Thls informatiorn is surely accepted by
the average educated American tourist with a nod of satlis-
factlon as belng right, proper, and entirely natural. How
1deologically logical that the Revolutlion should have con-
figcated the royal palaces and the royal possessions and
made the king's great art collection available to the masses!
This is preclisely what one would expect of the Revolution. |
With the advent of ILiberty, Equallity, and Fraternity cats
may look at kings and fishwives may lock at the king's
pictures, formerly locked away from vulgar inspection in
the various royal residences., Satlsfied as to the background
of the palace and the origin of the museum, the tourlist 1s
free to go and to see the Mona Lisa, the Venus de Milo, the
Winged Victory, and as much else as his time will permit.
_»But in actual fact, the origin of the museum is not
so simple. The ldea of transforming the royal collectlions
into a great national museum of art avallable to the publilc
was old long before the Revolution and can be traced at
least to the seventeenth century and Colbert. Nor were the

kings and the royel administrations of the 0ld Reglme as



selfish with the crown collections as is generally believed.
Certainly from the middle of the eilghteenth century to the
Revolution the agitation on the part of intellectuals for a
museum like the Louvre intensifled, and various plans and
ideas for a national gallery of art displaying the royal
collectionslwere put forth both by private individuals and
by the government itself. This study will attempt to
assess the content, nature, and accesslbllity of the royal
collections during the eighteenth century priof to the
Revolution and to trace and to analyze the ever-growing
movement for a national mugseum of art during the decades
before 1789. It will not concern itself with the palace of
the Louvre or its fabric as such but only with the ldea for
a museum and the plans put forth to implement the ldesa.
These plans and ldeas did not always focus themselves upon
the palace of thg Louvre, and the fabric of the Louvre will
be a matter for consideration here only insofar as it was
1nvolve@ in the realization of the ldea for a géllery of
art'in which the royal collections would be mounted for
public exhibltion. Thls examination of the contents of

the royal collection and the hopes and plans for displaying
1t publiecly will primarily and necessarily be concentrated
upon the collection or paintings. Of course, the royal col~-
lection of art objects enclosed tens of thousands of items
other, K than paintings -~ sculpture and bronzes, drawings and

prints, and precious objects of every kind ranging from coins



to tapestries -~ but the palntings were the heart of the
collection and that part of it which was of greatest
interest to the eighteenth centﬁry; further, the documenta-
tion for the paintings is moré complete and precise than it
is for any other aspect of the collection.

This study 1s a compound of both synthesis and
original research. The problem considered‘here has been
dealt with previously only in generallzed or fragqentary
ways. Some French historians and art hlstorlans have
briefly examined the history of the ldea for a museum in
the course of other works, most often in an introduction or
preface. Certain narrowlyilimited portions of the subject
have been treated in articles or ‘touched upon obliguely in
blographies or other writings primarily concerned with other
themes. The author has gratefully used the most helpful of
these secondary treatises but has relied prinecipally upon a
body of primary materials gathered in fhe Archives Nationales
de France, the Bibllothéque Nationale, and the Archives et
Bibliothéque du Louvre. The primary and secondary soufces
specifically relled upon are discussed in detall in the
bibliographical essay at the end of the sfudy.

This examination of the attempts made in pre-
Revolutionary France to bring the crown collections to the
people 1s an effort to make a contribution, however. small,
to the cultural history of France'generally, to the history
of the Louvre as a museum peripherally, and to the cultural

and intellectual history of the 0ld Reglme particularly.



Chapter I
THE ROYAL COLLECTIONS DURING THE EIGHTEENTH CENTURY

A, Origin and Contents: The Growth of the Colleotions1
 Francis I, who ascendea the throne of France in 151§,
must be credited with laying the_modest but solid foundation
of what was to become one of the richest and most extensive
royal art collectlons in Europe. Some of his predecessors
had also been collectors; Charles IV and his brothers had
put together large collections of art whioh were later dis-
persed, and Charles VIII and Louls XII were both interested
in fragments of antique sculpture and similar objects. But
1t was Francis I, bemused with the Itallan Renalssance and
possessing a highly developed taste for 1ﬁxury and -beauty,
who began systematically to assemble a collection of impor-
tant paintings and other art objects which came to constitute
the nucleus of the great French national collections.
Francis' interest in art and collecting undoubtedly
stemmed from mixed motives. He cannot have been insensitive

to the prestige value inherent in the possession of many rich,

1Secondary-sources most fully utllized for thisg section are:
Gaston Bridre, L'Ecole francalse; Louls Hautecoeur, Les
Ecoles italiennes; Gabriel Rouchés, L'Ecole espagnole;
Clotilde Brisre-Misme, Les Ecoles septentrionales, all in
Histolre des collections de peintures au Musée du Louvre
ZParis: Musées Nationaux, 1930.5 iHereafter Histoire des

collections.)

Prederic Villot, Notice des tableaux exposés dans les galeries
du Mugée Impérial du Louvre (Paris: vinchon, 1852).



valuable, rare, or curious articles, and his passion for
displaying such ;ﬁems in hls residences was surely due in
some part to his desire to appear before thé world as s
cultivated soverelgn of refined taste presiding over a
brilliant and elegant court. Perhaps pride of possession 1s
inherent in some degree in all collectors., Certainly
Francis was nelther the first nor the last collector to seek
prestige in the acquisition of beautiful and unique objects;
Andrew Mellon, whose magnificent collection forms the core
of the Natlonal Gallery in Washington, betrayed somewhat the
same kind of rarefied énobbery -~ he would buy only the best
and he preferred to buy only from people on exalted social
levels such 2~ rulned German-royaltlies and lmpecunious
British peers with historic names.2 Nevertheless, Francils
alse sﬁrely made many purchases simply because the object
intrigued him, or titillated hls curlosity, or satlsfied his
personal esthetic values. He did not, for example, confine
his collecting to gfeat paintings but also assembled a
"Cabinet of Curiosities" in which there were enshrined such
oddities as "drlied rare plants, exotic stuffed animals,

ancient medals, fragments of antique sculpture, the feet of

2Hans Tletze, Treasures of the Great National Gallerie
(London: Phaidon Publlshers, inc., 1954), pp. 112-113.,



an Egyptlan mummy, and feathered robes of American savages."3

This kind of catholic, magpie collecting was entirely withiﬁ
the tradition of the Renalssance prince with his complex of
interests and his growing awareness of parts of the world
hitherto unknown or known but dimly. Any royal collector of
those times would buy with equal eagerness and lmpressive
impartiality a great palnting, the horn of a unicorn, or a
dubious holy relic; virtually anything was welcomed into
the collectlon so long as it was singular, beautiful, bizarre,
intriguing because of cunning workmanship, or preclous
because of the materials of which it was made. Indeed, it
was to be rather a long time before the concept of a gallery
of art, as distinct from the cabinet of curlosities and the
rellc collections, was clearly to emerge in northern Europe.
But 1f Prancis I bought parts of mummies and Indian
feather cloaks, he bought many other things of greater
artistic significance. Although hlis name 1s forever linked
with certaln famous paintings; he also acqulred vases and
medallions, antique bronzes, drawings, antique sculptures,
and tapestries. Francis' primary claim to fame as a royal

collector rests, hoﬁever, on the acquisition of a small

3francis Henry Taylor, The Taste of Angels (Boston: Little,
Brown and Company, 1948), footnote p. 190. Quoted from a
letter written to Taylor by Jean Adkhémar, a French authority
on the collection of Franclis I. The letter as reproduced
In the work clted is in French; all translations from the
French in this study are by the author.



number of now priceless paintings which are today the Jewels
of the Louvre's collectlon of masterpieces. Leonardo da
Vinci's ¥Yirgin of the Rockg was acquired by Franclis' lmmed-
iate predecessor, Louis XII, in 1506. The new King, whose
taste 1n palnting was sound and discriminating, and who was
dazzled by the glorieq of the Itallan Renalssance, loved the
Virgin of the Rocks and determined to have more works.by the
great Itallan masters. He determined, moreover, not to con-
fine himself fo the collection of Italian paintings but to
acqulire the source itself and collect Italian painters.
Raphael and Michelangelo could not be seduced away from
Rome, partly because the popes would not allow it; there
were some things even the king of France could not command.
But Leonardo da Vinel and Andrea del Sarto, among many
other Itallian palnters, sculitors, ahd architects, were
persuaded to come to France. Leonardo was an elderly'and
infirm man when he came t9 Francis' court in 1515, and he
died in 1519 without having prodﬁced anything signifibant
for his royal patron. The King acquired some of Leonardo's
most splendid works, however, including the great Yirgin,
Child, and St. Anne, which is in the Louvre today, and that
portralt known to all the world as the Mona Iiga. Andrea del
Sarto, who arrived in France in 1518, executed several works
for the King, including the Charity noﬁ in the Louvre.
Francis also acquired, by glft or purchase, Raphael's Belle
Jardinére; Holy Family of Franels I; St. Margaret, possibly



painted for his sister, Marguerite de Valols; St. Michael;
and a portrait of Joanna of Aragon. In.addition to these,
he bought other important Italian paintings, such as Fra
Bartolomeo's Annunclation and Sebastiano del Piombo's
Visitation. PFrancis was not so much 1nﬁerested in Venetian
palnting as he was in the Florentine and Umbrian schools,
but he was presented with one important example of the
Venetlan style, the famous portralt of himself which was:
done by Titlan from a medallion likeness of the King but
which 1s vivid and sprightly for all of that.. One author4
inslsts, wlthout documentation, that Francis also collected
Flemish paintings, especlally works by Hieromymus Bosch and
Pieter Breugel the Elder, but no confirmation for this asser-
tlon can be found in French authorities thoroughly conversant
with the origins of the Louvre's collections. The French
art historians would date the acquisition of Flemish paint-

. ings by the royal collection from the sevenieenth century,
and this is undoubtedly eorrect.5 Jertalnly it would have
been difficult for Francis to have collected Breugel the
Elder in that the Kiﬁg died in 1547 and Breugel, who was
born somewhere between 1525 and 1530, did not begin to

AIQiQ., p. 191.

5Briére-Misme, Histoire des collectiong, p. 82.
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produce until the 1550'3..6 Indeed, the inventory of the
king's paintings prepared in 1709 and 1710 by Nicholas Bailly,
keeper, indicates thaf the royal collection even then did not
possess a single Bosch and included only eight;works by
Breugel the Elder, most of them acquired in the seventeenth

century.7

Most of Francis' collection was kept at Fontainebleau.
Records concernling 1t are fragmentary and contradictory and
no one really knows preclsely what he did possess in the way
of paintings, sculpture, and other important works of art.
In any event, Francis' collection was not a large one and
was only an acorn from which the great oak of the royal
collection was to grow. A listing entitled Trésor des

Merveilles de Fontalnebleau prepared by one Father Dan in

1642 constitutes the first inventory of the royal collection
of palatings and lists only forty-seven cr forty-nine'paint-
ings.8 This listing was surely incomplete, but it 1is

6Wolfgang Stechow, Pieter Bruegel the Elder (New York: Harry
N. Abrams, Inc., 1954), po

7Fernand Engerand, Inventaire des tableaux du roy rédighé en

1709 et 1710 par Nicholag Ballly, hereafter cited as
Engerand 1 (Paris: Ernest Leroux, 1899), pp. 221-284, 632-

635, 229-232,

8
Villot, op. cit., Avertissement, pp. XX~-XXI; Engerand I,
Introduction, pp. III-IV,
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generally agreed that at the accession of Louils XIV the

9 But

French crown owned somethinglless than 200 paintings.
.if Francis I's collection lacked quantity one must neverthe-
1esé concede that i1t compensated brilliantly for this in'
quallity; the Leonardos and the Raphaels alone would qualify
it as an impreesive collection, énd a mere half-dozen of
Francis' most important acquisitions would make the reputa-
fion of any museum today.

The royal collectlions recelved few additions of sig-
nificance from Francis' time until the seventeenth century.
Francig' sons did not manifest any of their father's superd
artistic taste. Henry II, presented with Michaglangelo's
Slaveg by Roberto Strozzi, was actually so indifferent to
the possession of these treasures of sculpture that he
casually gave them away as a present to the Constable de
Montmorency.lo Catherine de Medicl, possessed of an
Italianate taste for luxurlous and sumptuous living, was an
inveterate collector of yirtu, bibelotg, small precious
objects, tapestries, and the like,.for the decoratlon of
her resldences. She also possessed many palntings, most of
them undistinguished portraits of soverelgns and illustrious
people. During this period, however, no acquisitions of

real consequence were made. From 1560 until nearly the

9Villot, op. cit., Avertissement, pp. XXI-XXII.

loBriére, Higtoire des collections, p. 13.
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turn of the century France was suffering the agonies of the
religious wars and was torn repeatedly by internal conflict
and civil strife. The Valols kings and their governments,
harassed and beset by political problems on all sides, were
primarily concerned with maintaining themselves through a
series of dangerous orises and had little time, effort, or
money to expend on the bullding up of a splendid royal art
gallery.

The accession of Eenfy IV, first of the Bourbons, to
the throne of Frence signaled an end to the tragic and
biltter psrlod of the civil wars. The new King, a wise and
diplomatic man whom the French still revere as one of their
greatest sovereigns} immediately set about the pacification
and restoration of France. He also began laylng the founda-
tlon for the royal absolutism which was to flower so fully
under his grandson, Louis XIV, and to create a royal environ-
ment in whlich the growth ¢f an imposing art collection would
become not only possible but psychologlcally necessary és a
prestige symbol for the crown. Henry IV was himself no
serious collector, but he was concerned that hiqualaces be
appropriately decorated and it seems likely that he acquired
some lmportant Itallan Mannerlist and early Baroque paintings,
'including several by Carraccl, Vernonese, Guido Reni, and

Giulio Eomano.ll Perhaps the most important acquisition of

113autecoeur, Histoire des collections, p. 49.
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this perlod was one made by Marie de Medici, Henry IV's
second wife. In 1621 Marie, who became Queen.Regent of
France upon the assassination of her husband in 1610,
6rdered from Rubens a serlies of twenty-four large palntings
glorifying her, for the decoration of one of the large
galleries in her palace of the Luxembourg. Thé series,
called The Iife of Marie de Mediecl, was completed and
installed in 1625 but was moved to the Louvre in 1815.

These enormous and almost overwhelming paintings, which must
be measured by the square yard, tell the story of Marie's
life and career in grandlose allegorical terms -- the birth
of the princess presided over by Jupiter and Juno, her educa-
tlon by Minerva, the birth of her son attended by a symbolic
figure of Fecundlty, and so on. The sﬁbject matter of the
paintings and the pomposlity with which it is treated seems
today to be more than a little comical; but the series fe-
mains an impressive example of Rubens' full Baroque style
and constitutes the first .significant Flemish acquisitions
by the French crown, hitherto primarily preoccupled with
the Italian schools. |

¥ ¥ %36 % #3639

"We are badly informed on the purchases of the kings

at the eﬁd of the sixteenth century and at the beglinning

nl2

of the seventeenth century. This is true enough, and 1t

121b d.
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is impossible to know exactly how m#ny palntings were in the
royal collection when.Louis‘ZIV came to the throne at the

age of five in 1643, to saj nothing of the impossiblllity of
knowing just what palntings the crown owned at this time.

It is difficult to know, for example, whether the figure of
?aboﬁt 200" d41d or dld not include some or 81l of & motley
éssemblage‘of bad to ordinary family portralts of no artistic
significance whatever. Certalnly the royal family possessed
many such, and in his inventory of 1710 Ballly summarily
disnisses them as "251 1little family portraits of ancient
kings and great 1cids, without frames, of varying qualities."13
At Iouis' death in 1715, however, the collection possessed '
nearly 2,500 psintings. Fernand Engerand says that "in 1710
the collection of the crbwn comprised exactly 2,376 paint-
1ngs."14 The Grans Monarque wished to be the greatest king
in Europe in all respects, which meant that he wished also
to be the greatest art collector in Europe and was willing
to spend effort end money to achieve this aim. It'was.during
Louis XIV's long reign that the French royal collection
burgeoned with astonishing rapidity from its modest begin-
nings under Francis I to a collection of the first.magnitude.
One must grant that whatever Louis did he did with vigor and

in the grand manner; this was no less true of his collecting

1
3Ibig., Pe 14,

14
Engerand I, Introduction, p. X.
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than of hls other activities. Indeed, one French authority
says bluntly: "In reality, it was Colbert who, realizing
the intentlons of Louis XIV, definitely created the collec-
tion of the crown and gave to it all its 1mportance."15
Another, referring specifically to French painting, says:
"Phe true founder of the collections of French painting was
Louis XIV. Alded by his natural taste for magnificence,

the King wished to surround himself with objJects proclaiming
his grandeur. He understood that artists should serve to
proclaim his glory, and Colbert reminded him that protection
accorded to the arts, as well as to letters, was one of the

attributes of a sovereign.“16

The royal collection was developed from many sources
during Louis XIV's time. Cardinal de Richelieu, who did so
much to make Louls' reign possible, died in 1642 just before
Louis' accession to the throne. The Cardinal, a tireless
and discriminating collector, wllled his Palals Rofal to the
crown together with many items of artistic importance; these

_included Italian paintings of significance and Michaelangelo's
Siav y two 0of the most valuable pleces of sculpture in the
Louvre today, which he had obtalned -- cne wonders by what

dubious means ~- from the Montmorency family.

15
Ibid., p. IV.

16
Briére, Histolre deg collectiong, p. 16.
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The French royal collectlon was enormously enriched,
in an indirect manner, by the politiéal disaster and personal
tragedy which befell the Stuarts in England in the 1640'sg.
This impressive increase in Louls XIV's collection took place
in two great strokes of acquisition. OCharles I of England,
who was much interested in art, acquired in 1627 the gallery
of the financially ruined Duke of Mantua whose collection
was Justly regarded.as one of the most splendid in Italy.
Charles added to this core from other sources, and by the
time of his death in 1649 owned more than 1,300 paintings
and about 400 items of sculpture, as well as a huge collec-
tion of drawings by the great mastera.17 Between 1650 and
1653, tne Parliasmentary government of England gradually put
Charles' collections on the sale block. There were in
Europe at this time two collectors whose passion for pos-
sesslon amounted almost to obsessive madness. One of these
was Cardinal Mazarin, a creature of Cardinal de Richelieu
who had succeeded to his master's power in France upon
Richelieu's death in 1642; the other was one Jabach, a
banker of Cologﬁe who normally resided in Paris. Both men
weie well able to indulge thelr tastes -- certalnly Cardinal
Mazarin, whose opportunistic greed was notorious, was rich

beyond all dreams of avarice. "Mazarin and the banker

1
7Villot, . cit., Avertissement, p. XXII.
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Jabach divided between themselves the spolls of the sover-
éign,"la and by virtue of thelr heavy purchasing the cream
of thé unfortunate Charles' collection ceame to France.
Mazarin who had been collecting all his 1ife from a variety
of sources, died in 1661, in possession of a collection
which was 1little short of amazing for its richness, scope,
and depth. Moving swiftly and with the King's authority
behind him, Colbert acquired the best of Mazarin's hoard
from the Cardinal's heirs. The French crown thus acquired
"more than 600" paintings in one fell swoop.19 This purchase
included 283 péintings of the Itallan school, seventiy-seven
German and Dutch, seventy-seven French, and 109 of miscel-
laneous schools, as well as nearly 300 items of sculpture.ao
The list of the palntings thus acquired reads llke a select
partial inventory of the Louvre's most important holdings:
three works of Corregglo, Caravagglc's Death of the Virgin,
the Holy Family which 1s attributed to Glorgione, Leonardo

21
da Vinci's St. John the Baptist, several Titians, two

18 '
Hautecoeur, Histoire des collections, p. 50.

1
9Engerand I, Introduction, p. IV.
20
Villot, . cit., Avertissement, p. XXIV,

21The St. John thus came "home"” to the French oollection;
Louis XIII had traded it with Charles I for Holbein's
portrait of Erasmus and a Holy Famlly by Titlan.
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Veroneses, four Poussins, two Claude Lorrains, several
Vouets, at least four Holbein portralts, and many works by
Van Dyck. The second great windfall ocourred ia 1671 when
Colbért acqﬁired for the King, at a bargain price, some 100
paintings and 5,500 drawings frem the financler Jabach, whe
was struggling with reverses of fortune. In the space of &
decade, then, Colbert aggrandized the royal collection to
the extent of more tham 700 paintings, thousands of drawings,
and hundreds of pleces of sculpture. Nearly all of these
items had been in the Mantua and Stuart collectlons and had
reached the crown by way of the Mazarin and Jabach collec~-
tions.

The royal collection was constantly increased during
the remainder of Louils XIV's reign. Individuals and govern-
ments wishing to curry favor with the Sun King often presented
Louls with paintings or other works of art. The Venetian
government, for example, sent him Veronese's Feagt in the
House of Simopn the Pharigee. Italian cardinals made him
gifts of many paintings of the lesser Itallian artists of
the Mannerist and Baroque periods. André Le Notre, Louis'
friend and great landscape architect, gave the King three
important Poussins. ILouls also purchased, in lots and
single items. Frenbh representatives and agents all over
Europe were ordered by cblbert to be alert for the acquisl-
tion of notable palntings and art objects, especlally items
1llustrative of masters not present or poorly represented in

the collections of Mazarin and Jabach.
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According to Engerand's analysis of the catalogue
drawn up by Nicholas Ballly in 1709-1710, five years before
the death of Louls XIV, the crown at that time possessed
"oxactly 2,376" paintings of which 1,478 are classified as
5eing by "mastérs” of the various schools, as followss
eighty-niﬁe Roman'and Florentine; 102 Venetian; 178 Lombard;
179 German and Flemish; 930 French.22 The King also pos=-
sessed an impressive collection of thousands cf drawinzs,
many of them from the hands of the great; a print cabinet
enclosing about a quarter of a million items; hundreds of
pleces of sculpture, both ancient and modern; and innumerable
objects which are usually placed in the category of "decor-
ative" or "minor" arts -- tapestries, medalllons, coins, gemsa,
gold én& silver ﬁessels, bronzes, ivories, furnlshings, and
the like.

Louls' collection did, however, have certain éaps.
The Spanish school was hardly represented at all, this in
spite 6f the fact that Louls was the son of one Spanlsh
princess and the husband of another. But there is good
reason for this lack of Spanlsh paintings in the royal col-
lection -of France. Spanlish painting was little known in
Louis' tiﬁe and less thought of. The rage for El Greco was
far in the future, Velasquez was not considered to be a

great master. The taste in seventeenth-century France was

22
Engerand I, Introduction, pp. IX-X.
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all for Italian and French painting and, to a lesser extent,
the artists of the Low Oountries. Louis thought that he
owned several Velasquez portralis of his Spanish Hapsburg
ancestors and relatives, but only one of these, the portrait
of the Infanta Marguerita, is now regarded as a genuine
Velasquéz and displayed as such. The entire oollectidn aid
not enclese more thar twe or three other paintings by Spanish
artlists, and even these are somewhat doubtful=23 Another
blank area 1n the collection which seems striking to us
today 1s the lack of Rembrandts. The Bailly inventory lists
only one palnting by this man who is perhaps the most famous
and widely known of all European artists. The one Rembrandt
was a self-portralt, probably acquired sometime during the
1680'3.24 Again, however, there is some reason for this
dearth of Rembrandts. This master was not particularly
well-known as yet, nr<: much sought after; indeed, the whole
Dutch-Flemish school was stlll somewhat controversial in
France. An analysie -f the Ballly inventory of masters
shows that for the 3’ French and 369 Italian paintings in
the collection there were but 179 "German and Flemish" works.
The classical academiclans champiohed Raphael and Pouésin |

against those who preferred the warmly coloristic work of

2330uch§s, Higtoire des collections, pp. 67-68.

24Engerand I, pp. 267-268.

| o DN T LT Y T



Titian and Rubens. Rubens was represented in the collection
(six paintings, apart from the Marie de Medicl series),

but the elegant and Itallanate Van Dyck was more amenéble

to the current French taste (elghteen paintings in the
Bailly inventory). It wes not until the elghteenth century
that paintings 6f the Dutch and Flemish masters began to
enter the royal collection with some regularity.

But if Louis XIV's collection was poor in Spanish
paintings and Rembrandts, it was impressively rich in
virtually everything else. Louls increased the palinting
collectlon alone by more than ten times the slze it was
when he came to the throne, and he increased it with quality
as well as quantity. He laid solid foundations for the
print and drawling collections as well, and added signifi-
cantly to the sculpture collection. Never before had the
French roysl collection experienced so rich an acquisition
period as occurred during the years 1660 to 1690, nor would
it ever again achleve so much in sc short a time.

French art historians complain that Bailly's feamous
inventory of 1709-1710 is "laconic," but i1t is nevertheless
the best inventory of the foyal colieetion of paintings
done up to that date, and in splte of its terseness it is
most informative. A brief analysis of this inventory will

serve to convey some impresslon of the richness of the
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collection at this date. The inventory contains a table by
school,25 lisgting gach master represented and giving the
number of palntings by him which are in the collection.
Following is a condensation of thls table, the artists

éhosen becauge of thelr obvious fame326

25Arohives Nationales, hereafter referred to as A.N., 01
1975. In all Archives citatlons the numbered letter refers
to the archival serles; the sequence of numbers which fol-
lows is the carton number within the serles; any number or
numbers following the carton designation refer to the
number of the document within the garton. In certain A.N.
citations, the carton number will be followed by a number
in parenthesis; this refers to the book within the garton
in which the cited document is to be found. Not all
cartong are divided into numbered serles of book each with
its own serles of documents; in many cartong the documents
are loose and_ simply numbered in sequence. The document
here cited, O} 1975, constitutes an entire carton itself.
It 1s a large bound volume written in a clear, obviously
professional soript.

26It should be noted that not all of Bailly's attributions
have stood the test of modern scholarship and that many
attributions have been challenged and revised in recent

times.
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Leonardo da Vincl 12
Raphael 18
Andrea del Sarto 3
Titian 21
Tintoretto 8
Veronese 28
Caravagglo 4
Perugino 4
Corregglo 9
The three OCarracci 36
Holbein 11
Rubens 30
Van Dyck 18
Breughel 8
Simon Vouet i8
Poussin 34
LeSueur 8
Claude Lorrain 11
% P =W W

Royal collecting under the reigns of Louls XV and
Louls XVI followed a somewhat erratic and desultory pattern.
This i1s not to say that the French crown did not make notable
écquisitions during the elghteenth century and before the
Revolution; during this period however, there was no vigorous
and intensive policy of collecting such as had been pu:sued
by Colbert in the name of Louls XIV, at least not untll the
Comte d'Angiviller assumed the position of Director General
of Buildings in 1774. Indeed, in 1717 the Regent, probably
hard pressed for cash, sold a fine collection of fifteenth
and sixteenth-century portraits which had been left to the

crown by a French nobleman.27 French art historlans note

27Br1ére, Histoire des collectiong, p. 20.
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this dispersion with horror, but they might well be grateful
that the Regent, always in desperate need of money, did not
make further and more disastrous incursions into the royal
collection.

The great French artists of the eighteenth century
received only a limlited and specific kind of patronage from
the crown. They were glven commigsglions to péint elegant
panels for the decoration of the intimate salons in the royél
residences and executed many such deplcting scenes of amorous
gallantry, f8tes champétireg, the hunt, allegories of the
triumphs of Louls XV's reign, and, of course, an endless
parade of dazzling royal portralts. Many of these works were,
to be sure, produced by some of the pefiod's most fashlonable
artists, men who reflected with skill and taste the glitter-
ing soclety for which they labored: Boucher, Lancret,
Nattier, Natoire, Van Loo, DeTroy, Oudry, Desportes, Par-
rocel, Lefant, Quentin de la Tour.28 Many of the decorative
panels painted for particular places have suffered in removal.
Further -- and this 1s a fact from which the French have
never recovered -~ the really great palnters of elghteenth-
century France were neglected by the crown and ﬁheir works

were allowed to escape the royal collection. This was

28Fernand Engerand, Inventalre des tableaux ¢ és et
achet8s par la direction des bi3timen u roi 09~ 2),
hereafter referred to as Engerand II (Paris: Ernest lLeroux,

1901), Introduction, pp. VI, XII-XXVI.
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particularly true of Watteau, Chardin, and Fragonard. 'The
princely collections of French palnting of the eighteenfh
century were formed butside of France: 1in . Prussia, for
Frederick II, in Russla, for Catherline II, in Sweden, by
the agency of the Comte de Tessin."29

In 1742, however, the crowﬁ did move to purchase
some thirty-three palntings from the collection of Viector
Amadeus of Savoy, Prince de Carignan, who died in May 1741.
The total cost of these thirty-three paintings was 150,000
livres, a bargaln lndeed in consideratlon of the fact that the
lot included worké by Ludovico Carraccl, Guido Reni, Carlo
Maiatta, Andrea Solarlo, Castiglione, Mols, Pietro da
Cortona, & Yirgin by Raphael, a Tintoretto, two palntings of
Rubens, a Rembrandt, four Wouvermans, a Tenlers, two Claude
Lorrains, and a Valentin, among others. The most expensive
paintings in the group were a Marriage of St. Catherine by
Pietro da Oortona (10,000 livres) and a Bourgulgnon, The
Battle of Joghua (15,000 livres). The Rembrandt, a work

called Toblia and'the Angel, was obtained for 6,000 livres,

and the Raphael cost but 2,000.30

o .
gBriére, Higtoire des collectiong, p. 20.

3OEngerand II, pp. 530-539. During most of the elghteenth
century the value of the livre was roughly equivalent to
today's new franc, that is, it had a purchasing power in
modern terms of about twenty cents.
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These paintings from the collection of the Prince
de Carignan constituted the only large en bloc acquisition
made during the reign of Louls XV. The King continued to
make isolated purchases of importance, however. In 1749,
for example, the crown bought for 12,000 livres Rubens'
Crucifixion, and in 1751 Jacob Jordaens' Chrigt E;pgllihg '
the Money Changers from the Temnlg.31 In 1753, the Marquis
de Marigny, then Director General of Buildings, inquired of
the King whether he might purchase for the soverelgn a col-
1ection-§f drawings of "great beauty," including two of
Raphael; the King wrote "oul" on this request.32 In 1756,
the King acquired for 600 livres eighteen drawings of
Daniel Volterra and others, including two attributed to
Michaelangelo.33 The expulsion of the Jesuits from France
in 1763 afforded the crown an opportunity to purchase works
of art owned by these dispossessed clerics, forced by act
of the parlement of Paris to sell them in order to pay their
debts. On July 22, 1763, Monsieur Cochin, keeper of the
royal ocablinet at Paris, addressed a long letter to his

superior, the Marquis de Marigny, concerning important

31Ib1d.’ po 606; AON.’ 01 1907b (18)’ 31’ %o

32, ¥., oF 1908 (1), 49.

>34 5., oF 1908 (4), 185.
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paintings in the Jesuit churchea.34 In this letter he
expressed a partlicular deslire to obtain for the crown a
Poussin painting of St. Prancls Xavier, but he also cast
covetous eyes on works by Vouet, Tintoretto, Guido Renl,
Annibale Carracci, and Le Brun, among others. He warned
Marigny that they must move rapidly as there were agents in
Paris empowered to purchase for the King of Prussia and for
several English collectors as well, and he expressed the
opinion that it would be a disgrace to thé crown if these
masterpleces were allowed to leave France. The Poussin was
acquired for 3,800 livres; the Vouet (its subject, ironiocelly,
The Virgin Protecting the Jesuitg) was also purchased, but
apparently the other paintings were permlitted to pass 1into

private and forelgn collections.

%33 %3 % 3%

During the reign of Louls XV, then, the crown was
preoccupled, insofar as the patronage of painters was con-
cerned, in commanding delectgble and.decorative panels for
the embellishment of the residences, but added tc the royal
collection in only a fitful, occaslonal, unmethodic manner
which revealed both a lack of pollcy and the absence of a

strong hand to gulde the destinies of the collection. All

34A.N., 01 1910 (2), 15.

3sEngerand II, p. 634.
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of this was changed with the accesslon of Louis XVI to the
throne in May, 1774, and the appointment of the Comte
d'Angiviller to the position of Director General of Buildings
in August%, 1774, a post which he held until April, 179136 when
his position and his world were swept away by the storm of

the Revolution; Angiviller was a vigorous, bold, and some~-
times ruthless administrator who occupied a position which
afforded bim a pecullar kind of power, rather nsrrow in

scope but very deep within its limits. This position and

this power he used with determination and daring in pursult

of a dream, the dream of transforming the royal collections
into a.great national public gallery of art. The nature of
the position of Director General of Bulldings, the career of
the Comte de'Angiviller, and Angiviller's plans for a national
gallery are all discussed at length later in this study, but
for the moment we are concerned only with his activities in
relation to accessions to the royal collection.

A catalogue published by Fernand Engerand in 1901
reveals that between 1774 and 1785 Angiviller added at least
200 paintings to the royal collection, to say nothing of
hundreds of drawings and studles in oil.37 Other catalogues

indicate that more than thirty esdditional paintings were

36Jacques Silvestre de Sacy, Le Comte d'Angiviller, dernier
directeur général du bitiments du rol (Paris: Librairie Plon,
1953), pp. 5%, 228.

37Engerand II, pp. 540-584,
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added between 1785 and 1787,38 80 thzt'Angivillqr must be

credlted with enriching the crown collection of paintings

by a minimum of 230 items. Since aodession records were not

always kept with precise accuracy, the figure 230 is con-

servative -~ 250 is probably a more accurate estimate.
Purther, Angiviller's purchases were calculated,

made always with the future museum in mind. "The comte

d'Angiviller . . . bought & great deal and -- this Was some-

thing new -~ he bought with method."39 His method, quite

loglocally, was tc concentrate his pﬁrohasing power in the

area in which the royal collection was least impressive,

that 1s, in the Dutch and Flemish schools. Engerand says:

"We must not forget that under his direction the collection

6f the crown was notably enriched, particularly by numerous

acquisitions of the moast beautiful paintings of the Flemish

and Dutch schools, of which the Louvre is today very jhstly

proud. . .« . It is largely due to the Comte d'Angiviller

that the Flemish and Dutch schools are represented at the

Louvre as they are; this consideration alone, it seems,

should be sufflclent for granting him national recognition."4o

Angiviller purchased works of both the great and small

masters of the Low Countries. He often sent agents into

38Ibi§og PP- 585-5940

39Br1§re-Hisme, Higtolre des collectlionsg, p. 94.

40
Engerand II, Introduction, pp. XXVII-XXVIII.

RebDnrodiiced with narrmaicoimm ~f $he m oo e e b

e i,
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Belgiuﬁ and Hollard tc bid for the crown at public sales
and to negotiate with dealers. In 1777, for example, the
suppression of the Jesults in Belgium put important reli-
glous paintings on the market, and in 1783 a similar situa-
tion occurred there when the Emperor Joseph II abolished
more than one hundred religlous housesc. Anglviller was
represented on both occasions, and although the Emperor
reserved the choicest items for himgelf the French crown
was able to acquire some things, perhaps the most important
being Rubens' Adoration of the Magi, bought in 1777.41 A
document of May 10, 1785, reports to the Count the purchase
in Holland of ten works by small Dutch masters, all of them
certified to be "superior, original, and in good condition."42
On the whole, 1785 was an active year of collecting. Angl-
viller received constant and often excited reports at this
time from agents in Brussels who were negotlating purchases
from the estates of the suppressed religious houses and
other sources.43 On Qctober 12, 1785, the Parisian dealer
Le Brun informed the Count that he had recelved a collesction,
purchased en bloc, from Holland. Would Monsieur le Comte be

interested in any of 1t? Monsieur le Comte was and dis-

patched the painter Hubert Robert, an offlclal in the

411b1d. s Do 607.
42 x., ot 1918 (2), 1%6.
43 |

A.N., o' 1018 (3), 297; (4), 385, 437, 449, 459, 467, 479.
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Superintendence, to inspect the offerings with regard to the
possibllity of adding some of them to the collection for
“"the future museum." Robert, in a written report, found
éeven or eilght of the works worth acquiring.44 In March
Angiviller heard of a great English collection about to come
on the market and immediately set in motion an investigation
of this rumor.#s
A detalled cataloguing of Anglviller's Dutch and
Flemish acquisitions would be out of place here, but the
following is & representative selection of paintings from
the Low Countries added to the royal collectlion during the
last years of the 0l1d Regime: Jacob Jordaens' The Four
Evangelists, purchased in 1784 for 4,000 livres; several
Teniers and Wouvermans; Rulsdael landscapes; three Rem-
brandts purchased in 1784 at the sale of the Comte de
Vaudreuil for a total of 26,389 livres; Rubens' Aggratign of
the Magi acquired in 1777 for 27,720 livres; many "triste"
Dutch landscapes by the minor masters; Rembrandt's.gggg |
Samaritapn; Van Dyck's splendid portralt of Charles I of
England, acquired from Madame du Barry in 1775 for 24,000
livres; a Rembrandt seif-portrait bought in 1785 in London

for 3,024 1ivres.46

4 §., ol 1918 (&), 406, 407.

45, 5., ot 1918 (1), 94.

46Enserand II, pp. 547-573; 587-592; 593; 602-608.
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Angiviller's collecting activities were indeed
centered primarily on strengthening the crown's holdings of
Dutch and Flsmish masgters, but he did net neglect to make
acquisitions in other areas. Several Italian paintings of
note were added to the collection under Angiviller's adminis-
tration, amceng them works by Guido Reni, Alessandre Veronese,
Pietro da Cortona, Panini, Gresﬁi, Parmigrgino. Guercino, and
several other qxamples of works by Itallan artists of the
slxteenth and seventeenth centuries. Insofar as French
painting was concerned, Angiviller was particularly interested
in obtaining works by Eustache Le Sueur, who possessed a great
reputation. The Count did manage to acquire several
Le Sueurs, and in order to achlieve these acquisitions he
sometimes allowed his iron fist to be seen benesath the
courtly velvet glove which usually covered it. One example
of hias occasionally ruthless techniques will suffice. '
Angiviller coveted for the crown a set of twenty-two paint-
ings by Le Sueur depicting the 1ife of St. Bruno which was
in the possession of the Carthuslan monks in Parlis, and he
did get them. Bridre says laconically that "the Carthusians
surrendered the Life of St. Brumo in 1776,"*7 but there was
more to 1t than that. The Count suggested to the prior of
the Parls abbey and to the father general of the order that

4
7Briére, Histoire des collectiong, p. 22.
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the monks make a grand and graclous gesture to the nation
by freely offering thls collection to the King. The prier
demurred and the father general would not force his hand.
The adamant prior soon found himself relieved of his post
and supplanted by a colleague amenable to Angiviller's
"suggestion." The paintings were duly "offered" to the
ﬁing and acoépted by him. As a signal 6£ his aﬁpreciation,
and possibly as a gesture of penance, the King presented the
Paris abbey with his portralt and 30,000 livres to be used
in the repair of the abbey church.48 Other important French
palntings acquired by Angiviller included works bi Philippe
de Champaigne, Vien, Greuzs, Dequrtes, and a whole set of
decorations from the Hotel Lambert which were sold by the
family of Monsieur de la Haye, a well-kmown farmer-general.
Angiviller also added to the crown's few holdings
in the Spanish school. At the time the Count took office
in 1774 the royal collection did not include more than three
or four Spanish paintings of consequence, but in 1784 he
bought three Murillos for 9,001 livres at the sale c¢f the
Comte de Vaudreuil's collection, and in 1782 he acquired
another at the Sainte-Foy sale. In 1786 he bought a great

Murillo Madonns and Child for 22,000 livres from the Comte

48
Engerand II, pp. 574-575.

49
Ib;do, pp. 574-585.
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de Sorrant.50 0f these five Murillos, %#wc are no longer
attributed to him but to a pupil, so that when the 0ld
Regime snded the crown stlll did not possess more than half-
a-dozen genuine and significant Spanish paintings, & meagre
holding reinforced only by some questlionable Hapsburg por-
traits. The Spanish school is still the Louvre's greatest
weakness, but this can be sald of virtually all museums; one
who would see the glories of Spanish painting must go to
Spain, and especially to Madrid and the frado, in order to
expefience Spain's three greateat artists, El Greco,
Velasquez, and Goya. Angiviller's lack of vigor in col-
lecting Spanlish palnting 1s perfectly understandable. No
one in the eighteenth century thought about Spanlish painting
and, in point of fact, only works by Murilio were readily
avallable for purchase, a clrcumstance reflected in Angi-
viller's acquisitions.

The highhanded methods Angiviiler used in obtalining
the St. Bruno cycle from the hapless Carthusians was not
his usual method of acquisition. Normally he purchased,
from individuals, from dealers, and at public sales. The
latter part of the eighteenth century saw the dispersal of
several excellent private collections, and these sales were

often fruitful sources of acquisition for the crown. Among

0
5 Iblgo’ PP. 546, 592.
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the more important of these sales in France were those of

the estates of the Prince de Contl and Monsieur Randoxn de
Boisset 1 1777 and of the Marquis de Marigny in 1782, The
extent of Angiviller's purchases and the sums he expendod are
partially revealed in two representativse docﬁments available
in the Archives Nationales. In a three-page memorandum
dated April 15, 1786, drawn in Angiviller's own hand, the
Count makes a report directly to Louis XVI on palntings
acquired between the years 1779 and 1785 for "the projected
nugeun." This nemorgndum shows an expendituré of 627,701
1ivres,.of whioch 4,476 was spent for marble busts. The
report is markedly terse, not listing most of the palntings
by.title or description but simply by the name of the

artist -- one Rembrandt, one Guido Reni, and so forth. At
the end of the memorandum the Count slips in an expenditure
of 126,036 1livres for an unspecified number of paintings
¥.wrchased in Holland . . . from various Dutch cabinets.. . .
in analyzing the document, one cannot aveld the impression |
that Angliviller hoped the King would not 5e t00 much inter-
ested and would not ask too many questions; in any event,
the word "approved" is affixed to the report in another
hand, preéumably Léuis' own.51 In another memorandum, dated
January 25, 1788, Angiviller again reports to the King on
acquisitions made during 1786 and 1787 “for the museum," and
for these he begs "the special approvalnof His Majesty.“

51,.%., of 1919 (1), 109.
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This memorandum reveals & total expenditure of 144,102 livres
for various objects of art including palntings, drawings, and
"o very numerous collection of Etruscan vases assembled at
ﬁaples by Monsiesur Denon, charge d'affairaa."sa These two
documents alone indicate that between 1779 and 1787 Angi-
viller spent at least 771,803 livres on items "for the
museum." These two reports cannot be oonsideréd as complete
and 1nciusive. There were undoubtedly many other acquisi-
tions of an occasional or isolated nature; for example, in
March of 1786, Monsieur Cochin reports to the Count that,
according to orders received from him, he has purchased some
elever drawings for 1,962 livres from the sale of Monsieur
Baudoin, a lot which included drawings by Titlan, Pletro da
Cortona, Guido Renl, and others.

Angiviller's purchasing came to an abrupt halt in
1787; actually, relatively few acquisitions were made after
1785. The economic position of the royal government was
becoﬁing dally more precaridus and more desperate. The
office of the Controller-General of Finances demanded economy
and money for buying palntings, sculpture, drawings, and
Etruscan vases was no longer available to the Director
General of Buildings. The Revolution was nigh, and at its
advent all was changed. Just how changed Angiviller's

52,.5., o! 1920 (1), 15.

53,.x., o' 1919 (1), 69.



37

position and policy were 1s vividly illustrated by a cor-
respondence in which he engaged im the spring of 1791,
shortly before ks left his post in the royal.honcehold to

g0 into emigration. A great palnting by Titian, his Three
Graceg, came on the market for éale and was offered to the
crown.s4 Angiviller rejects the offer, with obvious regret,
on the grounds that his department's funds have been so
geverely restricfed asg to make such an acquisition impos-

55 Monsieur Robert, the gentleman who hag the paint-

sible.
ing for sale, replies to Angiviller's rejection with aston-
ishment and pain and reminds the Director General that too
often in the past artistic treasures which should have
remained in France have been allowed to leave the country
for England, Russia, and Germany; aui‘ely, he says, this
situation is one which involves not so mundane a considera-
tidn as money but, rather, the national honor and glofy.56
In a letter dated March 11, 1791, which was one of the

last he wrote as Director General of Buiidings, the Count
thanks Monsieur Robert for his zeal'for the royal collection
and agaln explains, with perfect and patlent courtesy, that
times have changed; his department no longer has sufficlent

funds even for "urgent needs," nor does the King have

54A0No, 01 1920 (5)’ 35‘

55,.x5., ot 1920 (5), 9, 10.

6
°,.¥., o* 1920 (5), 13.



T

38

personally at his disposal from his civil 1list any extra
money for such purohaaes.57 This letter of Angiviller's
graphiocally 1llustrates the fact that by 1791 the 01d
Regime was dead snd a new era had begun. The Count's
halcyon days of spending freely from the royal treasury,
with accountability only to his sovereign, were clearly
gone forever.

By 1789, then, the royal collection of paintings,
soon to become the French national collection, had been
importantly enhanced under the administration of the Comte
d'Angiviller.. Colbert and Angiviller between them did more
for the crown collection than any other two people; if
Colbert may be sald to have lald the real foundation for
the collection, certainly 1t must be conceded that Angiviller
built upon that foundation with taste and intelligence,

strengthening its weaknesses and enlarging its scope. °

#%% %% % 4%

There are insolusble difficulties involved in any
attempt to determine how meny paintings the royal collection
enclosed at the end of the 0ld Regime. Indeed, 1t is not
possible to arrive at an exact figure, although an approximate
one can be ventured with reasonable safety. The royal admin-
igstration was not notable eilther for efficlency, consistency,

nor scrupulous accuracy. Analyses of the varlous inventorles

Ty .4., of 1920 (5), 14.
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made during the seventeenth and elghteenth centuries lead
one inevitably to the conclusion, or at least to the sus-
piclon, that the officlals of the crown collectlion usually
did not know Just how many items they were responsible for;
still less, it seems, did they know exactly what was where
in that the king's possessions were scattered about in at
least a dozen different residences. Inventory figures some-
times do not agree, a fact probably due less to error in
counting than to different policies 1n deciding what should
be counted, a problem which plagues anyone today who studies
the inventories. No system of scilentific classification,
careful inventory, and maintenance of precise records was
applied teo the collection until the nineteenth century.
The pre-Revolutionary inventories are casual, occasional,
fragmentary. Madame Chamson~Mazauriec rightly says of them:
"They give information of unequal value and are diffiéult
fo consult, especlially because of thelr confusing arrange-
mente"58

. Bailly's inventory of 1709-1710 remained the standard
reference work during all of the eighteenth century because
nothing better was produced. Something better was attempted
in the 1740's and 1750's when Monsleur Lépicié, an official

58

Luclie Chamson-Mazauric, "L'Inventaire du Musée Napoléon aux
Archives du Louvre" in %tudgs gt documents sur 1'art frengaig
du XII® au XIX® sidcle (Paris: Archives de 1'art frangais,

Tibrairie Armand Oolin, 1959), pP. 335.
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in the Superintendence of Bulldings, began a monumental

catalogue raigonné of the king's paintings which was to
include "the biography of each artist and a detailed des-
cription'and history of each painting."59 The first and
second volumes of this work appeared 1ﬁ 1752 and 1754
‘respectively, both of them dealing with palntings of the
various Italian schools. Lépicié died in 1755, however,

and his impressive project, whiéh would have been invaluable
had 1t been cgmpleted, was dropped.

Several inventorles of palntings in various specific
places ~-- Versallles, the ILuxembourg, Fontainbleau, the
Louvre =-- were drawn up during the elghteenth century, bdut
no careful general inventory was made which can be regarded
as supplanting the baslic Ballly work.

| As stated previously, the Ballly inventory shows
that in 1710 the royal collection enclosed 2,376 palntings.
0f this figure, 1,478 were classified as paintings of "the

masters,” reported by "school" as follows:

Roman and Florentine 89
Venetian 102
Lombard 178
German and Flemish 179

French _1_%;%
9

The remaining 898 works are classified in a manner which

implies that they are a kind of artlstic debris -- minatures,

59Engerand I, Introduction, pp. XVI-XVII,
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coples, inconsequential family portralts, paintings by
unknown artists, and the like.60 Most of these were
religious paintings, landscapes, hlistorical and mythologloal
"machines," and stlll 1ife subjects used for the casual
aecoration.of the multitudinous royal resldences. Thirty-
four of these, for example, hung in the apartment of the
Duchesse du Maine at Harly.61

| The last "general total" of paintings in the royal
collection made before the Revoiution was a kind cf cursory
"head count" completed in 1788 by the Sieur Louis DuRameau,
ﬁimself a pﬁinter, who was a keeper of the king's paintings
and therafore an official in the Superintendence of Bulld-
ings. In a letter of March 8, 1788, DuRameau wrltes to the
Comte d'Angiviller to say that when he entered into his
position he fully expected to find a current inventory

which would allow him to know exactly how many paintings

the collection included, where they were located, ﬁnd S0 on.
How astonished he was to find that no such work had been
undertaken since Ballly's timel! He severely and rather self-
righteously takes his predeceséors to task for their fallure
in this matter, and he sets about rectifying thelr negligence
by submitting to the Count a "general total" of the royal

62
paintings.

601p14., Introduction, pp. IX-X.

®11p14., pp. 586-590.

62) ¥., ot 1920 (1), 78 bis.
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In.DuRameau's inventory the paintings are simply
listed according to the number looated at a particular
place -~ seventy-four at the Louvre, 108 at Fontainbleau,
eighty-six at Marly, and so on.63 The total given is 1,879;
a note on the document indlcates that Bailly's inventory
showed a total of 1,545, which is not correct according to
the Engerand publication. If one takes Bailly's figure of
1,478 works by "masters," and presumes that DuBRameau's total
includes only péintings éonsidered to be important enough to
rank as a part of the crown collection (it seems obvious
that he did not count an& "debris"), one can deduce that
acquisitions between 1710 and 1788 numbered about 400.

This seems reasonable enough in consideration of the fact
that Angiviller acquired about 230 works, which means that
approximately 170 were added between 1710 and 1774. These
figures must be considered essentlially sgeculative, however,
as one camnot tell from DuRamesu's total whether or to what
extent he counted paintings ordered by the crown from con- |
temporary French artists, decorative panels executed for
the residences, royal portralts, and other such peripheral
items. He did count celling paintings for a total of 279,
but these are listed separately and not included in the

total figure of 1,879.

6
3y.¥., o 1965, 12, A.
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Deaplte the uncertainiiea which surround the totals
glven 1nlthe inventories, one may safely conclude that in
1788 the roysal collection of paintings numbered scmewhere
between 1,800 and 2,000 works of importance. It 1s also
clear that the orown owned hundreds of additional paintings =--
works by court painters, a great collection of royal per-
traits, serles of decorative panels, and othpr such works,
many of which would be regarded as valuable today but which
were not classified 2s "master works" in the eighteenth
century. Ir any event,'the French rbyal collection of
paintings was one of the richest and largest in the world,
in évery way worthy of the presfige of the crowa and cer-
tainly an assemblage of European painting from which a
splendid national gallery could be born full-blown. This
was especially true of the collection just before the Revo-
lution, in 1785 or 1786, by which time the Comte d'Angiviller
had done his heaviest buying and made his most important

acquisitions.

It 22 o i

If it is difficult to be precise as to the number
of paintings in the royal collection at any given time in
the eighteenth century, it 1s even less possible to be
specific as to the number of other works of art in the col-
lection -~ sculptures, bronzes, drawings, and the like.

Several gcartonsg in the Archives Natlionales are filled with
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inventories of these objects,64 but they are of limited value;
they are fragmentary, most are listings of items in specific
locations only, some are undated, and all are suspect as to
accuracy and completeness. An example of these limited in-
ventorieé 1s one made in 1733 of vases and figures in bronze
and lead at Marly, both those stored and those in use; only
these specific objects in this particular place are con-
sidered.65 Another such inventory 1s a partial listing,

made in 1724, of drawings in the royal collection, presumably
only those in the Parls department of the Superintendence;
the total given 1is 8,932.66 A memorandum and inventory of
1747 refers to the bad state, because of dampness, of 400
large cartoons stored in the Louvre; it is proposed that
these be salvaged by cutﬁing out the best parts and reserving
them in portfolios.67 4 1752 inventory of drawings for the
Parls department lists a total of 9,837 stored in 1,249
boxes.68 In 1733 an inventory was made of sculptures in
marble and bronze, busts, rellefs, and such, but no attempt

6
was made to date the objJects or give them attributions. 9

64y x., oF 1965, ot 1967, ol 1968, ot 1969.

65,.5., ot 1965, 1.

%64.x., ol 1965, 3.

67A.N., 01 1965, 2.

68, x., o 1965, 8.

69, .x., ol 1965, 4.



Many of thsse inventories are simply brief additional 1ist-
ings of new acquisitions and obvioualy were meant to be

added to existing inventories. A little inventory of 1790
of paintings in the "Petit Hotel du Gardemeuble” is inter-
esting iz thav 1% at%empta to do something new, that isg,to
agsess 8 monetary evaluation of the itema;7o the inventories
of the 014 Regime never bothered wiith anything so crass as
the money valus of the king's art objects.

Studying these dlsorganized and piecemeal inventories
ig rather like being allowed frustrating glimpses into &
series of fabulously furnished rooms Jjust before the doors
are shut -- one obtains fleeting impressions of great riches
but is never affqrded the opportunity to take & really good
look. Nevertheléss, we know enough of these possessions of
the French sovereigns, other than paintings, to kmow that if
ever the govermment of the 0l1d Regime had managed to create
& national gallery it would have been able to complement the
exhibition of paintings with a selection of items chosen from
among vast holdings of antigue and modern sculpture, busts,
bronzes, reliefs, ivories, tapestries, drawings, prints,
medals, c¢oins, medallions, and all manner of objects falling
into the classification of “"minor" or "decorative" arts.

Here one can move into a fringe area of deciding

what is and whaﬁ iz not "art," and, even more difficult, an

0
™, .5., o' 1067, 5.



area of determining what the eighteenth century did and did
not regard as "art." These matters hardly need be decided
here; 1t is suffioiént for our purposes to realize that the
royal collection at the end of the eighteenth century was as

rich in 1ts way in art objects of all kinds as it was in

paintings.




B. Disposition and Accessiblility of the Collections:
Who Could see What, and Where?

"The kings had always displayed their collections
freely; but no one in the seventeenth century thought of
claiming that the general public should have regular access
to the galleries. It seemed that the masterpleces were to
be objects of enjJoyment only for connolsseurs and of study

only for artists."71

Certainly the genmeral public dld not
have regular access to the royal collectioné in either the
seventeenth or elghteenth centuries, but to see the collec-
tlons would have been somewhat difficult even for one favored
with admission to them. Such a person, armed with a letter

of permlt from the Director General of Bulldings, would have
had to be something of a traveler as well as a man possessed
of much lelsure time and a great deal of patience; even
grantlng him all of these requirements, there would undoubtedly
have been some objects of surpassing importance which he would
never have seen,

A study of Ballly's inventory of 1709-1710'° reveals
that the "exactly 2,376" paintings in the possession of the

Tl

Louls Hautecoeur, Histoire du Louvre, le chfiteau - le

alals - 1e mugée, des origines & nog jours, 1200-1940 (Paris:
L'Illustration, NeQ.), Pe TTe {

Hereafter Histolre du Louvre.)

2
7 Engerand I. Statements made on pages 47-50 concerning the
location of paintings are baged on an analysls of ths Ballly
inventory as a whole.

47
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crown'at that time were distributed among eleven royal
residences: Versailles, the Luxembourg, Saint Germain-en-
Laye, Fontalnebleau, the Louvre, Meudon, the Trianon, Marly,
Vincennes, the Tulleries, and Chaville. The Louvre, the
fuileries, and the Luxembourg were, of course, in Paris.

The Trianon was a small auxillary palace near Versailles
where the court seldom actually resided but to which it
repaired on occasion for some féte or other. Saint Gerﬁain
was an 0ld ch8teau about fifteen miles from Paris which had
been assligned to the exiled James II of England but to which
the court seldom went in the elghteenth century. Meudon,
only a few miles from both Paris and Versallles, was the
personal residence of Monselgneur, the Grand Dauphin, Louls
XIV's son and heir, and continued to be assoclated with the
dauphins and thelr famllies during the elghteenth century.
Marly was a small, beautifully situated chfteau near Ver-
sallles which Louls XIV used as a private retreat when he
wished to be "informal." The ch&teau of Vincennes, seven or
eight miles west of Parls, was used in the eighteenth century

only as a prison and an arsenal. Fontalnebleau, about forty

miles to the southwest of Parls, is considered by many to be

the most human and charming of all the royal residences;

Louis XIV and his successors, all dedlicated hunters, were
often at Fontainebleau for the sake of following the chase 1in
the surrounding forest. Most of these residences still

exist, of course, and all are elther in Paris or relatively

close to it.



49

Acecording to the Ballly inventory, which 1s very
precise as to the location of eachk prainting, most of the 369
Italian masters were at Versailles. The 179 "German and
Flemish," the 930 French, and the 898 "debris" items were
distributed impartially emong all the residences, with some
things in storage. Certalnly the best and most important
paintings graced Versallles, most of them hanging 1n one of

six locations within the main chiteau: grand appertement du

roi, petit sppartement du roi, cabinet des médailles,

cabinet de la surintendance, petite galerie du roi, and
cabinet des tableaux. Many palntings, of course, hung

elsewhere in the palace -~ in the apartments of Monseignour,
the Duchesse de Berri, Madame de Malntenon and other members
of the royal family, and in various other rooms, apartments,
halls, and galleries. Some examination of the location of
famous works at Versallles, as specified by the Bailly'in-
ventory, may be useful. The Mona Lisa, for example, hung in
the petite galerie du roil and other Leonardos in the gurin-
tendance. Raphael's St. Michael and his Holy Family of
Francis I were both in the grand appartement. Pletro da
Cortona's Nativity of the Virgin was also in the grand
appartement, as were at least three Titlans, a Veronesse,
several works by Guido Reni, a Iomenichino, Guercino's
Virgin and St. Peter, two works by Bubemns, three by Van
Dyck, and many other paintings. O0f thirty-four works by
Poussin, nine were in ths petit appartement, eleven in the
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cabinet des tableaux. Rembrandt's self-portrait was in the
cabinet des tableaux. Most of the Holbeins were in the
gurintendance. O0f the four Caravaggios, one was in the
petit appartement and three in the cabinet des tableaux.

The twenty-eilght works attributed to Veronese were scattered
all over the ch2teau, but all eight of the Tintorettos were
concentrated in the cabinet des tableaux. The Duchesse de
Berrli had two of the seven so-called Glorgiones as well as
two Raphaels. Andrea del Sarto's Charity and Holy Family
both hung in the gurintendance.

During the eighteenth century the paintings in the
royal collection were not necessarily immobilized in any
particular location. They could be and were moved about
from place to plﬁce within a residence, or from ch&teau to
chateau, at the desire of the sovereign, upon the whim of a
member of the royal family, or even at the will of some
lesser being. For example, during the reign of Louls XIV
the Director General of Bulldings was in leading stirings to
the king and had little leeway for independent action. 1In
1716, however, the Superintendence was created an autonomous
department, primarily in order that the duc d'Orléans might
be relieved of the boredom of making "an infinite number of
signatures" for it. Directly this occurred, the ocream of
the royal collection of paintings disappeared from view for
twenty years. The Director of Buildings from 1709 to 1736
was the Duc d'Antiﬁ, Madame de Montespan's legitimate son,
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and of him Engerand says: "The first act of the Duc d'Antin,
thus emanclpated, was to trénsfer to his own Parls residence
all the most baautirul paintings of the king's collection in -
order to enjoy them personally and exclusively for the re-
mainder of his administration."'> |

The physical status of.the collection remained
approximately the same under Louls XV and Louis XVI as it
was in 1710, that is to say, it remained dispersed in a wide
area around Paris. The only difference was that by the end
cf the 01ld Reglme the collection was more scattered than
ever 1n that the crown had in the meantime acquired several
more residences -- hunting lodges, little retreats, a new
chteau here and there for particular members of the family.
DuRameau's "head count" inventory of 178874 reveals that the
paintings were at that time located in no less than twenty-
four different places, eighteen of which were officially
royal residences albelt many of them were seldom or never
visited by king and court. DuRameau's inventory, with
regard to the number of paintings at a glven locatlon, is

as follows:

Oh&8teau -du Louvre T4
Ch8teau de Tuileries 31
OChétean de Versailles 102
Chéteau de Fontaintbleau 108
Chéteau de Saint Cloud

Chéteau de Compiédgne 16
Chéteau de Bellevue 23

73Engerand II, Introduction, pp. IX-X.

4
5., ol 1965, 12, A.
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Chdteau de Choisy 62
ChAteau de Marly 86
Ohdteau de Meudon 57
Ohfteau de La Muette 16
Chéateau de Vincennes 39
Chdteau de Saint Germain 7
Ohfteau du Grand Trianon 93
Chdteau du Petit Trianon 16
Chdtean de La Ménagerie 76
Chateau de Brunoy 4
Communaut® de Saint Cyr 8
Hotel des Invalldes 12
Ecole Militaire 21

Manufacture des Gobelins
Cabinet des Tableaux &

Versallles 666
Depot au Louvre rez-de-

Chaussée 144
Depot au Louvre Pavillon neuf 193
%:}eiig du Iuxembourg 24

nt Hubert _TL
Total 1,879

This inventory shows that of the 1,879 total, more than half
were at Versailles locations: 666 in the cabinet des tablaesaux,
102 hung in the ch3teau in various other places, and a total
of 185 in the Grand and Petit Trianons and the Ménagerie.
Four hundred and thirteen items were at the Louvre, but of
this number 339 were in storage. The remaining 513 paintings
were very unequally divided among sixteen other places; this
division was undoubtedly made largely on the basis of the
decorative requiremente of the various resldences and the
tastes of thelr occupants.

In 1784, four years hefore he did his "head count"
inventory, DuRameau executed an inventory of p#intings 1n'the

office of the Superintendence at Versailles.75 This

75Louis-Jacques DuRameau, L'Inventaire des tableaux du roi
lacés & la surintendance des batiments de sa Majest
Versallleg. 1784, Tome Premier. Bibliothéque du Louvre,
Yo. 905, ‘

T —
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inventory, which is in the Biblioth®que du Louvre and
presently in the keeping of the COabinet des Dessins, is a
charming piece of work, very much a product of the eighteenth
century. Done in miniature volumes, it is a "topographic"
inventory, that is, it is really a drawlng, délioately
tinted, showing the wall plan of the collection with a

keyed listing opposite each wall illustration. At thig time
there were 369 paintings hanging in a total of nine rooms
belonging to the Superintendence. These 369 works included

the followlng number by some of the most famous mastersz76
Raphael 7 Michaelangelo 2
Rembrandt 2 Poussin 14
Corregglo 3 Titian 12
Leonardo T Tintoretto 2
Giorgione 5 Veronese 9
Rubens 4 4 Olaude Lorrain 6
' Ven Dyck 4

This collection of paintings in the Superintendence was
obviously a concentration of some of the best ltems in the
entire royal collection. Eighteen paintings hanging in the
first room included Leonardo's La Belle Ferronidre, a Holbein
portrait, a Raphael Virgin and Child, a Veroxaise, an Andrea

del Sarto, and Titien's Young Man with a Glove. It is in-
triguing to see, however, that the Leonardo, the Holbeln,
and the Raphael shared a wall with four dog palntings by
Desportes, one of which was entitled: “Three dogs, named

Nonne, Bonne, and Ponne, who are pointing redleg

76Aga1n the reader is advised that elghteenth-century attri-
butions are not guaranteed.
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partridsos.”77 Pifty-two paintings hung in the second room,
among them ﬁorka by Leonardo, Rubens, Titian, Van Dyck, and
Veronese. Altogether, this little collection was a most
select one and included many paintings of great fame, in-
cluding: the Pontormo and Raphael self-portraits; Raphael's
portrait of Joanna of Aragon; a Rembrandt self-portrait; a
Raphael Holy Family; Titisn's $t. Sebagtisn and his Pilgrimg

at Emmaug; Veronese's Chrigt Carrying the Orosp, his Appari-

tion of Christ to Sts. Peter and Paul, and hls Moses Saved

by the Pharoah's Daughter; Leonardo's Yirgin, Ohild, and St.
Jobn; Van Dyck's portralt of Marie de Medicl; Andrea del

Sarto's Holy Family; and works by Claude Lorrainm, Poussin,
and Glorgilons. Fifty-elght paintings hung in the personal
apartment of the Director General of Buildings who was, of
course, the Comte d'Angiviller. One is constrained to admire
Angiviller's taste -- his "personal collection" included the
Mona Liga; two Raphae) portralts, one of which was the

famous portrait of Count Balthesar COastiglione; a Tltlan
portrait of a man and a Titian Holy Family; Rembrandt's

Pilgrims at Pmmaus; a Veronese Holy Family; Tintoretto's -
portralt of a young Venetian woman; Poussin's Death of

8
Adonig; Rubens' Lot and Hig Family; and three COrreggios.7

77Dunameau, o« Clt., pP. 1.

78
Ibid., pp. 35-43.
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These palntings kept in the Superintendence at
Versailles were not hung according to any system of school,
chronology, or value. Leonardo's Virgin, Child, and St. Ann ’
which is one of the great trilumphs of Renalssance painting,
and Sebastlian de1 Piombo's Visitation were displayed on the

same wall with an outsize portralt of Madame la Dauphine by
focque and Rigaud's portraits of the Duc de Bourgogne and
the Grand Dauphin; the royal likenesses had by far the lion's
share of the wall space.79 This 1784 inventory of DuRameau
also included a listing of some 753 palntings in storage at
Versailles; most of these were coples and works by obscure,
mediocré, or anonymous French painters of the seventeenth and
elghteenth centuries, although the list included some lmpor-
tant things, such as: flve Bouchers; four Breugels; two
Holbein portralts; several works by Nattier, Lancret, and
Natoire; one Rubens (Victory Crowning a Herg); two Tintor-
ettos (Descent from the Orosg and Martyrdom of St. Maurice);
three Titians (the Ecce Homo and two portraits); and a
Veronese (Christ Healing a Womgg).so

Collections of other art objects belonging to the
crown were as dlspersed as the collection of palntings.

Most of the drawings were kept at the Louvre. Busts,

79Ibid., p. 20,

8oLouis-Jacques DuRameau, L'Inventalre des tableaux du roi
placés 3 la surintendance des bAtiments de sz Majesté 2
Versaillegs. 1784. Tome Second. Tableaux et bordures qul
sont présentement au magazin." Bibliotheque du Louvre, No.
905, :
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soulptures, reliefs, and bronzes were distributed about the'
resldences and the parks and gardens which surrounded them.
For example, there is in the Archives Nationales an inventory
of bronzes and marbles which shows that these items wers
dlvided among Versallles, the Ménagerie, the Trianon, the
park of Versailles, Marly, Meudon, the Tuileries gardens,

the Luxembourg, Vincennes, Pontainebleau, and the garden of
the Orangerie, and that many more wers in storehouses at
Versallles, Marly, the Louvre, and the other residences.
Versailles housed much of the sculpture and marbles.82 An
1nveﬁtory of 1710 by Monsieur Coypel indicates that the
AParis department of the Superintendence was responsible not
only for most of the drawings but also for collections of
bronzes, antique marbles, and medievel ivories. 3 A 1733
inventory states that in the Salle des Antigues at the Louvre
there were displayed about sixty figures, 103 busts, and
seventy-five heads, some antiques and some oopies.e4 A large
collection of medals, coins, medailions. and carved gem
stones was in the cabinet des m8dailleg at Versailles. The
tapestries and other objects of decorative art were here and

there in the various residences according to need. Much of

8
lk.N., 01 1967, 4, undated but of the eighteenth century.

82, ¥., ot 1967, 2.

83
A.N., O* 1965, 3.

84 1
A.N., 07 1965, 4.
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everything, of course, was in storage, mostly at Versallles
and the lL.ouvre, for the simple truth was that by the middle
of the eighteenth century the orown owned far more in the
way of paintings and art objeots than it could actually use.
During the 0ld Regime, then, the royal collectlons
were at once highly concentrated and extremely scattered,
that 18, they were widely dispersed within a relatively
small area. Virtually every palnting and art object the
crown owned was in Paris or its immediate environé and
certainly within a fifty mile radius of the city. Within
this area, however, the collections were divided among a
dozen different locations at the end of Louis XIV's reign
and among two dozen places by the end of the 0ld Regilme,
including about six additional chateaux acquired by the
crown during the course of the elghteenth century. Further,
the items ir the royal collections could be highly mobile
within the rather narrow limits of thelr travel possiblili-
ties. An item at Versallles in 1710 would not necessarily
be found there in 1715 but might have been put into storage,
sent to the Parlis department, or dispatched to some other
royal ch8teau. In 1733, for example, there were about 150
paintings at Meudon; in 1788 there wsre but fifty-seven in
that location.l’ In 1785 the chateau of Saint Cloud housed
350 paintings, but three years later, in 1788, there were

85A0No’ 01 1967’ 7; 01 1965’ 12’ A’
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8 .
none there. 6 Marly had over 200 paintings in 1733 but only

eighty-six 1n41788.87

In 1741 the Trianon possessed about
150 paintings but.had less than 100 in 1788.88 4All of thig'
would seem to indicate that the collection was shifted about
a great deal within the fifty-mile circle of territory which
encompassed the royal chateaux. It would seem, however,

that this impression 1s not entireli corfeot. A study of

the inventorlies cited above leads to the coxnciuslon that most
of the palntings in the lesser residences were insignificant
or "debris" works, many of which were consigned to storage
during the>eighteenth century. The really important items
in the painting collection -- the Leonardos, the Raphaels,
the Rembrandts, and works by the other great masters -- were
not moved lightly, 1f at all, at least not after the Duc
d'Antin's raid on the collection eﬁrly,in the eighteenth
century. The best of the royal colleciion, in all categories
and genre, wasg always at Versallles, at the Louvre, and at
the Luxembourg, and anyone wishing to see the finest art in
the king's possession would not have had to stir far from
Paris; Versallles, after all, included both Trianons and

the Ménagerie. The other royal residences did not normally

house ltems of real importance, with the exceptlon of

Ibid.

87
A.N., o 1965, 5; o 1965, 12, A.

88
A.N., O 1965, 6, O3 OF 1965, 12, A.
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Fontaf®ebleau; a trip to this latter chdteau, which is one
of the farthest from Paris, would have been rewarding in
that 1t was used more or less regulatrly by the sovereigns
and did enclose paintings and other objects of significance.
The DuRsmeau inventory of 1784 of paintings in the
Superintendence offices at Versallles reveals that a great
number of the finest and most valuable works in the painting
collection were housed there, many of them in the Director
General's own apartiment. Considering the action of the Duc
d'Antin, one might be tempted to presume that this concentra-
tion of artistic splendor in the Director General's suite was
for the personal enjoyment 6: the Comte d'Angiviller. Such
a conclusion would probably-be 1n06rrect, however. Angi-
viller had a passion for paintings, to be sure, but he had
a 8till grester passion for the creation of a publie museunm;
his temperament and his policy both militate against any
assumption that he appropriated the best of the crown's
paintings for his private delectation. The assemblage of
great masterpleces in the Superintendence at Versaiiles was
most likely a simple security measure, & policy designed
primarily to afford these priceless palntings with the
greatest degree of safety pending their transfer to a fully
constituted and properly staffed national gallery. Thousands
of people wandered in and out of Versallles every day and
the palace was not especially well-guarded. "The policing
of Verpallles left much to be desired. Toward the end of
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the @eventeentg century thieves succeeded in rénoving the
gold bullion fringes fronm fhe curtains in one of the
principad galonpg, and at about the same period a sacrilegious
scoundrel, who was never caught, stole a s0lid silver recep-
tacle from under the King's own bed. One summer niéht in
1699, harness and hammer cloths to the value of about 10,000
louis d'or were stolen from the Grand Eourle, and there
again, the thieves were never discovered."sg In common with
museum directors of today, the king's Diréctor General of
Bulildings had always to be concerned with the security of
the objects confided to his keeping.

*%% %% %%

Any attempt to determine who oould gain access to
the royal collections during the 014 Regime must necessarily
rest upon a consideration of the facts of social and court
1ife in elghteenth-century France. Oértainly the royal col-
lections were not open to the general public; about thils
there can be no question. The kings of France led extremely
public lives, however, and many thousands of people had
regular access to the royal palaces. Versailles alone
harbored come 10,000 persons when the fhll court was in
residence. The royasl ch8teaux generally, and Versallles

particularly, were rather open places. All the great

89W. H. Lewis, The Splendid Century (Garden City, New York:
Doubleday & Company, INnG., 1957)s Pe 5l. .



61

galleries and galong in the residences were more or less
publio, éspecially at Versallles. Indeed, the sovereign's
very bedroom was hardly a private place; the king's every
action in rising and retiring was wltnessed dally by an
eager orowd of courtlers, princes of the blood royai.
functionaries, chaplaling, offlcials, and servants. It
seems safe to presume, therefore, that nearly anyone con-
nected with the court could manage to see a great many of
the kiné's paintings and other art objects easily enough,
elther by making a speclial effort or Just in the ordizary
routine of the day. If one's position as courtier, officisl
of thé royal household, servant, or whatever were such that
one accompanied the sovereign on his frequent peregrinations
from chateau to ch8teau, one could manage eventually to see
what was in nearly all of the crown residences. It would
also seam reasonable to suppose that anyone attached to a
particular residence could easily enough gain entrance.to
any of the others upon application to the proper officlal.
There were even ocoaslons when the ordinary citizen could
penetrate Versailles, a feat most easily acoomplished on
the days ﬁhen the king dined in public. In this regard,

W. H. Lewis says: "If Louis was dining au public, any
decentl} dressed perscn could witness him doing so, and to
drive out from Paris to Versallles to see the King eat was
& popular form of entertainment. But, unlike the more

favored courtier, you could not stend and stare at him;
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the public was admitted at one door'and let out at another,
in a queue which was kept moving pest the royal dinner
table."go Just how much in the way of art one might con-
trive fo see on such an excursion to Versailles is admit-
tedly problematical, but the circumstance did provide an
oprortunity whereby average people not attached to the court
might glimpse some of the king's treasures, at least in
passing. .

A commonly accepted historical assertion is that
virtually all court business, and much of the business of
state, in elghteenth-century France was conducted on the
baslis of personal relationshlips -- family connectlons, old
friendships, 0ld enmities, traditional obligations, favors
glven and received, and the like. The question of who could
see what in the royal collections depended to a large extent
upon who one was and, perhaps still more important, whom one
knew. It may be taken for granted that the pfofessional
courtier could contrive to see most of what he might wish
to sees But even if a noble were not a courtler he would
normally have a connection somewhere in the intricate rami-
fications of his complex of relatives and relatives by mar-
riage which would produce.a letter of permit from the
Director General of Bulldings. There was scarcely a member

of the French nobility living 1n the eighteenth century who

90
Ibid., p. 50.
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was 80 provinclal and so remote from the life of his class
that he did mot have kindred or friends somewhere in the
vast, interlocked hierarchy of the court through which he
could wrangle a petty favor every now and then. And most
French nobles tended to make full, unblusﬁing use of their
éonnections at court, no matter how tenuous or vague thesase
might seem to modern eyes. There are in the Archives many
examples of speclal permits l1ssued by the Superintendence to
nobles. In 1777, for instance, the Marquis de Cossé wrote
to the Comte d'Angiviller to requeét that he be allowed to
take & party of friemnds, including a forelgn count and
countess, to view the paintings in the Superintendence at
Versallles. Angiviller replied cordially, and the Marquis'
permit was dispatched forthwith.gl In December of 1788 a
Monsieur de Croismare wrote to Angliviller for permission to
see the paintings in the Luxembourg, which by that time had
been closed to the public. Monsieur de Croismare, pleading

ignorance of art, also requested permission to bring along

911.H., 01 1670, 112, 113. The documents referred to are
the Marquis de Oossé's letter (112) and the drafts of
Angivillier's reply and permit, written in the Count's hand
(113). A record of the action taken by the Superintendence
in many situations was preserved in the archives in this
way, that is, the Director General's drafted reply was re-
tained to serve the function that carbon coples serve today.
Professional scribes or secretaries copled the draft in an
elegant script for dispatch and the draft was kept for the
fileso
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gsome connolsseur friends who could explain the pictures to
him. This request was readily granted, and Monsieur Bailly,
keeper of the paintings at the Luxembourg, was instructed
to gilve Monsleur de Croismare and nis company full acoess.92
In April of 1787 a brace of vicomtesses was given special
bermiasion to viéw the collections in the Louvre, this at
the request of the Baron de Bernecourt.>- Indeed, if one's
rank were high enough every manner of privilege might be
demanded and obtalned. In 1783 the Duc de Luxembourg asked
Angiviller for permission to escort some ladies, "who feared
the crowds," to see the annual galop in the Louvre at a time
~ when 1t was'closed to the public. Needless to say, the Duke
was accommodated.9

Moat members of the upper middle class, the French
economic aristocracy, could also expect to operate success-
fully in the same way as the noble. A banker, financier,
farmer-general, or merchant yearning to see the royal art
collections could, almost without doubt, exploit his position
and friendships -~ and sometimes a famlily alliance with the
nobility -- to galn the necessary permission. ZEducated
persons with scholarly interests and artists wlth profes-

sional interests also usually had rather free access to the

2
? AXN., 01 1916 (1), 420, 421.
93 1

A.N., 0" 1670, 164, 165,
94

A.N., O1 1670, 240, 241.
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collection, especlally those parts of it whioch were at the
Louvre and the Luxembourg. The Archlves contaln many peti~
tions by artists for permission to study and to copy in the
royal galleries and many permits granted for such activities.
Requests by artists were not always honored, but it appears
that they were acceded to more oftemn than not.

But most Frenchmen, after all, belonged to that part
of soclety referred to by Marx as "the proletariat,” by
Ortega y Gasset as "the masses," and by nearly ever&one as
"ordinary people." ‘What of them? What of the butcher, the
Eaker, the weaver; the shopkeepef, the carter, the servant,
the clerk, the innkeeper, the barmald, the tallor, the crafts-
man, peonle not necessarily "decently dressed," gang culottes,
middle class people without ény connections whétever at court
or in the royal administration, people without the influence
or wealth which opened doors and produced permits? Had they
any opportunity whatever to see any part of the cfown col-
lections during the 0ld Regime? The answer must be no,
except for what they might havé glimpsed in the royal
gardens and what might have been seen between 1750 and 1779
in the 1itt1e pﬁblic gallery at the Luxembourg, a phenomenon
discussed at some length in a later chapter. The question
of whether or not these "ordinary people" wished to see the

royal collections would seem lrrelevant to the issue here.

?).5., of 1916 (1), 323; ' 1908 (2), 2, 3, 4, 5; o 1684,
340, 3419 351; 0~ 1910 (3)9 765 TTo
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Many undoubi.ily had no interest in art, but many, perhaps,
would have enjoyed seeing the king's paintings and sculpture;
the important point is that the royal collection was so ef-
fectively closed to them that it might as well not have
exlsted.

An eighteenth century guidebook to Paris, published
in 1778, lists the neames and address of twenty-nine private
persons in Parls possessing "beautiful cabinets of paint-
1ngs."96 The owners of these cabinets, the author asserts,
have “opened them to all those who wish to study the great
models in order to form their taste or perfect their talents.”
These private collectlions belonged to such people as the |
Prince de Condé, the Duc de Praslin, the Marquis de Marigny,
farmers-general, bankers, and other wealthy members of the
nobllity and the upper layer of the Third Estate. The
guldebook also directs the attention of the reader to the
collection of the Duc d'Orléans, "kmown as one of the richest

in Europe," and implies that one can gain admission to this

—

96

Antoine Nicolas Dezallier 4' Argenville, Yoyage pittoresgue

e Pari ou indication de tout ce gu'il a d ug beau

ang cette ville, en peintur soulpture, & archi tur

th ed.; Paris: Fréres de Bure, 1778), Préface, pp. v-vii.
Authorship 18 verified in A. A. Barbier et., al., Diction-
naire des ouvrages anonymeg (3rd ed.; 4 vols., Paris: Paul
Daffis, Tibrairie Ealteur 1872-1879), IV, 2% partie, .
1094. (Hereafter "Barbier.")
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collection also.97 Nene of these collections; of course,

had anything to do with the royal collection, which i1s the
only concern of this study, but it seems doubtful that just
anyone could have gained admission to them in spite of the
author's cheerful confidence as to thelr accessibility.

These collectors apparently did open thelr 6ab1nets with
éénsiderable generosity, but a tattered maidservant or a
muddy dreyman seeking admission would probably never have
got past the Swiss, assuming that such people would even
have made the attempt. The'guidebook also refers to the
Louvre and to that part of the crown collection reserved
there. In this regard, the author says: "It is necessary
not to neglect to see the Cabinet of Drawings of His Hajesty.
it is a collection of about 10,000 drawlngs and great paint-
ings, old as well as modern, the guardlanshlp of which 1s
conflided to Ménsieur Cochln, secretary and‘histariograbher
of the Academy of Palntings, at the Galleries'of the Louvre."98
The author is not sﬁecific as to how one gets into thg ‘
Cabinet of Drawlngs, but his careful citation of Cochin's
title and‘address implies that a letter of application would
be the normal meens; certainly the royal collectlion at the
Louvre was not public in the sense that anyone could walk |

into 1%,

97Ibig., Préface, p. V.

98
Ibid., p« 59.
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What of tourists in the eighteenth ceﬁtury, that
breed of people who are such indefatigable museum visitors?
What could the foreign traveler see of the royal colleotions?
Here, again, some rererence to the soclal realities of the
0ld Regime is necessary. Today all manner of people travel
abroad, people from every ﬁalk of 1ife and every degree of
economic ciréumstance. Such was not the case in the eight-
~ eenth century. Who were the tourlsts, those traveling for
pleasure and edification, who came to France before 1789%
Usually they were German princelings escaping from the b&re-
dom of their estates, Pollsh and Russlan nobles bent on the
same mission, young English gentlem?n making a lelsurely
grand tour in the company of a tutor, and sv+h people.
Others did travel, of course, on private or state business
or for personal reaéons, but the usual tourist was a member
of an arlstocratic or upper level of soclety at home. He
would normally bring with him letters of introduction which
would gain entry for him into a comparable level of French
soclety. These contacts would usually provide him with some
access to court, perhaps even presentation to the sovereign;
and certainly would be such that he could arrange to see
much of the crown collection if he wished to do so. For
example, in 1783, the Baron de Ramdohr, a nobleman from
Hanover visiting Paris, wrote to the Comte d'Angiviller
requesting permission to see the Rubens palntings in the

Luxembourg and also the Le Sueur cycle of the life of St.
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Bruno. Angiviller was happy to oblige with reference to
the Luxembourg but was not sure he could arrange for the
Baron to see the Le Sueurs because of particular eircum-
stances at that moment.99 In 1778 Angiviller made arrange-
ments for another forelgn gentleman to have gpeclal access
to the gallery of Rubens at the Luxembourg, this at the
request of the Comte de Buffon.loo The guidebook writer
clted above points out that "one of the primary objecis

of those who travel is to acéuire or to perfect a taste for
the arts." His book, he states, is written for just such
people, as well as for "the great number of inhabitants of
the capltal who are strﬁngers in their own city."lOI His
assumption seems to be that anyone, tourist or nﬁtive, who
reads hls guldebook will be the kind of person who can,
without question, obtaln access to the royal collectlion and
the various private collections in Paris. This assumption
was probably sound enough.

Most historlans of the Revolutlion now asgsert that
the real soclal, political, and economic distinctlons in the
01d Regime lay not between the three estates but between a
relatively small minority of "privileged" and the great
mass of "unprivileged." This'distinctioﬁ was certainly valid

91§, ot 1917 (1), 305, 306, 307.

100
AN., OF 1915 (1), 189.

101
Argenville, op. cit., Préface, p. 1ii.
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vwith reference to access to the royal collectlons. Frangols
Benolt, a FPrench art historian, says: "In 1785, of 1,122.
painfinga inventoried by DuRameau, 369 6nly were exposed and
these in ch8teaux inaccessible to the public. The drawings
were in portfolios; the gems and medals were so Jjealously
guarded that they were practically invisible and one of

the keepers, Barthélemy, went off to Italy carrying the key
to the storerooml"102 This statement is incorrect on several
points. The DuRéheau inventory cited was done in 1784
rather than in 1785. The figure of 1,122 paintings referrgd
to was the number of works in the Superintiendence and in
storage at Versallles and not, as Benoit implies, the total
number of paintings in the entire collection. The 369
paintings specified by DuRameau were those which hung only
iﬁ the offices of the Superintendence at Versailles; Benoit'é
statement would lead one to belleve that only 369 palntings
out of the whole collection were on display somewhere.
According to DuRameau's "location count" of 1788, at least
876 paintings were hangiﬁg in various 1écations, and this
figure does not include the 666 in the gabinet des tableaux
at Versailles. Further, Benolt gives a false lmpression as
to the accessibility of the collectlon, implying as he does
that the royal art treasures Wwere 80 thoroughly locked up

and put away that no one could see anything of them. Of

02
1 Frangois Benoit, L'Art francais sous las Révolution et
1'Empire (Paris: Socifté frangaise d'éditions d'art, L.-

Henry May’ 1897)’ P‘ 1110
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course the drawings were in portfollos; all museums today
keep thelr drawings in storage of some sort as it would not
be possible to display all of them, but this does not mean
that they cannot be seen and it did not mean that in the
elghteenth century. Naturally the gems and other small
precious ob)ects were kept locked up as a securlty measure,
but again one cannot conclude from this that they were |
invisible to all.

The truth of the matter lay somewhere between
Benoit's implication of almost total inaccessibility and a
policy of regular public admission. Many people could see
much of the royal collection, although not those items 1in
the private apartments of members of fhe royal family; most
people could see 1little or none of 1t; a few people could
see any of 1t they might wish to see. The extent of one's
admittance to the collections or excluslon from them deé-
pended upon whether one was "privileged" or "unprivileged,"
and, 1f one were fortunate ehough to belong to the former
category, the degree of one's privilege. This in turn de-
pended upon one's birth, position, profession, economlc
status, "contacts," or a combination of these factors. 1In
summary,.it can be.safely agsserted that during the 0ld
Regime the crown collections were rather generously open to

a large number of people, both French and foreign, but were

not open at all to the vast majority of Frenchmen.

| o DU D BT T T



C. The Status of the Collections: Royal Treasure or
National Heritage?

The past few hundred years have seen many & monar-
chial regime dlsappear in Europe. Very often when‘some
royal famlly has found itself ousted from its sovereignty by
the sweep of history it has also found itself separated from
properties, objects, and chattels which 1t considered to be
rightfully its own. Such situations have led to prolonged
and sometimes bltter wrangles over the question of what
royal posééssions belonged to the family personally and
what might correctly be regarded as the property of the
nation. The French Revolutionﬁry leaders solved the problem
in a neat and uncomplicated manner by confiscating, in the
name of the state, the totality of the royal domain and pos-
sessions. But, in truth, the question does not admit of
any facile solution other than an arbitrary one.

No inquiry into the legal status of the royal art
collections was ever posed during the relgn of Louis XIV.

No one would have dared to challenge that soverelgn on such

a2 matter, but if anyoﬁe had done so Louls would surely have
had a repiy directly to the point and of the essence of
simplicity: the collections were his to do with as he liked.
Why would they not be his? All of France was hls ~-- his
realm recelved from Divine'Providence, his domain to rule as'
he saw fit, his private estate duly and properly inherited
from his ancestors; his the land and hlis the law, his the

T2
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power and his the state, with all appertaining thereto.
And in theory, of course, Louls was right. It is generally
conceded that whether or not he ever sald, "I am the state,"
‘he could have sald 1t and been on very solid ground. He |
was the state, both in abstract principle and ir dally feal-
1ty. The identification of the soverelgn with the nation
and the state, the absorption of the nation and the state
into the person'of the sovereign -- these cbnoepts were in-
herent in the very nature and substance of seventeenth-
century royal absolutism, a system of government with its
historical roots in the development of early medieval
Europe, 1ts functioning reality in p:actical necessity, and
its rational Justification in the Divine Right dogma as
expoﬁnded by James I of England and Louls XIV's Bishop
Bossuet. With such a premise, it becomes extremely dif-
ficult to separate the man from the sovereign, the monarch's
personal income from the revenues of the state, and the
king's private possessions from those of the nation. Indeed,
in the case of a full-blown absolutism such as Louis XIV's,
such separations are not possible. ILouls XIV was never
simply Louls de Bourbon; taxes coilected all over the king-
dom constituted his personal income, to dispose and expend
ags he would; what the state possessed was his, and what he
possessed was the state's, for they were one.

During the reign of Louls XV the question of the
status of the royal collections, and the questlon of the
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extent to whlch the nation should be permitted to enj)oy them,
began to be debated, tentatively at first and then more
boldly. Wlth the Enlightenment came the 1dsa that although
the collections might be the kingis in law they were the
people's in equity. The royal government, itself permeated
to some extent by the Enlightenment and the theories of
enlightened despotism, began to make concessions. A small
gallery displaying a fraction of the royal collection of
paintings was obened in the palace of the ILuxembourg in
Paris in 1750. Ideas for the transformation of the crown
collections into a national gallery, in the sense in which
that term is usually employed, began to appear within the
royal administration. ILouls Ooura. 4, a French art his-
torian who i1s something of an apc.ogist for the 0ld Reglme,
states: "There is no error more strongly engrained in the
Parisian mind than that which gives to the museum of the
Louvre an exclusively Revolutionary origin. Déceived by
appearances, theymconfuse the actual organlization with the
institution itself. From the year 1750 the principle of the
publicity of the royal collection, and one can say national
collectlion == for at this time the two phrases become
synongmous ~-- was established in France. From this date a
notable portion of the king's paintings was exposed publicly
and freely at the ILuxembourg. The doors were open twice a
week, which was sufficlent for art lovers in those times

when dilettantism did not yet run in the streets. In winter
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the rooms were heated at the king's expense, that is to say,
at the expense of the state. The palntings exhibited were
designated in a booklet whlich was sold at the entrance;
at the same time all the king's palntings were inventoried,
described, and brought to the attention of the entire world
in a megnificent catalogue prepared by Bernard Lépici® with
the greatest care and printed with the greatest luxury. All
art lovers who could Justify a serlous motive could see thenm,
as 1s the practiée st1ll today in the public libraries of
Europe wlith regard to the monuments which they possess.
The only and immense disadvantages were the dispersion of
all the works of art in a great number of different resi-
dences, the dangers of all sorts to which they were exposed,
and the difficulty of making comparisons. But one can say
that the publication of Lépicié's catalogue, in a rational
country such as ours, had as a necessary and inevitable
consequence the gathering together of all the king's paint-
ings in one place. Their permanent exposition was to be
only a matter of time."lo3
. Courajod's statements are open to some challenge.
Just how significant the little gallery of the Luxembourg
was, what it reaily meant, and how "notable" & portion of
the royal paintings was exhibited there =-- these are ques-
tions which will be considered in Chapter IV of this study.

10
3Louis Courajod, Alexandre Lenoir, son journal et la Musée
des Monuments Frangals (3 vols.; Paris: Honoré Champlon ILib-

rairie, 1878-1887), I, Introduction, pp. XXV-XXVI.
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The Lépicie catalogue, which Courajod seems to regard as a
xind of turning point in the development of the crown col-
lection from the status of royal treasure to that of a
national heritage, was not an inventory of "all the king's
paintings" which focused the attention of "the entire world"
on the Frénch royal collectlion; it was a great project, to
be sure, but it dled almost stillborn with the death of its
creator, Lépicié, who finished but two voiumes dealing only
with the Italian paintings.lo4 Courajod would also have his
readers believe that by the middie of the elghteenth century
the king had been so far won over to the "national heritage"
viewpolint that the royal collectlions were freely open to
"all art lovers who could justify a serious motive." When
Courajod says "all art lovers" he is in the position of the
Washington hostess who says héppily that "everybody" was at

‘her party; what the hostess means by "everybody" is "every-

body who matters," and what Oourajod means by "éll art lovers
is "all art loveré of the right sort" -- which.does not
inciude most people. Courajod also bluntly asserts that by
1750 or so the royal collections had "lost thelr character
of furnishings marked for the personal use of the soverelign

in order to assume that of a national establismment." %% He

OAEngerand I, Introduction, pp. XVI-XVII.

10
5Goura;]od, ops cit., I, Introduction, p. XXV,



77

rather vitlates his own thesls, however, by admitting that
the collectlons were open only in what must be regarded as

a highly selective manner and, furthermore, were difficult

to see because of the fact that they were so scattered among
the numerous royal ch&teaux. The latter point, especially,
is significant; it clearly reveals that during the elghteenth
century the collections were still regarded essentially as
royal chattels and still belng used as they had always been
used, that is, as decorations to lend splendor to the resi-
dences. One can grant that during the reign of Louis XV the
royal consclousness and the royal administration began to be
penetrated by some new attitudes toward the sfatus of the
collections and began to take the first exploratory steps
toward a policy of converting at least a part of them into a
natlonal gallery. Nevertheless, the palntings were still
"the king's paintings," and all the other art objects in

the royal collections were just as much the sovereign's pos-
sessiong -- to have and to hold, to propose and to dispose -~
as they were in the time of the Grand Moﬁargug{

The legal status of the collections did not change
with the accession of Louis XVI'to the throne in 1774. They
did not become more accessible but actually less so for
reagons which will be discussed later in this study. With
the advent of Louis XVI, however, the position of Director
General of Bulldings fell into the hands of the Comte
d'Angiviller, a vigorous administrator, a child of the
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Enlightenment, a friend of Turgot, and a bellever in en-
lightened despotism. Under Angiviller's administration of
the Superintendence, the royal government committed itself
fully to the goal of creating a great national museum in the
Louvre, a museum which wculd dlsplay the best of the royal
collections and be avallable to the general public. The
adoption of this policy by the crown and the dedlicated
pursult of 1t by Angliviller obviously demonstrates at least
a taclt admission on the part of the sovereign that the art
collections he had inherited from his predecessors were
really the property of the nation, and were a property to
which the nation had right of access. France was an abso-
lutism, however, until the Revolutionary reorganization of
the monarchy, and the legal ownershlp of the collectlions, at
least in theory, continued to be vested in the soverelign for
the remainder of the 0ld Regime. But Angiviller's efforts
to create a national museum were generally known, and any
attempt on the part of the King to behave in a genulnely
absolutistic and arbitrary manner toward the collections --
to sell a part of them, for example -~ would undeniably have
resulted in so great a publlic hue and cry as to render such
a policy not praéticable. The truth appears to be that by
the 1780's the nation had come to consider the royal art
collections as its own, regardless of all technicalities of
legal possession, a view with which the royal government,

by that time, concurred. Certalinly Louls XVI never proposed
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to behave absolutistically in regard to the collections;
indeed, there 1s no evidence to indicate that he was even
partlcularly interested in them, or in art at all.

Royal treasure or national heritage? The question
- was hardly debatable during the reign of Loﬁis XIV; the col-
lections were then unquestionably royal treasure unless one
cared to accept the proposition that the soverelgn was the
state and therefore his treasure was the nation's treasure;
The Sun King hiﬁself would not have cared to accept this
proposition or, rather, would have insisted that 1t be framed
in the reverse. Natlonal heritage in the sense that the
nation should be able to enjoy the heritage, seelng that it
had paid for it to begin with? This view began to germinate
in the time of Louls XV and reached full flower under Louls
XVI. The fruition never came during the 0ld Regime, but
this was largely a matter of clrcumstance. This answer to
the question is suggested: throughout the elghteenth century
the crown collectlons were both legally royal treasure and
actually national heritage. At the end of Louis XIV's reign
the emphasis was on the "royal treasure" aspect of the col-
lections, but as the cenﬁury progreseed‘a gradual shift in
attitude took place, and by the time the 0l1d Regime ended
both the crown and the nation had come to regard the royal
collections as a "national heritage" in the full meaning of
that term. |



Chapter II

THE EXAMPLE OF OTHER MUSEUMS IN EIGHTEENTH-CENTURY
FRANCE AND EUROPE!L

The concept of the public museum came relatively late
to Western civilization in the train of the Enlightenment,
the equalitarian 1aeas emerging from the French Revolution,
and the higher level of general education achleved during
the nineteenth century. In the ancient world, the temples
and publlic monuments served to bring the art of the times to
the people and performed, at least to some degree, the role
whlch museums have in modern 1life. The same may be sald of
the Christian church in all of hilstory but particularly of
the medieval church. By the time of the Renalssance, however,
art began to be increasingly isolated from the masses. The
common man could, of course, still see great art in thg
churches and in obviously public places, but from about 1500
forward much of Burope's most important art -- and this was
especlally true of painting -~ came to be enclosed in col-

lections which were essentlially private: royal collectlions

1Secondary sources used for this chapter are: Edouard
Michel, Musées et conservateurs, leur rfle dans 1'organiza-
tion gociale iBrussels: Universite Libre de Bruxelles,
Institut de Sociologie Solvay, 1948); Michel Hoog, Le Part
des préoccupations fducativesdansg la création et le développ-
ment des muséeg frangais juggu'en 1§50 (Paris: Mé&moire
présente a 1'Ecole du Louvre, 1956); Georges Polsson, Les
Musées de France (Paris: Presses Unlversitalres de France,
1950); Tietze, gop. oit. The author is particularly indebted
to Monsieur Michel Hoog, an official of the Louvre, for the
opportunity to read his thesls, which i1s an important source
for the study of the history of the provincial museums of
France, an area in which llttle research has been done.
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such as those of the Hapsburgs, the French kings, and German
princes; and the collectlons of newly wealthy bankers and
men of money such as the Fuggers of Augsburg and the Medicl
of Florence. "These were private collections, assembled for
the glory of their owners and to satisfy thelr tastes as
enlightened lovers of art. Secondarily they could serve for
the instructlon of artists. They were open to forelgners
possessing letters of recommendation and to people of import-
ance, but they were not public museums and they were not
for the crowd."2

With the Enlightenment came an emphasis upon educa-
tion and the idea, basgically rooted in John Locke's concept
of knowledge, that man could improve his education, his
intellect, and his taste by the exposure of his intelligence
and his senses to works of greatness in every field of cul-
tural endeavor. Indeed, thls philosophy went further and
insisted that it should not only be man's pleasure to
improve himself but his duty to do so, a duty based both on
his responsibility to himself as a rational being and on
his responsibility to soclety. From the betterment of the
individual, it was belleved, would come superlor futﬁre
generations and the ultimate perfectlon of a reformed and
reconstituted society. This falth of the Enlightenment in

the efficacy of education and a refined environment was one

2
Michel, . 0it., p. 11,
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of the prime motives of those who began to clamor in the
elghteenth century for the establishment of museums and the
opening of the royallart collections to the publiec.

Prior to the Revolution there were perhaps twenty
museums in France, all but one of them creatlons of the
elghteenth century and most of them of the last half of the
century. These institutions were of various types but the
majority of them served an "educational" purpose in the
strictest meaning of the wofd, that is,.they were attached
to art schools and used in the teaching process. Between
1748 and 1785 ten such establishments, several of them with
excellent collections, were opened in the French provinces:
Reims, Tours, Aix, Besangon, Poitiers, Montpelller, Saint
Quentin, Dijon, Valenclennes, Macon.3 The Royal Academy of
Painting in Paris also had a public museum of art attached
%0 1t. The collections of these museums which were auxiliaty
to educational institutions tended, of course, to enclose
works considered important for the teaching program but which
were nevertheless of interest to art lovers generally.

Other gallerles in pre-Revolutionary France were
"educational" in more general terms than were the art school
ﬁuaeums with.their specific training function to perform.

The oldest museum, as such, in France was founded at Besangon

in 1694 by the legacy of one Abb& Bolzot, who willed his

3Hoog, op. cit., pp. 63-64.
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library and a collectlon of paintings, medelllons, and
antiquities to the abbey of which he was commendatalre with
the understanding that all these objects be made avallable

to the public.4 In 1778 a kind of private museum was opened
in Paris by a group of scholarly gentlemen who put together

a rather odd assemblage of objects which produced a combina~-
tion art museum, natural hlistory museum, and sclentiflic
museum. In 1781 there was opened in the Palals Royal in
Paris, under the patronage of Monsleur and Madame, a failrly
extensive scientific museum which was open to the public but
not free. The clty of Bordeaux possessed an art collection
which was an integral part of a kind of "cultural center" but
was not strictly a museum. Arles opened‘a mugeum of anti-
quities in 1784, The art museum of the city of Aix-en-
Provence 1s one of the oldest in France and, incidentally,

a fine museum; it was founded in 1771 by the Duc de Villars,

. Governor of Provence.5 A few elghteenth-century museums were
founded on the private collections of a benefactor; the
-museum at Carpentras, establighed in 1755, owed its existence
to Monselgneur d'Inguimbert and the Calvet Museum in Avignon
to the doner whose name it bears. At least one gallery of

the perlod was the result of benefactions made by a

4Ibldo 9 Po 2.

5Poisson. « cit., p. 59.



e,

84

successful artist to the city of his birth: +the art school
and its corollary museum in Saint Quentin were founded by
the famous eighteenth~-century pastellist, Quentin de la Tour.

The forty years in France Just preceding the Revolu-
tion were rich in many projects for museums of every kind,
most of which were never realized. Those which did come
into being during tke 01d Regime -~ 2 few in Paris, most in
the provinces -- were highly varied in nature but fell into
two general categories: the galleries attached to schools
of art and drewing and museums which were not strictly or
only museums of art but which, rather, presented extremely
diversified exhibitions. In these latter institutions
paintings, drawlings, and objects of art lived cheek by Jowl
with stuffed fauna and dried flora, collections of seashells
and minerals, ethnological exhibitions, natural curlosities,
examples of sclentific inventions and experiments and, some-
times, a library. What these museums amount to, in effect,
was a continuation into the eighteenth century and a projec-
tion into the world of the public of the Renalssance prince's
"oabinet of curiosities" with its jumble of wonders, pecul-
iarities, and art of every kind. The concept of the museum
of art as such and as it 1s understood today did not emerge
in a clear and defined manner until after the Revolution
except in reference to the projects concerning the royal
collectlons.

The extent to which these elghteenth-century French

museums were really public is also debatable. The term

|
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"public institution" today usually means a facillity open to
511 without distinction, sometimes gratulitously and some-
times upon payment of a nominal admission fee. The concept

- of the "cultural center" in elghteenth-century France, such
as that.at Bordeaux, generally involved subscription member-
ship, Just as did many early "public" libraries. .All of
thesé museums wers concerned ﬁith edﬁcation, however, either
in a specific or general sensé, and this concern implles
seriousness on the part of the viewing public. In his analy-
sis of museum guidebooks and catalogues, Monsleur Hoog found
that in nearly all of them printed between 1750 and 1860 the
word "instruction" appears repeatedly.6 The primary public
of thé art schoolAmuseums, of course, was the studsnt body,
people who were at least presumed to be serlous and bent
upon "instruction.” As far as the museums not associated
with ért'schools wére concerned, 1t was apparently expected
that their public, too, would be more or less dedicated to
self-improvement. An extract from the text of the catalogue
published by the museum at Anvers about 1800 is typical and
1llustrative: "The frequentation of this museum should not
be restricted td the satisfactlion of a sterile curiosity;
one can acqulre here, 1f not a perfect knowledge of palnt-

ings, at least that whlch is 1ndispensab1e."7 Precisely

6
Hoog’ ° Cito, ppo 14‘15.

7Ibigu [} po 17-
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how 1t was determined whether one's motive in visiting the
museum was simply "sterile curiosity" or something more
exalted is not indicated, but obviously people wiéhing simply
to whlle away an hour were not welcome. Other museum dir-
ectors found ocuriosity fertile and good rather than sterlle
and bad8 but, in general, the atmosphere of these museums
nust have been rather formidable and somewhat inhibiting,

an atmosphere which may very well have been comfortable only
to the educated and "decently dressed," in short, to the
privileged. "But thére is a motive for the creation of a
mugeum which ﬁas almost never allowed to appear . . . 1%t is
that of pure enjoyment."g This being the case, the clientele
of the museums in eighteenth-century France was probably
fairly well restricted to students, scholars, the educated,
and the middle and upper classes. Indeed, the museums were
probably not gathering places for the lighthearted even among
these groups; certainly they did not cater to the "public"

in the wide sense in which that word 1s understood‘today.
St111 there were a few museums in provincial France of the
01d Regime, such as the old one at Besangon, which had been
left by testament to "the public," and it would appear that
these institutions must have been open to all, at least in

theory. It seems clear, then, that if the modern concept of

8
Ibido s Po 180

9
Ibid., p. 20,
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the museum o0f art had not fully emerged in France before the
Revolutlon, nelither had the ldea of the fully public museum,
a fact referrable to the soclal structure and economic
realltles of the time.

With reference to museums, however, the elghteenth
century was essaylng a venture with & new soclal and educa-
tional pheﬁomenon and was undeniably moving toward the ldea
of the museum which would be strictly an art gallery and
which would be avallable to the general public; both ideas
were perfectly clear in the mind of the Comte d'Angiviller
and his plans for the royal collections. Eighteenth-century
French experimentation with the museum ldea was creative and
productive, patently a result of the Age of Reason, and this
museum activity in the provinces must have made some contri-
bution to the growing demand for a national gallery of art
based on the crown collections; the museum at Besangon, for

example, was well-known and visited by many travelers.

L) A 3t it

, There were not many public museums anywhere in Europe
before the nineteenth century, but a few of those which did
exlst stood as examples to the French and were used as such
by intellectuals who were srguing for the transformation of
the royal collections into a national gallery. Italy was
always a goal for those French who could afford to travel,
and in Italy they found museums. "The example of Pope

Benedict XIV (1740-1758), who established the Capltoline
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Museum in Rome, was invoked by the many travelers who made
their tour of Italy.“lo Pope Benedict not only created the
Capltoline in 1749, a museum of medallions, coins, and anti~
quities, but also founded the Plo-Clementino Museum so that
from the middle of the eighteenth century forward there were
two important papal gallerles to be seen in Rome. Italy also
had museums attached to the academies of pailnting, just as
did the Royal Academy in Parls, and a few museums which were
incorporated into universities or libraries.

But by far the most impressive glft of art to the
public in Italy came in 1743 in Florence with the death of
the childless Princess Anna Mariae Iudovica, Electress
Palatine by marriage. Thls Princess, the last of the Medlci,
wllled her family's tremendous art collection, one of the
most fabulous in Europe, to the Graad Duchy of Tuscany to be
held in perpetuity "on condition that none of it should ever
be removed from Florence, and that it should be for the

wil It has been

benefit of the public of all nations.
agserted that with this gilft the Electress Anna Maria provided
that the family name should die in a manner worthy of lts

glory in relation to the arts and made a gesture "which

10
Hautecoeur, Higtolre du Louvre, p. 77.

11
G. F. Young, The Medici (New York: The Modern ILibrary,

1930), p. 740 and p. 823, Footnote 8, quoted from Article II
of the Electress Palatine's will.
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deserved to outwelgh and make forgiven many faults of her
ancesto;s."lg 0f all the museums and museum projects in
Italy at tﬁe middle of the eighteenth century, the Medicl
bequest and the papal gallerles in Rome must have been the
most interesting and provocative to French travelers; these
situations were analogous to that of the crown collections
in France and were essentlally the opening of royal galleries
to the public by sovereigns.

In England prior to 1789 there was only one institu-
tion which could gqualify as a public museum -- the Ashmolean
at Oxford, opened in 1683. The National Gallery was not
founded until 1824, and the Britlsh Museum, established in
1753, was so difficult to get into that, for all practical
purposes, it could hardly be considered a public institution
although it was owned and administered by the state. There
were no public museums in Holland or Belgium until the'1790's.
In the Germanies many of the greater rulers had art collec-
tions of consequence and virtually every petiy princeling,
duke, margrave, and count within the Holy Roman Empire had
a pilcture géllery of some kind -- this was expected as a
status symbol, 2 mark of soverelgnty, culture, and prestige.
All of these galleries, however, were private royal collec-
tions open only to people of rank and foreigners of lmportance.

Two of the most famous German collections were those of the

121b1do’ PP. 742“743.
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Elector of Bavaria at Munlich and the Elector of Saxony at
Dresden. In 1777 the Electoral Prince of the Palatinate
éssumed the rule of Bavaria and created a gallery in Munich

which was "accessible to artists and dilettanti.“lj

The
Dresden collection was open to a limited public. "A cata-
iogue of the Electoral Gallery of Dresden, dated 1765, in-
forms us that the gallery 'serves to conserve the monuments
of art which adorn the spirit and form the taste of the
nation.' On the other hand, while keeping its character of
a private collection, the gallery was wldely open in the
interest of the 'quality public,' to art lovers and for-
eigners."l4

The richest collection of art in the Germanles, one
to rival any in Burope, was that of the Hapsburgs in Vienna.
In the eighteenth century the imperial collection was ar-
ranged in the Stallburg, a bullding near the Hofburg ih
Vienna, but was later transferred to the Belvedere, Prince
Eugene of Savoy's Baroque summer palace. In 1781 the gallery
was opened to the public, and a catalogue of 1784 reveals

that the collectlon was avallable gratultiously to the public

15
three days a week. At first glance, this may seem

1
3Tietze, ops Clte, D. 134,

14
Michel, op. cit., p. 14.

15Tietze, op. cit., p. 16; Michel, op. cit., p. 14.
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astonishing and almost incredlbly progressive, but it is not
when one remembers that Joseph II, that dedicated disciple
of enlightenment, came to power in 1780, Unlike so many of
the older gallerles, the Vienna museum was carefully and
rationally arrenged to emphasize, in the best Enlightenment
tradition, the 1dea of education. Just how much this
Hapsburg gallery was & product of the Enlightment and how
far mugseum planning had moved toward modern concepts can be
seen in the introduction to the museum's 1783 catalogue:
"The ailm of all these endeavors has been so to arrange the
éallery that, in 1ts entirety and its detail, it should be,
as nuch as possible, a source of instruction and a visual his-
tory of art. A great public collection of this kind. alming
at educational purposes rather than at passing pleasure, can
be likened to a rich library, where he who 1s thirsting for
knowledge will be happy to find works of every kind and of
all perliods, not only things enj)oyavle and perfect, but
varied contrasts, by the study and comparison of which he
can become a connolsseur of art.“16 But by the time the
Vienna gallery was made accessible to the public the French
royal government had been committed to a similar policy for

several years. The fact that a public museum of art

16Ernst H. Buschbeck and Erich V. Strohmer, Art Treasureg

from the Vienna Collections Lent by the Austrian Government
(8.D., 1949-1950), Introduction, P. 9. This work is the
official catalogus of the exhibition of that part of the

Hapsburg collection which was shown in the United States in
1949 and 1950. :
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displaying the royal holdings was realized in Vienna twelve
years before the Louvre opened its doors was due to Joseph
II's determination to effect enlightened reforms with des-
potic dispatch and to the problems surrounding the French
project, problems discussed in a later chapter in this study.
The institutions and events in other parts of Europe
in the eilghteenth century which undoubtedly had the most
effect upon public opinion in furthering a project to create
a national gallery of art in France were the papal Caplitoline
and Pio-Clementino Museums, coming into exlistence at mid-
century, and the bequest of the Medicl collections to the
public in 1743. While French intellectuals and travelers
may have envied Joseph II's brusque efficiency in opening a
gallery in Vienna in 1781, the French were generally aware
by then that their own government was in the process of
creating a public museum for the display of the crown col-
lections. The other art gallerles in Europe were similar
to those existing in France =~ royal and state collectlons
with 1ittle or limited publlc accessibility, museums
attached to universitles and échools of art, and galleries

accessory to professional academies of palnting.



Chapter III

THE BEGINNING OF THE MOVEMENT FOR THE CREATION OF A
NATIONAL GALLERY IN PARIS: RESPECTFUL SUGGESTIONS
"But it is certain, and it is important to state it,

that the'foundation of a museum was a general need which
expressed 1tself by numerous manifestations, became & project
which germinated in many heads, and was encouraged and wel-
comed by the administration of the arts, but which was first
demanded by the public."1 One of the earliest manifestations
of a public demand for the tranéformation of the royal col-
lections into a national museum of art came in an anonymous
mémoire submitted to the Director General of Buildings in
November 1744.2 The author of this brief memorandum points
out that the king possesses a "prodigious quantity" of
paintings, curiosities, and objects of art which aie dis-
tributed about the royal ch&teaux, "even in those wheré the
king does not go, or goes but rarely." The writer proceeds
to indicete where many of these collections are located; he
specifies, for ezample, thaf many "very beautiful" paintings
are in the Gallery of Apollo in the Louvre but are "shut up
in cupboards" to which "Monsieur Ballly, keeper of ﬁhe king's

1l
Courajod, . cit., I, Introduction, p. XXX.

2
Ibide, I, Introduction, pp. XXX-XXXII; Hautecoeur, Histolre
du Louvre, pP. TTe
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plctures, has the key." He believes that better use can be
made of these royal palntings and art objects, and his ldea
for using them centers upon the Gallery of Ambassadors in
the palacé of the Tullsries.

The Tulleries was a palace bullt very near the
Louvre in the 1560's by Catherine de Medici on lend purchased
in 1518 by Francis I. This palace, destroyed during the
Commune in 1871, was originally an independent structure
stretching along what is today the Avenue Général Lemonnier
and facing Le NO6tre's Tuileries Gardens. By the early
seventeenth century, however, the Tullerles had been Joinea
to that long wing of the Louvre which lles along the Seine
to form an L-shaped complex. If the Tulleries existed today,
in other words, it would.close off the whole western end of
the Louvre, and the area in which Napoleon's Arc du Car-

rousel is located would be, in effect, an enclosed courtyard.

" The great vista of four and one-half miles which one has from

the Carrousel through the Tulleries Gardens to the Place de
la Concorde and the Champs~Elysées. to the Arc de Triomphe
exists only because the Tulleries has disappeared. The
western end of the Louvre-Tulleries complex was different

in the eighteenth century from the appearance 1t has today
and also from the aspect it presented in the nineteenth
century. The wing of the Louvre lying along the Rue de
Rivoli and enclosing the north side of the Place du Carrousel
did not exist in the elghteenth century but was created in

[ P D S T i A
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stages during the course of the'nineteenth century, most of
it under Napoleon I and Napoleon III. In the eighteenth
century this concatenation of bulldings consisted of the
0ld Louvre bullt around its courtyard at the eastern end

of the complex, the long riverside wing on the south, and
the Tuileries branching off the river wing at a right angle
to form an L. The north side from the corner of the Tuileries
back to the o0ld Louvre was open. By the eighteenth century,
the palace of the Tulleries had long been abandoned as &
royal residence and was largely glven over, as was the
Louvre, to lodgings granted by the king to courtiers and
artists as "grace and favor" apartments.

The author of the aﬁonymous suggestion of 1744 had
obviously been to Italy. The walls of palaces there, he says,
are "covered with palntings." Clearly, what he had in mind
was é typlcal elghteenth-century picture gallery, the paint-
ings hanging in serrlied ranks to the celling in a cheerful
and disorderly mixture of perlods, masters, and values. The
nearest thing to such a gallery exlsting today is undoubtedly
the Pitti Palace in Florénce, a museum which some find de-
lightful as a reminescence of an o0ld gallery but which others
consider distracting because of 1ts confusing and unsclentific
arrangement. The Gallery of Ambassadors in the Tullerles,
the anonymous author belleves, would be most sultable for
such a display of palntings. He further recommends that the
gallery be embellished with 1tems of sculpture, beth-anclent
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and modern, busts, porcelalns, bronzes, vases, and other
objects of art of which, he says, "there is a great quantity
in the étorerooms of the king's buildings." How much better
to make use of these things rather than to allow them to
languish "where they can be seen by no onel!" He then proceeds
to tick off the precise locations of objecié and groups of
objects which he would llke to see in the Tullerles; he says
that at Versallles, for example, there are many "Chinese
curiosities" tucked away which could be used to ornament the
Tulleries géllery in places "where the light is not favorable
for pictures." |

What ihe author of this mémoire was really suggesting
was the creatlon of a modest museum, displaying a part of the
crown collectlons, in the Tulleries. He did not ask that
the royal residences pe stripped of thelr treasures for the
sake of his idea but only that some obJects 1n the collectlons
which were not in actual use in the chfteaux be assembled in
the Tulleries so that they might be seen and enj)oyed. After
all, many of these things were forgotten in storage or vere
located in places to which no one had access. This seemed
a waste and a shame and proved that the king had more paint-
ings and objects of art than he could actually use for
decorative purposes in the palaces. Would it not be reason-
able for him to share a portion, at least, of this excess of
riches, displaying them in one of his Paris palaces, also

unused? Certainly the suggestion would seem reasonable and



97

moderate -- even timid -- to us, but it was a novel idea in
the middle of the elghteenth century, an idea with many
inhereﬁt implications which those in authority would not be
slow to discern. The fact that the author of the plan chose
to remain anonymous may only indicate that he was & retiring
person, but it may also be taken as evidence that his sug-
gestion was such as to dictate some measure of discretion.

The plan i1s slgnificant as the earliest evidence in France

of an awakenling public interest in the royal collections

and a growing public desire for access to them. OCertainly
thlis suggestion did not envisage a great national public
museumn, but it was an early, tentative step in that direction.
No evidence is avallable to show what influence it might |
have had in the development of the government's policy in
regord to the collections, but it does at least constitute
the opening note in what was to become a chorus of intellec-

tual demend for public exhlbitlon of the royal art treasures.

reven FEn P

The decade following the anonymous suggestion of‘1744
saw the appearance in Paris of several pamphlets concerning
the royal collectlions and the possibility of a national
gallery of art., These pamphlets were also published anony-
mously, as ﬁas the usual custom 1n eighteenth century France
when the subject matter was controversial, but their author-
salp 1s known to us and was undoubtedly known to contemporary

readers. Two writers who produced such works were La Font de
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faint-Yenne, an art critlc and man of letters, and Louis
Petit de Bachamont, a psmphleteer and connolsseur who was
actlve and widely known in Parislian intellectual and soclal
circles. Unlike the anonymous writer of 1744, these two men
did not concentrate thelr ldeas-upon the Tulleries but,
rather, upon the Louvre,

The Louvre 1n the middle of the elghteenth century
was in a rather sad state. It was, in point of fact, un-
finished. The royal government had taken 1llttle interest in
it since Louls XIV had deflnitely abandoned Paris for
Versallles, and from the late seventeenth century oaward it
began to be "invaded," as Louls Hautecoeur puts i1t. Between
1672 and 1710 the French Academy, the Royal Academy of
Painting and Sculpture, the Royal Academy of Architecture,
the Academy of Inscriptions, the Royal Academy of Sciences,
and the Political Academy (a school for the training of'
diplomats) were all installed in the Louvre. The palace also
housed the Minlstry of War and certain of the Secretaries of
State as well as a part of the Royal Library, a goodly portion
of the royal art collection, and the collectlion of plans in
relief of the fortified cities of France which is today in
the Invalides. The o0ld palace had experienced a brief
revival during the 1720's when the boy king Louis XV resided
there temporarily in 1721 and 1722 and when 1t was designated
as the residence of the child infanta Marie-Anne-Victolre,

the King's fiancée, who arrived from Spaln 1in 1722 but was
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paékéd home unmarried in 1725. The Louvre was also'the
residence of various courtiers and personages of rank such
as the Prince de Conti, the Duchesse d'Estrfes, and Madame
de Thianges, who was Madame de Montespan's sister. These
people all had large "grace and favor" apartments which they
decorated and remedeléd to sult themsélves. The same roof
under which the Prince de Conti and the Duchesse d'Estrées
reslded in state also covered the students attached to th?
academlies of palnting, sculpture, and architecture in whose
cramped quartvers life was often riotous éhd raucous. The
palace, then, housed a large and motley population and
through its corridors and courtyards roamed duchesses, acad-
emicians, students, servanfs, Swiss guards, prostitutes,
scholars, government officlals, and a varliety of scoundrels.
Further, the fagades of the palace had been hideously dis-
figured with shanty-like buildings erected against then,
buildings housing stables, shops, concessions, and the like.
These areas were a constant headache to the Paris police as
they were the scenes of uproars created by the students,
brawls, duels, and crimes of every kind. The courtyards of
the palace must also have been fearful places as on "November
2, 1701, the minister Ponchartrain wrote to the captéin of
the ch8teau: 'The King has been informed that the courts

of the Louvre serve the most infamous usages of prostitution
and debauchery and that the gatekeeper favors these dls-

orders and allows the opening of the gate and entry into
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3 41l in all, the palace was badly maintained

the courts.'"
physically ahd hung about with a disreputable, carnival-like
atmosphere. One wonders, indeed, why nobles of influence
would chose to live in so bewdy and questionable an environ-
ment except that the iouvre was still the king's official
Paris residence and prestige attached to the possession of
an apartment there; and, of course, the apartment was free,
e consideration not to be overlooked by a courtier needful
of securing every economlc advantage and elther unable or
unwllling to bear the expense of maintalning a sultable town
house.

This neglect of the Louvre and its degeneratiorn into
a kind of royal slum had become a publlic scandal by the
middle of the eighteenth century. The conditlon of the
palace was regarded as a disgrace to the city of Paris, to
the prestige of the crown, and to the honor of the nation.
Demands for 1ts renovation and completion began to appear,
and these demands came to be linked with suggestions for
using the Louvre as the site of a national gallery of art
displaying the royal collections. A good example of this
kind of thinking appears in a pamphlet wrltten by the critic,
La Pont de Salrnt-Yenne. La Font attended an exhibition of

contemporaiy painting in 1746 and was highly displeased with

3Hautecoeur, Histolre du Louvre, p. 7Tl. Statements made con-=
cerning the Louvre in the eighteenth century are basged on
Hautecoeur's work and especially on Chapter VI, pp. 65-76.
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what he saw, holding that the plctures ﬁere, for the most
part, trivial, mediocre, commonplace, and lacking in any

sense of grandeur or dignity. The following'year he pub-

lished a pamphlet entitled Reflectlong on Some Causes of the
Present State of Peinting in France and on the Fine Artg; a

new and expanded edition of this work was issued in 1752, and
it 1s the later edition which is examined here.“+ In this
pamphlet, the anthor set forth his theories on art and taste
which are interesting but irrelevant to this study. The
important point for the purposes of this ingquiry is that Ia
Font belleved one of the causes of the decline in French
palnting lay in the fact that artists did not sufficiently
study the great masters of the past. For this deficlency he
had a remedy -- "a vast gallery, or several contiguous gal-
leries, well-lighted, in the ch@8teau of the Louvre." He
recommended the rencvation of the palace on the interior and
the removal of the disfiguring shacks "which crowd about this
edifice on ali sldes,” and pointed out that the state of the
Louvre was a source of grief to the people, who were saddened
"to see the house of thelr king dishonored. . . ." He also
proposed that the suggested galleries be filled with master-

pleces from the royal collection which "are today crowded

4La, Font de Saint-Yenne, géfleziong sur guelgues causes _ds

1'8tat présent de la peinture France, et sur les beaux-
artg (Nouvelle Bdition; N.D., 1752;. iHereafter Réflexions.)

Authorship is verified in Barbier, IV, 1Y® partie, p. 170,
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together and buried in badly-lighted 1little rooms and hidden
in the city of Versailles, unknown, or ignored by the cur-
losity of forelgners because of the impossibility of seeing
them." La Font was also concerned with the preservation of
the mbst precious of the royal paintings, another purpose
which would be served by a gallery such as the one he sug-
gested; in this regard, he took note of the careiessness
with which the Rubens paintings of Marie de Medlci in the
Luxembourg were treated. While La Font desired especlally
to see contemﬁorary artists exposed to the great paintings
in the royal collection in order that they might be inspired
to emulate the masters of the past, he did not think of the
proposed gallery.simply as a study hall for artists. He
concelved of the gallery as 8 public museum, a fact attested
to by his concern for the "nation" and the “public." In dis~
cussing the inaccessibllity of the royal collection, he
lamented the"loss of talent to our nation" by the "imprison-
ment" of the royal paintings and exclaimed: "With what
satisfactlon would interested people and foreigners view.in
freedom priceless works exposed in a sultable gallery!" He
expressed his concern "for the glory of our nation'by‘ﬁhe
conservation of the rare beauties which 1t possesses," and
in another place he discussed the importance of good 11ght-
ing in the proposed gallery, insisting that thls would be
"absolutely necessary in order that the public and, above

éll, the connolsseurs may enjoy all the beauties and fine
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detalls" of the paintings.5 In his rather lengthy pamphlet,
La Font'gave a detalled plan for a gallery in the Louvre and
wove into this his theorles on art, but what he was arguing
for, essentlally, was the revival of the Louvre as a nat-
ional monument and the creation in it of a publio art
gallery exhibiting a cholce selection of palntings and
sculpture from the crown colléctions. One might well
question some agpects of his notions about art, but his
suggestion for a national gallery was sound and well~-
presented. There 1s no evidence to indlcate the extent of
La Font's effect upon the royal govermment, if any, but at
leést one French authority believes that his writings were
a factor in the opening of a public gallery in the Luxem-
bourg in 1750.6

La Font had little interest in the Luxembourg,
however ~- the Louvre was always the point of his efforts.
Not long after the publication of his Reflectionsg, La Font -
brought out another long pamphlet, this one entitled Ihe

Shade of the Great Colbert, the Spirit of the Louvre. and
the City of Paris,. a Dialogue; a second edltion (1752) of

SIbig., pp. 223-2738.

6
Villot, op. eclt., Introduction, p. XXXI.
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thls work is the basis of thils gnalysis.7 Ag the title
indicates, the pamphlet is cast in the form of a dramatic
dialogue between the ghost of Colbert and personifications
of the Louvre and the city of Paris. The dlalogue is more
than a 1llttle amusing in its formal, exaggerated emotions,
its declamatory phraseology, and i1ts high-flown sentiments.
The Louvre, for example, is made to cry: "Oh, Paris! Un-
grateful city, so aware previously of my eievated poéition,
can you be today so indifferent to my groans and my grief,
can you see my depldrable condition and leave me without

consolation and without hope? Are you no longer my mother?"

7La Font de Saint-Yenne, L'Ombre du grand Colbert, le Louvre
t 1ls ville de Pari dialo Nouvelle Editlon; n.p., 17525.
iHereafter L'Ombre.§ Authorship is verified in Barbier, III,
2¢ partie, p. 709. This edition of L'Ombre has an engraved
frontispiece as an illustration which shows the Louvre,
personified by a winged, half-clothed creature of indeter-
minate sex (génie) crumpled wretchedly on the ground at the
foot of a pedestal bearing a bust of Louis XV. Standing over
the Louvre is Paris, an impressive matron regally crowned

and robed. On the right sulks the ghost of Colbert looking
like an actor playing a ghost -- his buckled shoes and knee
breeches can be seen beneath his enveloping cloak. 1In the
background is the main fagade of the palace, marred and
partly hidden by "a multitude of ignoble and indecent build-

ings." (Explication de la planche du frontigpice, pp. iii-

vi.)
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The city, soothirgly maternsl, replies: "No, my child, I
have not entirely forgotten you since you see me hasten to
your crisis in order to understand the subject of 1t and to
relieve your paln, if that be possible." The Louvre, full
of self-pity and petulance, snaps: "Thé subject? Can you
be lgnorant of 1t? Oan you see the condition I ﬁave been
in for years without suffering a dishonor which makes you
feel ashamed? I have patiently endured my ignominy during
the times of hinority and war, but I had hoped, after the
long course of those, that my King. . . ."8 The ghost of
Colbert then appears and the.dialogue becomes a tragic trio,
highly suggestive of the opera, in which all three partici-
pants mourn the degradation of the Louvre and wistfully
recall the great plans which Colbert had for it and for the
city of Paris.

The presence of Colbert's ghost at this dialogue
bewailing the condition of the Louvre is, of course, per-
fectly natural and understandable. Colbert, who was Louls
XIV's most forceful minister of state, had always wished to
see the Louvre completed, had wanted to see the king reside
in the caplital city, and had interested himself in the
appearance and condition of Parls. When Berninl came to
Paris in 1665 to work out a design for the rebuilding of
the Louvre he was constantly besétged by Colbert for plans

BIbido, ppo 2'3.
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for other structures -- bridses, obelisks, squares, chapels,
and 80 on -- which would help transform Paris from the
cramped city of the Middle Ages, which it still was, into

an elegant, handsome seventeenth-century capita1.9 He had
never looked upon the King's Versailles project with a
favorable eye, partly because he found the cost of the scheme
altogether too staggering and partly because he could see no
Justification for 1t; why suould the XKing want an elaborate
chfteau at Versailles, of all places, when he had the Louvre,
Fontainebleau, and Saint Germain at his disposal? Because of
these facts, Colbert is presented in La Font's Dialogue as
the father, hero, and protector of Paris and the Louvre; the
two latter characters take up much of the pamphlet with long
arias and duets in which they sing Colbert's praises in ful-
some declamations. How great were the days of hlis adminis-
tration, they say, when he protected and nurtured the arts
and sclences, commerce and craftsmanshlp, and all agpects of
l1ife which contributed to‘the welfare of the public, the
prosperity of the nation, and the glory of the state! Inter-
mingled with all of this is a conslderable amount of indirect
criticism of conditlons existing at the time the pamphlet
was written. Directly pertinent to the subject of this study,

the Louvre at one point asks Colbert 1f he remembers the

9V1ctor-L. Taplé, The Age of )f Grandeur, Barogue Art and
Architecture (New York: Frederick A. Praeger, Inc., 1960),
p. 118.
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invaluable collection of masterpleces which he acquired for
Louls XIV. "Do you think -- and who would not think i1t? --
that these riches are exposed for the admiration and enjoy-
ment of the French, who possess such rare treasures, or for
the interest of forelgners, or for étudy and emulation by

our school of palnters ? Know, oh great Colbert, that

these beautiful works do not see the light of day and that
they have passed from the honorable places which they
occupled in the cablnets of thelr possessors to an obscure
prison at Versallles, where they have langulshed for more
than fifty years.“lo This 1s a straightforward and unambig-
uous assertion to'the effect that the royal collections were
really the property of "the French" and should be displayed
as such for the "nation," for forelgn travelers, and for the
instruction of aftists and students. La Font takes cognlzance
in a footnote of the little gallery of the Luxembourg, opened
"gince the first edition of this work," but he makes it clear
that this gallery could hardly be considered an adequate or
final solution to the problem of the royal palaces and col-

11
lections.

At mid-century the alr was full of plans for im-

proving the city of Paris, and all of these "reminded the

10
La Font de Saint-Yenne, L'Ombre, p. 18.
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public of the incomplete state of the Louvre."12 By 1749
thg royal government had declded to take action in regard
to the Louvre, and in 1750 Gabriel, member of a famous
family of architects, was asked to draw up some plans., La

Font wrote a brief pamphlet on this occaslon, a work entitled

Thanks from the Gitizens'of the City of Parls to His Majegty

1
on the Subject of the Completion of the Louvre. 3 In this
writing, in which he congratulated the King on his decision

to rescue the Louvre from its sorry state, La Font sald
nothing speclfic about a museum. He did, however, state how
disgraceful it was that the Louvre had been allowed to fall
into shameful disrepair, and he deplored the fact that it
was "closed to the view of our people and the admiration of
forelgners." " The tone of La Pont's writing implies that
he consideréd the Louvre to be the property of "the true

French" and "citizens zealous for their Fatherland,"ls'and

12
Hautecoeur, Histolre du Louvre, p. 72.

1

3La Pont de Saint-Yenne, Remerclment des habitans de la
ville de Paris a Sa Majest® au sujet de 1 achévement du
Louvre (n.p., 1749). Authorship is verified in Barbier,
v, 11e partie, p. 263.
14

Ibig., PpP. 2-30

15
Ibigo, Pe. 2.
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that they had a right to be concerned about it. Unquestion-
ably, La Font saw the completion and restoration of the
palace as something importan®t in and of itself, but he just
as surely regarded this as the first move toward the creation

of a national gallery of art in a newly splendid Louvre.

3% X T 3% %

Another pamphleteer who turned out a considerable
amount of materisl on the subject of the Louvre was Louls
Petit de Bachaumont, who was also an arf critlc and con-
noisseur. In 1749 he published a brief essay entitled

16
Mémoire on the Complstion of the Louvre; he later pro-

duced two works called Mémoire on the Louvre, the Firgt and

Second,17 of which revised and corrected editions appeared

in 1752. These last two mémolires are essentially expanded

versions of the 1749 pamphlet. These works are markedly
different from those of La Font de Saint-Yenne. Bachaumont's
style is dry and matter-of-fact and is devoild of the florid
emotlonalism of La Font's writings. Bachaumont was also a
man with a cold eye for architectural detall and less of a

spinner-of-theorles than was La Font. In hls essays he

6

Louls Petit de Bachaumont, Mémoire sur 1'achavement du
Louvre (n.p., 1749). (Hereafter Mémoire F%: 1'achévement. )
Authorship 1s verified in Barbler, III, 1*® partie, p. 153.

17Louis Petlt de Bachaumont, Mémolres sur le Louvre, Premier
mémoire and Second mémoire sur le Louvre (Nouvelle ﬁdition;
n.p.s, 1752). (Hereafter Premier mémoire and Second mémoire.)
Authorship is verified in Barbier, III, 1¥® partie, p. 25

and 2° partie, p. 995.
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briefly reviewed the history of the Louvre and then, in a
realistic and practical fashion, analyzed the various archi-
tectural plans which were current for liberating the palace
from the squalor into which 1t had fallen. He concerned him-
self primarily with the completion of the Louvre in regard
t0 the fagades and the external appearance of the buildings.
Like La Font, however, he regarded the Louvre as a symbol

of national prestige and honor and declared that the King*s
decision to do something about it was a cause of "universal
joy."18 He was also confident that the work would be com-
pletéd and concluded two of hls essays with this prophetic
statement: "Today 1t is only a question of beginning well
and working little by little on a general plan which has
been well-concelved; time will do the rest."19 Bachaumont
expounded the Louvre theme in yet another pamphlet, one

entitled Essuy on Painting, Sculpture, and Architecture, =

revised and expanded version of which was published in 1752.20

In this essay he developed the ldea of educated self-improve-
ment, so dear to the Enlightenment, and linked this with an
appreciation for the arts. "I have wished to prove in this

writing that with some natural lnelinations, alded by a good

Bachaumont, Memoire sur 1'achevement, p. 3.

19Ibid., Do 8;;grem;§r memoire, p. 100,

20
Louls Petit de Bachaumont, Essal sur la peinture, la

sculpture, et 1'architecture (2nd ed.; R.P., 1752).
Authorship is verified in Barbier, II, 1¥° partie, p. 243.
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educatlon, one can indeed acqulre understanding of the arts ,
above all in applying, contemplating, and comparing. I
would Judge myself very happy if my Essay could produce this
effeot for some of my readers and encourage them to follow
along paths which I have only indicated." He concluded his
introduction by stating that he had not written his essay
"for those who.are already connoisseurs, but for those who
wish to become suc:h."a1 Bachaumont's ideas on the Louvre
and on the 1mportancé of understanding the arts are typical
of his time and are a part of the hope held by many for a
natlonal museum of art in the Louvre.

Another philosophe of greater fame who 1ntérested
himsgif in the completion of the Louvre and wrote on the
subject was Voltaire.22 A four-stanza poem which he com-
posed on the Louvre in 1749 and rewrote in 1752 appeared
in one pamphlet by La Font23 and in one by Bachaumont'

The first two stenzas are identical in both publications,

but the last two stanzas vary.

21
Ibid., Avertissement, pp. 11-111, vi.

22
Hautecoeur, Hlstolre du Louvre, p. 72.

3La Font de Saint-Yenne, L'Ombre, pp. 177-178. These verses
are contained in Qeuvres completes de Voltaire, (52 vols.;
Paris: Garnier Freres, Librairies-Editeurs, 1877-1885), VIII,
pp. 520-521, The version of the poem given in the Bachaumont
publication was written in 1749; the variation wlth footnotes
printed in La Font's work was written in 1752.

24Bachaumont, Second mémoire, p. 123.
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Verse orn the Louvre by M. de Voltalre

Unfinished monuments of that vaunted century

On which all the fine arts have founded their memoryl
In attesting its glory, shall I see you always
Making a reproach to posterity?

Is 1t necessary that one feel shame when one admires you?
And that nations which wish to defy us,

Glorying in our failures, be able rightly to say of us
That we begln all but complete nothing?

last two stanzas as glven by Bachaumont are as follows:

Under what shameful debris, under whet crude accumulations
We allow these divine masterpleces to be buriedl

What barbarian has mingled contemptible Gothic .

With all the grandeur of the Greeks and the Romansl

Louvre, stately palace by which France honors herself,
Be worthy of this king, your master and our strength;
Embellish these regions which his valor decorates

And, like him, show yourself in all your brilliance.

these stanzas as given in the version printed in La Font's

work read differently:

The

But, oh, new insult! What offensive audacity (1)
Comes to degrade this divine masterplece further?
What undertakes to occupy a place (2)

Made for admiring the attributes of the sovereign?

Louvre, stately palace by which France honors herself,

Be worthy of Louls, your master and your strength.

Leave the shameful state in which the universe abhors you
Aind, 1ike him, show yourself in all your brilliance. (3)

(1) They built then in the middle of the court of the
- Louvre the bullding which one sees there today.

(2) In the plan for the Louvre a statue of the King
had been projected for the middie of the court.

(3) At that time, Louis XV came to Paris victorlous,
triumphant, and a peacemaker,

three footnotes, of course, are Voltaire's explanations

of certain passages in the poem. These two poems hardly bear

comparison with Voltaire's best literary efforts, and today

ok pla o wen
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one may well be cynical about his courtier-~like references

to Louis XV's "brilliance" and “"strength." One might, per-
haps, be even more cynical about the third footnote, which

1s an obvious reference to the ending of the War of the
Austrian Succession; whether Louls emerged from that conflict
"victorious, triumphant, and a. peacemaker" 1s indeed a de-
5atab1e proposition. But these exaggeratéd and flattering
statements about the King were a polite convention of the
time, a part of the standard etiquette surrounding the sov-
ereign. In 1749 Louls XV was not quite forty and the French
were still hopeful that his relgn would be beneficial to the
general welfare and productive of reform. Certéinly everyone
welcomed the termination of the war, and the enlightened
hoped the peace would mean the diversion of government funds
into more constructive projects, such as the completion'of
the Louvre, the embellishment of Paris, and the creation

of a national museum of art.

33k 3 ki H#3k3%

The anonymous writer of 1744, La Fonit, Bachaumont,
Voltaire -- the writings of all of these men typify the
ferment which was taking place in Paris in the middle of the
elghteenth century in reference to the improvement and
adornmment of the city. The intellectuals of the period
wished to see Paris made into a city of which the French
could be proud, which would delight travelers, and which

would be the envy of foreign countries. The eighteenth



114

century of the Enlightenment 1s generally thought of as
belng a non-nationalistic period, but in the emphasis placed
by these philosopheg end pamphleteers upon French pride,
honor, glory, and prestlige one can discern the embryonic
natlonalism to which the Revolutlion w=s to glive birth,

which was to come of age in the followlng century, and

vhich the French still nurture as "grandeur." Through all
of the plans for the completion of.the Louvré and the estab-
lishment of a national gallery of art there ran a strong
tide of emphasis upon public interest and publlic welfare and
a strong implication of publlic ownershlp of the great
monuments of Paris.25 A secondary current, hardly less
strong, was the deslre to lead the world culturally and to
impress forelgners with France's wealth, power, and taste.
The idea for a national gallery of art displaying at least
gsome part of the royal collections was definitely an element
in these schemes for a more splendid Paris and a greater
France, and these ideas for a museum were always centered
upon some part of the Louvre complex, elther the Louvre
itself or the Tulleries. But when a selection of paintings

from the royal collectlon was placed on public exhibltlon 1in

25There is always some questlon as to precisely what writers
like La Font, Bachaumont, and Voltalre meant when they used
the word “"public" and similar terms. What connotation these
words had.depended in part upon context, but it is suggested
that when such terms were used in reference to a museum they
may, at least for some writers of the time, have had a more
restrictive meaning than the word "public" conveys today.
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1750 1t was hung not in the Louvre nor in the Tulleries,

but in the palace of the Luxembourg.



VB

Chapter IV
THE LITTLE GALLERY OF THE LUXEMBOURG

A. Origin: A Graclous Royal Gesture

The Luxembourg 1s a relatively small palace on the
Left Bank on the edge of the Latin Quarter and near both
the Panthéon and the church of St. Subglce. It was bullt
between 1615 and 1620 by Marie de Medicli as her personal
residence and has something of the look of a Florentine
palace, although it is constructed around the usual French
interior courtyard. Formal gardens, which were once much
more extensive than they are now, lle around the palace on
three sides and are the favorite park of Left Bank Parisians.
During the seventeenth ceqtury the Luxembourg was the resi-
dence of Monsieur (Gaston, Duc d'0Orléans), Louls XIII's
brother, and then of Monsieur's daughter, lLa Grand¢Mademoil-
selle (the Duchesse de Montpensier), who died in 1693,
During the eighteenth century the palace was home for a
time to two other Orléans princesses, the Duchesse de Berri

and the dowager Queen of Spain,1 but until 1750 it was given

1This young dowager Queen of Spaln was the daughter of the
Regent d4'0rléans and was married to Don Iuis, eldest son of
Philip V of Spaln. Luls ruled Spain for elght months in
1724, until his death from smallpox, after his father had
abdicated in a fit of plety. Philip resumed the throne upon
his son's death and the dowager Queen was sent home in 1725
in retaliation for France's rejection of the Infanta Marie-
Anne-Victoire as a bride for the young Louls XV. She was
lodged in the Luxembourg upon her return to France and later
the gallery of paintings was arranged in the apartments
which she had occupled.

1

l o DY B YT . . .
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over largely to lodgings and apartments granted by the king
to courtlers, nobles, and officials. After 1750, however,
the occupants of the palace had to ‘share the building with
a museum, for it was in the Luxembourg, in QOoctober of 1750,
that a part of the royal colléction of palntings was
exhlibited to the public for the first time.

No one seems to lnmow now who in the royal adminis-
tration first had the idea for the creation of this public
gallery. Fréderic Villot implies that the cfedit should go
to the Marquls de Marigny, Madame de Pompadour's brother.2
Contemporary wrlters, however, state that the exhibition was
the work of Monsieur Le Normant de Tournehem, the Pompadour's
uncle by marrlage. In the 1752 edition of his The Shade of
the Great Colbert, La Font de Salnt-Yenne says in a footnote:
"Since the first edition of this work, M. de Tournehem,
birector General of Bulldings of His Majesty, has cauged to
be transported to the palace of the Luxembourg a part of
the paintings of the King's Cabinet at Versailles, with
some precious drawlngs, and they are exposed to the eyes of
the public two days each week. It was a great injury to the
nation that such treasures were buried for so long é tinme.
What advantage for our young palnters to examine them and

to be able to copy such excellent models, having before

2Villot, op. cit., Introduction, p. XXXI.

3La Font de Saint-Yenne, L'Ombre, footnote, p. 18.

RPAanradiirad saridh sma veas et ;e £ Al e _..



118

thelr eyes the masterpleces of all the schools of Europel"

In his Reflectlions on Some Causes of the Present State of
Painting in France, and on the Fine Arts,1752 editlon, lLa

Font links the establishment of the Luxemhbourg museum with
hls own 1dea for such an art gallery and, again in a foot-
note, says that the public is "indebted to M. de Tournehem
for having consented to execute this idea and to fulfil the
wlshes of all Paris and of forelgners in exposing the paint-
ings of the King's Cabinet in the palace of the Luxembourg,
and for arranging thsm in good order."4 The first three
editions of the officlial catalogue of the exhibltion state
that the arrangement of the gallery "has been ordered, under
the good pleasure of His Majesty, by M. de Tournehem, Direc-
tor General of Bulldings, Gardens, Arts, and Manufactures of |
His Majesty."s

In any event, Monslieur Le Normant de Tournehem was

indeed Director General when the Iuxembourg gallery was

4 p
La Font de Salnt-Yenne, Réflexions, footnote, pp. 227-228.

> atalogue des tableaux du cabinet du r au Luxembourg
(Paris: Prault, 1750), title page. (Hereafter Luxembourg

Catalogue I.)

Catalogue des tableaux du cabinet du roy au Luxembourg (2nd
ed.; Paris: Prault, 1750), title page. Hereafter Luxembourg

Catalogue II.)

Catalogue deg tableaux du cabinet du roy au Luxembourg (3rd
ed.; Paris: Prault, 1751), Avertissement, p. iil. Here-

after Luxembourg Oatalogue III,) The wording varies slightly
in this editlon.
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created. He assumed his post in 1746 and held it until his
death in 1751. Tournehem was a farmer-general, and Engerand
says of him that he "was not at all prepared for the func-
tions" of Director General.6 In actual fact, Tournehem held
the pést of Director General fcr .five years as a kind of
trust for Madame de Pompadour's brother, the Marquis de
Marigny, who was then using the title of Marquis de
Vandiéres.7 Marigny was a boy of less than twenty when
Tournehem took the directorshir of the Superintendence of
Buildings and was conslidered too young and immature for the
responsgibilities of the position. Nevertheless, Marigny was,
in effect, appointed a kind of coadjutor Director General
with right of succession and Tournehem held the position
with a reversion to Marigny. To prepare him for hils eventual
agssumption of the Director Generalship, the young Marigny
was sent to Italy for a prolonged tour from 1749 to 1751,

partly, no doubt, in order that the travel and experience

6
Engerand II, Introduction, p. XVI.

7One reason for the change in title from Vandidres to
Marigny was that "Marquis de Vandidres" can be made to
sound exactly like "Marquis d'Avant-hier," and wits at
court begen referring to him in this manner ("marquis of
the day before yesterday") in malicious reference to his
recent arrival in the ranks of the nobility. After he
became Marigny he was often called "Marquis de Mariniers"
("marquis of sailors”) in a play upon sound alluding to his
bourgeols surname of Poisson (Fish). Iater in his 1life he
became Marquls de Ménars, a title taken from the name of
his country house. Throughout this study he is referred to
as the Marquls de Marligny.
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might help him to grow up but also that he might see and
study famous monuments of art and architecture. There are,
then, several possible sources for the original idea for

the public gallery in the Luxembourg. The anonymous mémoire
written to the Director General in 1744 and La Font's sug-
gestion in his 1747 edition of Reflections on Some Causes of
the Pregent State of Painting in Francs, snd on the Fine Artg,
may well have been responsible for planting the seed of the
1dea within the royal administration;8 certainly La Font
wanted to think that his writings had a2 direct influence.
Marigny, traveling in Italy, knew of the papal galleries
created in Rome by Pope Benedict XIV, Madame de Pompadour,
herself enlightened and a friend of the philosophes, may be
presumed to have favored the project. There 1s some evidence
that the plan for the gallery, or something similar to 1t,
was alive in the royal government as early as 1T47; the

first edition of the Luxembourg catalogue states that the

n3d and the second edition

project "was in question in 1747,

specifies that 1t "was in question from the beginning of
10

the year 1747." The Director General at the time of the

anonymous memorandum of 1744 was Philivert Orry, a financler;

8Oourajod, op. cit., I, Introduction, footnote, p. XXVII.
The suggestions made in the 1747 edition are substantially
the same, even to itne wording, as those in the 1752 edition
(see pps 87-90 of this study).

9Luxembourg Catalogue I, unnumbered page facing p. 7.

1OLuxembourg Catalogue II, unnumbered page faclng p. 5.
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Engerand says that Orry was "a ponderous spirit, very economi-.
cal, but capable of large views.. . ."11 This could indicate
that the concept for some kind of public gallery displaying

a part of the crown collectlons was under tentative consider-
atlon by the royal government even before Le Normant de
Tournehem came into the Director Generalship in 1746. But

1f the royal administration did i.deed accept the idea for

a public gallery as early as 1744 or 1747, someone with in-
fluence had to keep the project alive or had to revive it if
1t was allowed to langulsh. Furthermore, someone in power
had to bring the plan to realization in 1750 and press for
the actual organization and opening of the museum. The final
push may well have come from the Pompadour, or from Marigny
through her, or may even have been provided by Le Normant de
Tournehem himself. No matter who was working behind the
scenes in behalf of the project, however, the official credit
for it must go to Monsieur de Tournehem in that the museunm
became a reality under his administratioﬁ of the Superinten-
dence.

The gallery would no% have been possible at all, of
course, without Louls XV's will and consent, which one might
reasonably speculate were obtained thicugh the good offices
of the Marquise de Pompadour. Contemporary publications

make 1t perfectly clear that the exhlibition was a gift from

11
Engerand II, Introduction, p. XII.
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a magnanlmous sovereign to hls good people. The Luxembourg
catalogues state that the gallery has been arranged "under
the good pleasure of His Majesty,“12 and the first edition
of the catalogue has an introductory paragraph which reads:
"His Majesty has permitted that a part of his paintings be
transported to Paris to decorate the apartments formerly
occupled by the Queen of Spain in hig palace of the Luxem~
bourg in order that lovers of palnting and those who seek to
perfect themselves in an art so sublime may have the leisure
and the freedom to make useful studles of the beautiful
things which are exhibited to themo"13 A 1751 gulde to the
exhibition and commentary on it, published with officlal
approbation, states that the King has "permitted" these
masterpieces of hls to be displayed in the Luxembourg and
that hls intention in doing so "is to favor art lovers, to
stimulate the criticism of connoisseurs, and to reaniméte

14
the fervor of our artists.” Another similar publlication makes

12Luxembourg Catalogue I, title page; Luxembourg Catalogue II,
title page; Luxembourg Catalogue III, Avertissement, p. 1ii;
Catalogue des tableaux du cabinet du roy au Luxembourg (7th
ed.; Paris: Pierre-Alexandre Le Prieur, 1759), Avertissement,
p. 111 (hereafter Luxembourg Catalogue IV); Catalogue des
tableaux du cabinet du roy au Luxembourg (Nouvelle nmdition;
Paris: Plerre-Alexandre Le Prieur, 1761), unnumbered first

page of Avertissement (hereafter Zuxembourg Catalogue V).

1
3Luxembourgécatalogue I, unnumbered page facing p. 7.

14
Lettre sur les tableaux tirés du cabinet du roy et exposés

au Luxembourg depuls le 14 octobre 1750 (Paris: Prault, 1751,
p. 2. (Hereafter Lettre sur les tableaux.)
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the point that the King has "permitted" the exhibition.15
Interestingly enough, in nelther of his two footnotes on

the Luxembourg gallery does La Font pay tribute to the King
or thank him for his generosity in allowing the gallery to
come into existence; on the contrary, he takes a tone of mild
exagperation which is perhaps best summarlized by the phrase:
"It 1s about time." But the official catalogues of the
gallery and those wriltings concernlng it which were published
with official approval give proof that the royal government
regarded the museum as a graclous gesture which the King
"permitted" at his "pleasure." There was no official con-
cesslon to the polnt of view that the public had a right of
access to the royal collections and certainly there is no
evidence to indicate that the crown, in creating the Luxem-
bourg gallery, had accepted the theory that the collections
were actually the property of the nation and the peoplé. One
might indeed argue that the mere existence of the gallery
was a taclit admission of these views on the part of the
royal admlinistration, but in law and in fact the collections
were the sovereign's to dispose as he willed; 1f he willed
to show some of his palntings to the public he dild so at

nis "pleasure" and out of generosity.

| This gallery in the Luxembourg, which was the first

5Lettre de M. 1le chevalier de Tincourt 2 Madame la marguige

de ¥¥¥% sur les tablesux et desseins du cabinet du rol, exposés

au_Luxembourg depuls le 14 octobre 1750 (Paris: Merigot, 1751),
P. 5. (Hereafter Tincourt.)

&
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of 1ts kind in France and one of the very few of its kind
anywhere in Europe in the eighteenth century, opened its
doors on October 14, 1750. The museum was accessible to the
public two days each week, on Wednesday and Saturday. From
Qctober through April it was open from nine in the morning
until noon and from May to October from three in the after-
noon until six in the evening.16 In subsequent years the
hours were changed on occasion, but this general pattern of
accessibility for three hours a day on two days a week was

7 The

adhered to until the gallery was closed in 1779.1
gallery displaying the Rubens cycle of the 1ife of Marie de
Medlcl was avallable to the public on the same days and at
the same hours as the maln gallery. The galleries were
heated by stoves in winter and in damp weather, not so much,
1t seems, for the comfort of the visitors as for the preser-
vation of the paintings.18

To what extent, orne might well ask, was thlis first
public exhibition of royal paintings really public? Was the
gallery vislted by large crowds? All avallable evidence
indicates that the Luxembourg mﬁseum was a popular attraction
which drew many people each day it was open. The fact that
its official catalogue, sold at the entrance, went through

multiple editions between 1750 and 1779 1s partial proof of

16Luxembourg Catalogue 1, title page.

17Argenville, op. cit., p. 327,

18, ¥., ol 1684, 145, 146.
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this. In 1754, the Marquls de Marigny, then Director
General of Bulldings, informed the King that the palace,
occupled by many people and enjoyed by the public twice a
week, required careful police supervision; he requested that
the King allow him to appoint a retired army officer as chief
conclerge at the Luxembourg and to create the post of inspec-
tor of the Swilss and doorkeepers.lg In 1756 the Swiss
petitioned Marigny for a ralse in salary, pointing out that
they were required to mount guard twice a week in the publie
gallery but received nothing extra for this.ao Ten years
later, Monsleur Godard, inspector of the Swlss at the Luxem-
bourg, asked of the Marquls de Marigny that he be permitted
to employ an additional Swiss for service in the public
gallery of paintings.21 In August of 1777 Monsleur Ballly,
keeper of the k¥ing's plctures at the Luxembourg, complained
to the Comte d'Angiviller that the Swiss were negligent in
mounting guard as they should in the public galleries.
Angiviller consequently lnstructed the Comte de Modene;
governor of the palace, to correct thls situation so that
there might be no "disorders" in the galleries, and Modene

promised to give the Swiss orders "most severe and most

22
positive" in this regard. All of this concern for the

19,.5., o 1069, 150.

20,.5., o' 1684, 302, 303.

el,.¥., ol 1685, 92.

22).§., ot 1914 (5), 310, 311, 312.
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guarding of the galleries and the prevention of "disorders"
in them on days when the public was admitted would seem to
'1ndicate not only that the museum was visited by many people
but that 1t was indeed open to a rather wide public. Pre-
sumably 1t was within the power of the Swlss to turn away
from the doors any person having a suspicious or doubtful
appearance, but apparently very few who wanted to go into
the palace were denled admission on the public days. Of
course, 1t is also probably true that the people who might
have been refused entrance -- the lower elements of the
Parisian population -~ did not attempt to gain admission and
did not wish to do so. As Courajod says haughtily, these
were times in which "dilettantism did not yet run in the
s‘breets."a3 The fact that the museum made an appeal only to
certain kinds and classes of people probably also explains
the fact that it was open for so few hours each week. "It
wasg perhaps often crowded. during these times, but six hours
a week were apparently sufficient to accombdate those who
wished to see the gallerles.

Certainly the officials of the Superintendence were
concerned about accomé&ating the public which came to see
the king's pictures in the Luxembourg, at least according to
their understanding of the word "public." In 1762 Monsieur
Ballly informed the Marquls de Marigny that a painting by

23Coura;)od, op. ¢it., I, Introduction, p. XXV.
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Rubens which had been abgent from the gallery in order that
it might be engraved had been returned in good condition
and would be rehung, "to the satisfaction of the publiec,
which has suffered a iong time from the deprivation of so
beautiful a painting."24 In 1777 Ballly wrote to the Comte
d'Angiviller to tell him that Jacob Jordaens' Christ Expel-
1ling the Money Changers from the Temple should be retired
from the collection for certain repairs; he stated that he
hesitated to do this, however, as "we have already removed
from this exposlition several paintings which the public
regrets," and he also spoke of giving "pleasure to the
public.". Angiviller replied by noting the “"privation the
public has already sustained by the removal of varlous
paintings from the exposition" and ordered that "thié
painting remain on display."25

Efforts were also made to expand and augment the
museum to some degree. There are several documents 1n the
Archives,26 exchanges of letters between Marigny and
officlals of the Parls department, as to the dlisposition
to be made of an aparitment next to the gallery of Rubens
formerly occupied by the Marshal de Lowendal, who had died.
Both Ballly and Monsieur Soufflot, a leading royal architect,

24A.N., 01 1910 (1), 161.

25A.N., o1 1914 (5), 311, 312,

26, §., Of 1684, 320, 325, 326, 329, 330; O% 1541, 41, 251,
322, 392.
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wished to add these rooms to the museum. This project
appeared as early as 1756, at which time Bailly began
"gighing" for the Marshal's apartment.27 In August of 1758
ﬁarigny éresented the plan to the King and received the royal
"bon" for it.28 The project was to mount in this apartiment,
for public exhibition, Joseph Vernet's famous series of
paintings called The Portg of France. The royal administra-
tion's concern for the public is manifested in many of these
documents. In his memorandum to the King, Marigny says:
"Foreigners and the curious who wish to see the paintings in
the grand apartment twice a week will also see those of

."29 Soufflot,

Vernet in going to the gallery of Rubens.. .
in making his recommendation for this plan, put it forward
as something which would "give a great deal of pleasure to
the public."30 According to Soufflot's biographer,.the
apartment of the Marshal de Lowendal was therefore, "by the

grace of Soufflot . . . glven over to the exposition of the

2
7Jean Mondain-Monval, Soufflot, sa vie - son oeuvre - son
zParis:

esthétique (1713-1780 Iibrairie Alphonse Lemerre,
1018), p. 277; A.N., O} 1541, 41.
28, §., of 1684, 325.
29
Ibid.
30

A.N., OF 1684, 330.
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w3l Curiously

series of The Ports of France by Joseph Vernet.
enough, neither the 1761 edition of the ILuxembourg catalogue
nor the 1778 gulidebook to Parls mention this Vernet exhibi-
tion, although the guldebook does take its reader on a tour
of the Luxembourg galleries.32 This could be explained by
the fact that the authors of the catalogue and guldebook
concerned themselves only with the great paintings of the
main gallery and the gallery of Rubens and perhaps regarded
the Vernmet palntings as an exhibition of lnterest but one
not requiring explanation or commentary. Vernet, after all,
was a well-known contemporary artist and his series on the
French ports was famous and self-explanatory. In point of
fact, the series was not even complete in 1758; at that time
Vernet had finished only elght of twenty-one paintings, the
last of which was done in 1765.33
The evidence cited above clearly reveals that tﬁe
royal administration had a sense of responsibility to
the public in regard to the Luxembourg gallery and was
anxious that the collection displayed there be a good
one which would be satisfying to the viewers. At the
same time that Ballly, Soufflot, Marigny, and Angiviller

-- and even the King ~- were attempting to further

) .
3 Mondain"Monval [} o cito y p [ 279 .
32Luxembourg Catalogue V; Argenville, op. cit., pp. 314-338.

33Engerand II, pp. 501=-507.
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the publlic interest in reference to the gallery they had
often to contend with the vested private interests of the
nobles who had apartments in the Iuxembourg. These were
people like the Princesse de Talmond and the Comtesse de
Béarn whose personal desires sometimes clashed with the
needs of the museum and who created situations of Jurisdic-
tion and right which are almost symbolic of the conflict

between new ideas and the established order.

34Mondain-Monval, op. cit., p. 279; A.N., ol 1684, 240, 241;
ol 1685, 183, 184.
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B. Contents: A Small but Good Collection

The first officlal catalogue of the Luxembourg exhi-
bition was not ready when the gallerlies were opened to the
public for the first time in October of 1750. One wonders
why this should have been so when the plan Ior the museum
was under consideration by the royal government as early as
1747. In the introduction, or Avertissement, to the third
edition of the catalogue, published in 1751, apologies were
made for errors committed in the first two editions. This
third edition Avertissement is written in the first person
but is unsigned; undoubtedly it was the work of Monsieur
Ballly, keeper of the king's pictures ét the Luxembourg, who
was responsible for the arrangement of the exposition. In
any event, the author states that the ldea for the catalogue
was conceived only "a few days before the opening" of the
galler13335 but that it was declded to go ahead and publish
it hurriedly in order that the public might not be kept walt-
ing for i1t. The first two editions} says the author, bear
all the marks of work done "with hastiness," and he hopes
"that this third edition will pursuade the public to forgive
me the faults of the first two, which would not have ocourred

if I had been able to moderate my desire to give prompt

35Luxembour5 Catalogue III, Avertissement, p. iv. The
official authority to publish the first edition (Luxembourg
Catalogue I, Errata page following p. 47) states that the
printing permit was issued on October 11, 1750.
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service."36 The Avertissement of the first edition states
that the catalogue has been prepared and published "to
oblige the public." The editors of this first edition also
specify that they decided t0 add to the catalogue a des-
cription of the Rubens paintings of the life of Marie de’
Medicl in view of "the enthusiasm with which the public and
foreigners have coﬁe to see the gallery of Rubens."37

Apparently the catalogue was not ready for sale to the

public on the opening day of the exhibition for one of two

reagons: 1) elther the final decision to open the museum was

made so quickly that i1t was surrounded with cﬁnfusion and
there was no time to pfepare a publication, or 2) the royal
government was s0 inexperienced in such matters that the
necessity of a catalogue, or the desirability of one, anever
occurred to anybody until the last moment.

These first three editions of the catalogue are re-
vealing of two significant facts. Monsieur Bailly and‘the
royal administration exhibit in these publicacions a rataer
surprising concern for pleasing "the public" and appear in
the Avertissements almost like médern museum directors in
their eagerness to have people come to see and to enjoy the

exposition. These catalogues are also indicative of the

36Ibig., PP. iv-v.

37
Luxembourg Catalogue I, Avertlssement.
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popularity of the Luxembourg gallery. The first edition
presumably appeared a few weeks after the gallery opened
but apparently was sold out almost immedlately -- the second
edition was also published in 1750, and it was already late
in the year when the exhibitlion was opened to the public.
This second edltion added an alphabetidal table or kind of
index listing the palnters represented, the number of paint-
Ings of each, the exhibition numbers of the paintings, and
the pertinent catalogue pages, but the totals are incorrect ~--
the editors overlooked two Raphaels, one Rubens, one Valentin,
and one Titian.38 A third edltion was necessary in 1751,
the edition which the editor hoped would compensate for the
errors of the first two. But, alas, even this third and
improved editlon is not without fault; in complling his
totalg, the editor falled to account for one Raphael portrait
and one Tiﬁian portralit.

The exhibition as it appeared when it was opened in .
1750 consisted of ninety-nine paintings hung in four rooms
of the apartments formerly occupied by the dowager Queen of
Spain: an antechamber, the Little Gallery, the Throne Room,
and the Grand Gallery. The first palnting visitors saw was

Andrea del Sarto's Charity, displayed in a place of special

Luxembourg Catalogue II, pp. 44-47.

39
Luxembourg Catalogue III, pp. 41-44,
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honor on an ease1.4o Hanging on the door to the antechamber,
the first room in which paintings were hung, was Raphael's
portralt of a cardinal, believed at that time to be of
Cardinal Giuliano de Medici.41 Ten valntings hung within
the antechamber and constituted a brilliant 1little collection
in themselves. They included Veronese's Martyrdom of St.
Marks; Titian's Jupiter and Antiope; two Van Dyck portraits;
two Claude Lorrains, a landscape and his great, romantic
Clegpatra Disembarking; and three Poussins.42 Hanging on
the door between the antechamber and the Little Gallery was
Titian's portrait of Cardinal Ippolito de Medici.43 Twenty-
three paintings hung in the Little Gallery, at least seven-
teen of which would be consldered important today: Rem-
brandt's Tobias and the Angel; Titian's St. Jerome; a
Breughel; seven Poussins, including The Triumph of Flora and
allegorical paintings of Spring, Summer, Agﬁggg: and Winter;
Veronese's Moses Saved by the Pharoah's Daughter; four works
by Valentin; and two paintings by Guldo Reni.44

40

Luxembourg Catalogue I, p. 7.
4]

Ibid., pp. 8-9.
42

Ibido, ppo 8‘120

43
Ibid., p. 12.

44
Ibigo’ ppo 13-20.
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From the Iittle Gallery the vislitor entered the
Throne Room, which was dedicated to the French School. Of
this part of the exhibition the catalogue says: "The paint-
ings which are in this apartment are all of the gfeat painters
of the French school. We would wish to have been able to
show hqre Boulogne, Jouvenet, de Troyes, and other excellent
artists, but as thelr works ornament the apartments of the
King at Versallles, the Trianon, Marly, and Fontaimebleau, it
has not been possible to give this satisfaction to the public.
We hope that enlightened art lovers will view with pleasure
these contemporary masters, who sustaln the honor of the
nation not only by these preclious works with which they have
-enriched us but also by the students they have lei‘t."'45 This
small éxhibition of French palnting of the seventeenth and
elghteenth c;nturies enclosed twenty-five items. Fewer than
one-half of these twenty-five palntings would be considered
of the first or second ranks in the scale of artistic values
which prevails today, but a few of them any museum would be
happy to have. The outstanding paintings in the Throne Roomn,
according to modern standards, were two landscapes by Claude
Lorrain, a religious subject by Le Sueur, an allegorical
painting of Louls XIII by Vouet, a Poussin peinting of the
apotheosis of St. Paul, and a portralt of Louls XV by

Rigeud, who was one of the foremost "grand manner"

4
5Ibido, ppo 20"21.
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portraltists of the late seventeenth and earlier eighteenth.
centuries. The other works were portralts and religious and
historical subjects by such artists ae Le Brun, Le Molne,
Coypel, Mignard, Vivien, La Fosse, Santerre, and Jeannet.46
But from an art history point of view -- which is different
from a purely critical framework of judgment =-- these twenty-
five pictures constituted an excellent condensed survey of
French Baroque painting, extending back somewhat into Man-
nerism on the one hand and forward into Rococo on the other.
The painters represented ranged in time from Porbus, who was
born in 1570, to Hyacinthe Rigaud, who did not dle until 1743.
For the art historian of today, as well as for modern
critical analysis in terms of style, this small exhibition
of the French school would be regarded as a significant and
valuable collection of documents for study even 1f not every
work present could be considered as possessing great artis-
tic value in itself. Connolsseurs who visited the French
collection in the Throne Room undoubtedly took this same
critical and hisforical approach to the plctures exposed
there, but to most gallery visitors of 175b these palntings
simply represented a showing of the works of some more or
less contemporary artists.

From the Throne Room the public proceeded to the
Grand Gallery, the last of the four exhibition rooms. The

46
Ibido, ppc 20"28.
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_ Grand Gallery housed thirty-eight paintings constituting, by
anyone's standards, an excellent collection. These thirty-
eight works included: Raphael's St. George, his St. Michael,
and his Virgin, Child, and St. John; Titians Virgin and

Child with St. Agnes and St. John and his Virgin and Child
with a White Rabbit; Caravagglo's portrait of Adolphe de

Vignancourt, Grand Master of the Knights of Malta; The Virgin
in Glory, a country scene, and the Kermegse by Rubens;
Veronese's Crucifixion; Leonardo da Vineci's Virgin and

Child with St. Elizabeth and St. John; Andrea del Sarto's

Holy Family; a Van Dyck portralt; Corregglo's Jupiter and
Antiope; Pietro da Cortona's Marriage of St. Catherine; four
works by Domenichino; Annibale Carraccl's Village Wedding;
a portralt by Antonio Moro; three works by Guldo Reni,‘all
religious subjects; and five palntings by Francesco Albani.
This exhibition in the Grand Gallery also displayed four
works of "1little" masters of the Netherlands school, two by
Wouvermans and two by Berghem; one painting by Domenico Feti;
and two works by Pier Francesco Mola. Both Feti and Mola
were Italian painters of the seventeenth century.

Scattered throughout the exhibition rooms were
thirteen master drawings under glass. Four of these were

in the antechamber, four were in the Throne Room, and five

4
7Ib1io, PP. 29"400
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were in the Grand Gallery.48 The drawings, which were to be
"varied from time tc time," were not identified in the
catalogue, and in this regard Monsieur Ballly chose to play
with his "public" the kind of guessing game with which
students in art history classes are so familliar. "We have
not placed numbers on the drawings, nor the names of the
artists, in order to allow enlightened art lovers the advan-

49 The catalogue does state, however,

tage of deciding.”
that the drawings are "beautiful"so and specifies that four
of them in the Grand Gallery are "drawings of the greatest
Italian masters,"51 probably works of Leonardo, Raphael,
and Michaelangelo. The second editlon of the catalogue,
which is almost identical to the first in both form and
content, identifies the fifth drawing in the Grand Gallery
as being from the hand of "one of the greatest Italian

52 This particular drawlng, which was the last

masters."
1tem in the collection, hung directly beneath Raphael's

Virgin, Child, and St. John, a clue which was probably

obvious enough for even an unenlightened art lover. The
third edition of the catalogue 1ls the same as the first two
editions insofar as the content of the painting exhibition

4BIbid., pp. 12, 22, 34, 40,

491p14., p. 12.
2Orv14., pp. 22, 40.

51Ibid., Do 4.

52Luxembgurg Catalogue II, p. 36.
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is concerned, but it varies_somewhat with regard to the
drawings. One cannot tell from this catalogue how many
drawings were displayed nor where they@n%re located in the
galleries; the Avertissement simply gtates that "some draw-
ings of the greatest masters" are a part of the exposition
.but that 1t 1s not possible to speclfy them in the catalogue
in that they will be changed "from time to time."53

The tour of the Luxembourg was to end with a2 survey
of the twenty-four palntings in the Rubens gallery. The
catslogue was furnished with a speclal section to explain
the meaning of these palntings concerning the career of
Marie de Medici and the many allegorical, classlcal, and
historical references which they contain.5

As might be expected, the exhibition emphasized the
Italian and French schools and offered comparatively little
in the way of Dutch and Flemish painting. The crown's hold-
ings in the Netherlands schools were still relatively slight
at thlis time and were not to be augmented appreciably until
after 1774 and the arrival of the Comte d'Angiviller on the
scene as Director Gene¥al. Of the nlnety-nine paintings
in the Iuxembourg museum in 1750 and 1751, forty-elght were
of the Italian school and thirty-seven of the French school,
but only fifteen were works of palnters identified with the

53Luxembgurg Oatalogue III, Avertissement, p. iv.
54

Luxembourg Catalogue I, pp. 41-47.




140

Low Countries or Germany.55 This does'not, of courss,
include the twenty-four paintings in the Rubens gallery.

As to the palnters represented in the exhibition, the fol-
lowing table, taken from the third edition of the catalogue,
is helpful in Judging the museum in terms of its value and
contents:

Number of his
pelntings in the

Name of painter exhibition

Albanl

Basgsano

Berghem
Breughel

Bril ,
Carraccl (Annible)
Castiglione
Corregglo
Cortona

Coypel (NHel)
Coypel (Antoine)

H e o)

55Luxembourg Catalogue II, pp. 44=-47; Luxembourg Catalogue
III, pp. 41-44. With reference to the classificatlon of
artists in terms of school and nationality, it should be
noted that some artists are difficult to label in this man-
ner in that they were international wanderers. Valentin
(Jean de Boulonge), for example, was born in France but died
in Spaln and was clasgsified by the eighteenth century as a
painter of the Italian (Lombard) school. Antonio-Moro was
bora in the Netherlands but worked in England, Italy, Spain,
and Portugal. Poussin and Claude Lorrain are generally con-
ceded to be of the French school but spent much time in
Italy. Por the purposes of the analyses in this study, the
classifications specifled by the eighteenth century and used
in the Luxembourg catalogues have been accepted.

6Luxembourg Catalogue III, pp. 41-44. The names are given
in the alphabetical order in which they appear ln the cata-
logue's table but the spellings have been corrected (in
parenthesis when necessary because of the alphabetlcal
arrangement) to the commonly accepted modern verslons.

| oo P B B Y T T . -
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Domenichino

Fetl

Guido (Guido Reni)
Jeannet

La Fosse

Le Brun (Charles)
Le Moine (Frangois)
Lanfranco

Le Sueur
Michaelangelo Caravagglo
Mignard (Pierre)
Mignon (Abraham)
Mola

Moro

Porbus

Poussin

Raphael

Rembrandt

Rigaud

Rubens

Santerrs

Sarto (Andrea del)
Titian

Valentin

Van Dyck

Veronese

Vinei (Leonardo da)
Vivien (Joseph)
Vouet

Vowerman (Wouvermans)

Raphael (not included in above)
Titian (not included in above)
Total

O -
Fwﬂkwmumu#kmwuwwrwmwuppwpwwkwwmwr

\O
\O

The evaluation of painters in hierarchical terms is always a
somewhat questionable procedure and one which is usually
provocative of dispute, but of the forty-one palnters listed
above at least eleven, or one-fourth of the total, would be
placed in the first rank of importance by virtually all
authorities: Breughel, Corregglo, Caravagglo, Pouésin,
Raphael, Rembrandt, Rubens, Andrea del Sarto, Titlan,
Veronese, and Leonardo. Certainly these eleven artists are

considered today as being among the greatest masters, and

I D ]
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they were so regarded by the elghteenth century. These
eleven painters were represented in the expositlon by thirty-
six paintings, or §ver one-third of the total of ninety-nine.
From this point forward, the assessment of value, in terms
of the significance of the works displayed in the Luxembourg,
becomes more difficult. The eighteenth-century museum
visitor, for example, would have been interested in the two
palntings by the Coypels, NBel and Antoine, in that Antoine,
NBel's son, had been First Painter to the King until his
death in 1722 and was the father of Charles Coypel, who was

First Painter in 1750.°'

The Coypels, 1n short, were a
prominent family of artists in their time, but today their
works are of 1ittle interest except for the purposes of art
histery and to scholarly speclalists in elghteenth-century
French painting. Both the eighteenth-century and the modern
viewer, however, would agree as to the lmportance of Vﬁn
Dyck and Domenichino, the former represented by three pic-
tures and the latter by four. The interest 1n Mannerism and
in Baroque art generally which has manifested 1tself within
the last generation or soc would mean that many a modern
"enlightened art lover" would be particularly intrigued by
the several examples of sixteenth and seventeenth-century

Itallian and French works in the Luxembourg collectlon,

paintings by such artists as Bassano, Annibale Carracci,

57
Luxembourg Catalogue 1, PD. 23=-24,
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Albani, Guido Renl, Le Sueur, and Vouet. The 1750 visitor

to the gallery was also interested in these works, but from
a different point of view and for somewhat different reasons.
Some of the portralts exhibited, such as those by Rigaud and
Antonio Moro.58 were impressive to the elghteenth century
and are impressive today. The public which visited the gal-
lery in 1750 undoubtedly manifested a particular interest

in the four Netherlandish paintings by Berghem and Wouver-
manssg.in that the French of the elghteenth century had
l1ittle opportunity to see works of the Low Countries schools.
Today the names of Berghem and Wouvermans are not among the
most important of the Dutch-Flemish palnters.

Fashlons in art and taste change and what was "good"
and of value to one generation is "bad" and worthless to
another, but in summary one might safely conclude that in
terms of today's tastes and values approximately one~-third
of the Luxembourg exhibition was impressively important, one-
third was interesting, and one-third was of little signifi-
cance. From the point of view of 1750, however, roughly
one~-third of the collectlon was of surpassing value, one-
third of great significance, and none of it unimportant.
This analysis of the Luxembourg exhibltion in terms of value,

which required some comparison between elghteenth-century

SSIbigo, pp. 25-26, 39.

59Ibid., p. 31l.
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and modern values as a point of reference, is clear evidence
that in creating the gallery the royél administration did
not cull out of the crown collection ninety-nine mediocre,
worthless, or "debris" items. Further evidence of this can
be seen in an exchange of letters in 1754 between the Marquis
de Marigny and Monsieur Lépici&, a painter and an official
of the Paris department of the Superintendence. On August
26, 1754, Lépicie wrote to Marigny to say that Monsieur
Ballly had asked for twenty-four additional paintings for
the ILuxembourg gallery. Lépicié found Ballly's zeal for
the exhibition commendable but also found the number of
paintings he asked for to be "considerable." He proposed
to the Marquis that he look into the matter himself but
stated: "In retiring ten paintings which are weak and sub-
stituting in thelr place ten superior ones, I think thét
this number will be sufficient to make this collection not
only more worthy of the attentlion of foreigners but still
more profitable for the study of all artists." Marigay
replied in a letter of September 6, 1754, stating that he
would himself, in consultation with Monsieur Portail, an
artist a% Versallles, make the selection of the palntings
to be sent to Ballly as some of those requested by the

keeper at the Luxembourg were "actually in the apartments."”

60Marc Furcy-Raynaud, Correspondance de M. de Marligny avec
Coypel, Lépicié et Cochin, Premiére partie, Nouvelles
archives de 1'art frangals, trolsiéme série, Tome XIX, -
Année 1903 (Paris: Jean Schemit, 1904), pp. 75-76. (Here-

after Correspondance de Marigny, Premiére partie.)
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In this exposition the King placed bvefore the public some
of the finest paintings in his collection, thirty-five or
forty of them from the hands of the greatest artists European
civilization had produced. Certalnly the Luxembourg gallery
was well worth golng to see in the elghteenth century and
would be well worth going to see today, 1f only for the
works by Leonardo, Raphael, Rembrandt, and Rubens. The
crown obviously wished this museum, limited as it was, to
display an excellent, well-balanced collection; thils goal
was achleved within elghteenth-century terms and within the
framework of certain inherent restrictions, such as the rela-
tively small number of works exposed and the weakness of the
royal holdings in the Dutch and Flemish schools.

The exposlilon was arranged in the galleries by

61
Monsleur Bailly, a fact specified by the title pages of

1Frequent references in this study to "Monsieur Bailly" as
an official in the Superintendence from early in the eight-
eenth century to the Revolutlon requires some explanation.
The Bailly family constituted a veritable dynasty of keepers
of the king's pictures. Nicolas Bailly, the son of a
painter, was appointed keeper of paintings in 1699, e posi-
tion which he held until his death in 1730. Nicolas was the
keeper who prepared the inventory of 1709-1710. At hls death
the office of keeper was divided between two officlals, the
one having responsiblility for Versallles and the other for
Marly, Meudon, Compidgne, Fontalebleau, the Luxembourg, and
the other royal houses. From 1730 to 1754 Jacques Bailly,
Nicolas' son, held the latter position. Jacques was also a
man of letters, the author of plays and other pleces for the
theater, and according to Engerand and the Dictlonary of
French Biography he was responsible for the Luxembourg cata-
logue. In 1754 Jacques Ballly was followed in hls position
by his son, Jean~Sllvain, who held the office untlil the
Revolution. Jean-Silvalin Ballly was a scholar, astronomer,
and politician who figured rather prominently on the Parls
scene in the first phases of the Revolutlon. He was mayor
(Continued on the following page)
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both the first and second editions of the Luxembourg cata-
logues. Except for the exhibition of the French school in
the Throne Room, and the Rubens gallery which was an entity
in itself, it is difficult to see what plan or system Ballly
used in hanging the palntings. Indeed, none is discernable.
Modern museums exhiblt thelr paintings according to some
clearly defined system of classification, usually one based
essentially on "school" groupings and a chronologlcal pro-
gression in order that the viewer may see the evolution of
style in a particular period and country and then proceed to
see how the style was developing elsewhere at the same time.
There are, of course, several approaches to the problem of
organizing a collection of paintings, but all of them must
take into account some rational consideration of time and
place, school and style. Monsieur Bailly, however, apparently
had no particular pattern of organization in mind. The
visitor to the gallery began with two Itallian paintings of
the Renaissance and then moved to the antechamber where the
ten items displayed included five French, three Itallian, and
two Flemish works ranging in time from Titlan to Claude

Lorrain. Of the twenty-three works in the Little Gallery,

of Paris during the first few years of the Revolutlion and
was eXecuted during the Terror. (Engerand I, Introduction,

p. XV, and Listgohronologique des divers gardes des
tableaux de la collection de la couronne de 1680 11?2, Do

XXVII; Dictionnaire de biographie francaise, Tome IV (Paris:
Librairle Letouzey et An6, 1"9%3). pp-_g_%l , 1355, 1347-1354,))
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twelve were Itallan, eight were French, and three were of
painters of the Low Countries and Germany. The time period
presented in the Little Gallery spanned the later sixteenth
century through the seventeenth century. French painting

was not represented at all in the Grand Gallery where the
thirty-elght items displayed were divided unevenly between
twenty-nine Italian paintings and nine works attributed to
the Dutch-Flemish school. The styles represented in this
collection of thirty-eight works included the High Renalssance,
Mannerism, and full Baroque. Perhaps an orderly arrangement
by school or perlod was not so very important in this little
elghteenth-century museum because of the smallness of the
collection and the fact that Monsieur Ballly, unlike a
modern museum director, was working with only about a century
and a half of stylistic development; furthermore, three-
fourths of the exhibition involved only French and Itallan
artists. Except for the concentration of French works in

the Throne Room, Monsleur Ballly probably hung his plctures
according to wall space avallable, lighting conditions, and
his personal idea of a visually pleasing arrangement. In
short, the Luxembourg gallery in 1750 presented the appearance
of a typlcal eighteenth-century picturé gallery, that 1s, an
arrangement of paintings notable for its lack of arrangement,
one which today would be considered too casual, confusing,
and disorderly. Modern notions of museum organization began
to manifest themselves late in the elghteenth century and

there is even some hint of them in the Luxembourg gallery in
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thz grouping of the French exhibition in the Throne Room,
although there were also French paintings in the ante-
chamber and the Little Gallery.62

3tk % dede 3 33t 3¢

The Luxembourg gallery changed very little from the
time of its opening until it closed in 1779. Occasionally
a plcture was removed to be replaced by another and even-
tually the number of works exhibited rose from ninety-nine
to about 113, but the collection rémained relatively static.
The number of drawings on display varied from time to time
and apparently were changed with some regularity. The ex-
hibltion was never enriched with sculpture or other objects
of art.

Apart from the catalogues, sources of information
as to the contents and appearance of the museum in itg early
days include two works which are gulides to the exposition
and commentaries on its collection. Both of these works
are dated November 1750 and were published in 1751 with
officlal approbation. Both are in the form of long letters,
one written by a chevalier to a marquise absent from Paris63

and one by a connolsseur to a member of the Academy of Padua.

62
This paragraph is based upon an analysis of Luxembourg

Catalogue I as a whole.

3Tincourt.

Lettre sur les tableaux.
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The catalogues, which 51mp1y ldentify each palnting and

gilve the dates of the artists, are infinitely preferable to
these "letters," which are filled with fatuous rhapsodizing
and exactly the kind of fashionable, inane prattle one can
hear in any museum from self-appointed experts. Apparently
the public response to the museum was so great, however,
that a demand was created for critical commentarles which
would serve to supplement the somewhat laconic catalogues.
Works such as these letters undoubtedly found a ready sale,
at least during the first few years of the gallery's exis-
tence when its attraction as a novelty was at its height.

In the letter to the marquise, the author expresses hls deso-
lation that his friend is not in Parls in order that they
might enjoy the exhibition together. Falling this, the
chevalier conducts his presumably imaginary marquise on an
imaginary tour of the gallery, paylng her extravagant' compli-
ments all the while and carrying on a long (104 pages) con-
versation with her, inventing her reactions and responses.
This form of writing lends 1tself with particular facility
to every manner of silliness, but the chevalier's comments
are revealing on several poilnts. The fact that the opening
of the gallery was considered a major event in Parisian
artistic and intellectual cricles i1s indicated by the cheva-
lier's comment to the effect that he knows the news of the

museum wlll intensify the marquise's regret at beilng away
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from Paris.65 As to the arrangement of the gallery, the
very thing about it which would probably annoy most modern
museum visitors, its lack of rational organlization, appealed
strongly to the elghteenth century. In thls regard, the
chevalier tells the marquise: "They [the paintings/ are
arranged in a manner whlch cannot but be agreeable to
ladies. How charming and how pleasurable for them to be
able to view in rapid succession scenes plous and gallant,
heroic and pastoral, traglc and comic! How agreeable to
pass in review almost simultaneously all the different kinds
of plcturesque beauty, to enjoy successively the plguant
contrasts of roughness and finish, of greatness and fineness,
of darkness and light!" PFar from belng dismayed by the
mixture of perlods and styles which the museum presented,
the author goes on to say that the marquise will be "agree-
ably surprised" to find in the antechamber and on 1its’
entrance and exit doors (thirteen paintings) "a sampling of
five different schools. The cleverness and the agreeable
contrasts! The variety of subjects 1s not less happy."

One might.almost suspect the chevaller of irony, but this
is unlikely; throughout the letter there is an emphasls upon

the importance of contrasting subject matter and style as a

65
Tincourt, p. 4.

66
Ibid. s PP 6-7'
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basls for arrangement and the pleasure of seeing several

schools and perlods exhibited together.
The chevaller 1s enthusiastic about Andrea del

Sarto's Charity (which reminds him of the Kingfs charity in
permitting the exhibitlon and the gratitude which the public
owes to the soverelgn for this), most of the Poussins and
Lorrains, and Titian.67 He llkes the contrast in mood to be
seen in a Breughel battle scene and a peaceful Brll landscape
hangling near each other; he doubts that the Breughel 1s
entirely from the hand of that master and finds much fault
with 1t, but he 1s lmpressed by the atmospheric light and
color of the Bril pastoral.68 The chevaller is somewhat
critical of Rembrandt's composition but says of Rembrandt
what has so often been sald of him, that in looking at his
work "one is astonished, surprised, without knowing pre-
cisely Why."69 At the time the chevalier made his tour of
the gallery the number of drawings on display had increased
from thirteen to twenty. Playing Monsleur Bailly's guessing
game, he believes that seven of these are definitely
Raphael's, that two are Rubens', and that two are Bassano's.
In the case of a drawing in the Grand Gallery he hesitates
between Raphael and Andrea del Sarto and in another lnstance

between Giulio Romano and Polldoro. Three he declines to

67
Ibid., pp. 7-20.

%81p1d., pp. 31-33.

691b1d., p. 40.
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ldentify and of four in the Throne Room he is inclined to

70 The author rather scorns

glve two or three to Poussin.
the catalogue but in doing so he reveals something about its
popularity and the popularity of the gallery. "I suppose,
madame, as I must, that you would not be bilased by the
catalogue. You will see 1t in the hands of nearly all the
spectators, who without its help would perhaps understand
nothing of that which is the subject of their curiosity;
persons of a spirit as cultivated as yours certainly wish to
withdraw on every occasion from the ways of the vulgar."

The letter written by the connolisseur to the academi-
clan in Padua is not so much a tour of the gallery as a
critical essay on the paintings exhlibited. He does not
amble room by room through the gallery, chattering as he
goes, but discusses the paintings in groups based largely on
subject matter; for example, he analyzes in one sectidn of
his work all paintings in the exposition having a religious
theme -~ the Virgin and Child pictures, the Holy Families,
the saints, and so on.72 "Profane" subjects, portraits,
and all other categories are then taken up in turn. This

gentleman 1s vigorously natlonalistic in his approach to

0
7 Ibid., pp. 20-21, 42, 64-65, 96-100,

1
7 Ibido, ppe 17"180

72;ettre sur les tablesux. pp. 5-23;
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painting, championing the French school at every opportunity.
In this exposition, he says, "the masters of the different
schools dispute among themselves for superiority and the
French, tco often regarded as inferior to these first, have
the glory of disputing them and perhaps even of carrying

off the victory." He compares Poussin to Raphael and Domen-
ichino and states that Poussin is. the "subject of astonish-
mernt and }jealousy on the part of the Iialians." He is even
more enthusiastic about Frang¢ols Le Molne, an eilghteenth-
century French artist in whom he sees combined all the
speclal talents of Giulio Romano, Guido Reni, Correggilo,

and Rubens, company into which Le Moine csrtalnly would not
be admitted today.73 This exaggerated, self~consclous pride
regarding France's leadership in the arts, as reflected not
only in these commentaries but also in the contemporary
pamphlets urging the restoration of the Louvre and the
establishment of a national gallery of art, suggests that
even in the middle of the elghteenth century the French were
st11l struggling with a feeling of artistic inferlority with
regard to the Italians. One cannot but wonder how a member
of the Academy of Padua would have received such a letter
had i1t actually been sent to him by a French friend. This
connolisseur author agrees with the Chevalier de Tincourt

that there are twenty drawings exhibited in the gallery and

731b1do [] ppo . 3"'4.
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agrees with most of the Chevalier's attributions, but he does
assign one of the drawlngs to Titlan. He 1s most impressed
with the drawings of Raphael and Poussin and, as might be
expected, intimates that the works of the latter are every
blt as brilliant as those of the former.74

By the time the catalogue's seventh edition appeared
in 1759, almost ten years after the opening of the museunm,
the number of paintings on display had,incréased from ninety-
nine to 113.75 Some substitutions had also taken place, but
the additions to the exposition were by no means insignifi-

cant and included Rubens' Crucifixion; two Holbein portraits,

one of them the portralt of Anne of Cleves; a work by

Lorenzo Lotto and one by Salvator Rosa; The Marriage Feast

at Cana which was then attributed to Jan Van Eyck and later

to Gerard David; Jacob Jordaens' Christ Expelling the Money
Changers; and three or four other examples of the Dutéh-
Flemish schools.76 The Avertlssement to this seventh
edition of the catalogue states that the gallery presents a
"new arrangement, so useful to artists and so agreeable to

art lovers," ordered by the Marquis de Marign& and carried

T4
Ibido, PP 47-560

7
5Luxembourg Catalogue 1IV.

76Ibid., pp. 2, 7, 10, 18, 23, 28. According to Engerand
(Engerand I, p. 275), The Marriage Feast at Cana by Jan Van
Eyck/Gerard David was placed in the Luxembourg in 1750, but
none of the first three editions of the catalogue lists it.
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out by Monsieur Ballly, by thlis time Jean-Silvain Bailly.77
A comparison of the catalogues reveals that the plctures
have indeed been shifted about somewhat, but the plan be~
hind tﬂe new arrangement 1s no more clear than was the
design of the o0ld one. Another edition of the catalogue was

78 It is not numbered as to edition but

published in 1761.
is called simply a "New Edition." Comparison of it with
the 1759 edition reveals no significant change in the

exposition.

Argenville's 1778 guldebook to Paris, which is the
glxth edition, indicates that the collection was almost
entirely the same then as it was in 1761 except for the
addition of three more paintings, one of them another Holbein

portrait.79 According to Barbier's Dictionary of Anonymous

Works, however, this guldebook was first published in 1752

n80 vscnh could indicate that

and "several times reprinted,
the 1778 edition might not have been altogether current wlth
reference to the Luxembourg exhlbition. As has been seen,
the composition of the collection changed relatively little

during the nearly thirty years of the museun's life, a fact

77Luxembou£§ Catalogue IV, Avertlssement, p. 1il.

8
T Luxembourg Catalogue V.

79Argenv111e, op. cit., pp. 314-337.

805arbier, IV, p. 1094.
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which might tempt a careless publisher to reprint an earlier
edition of a guldebook without determining its current
accuracye. Correspondenée between the Comte d'Angiviller and
Monsieur Ballly cited earlier indicates that the collectlon
did undergo some modification and at least a temporary

diminugtion in the later 1770's.81

8183e pp. 126~127 above.



C. The Gallery is Closed: Monsleur Takes Possession

The plan concerning the Luxembourg which was ulti-
mately to result in the closing of the public gallery there
was already under consideration as early as 1770, There is
in the Archives a document of that year entitled: "Ideas or
projects proposed on the palace of the Luxembourg in case the
King decides to lodge there Messieurs the Comte de Provence
and the Comte d'Artois."82 The Comtes de Provence and
d*Artols were the younger brothers of the Dauphin, the
future Louis XVI. The Comte de Provence was the elder of
the two, would himself become Louls XVIII, and was known
during Louls XVI's reign as Monsieur. The Comte d'Artols
would also be king of France, as Charles X. The document
clted concerns certaln proposed architectural revisions and
changes, but it 1s evidence that even during Louls XV's
time there was developing a plan which would remove the
Iuxembourg entirely from the public domaln and convert it
into an actual resldence for certain members of the royal
family. By 1772 members of the Comte de Provence's household
were making demands on the officlals of the Luxembourg. In
March of that year Monsieur Ballly wrote to the Marquis de
Marigny in some indignation to report that Monsleur de
Challegrain, a member of Provence's household, was demanding

for his master's archives the keys to rooms in which Bailly

82, x., ol 1685, 217.
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had paintings hung and stored.a3 Ballly refused to surrender
the keys without a specific order from the Marquis that he
do so. But the keeper of the king's pictures lost this
round of what was to be a long battle between the Superin-
tendence and Monsleur's administration; a note in Marigny's
hand on Bailly's letter states that he has instructed Bailly
to yield the keys to the two rooms which the Comtesse de
Béarn used for salons and to another as well "as it appears
that the service of Monsleur the Comte de Provence will not
brook delay." Monsieur Bailly may have found some comfort
in the situation in being able to report to Madame de Béarn
that she, too, had lost ground to Provence's superior forces;
the Oomtesse was a veteran resident of the palace who had
certain squatter's rights in two of the disputed rooms and
who was an o0ld enemy of Bailly's on this account. In spite
of the Marquis de Marigny's willingness to accommodate the
Comte de Provence with all speed, the project for turning
the Luxembourg over to him moved along very slowly and the
gallerles remained open to the public. Documents of the
years 1773 and 1776 reveal that the royal administratlion was
considering the problem in a lelsurely manner in terms of
the cost involved, necessary renovatlons in the palace,

and the difficultles presented by the public gallery and the

8
3).¥., ot 1685, 270.
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gallery of Rubens.84 The point 1s also made in the 1776
documents that the Comte de Provence, now referred to simply
as Monsieur,85 must have an establishment suitable to "the
elevation of his rank." This is, of course, a reference to
the fact that Provence was direct heilr to the throne during
part of his brother's reign and never less than second in
line of succession, helr after Louis XVI's young son.

The Rubens palntings of the life of Marie de Medicl
presented particular difficulties. They had been created for
the place where they were located, Marie's Luxembourg, and
thelr removal would pose problems not only because of this
but also because of thelr size. Nevertheless, ln December,
1777,Angiviller informed Monslieur Plerre, a painter and
official of the Paris department, that the King had declded
to retain the Rubens paintings for himself and that Monsieur
had "contented himself with asking for coples of them."86
By 1778 it was declded that all of the original palntings
in the Luxembourg would be replaced by copies, those in the

main gallery as well as those in the gallery of Rubens, and

84A.N., O1 1685, 256, 257, 385; Marc Furcy-Raynaud,
Correspondance de M. d'Angiviller avec Pierre, Premiédre
partie, Nouvelles archives de 1'art frangals, troisieme
série, Tome XXI, Année 1905 (Paris: Jean Schemit, 1900),
pp. 7-9. (Hereafter Correspondance de d'Angiviller,

Premidre partie.)

35This simplified title was by custom accorded to the eldest
of the reigning sovereign's younger brothers.

86Furcy-Raynaud, Correspondence de d'Angiviller, Premiére
artle s Do 1580
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on May 26 of that year Angiviller instructed the Comte de
Modene, governor pf the palace, to give orders to the Swiss
that the public was no longer to be admitted to the gallerles
when the copying work began.87 In the meantime, arrangements
were being considered for the disposition of the paintings
and the evgcuation of the Luxembourg, and Angiviller stated
in one letter that he was being "pressed" to do this quickly.
Most of the palntings which had been on display were to g0
into storage at the Tuileries, although a few were to be sent
to Versallles for actual use in the decoration of the apart-
ments.88 The work of copying the paintings in the Luxembourg
was suspended before 1t got underway, however, because
Monsieur changed hls mind about the project,89 which meant
that the museum was allowed to remain open for a little
while longer. Finally, in December, 1778, the King 1ssued
letters patent by which he formally transferred the Luxem-
bourg to the appanage of "our very dear and beloved brother,
Louis-Stanislas-Xavier, son of France, Monsieur." The
letters patent were reglstered by the parlement of Parls on
February 5, 1779, by the Chambre des Comptes on April 15,

0
and by the Commission on June 23.9

87Ib1do’ ppo 204"205; A.Nl, 01 1914 (6), 22’ 146.
881bid.’ ppo 200"2010

89, 5., ol 1915 (1), 260, 261.

90, .N., o 1685, 354, 411.



161

In March,1779, Angiviller informed his subordinates
in the Superintendence that the Luxembourg was to be trans-
ferred from their Jurlsdiction but that in assigning the
palace to Monsieur the King had expressly reserved the right
to remove from i1t the Rubens paintings of the life of Marie
de Medicli. Thls specification apparently was necessary; there
was no question that the other paintings in the Luxembourg
exhiblition belonged to the crown collectlion and would be re-
moved, but the Rubens cycle was really an integral part of
the Luxembourg's decorations.91 Monsileur was not happy about
being deprived of the Rubens palntings, and the King's in-
sistence upon this can surely be credited to Angiviller's
advice. Louls XVI himself probably did not care much what
happened to these twenty-four works by the great Flemlsh
master, but certalnly Angiviller did in that they repre-
sented an extremely important holding in works of the
Flemish Baroque school by one of Burope's greatest colorists.
The Count wanted the paintings for the future museum and had
no intention of allowing them to become isolated from view
in Monsleur's private residence. If Angiviller was indeed
responsible for the decislon to remove the Rubens paintings
from the Luxembourg ~- and this seems a very safe presump-
tion -- one must credit the Count with a good deal of courage.

There was considerable risk involved in opposing Monsleur,

914 .5., of 1685, 415, 416.
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who was a personage of great lmportance, and if by some
chance Provence had become king, Angiviller's day at court
would unquestionably have been over. One has only to
remember whaﬁ the soclal and governmental structure of the
01d Regime was like to imagine what the sovereign's dis-
pleasure would mean to a professlonal courtier such as
Angiviller. Soon thereafter a commission of archltects and
representatives of both Monsleur and the Superintendence
surveyed the Luxembourg in preparation for the formal
transfer.92 A document of July 21, 1779, states that the
gallery of Rubens was closed at that time,g3 and letters
written in August by Angiviller to Monsieur Ballly and the
Comte de Modene indicate that by then the entire palace was
closed to the public.94
The problem then arose as to what should be done
with the paintings in that the museum planned by Angiviller
for the Louvre was not ready to receive them. The Superin-
tendence hoped to be able to store them temporarily in the
gallery of Rubens, but Monsieur's household was not pleased
about this.95 Nevertheless, the palntings were retired into

the gallery of Rubens, and by the summer of 1780 the

92A.N., R 530, Procés-verbal de reconnalssance de palals du
Iuxembourg.

93

A.N., OF 1685, 423,

94y .N., O 1685, 421, 422, 425, 426, 428,

95,.x., ot 1915 (4), 121, 123, 130, 131.



163

exhibition at the Luxembourg had been dismantled.96 In the
spring of 1782 the palntings were still in storage in the
gallery of Rubens awaiting Anglviller's museum, thls much to
the exasperation of Monsleur's administration. In August
the Comte de Provence's household officlals were still im-
ploring Angiviller, who had been procrastinating, to remove
his plctures while the good weather made the move possible.
By autumn Anglvlller was making arrangements for the removal
of the collection to the Louvre,gv‘but in 1785 some of them,
at least, were still in storage at the Luxembourg.98 All of
them must have been removed by 1788 in that DuRameau's in-
ventory of that year shows only twenty-four palntings in the

99 these twenty-four were the Rubens series, which

Luxembourg;
was not removed to the Louvre until 1815. The continued
presence of the Rubens cycle in the Luxembourg came to be a
gsource of worry to the Superintendence, however, in that the
gallery of Rubens had become a kind of unsupervised and un-
guarded public passage for everyone living in the palace.

Apprehensive of this lack of safety for the paintlngs,
Angiviller gave orders in August, 1790, that they should be

96A.N., O1 1685, 436, 437, 438; O1 1915 (5), 177, 204, 205.

97A-N-. 91 1916 (3), 133, 134, 135, 147, 153, 156; 01 1916
(4), 2031, 2032, 204, 221, 248, 249,

98A0No’ 01 1918 (2), 219.

99,.x., o 1965, 12, A.
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taken from the Luxembourg to "the security of the depot in
the Louvre."loo These instructions were never carried out
under Angiviller's administration, and eight months later

he was no longer Director General of Buildings.

#%¥% 33 3¢ 3

The gallery which existed in the Luxembourg for
nearly thirty years was unique in France, and in all of
elghteenth-century Europe there were only a few other museums
which could be compared to 1t. During the 01ld Regime this
gallery was the only place where the general public had
regular access to a part of the crown collection of paint-
ings. To be sure, the collection exhibited in the Luxem-
bourg enclosed less than ten percent of the palntlings owned
by the king. And certalinly 1t must be granted that the royal
administration did not develop the exhibition as it could
have been developed; 1t falled to expand the collection
appreciably over a span of three decades and apparently no
one ever thought of augmenting and enriching the exposltion
with sculpture and other objJects of art. Nevertheless, the
collection, small as 1t was, placed before the public some
of the best of the king's pictures and the works of several
of Europe's most famous artists. This 1little gallery was
the nearest thing to a national museum of art that the

French possessed before the Revolution and it must be

100 1
AON.’ 0] 1920 (5)’ 38’ 39°
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regarded as an important step in the development of the idea
for a great natlional gallery displaying the royal collec-
tions in all their richness and variety. The King's sharing
of even a portion of his art treasures with the public set a
silgnificant precedent, one replete with implications to the
effect that the public had a right of access; certainly no
such public right was formally or officially conceded by the
royal administration, but the attitude of the Superintendence
In regard to the gallery was definitely one of wishing to
please and to accommodate the public. The very existence of
the museum -~ and it i1s not incorrect to call it that =--
added to the policy of the Superintendence, may reasonably
be lnterpreted as evidence of a tacit admission on the part
of the crown that the public did indeed have some rights,
admlttedly limited perhaps, with reference to the royal col-
lections. The gallery also accustomed the public to having
accegs to a collectlion of important paintings and must have
given 1t some ldea of what a really developed national
museum would be like., As Hautecoeur says of the gallery,

it proved to be a "half-satisfaction which only stimulated"
public desire for something vigger and greater.101 In this
sense, the little Luxembourg exhibition may be considered
the forerunner of a national museum and, indeed, it had been

open for only a few years when the intellectual public and

101
Hautecoeur, Hisgtoire du Louvre, p. 77.
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the royal government began to think of replacing 1t with a
real national gallery of art. Thlis fact may account, at

least in part, for the cvown's somewhat apathetic attitude
toward the Luxembourg exposition and 1ts willingness to

allow the gallery to more or less stagnate for a generation.
The Luxembourg museum contributed in yet another way to the
development of the plan for a national gallery when it was
closed. The public had come to take for granted the access

to great art which it afforded; the fact that this amenity
was no longer avallable after 1779 gave impetus to the pro-
ject on which the Comte d'Angiviller was even then at work.lo2
This project, of course, had come to be focused on the Louvre,

as were nearly all of the ideas for a national gallery which

were put forth in the 1750's and the 1760's.

102
Ibid., pe 78



CHAPTER V

THE MOVEMENT FOR A NATIONAL GALLERY GROWS:
THE MARQUIS DE MARIGNY, PHILOSOPHES, PAMPHLETEERS

The idea for a national gallery of art in France
appeared, disappeared, and reappeared in several guarters
and various shapes during the 1750's and the 1760's. The
pursult of this idea through these two decades, however, is
rather like the pursult of an elusive, lntangible creature
of fantasy which refuses to take definite form or solid
substance but 1s nonetheless real and occaslonally manifests
itself long enough to assert that reality. There is no
single reason why the dream of a natlonal museum was not
realized during this period. For one thing, the 0ld Regime
was never in a hurry about anything and often used up years
and decades in the execution of any project. Furthermore,
the years 1756-1763 were those of the Seven Years' War, not
a happy time for France and certainly not a propitious time
for launching and completing great, expensive projects.
Money was always a problem; any royal administrator propos-
ing a plan which would cost money had to face the Controller-
General of PFinances and often met with a veto unless the
expenditure could be Justified as necessary or involved
something in which the King had a personal interest. But
another possible reason for the fallure of the royal govern-

ment to create a gallery during this time was the fact that
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the Mérquis de Marigny was Director General of Bulldings
from 1751 to 1773.

Abel-Frangols Polsson, Marquis de Marlgny, was the
younger brother of Jeanne-Antoinette Polsson Le Normant
d'Etioles, Marquise de Pompadour. Madame de Pompadour be-
came Louls XV's mistress in 1745 when she was twenty-three
and retained her status as such, at least officially, until
her death in 1764. In 1741 Mademoiselle Polsson was married
to Monsieur Le Normant d'Etioles, nephew of the wealthy
farmer-general Le Normant de Tournehem, who was Director
General of Buildings from 1746 to 1751. The relationship
between the Le Normant and Polsson familles becomes more
complex =-=- or perhaps simpler ~-- when one realizes that Le
Normant de Tournehem had as hls mistress Madame Poilsson, the
Pompadour's mother, who was herself a great beauty. In her
rise to power, Madame de Pompadour pulled up in her Waké the
Le Normants and the Polssons, except for her husband, about
whom everyone apparently forgot. (Madame de Pompadour held
the estate of Pompadour and the title of marquise thereof in
her own right, a gift from the King in 1745.) Monsieur lLe
Normant de Tournehem, for whom the Marqulse had great affec-
tion and whom she regarded, not illogicélly perhaps, as a
kind of step~-father, was glven the Superintendence of Build-
ings in 1746, with reversion to madame's brother. The
Polssons had all been ennobled and the brother was at that

time known ag the Marquis de Vandildres. So it was that by
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virtue of his sister's exaltation -- or degradation, depend-~
ing upon how one chooses to regard it -- Abel~Frangois
Poisson entered into the royal government. Marigny was not
yet twenty years old in 1746 and did not actually have any-
thing to do with the Superintendence for another five years.
From 1749 to 1751 he was in Italy on a long educational tour
in the company of Soufflot, a prominent architect, Cochin,
an artist, and the Abbé Leblanc, a scholar. He therefore
recelved some specific training in art history to prepare
him for the position he was to occupy and in this respect
was different from most of the Directors General of Bulld-
ings. Marigny actually assumed his post late in 1751 upon
the death of Monsieur de Tournehem, but 1t appears that he
functioned as Director General for the last few months of
Tournehem's life.

The Marquls de Marigny was a man of much persénal
charm, rather shy, somewhat retiring, not at all driven by
ambition nor puffed up with pride. The courtlers despised
him and made fun of him, but the King lliked him and treated
him as a brother-in-law. Marigny's administration of the
Superintendence was not brilliant, but nelther was it un-
successful. His position was such that he could play an
important role in furthering the new taste for neo-classiclsm
which was beginning to replace the Rococo in the arts, and
this he did -- his long sojourn in Italy had gilven him an

appreciation for the antique. But Marigny was not a strong
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or bold administrator, not an innovator, not a man vigorously
to pursue and to carry out a difficult and intricate project
such as the plan for a natlonal museum of art. As Director
General he conducted himself in such a manner as to please

as many people as possible, to cause no trouble, and to stir
up no problems or difficulties. Engerand, whose Judgment of
him is somewhat severe, says that he was "very weak of
character and indeeisive."1 Emile Campardon says of hims:
"The Marquise had no i1llusions about her brother; she knew
that he was not a superior man.. . " Campardon also says,
however, that Marigny was a modest man who had no illusions
about himself and was perfectly well aware of the fact that
his rank and position had nothing whatever to do with his own
merits, whatever they may or may not have been.2 This very
fact would in itself account for his somewhat diffident and
tentative rule in the Superintendence. In short, the Marquis,
partly perhaps because of his inherent nature and partly
because of the awkwardness of his situation, was a man who
might listen to large ideas and even think about them, but

clearly he was not a man to bring large ideas to reallzation.

1Engerand II, Introduction, p. XX.

Emile Campardon, Madame de Pompadour et la court de Louls
XV au milieu du dix-huitieme siécle fParis. Henri Plon,

1867), pp. 29-30.
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Some brief comment as to the nature of the position
of Director General of Bulldings may be useful at this point,
particularly in view of the fact that the Director General
played a determining role in relation to any plan for the
creation of a national museum.3 The post was first created
in 1664 and given to Colbert, who had the title Superinten-
dent of Buildings. Louvois also held the office, as did the
famous architect Mansart. Wwhen Mansart died in 1708 Louis
XIV 1ssued an edict changing the title of the position from
Superintendent to Director General and tightening hls per-
sonal control over the department; for example, the Director
General, unlike the Superintendent, could no longer expend
funds without the royal "bon." The Duc d'Antin was appointed
Director General in 1708. Immediately the old King died in
1715 the Duc d'Antin, who had been allowed little freedom of
administrative action, set about slipping the harness of the
1708 edict and transforming the Superintendence into an
autonomous department. This was a project in which the
Regent d'Orléans was only too happy to cooperate in order
that he might not be bothered with the business of the de-
partment. This situation continued until the death of the
ne d'Antin in 1736, at which time the department and the

position were reorganized according to the terms of the

3Statements concerning the history and nature of the position
of Director General are based primarily on Engerand II,
Introduction, pp. VII-XXXV, and Sacy, gp. cit., pp. 54-65,
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1708 edict, that is, the office again became that of
Director General of Bulldings, although the department as a
whole continued to be referred to as the Superintendence.
The Director General occupled a2 rather curious position
which "was not exactly a sinecureo"4 The job did indeed
demand work and sometimes a great deal of 1t, particularly
work involving much attention to detall. The Director
General was in complete charge of all the royal residences
and bulldings insofar as maintenance, repalr, policing;
decoration, and new construction were concerned, and of the
royal parks and gardens as well. He was in charge of the
Royal Academy of Painting and Sculpture, the Royal Academy
of Architecture, and the French Academy in Rome. He was
responsible for the conservation of all art objects in the
royal collections and for all acquisitions of this nature.
A1l special construction projects in which the royal gbvern-
ment was involved, such as the Place Louls XV, the church of
Saintg Genevidve (today the Panthéon), the Invalides, and the
Military School, were under his Jurisdiction. So also were
the royal tapestry factories of Gobelins and Savonnerie and,
later in the eighteenth century, the royal porcelain factory
at Sévres. The department employed a large number of people,
some of whom composed a professional or semi-professional

staff of artists, architects, deslgners, keepers of the

4Sacy, op. cit., p. 54.
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king's pictures and collections, administrators, and
clerical personnel. Many of the employees, however, were
part of a large corps of craftsmen, securlty personnel, and
workers necessary for the daily malntenance of numerous vast
buildings in which thousands of people lived; this staff
"iIncluded painters, carpenters, stbnemasons, cabinetmakers,
upholsterers, metalworkers, plumbers, Swiss guards, and the
like. The department was broken down into a complex admin-
istfative hierarchy of inspectors, sub-inspectors, the
governors of the various palaces and chiteaux, and so onm,
all of whom were responsible to the Director General. The
Director General himself was responsible only and directly
to the sovereign, although he had always to contemd with the
' Controller-General of Finances for his budget and for extra-
ordinary expenditures. The Superintendence was, therefore,
a rather extensive and important operation and during the
eilghteenth century it tended to become ever bligger and more
costly, partly because of the gradual inflation which took
place in France during these years. The budget for the
Superintendence for the year 1700 was 2,400,000 livres, but
by 1775 the Comte d'Angiviller was insisting that he had to
have 4,500,000 livres annually in order to meet his depart-

mental expenses.

®Tbid., p. 56.
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The posltion of Director General was such that the
incumbent of this office "found himself a veritable director
of the arts in France charged with guiding the entire
artistic movement of the realm."6 Most of the Directors
General, however, were primarily administrators who depended
upon the architects and artists, their departmental subordi-
nates, to provide them with expert advice in the arts.
Mansart, of course, was an architect and Marigny's study in
Italy had provided him with a background of what would today
be called art history, but zpart from these two the Directors
General were elther courtier nobles like the Duc d'Antin or
bourgeois men of business like Pailibert Orry (1736-1746).
Sometimes the Director General held another office as well --
both Orry and the Abb& Terray, who was Director General for
a short time in 1773 and 1774, held the important post of
Controller-General of Finances together with the Superin—
tendence. The position of Director General carried a great
deal of prestige at court and when the office was held by a
noble or someone like Marigny the king often enhanced it and
its lncumbent with many additional honors which proved its
value. Marigny, for example, was a member of the most
exclusive and coveted Order of the Holy Spirit and its
secretary, Commander of the Orders of the King, Councilor of

State, Iieutenant General of the provinces of Beauce and
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Orléans, and Captain Governor of the chZteau and city of
Blois.7 The Comte d'Angiviller was Councilor to the King

in Council, Master of the Camp of Cavalry, knight of the
Royal and Military Order of Saint Louls, Commander of the
Order of Saint Lazare, Governor of Rambouillet, and Director

8
of the Academy of Sciences.
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The Luxembourg gallery may have been regarded by the
art lovers of Paris as only a "half-satisfaction," but there
is no evidence to indlcate that the royal administration
seriously considered the creation of a fully developed
national museum of art in the 1750's. Certainly people like
La Pont de Saint-Yenne and Bachaumont did not look upon the
little Luxembourg exhiblition as an acceptable substitute for
the completion of the Louvfe and the establishmént of a great
art gallery there. In the 1752 editions of thelr writings,
previously discussed, they continued to argue for thelir
original ideask-- the Louvre and the exposition of the royal
collections there ~- and tended to dismiss the Luxembourg
experiment in footnotes. ILa Font,_particularly, carried on
nis fight for the Louvre; there ls in the Archives a letter

of March 21, 1756, which he wrote to the Marquils de Marigny

7Campardon, op. cit., pp. 34-35, 331.

8
DuRameau, ov. cit., title page.
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to tell him that all Paris was grateful to him for some work
on the Iouvre which was then being undertaken and also to
inform him that he, La Font, was dedicating a book to him.
The Marqulis answered with a polite note in which he thanked
La Font for the honor of the dedication and admitted the fact
that the Louvre was "preclous to the public and to lovers of
art."9 Nevertheless, the royal government did not begin to
think in terms of the Louvre as a site for a national museum
until the 1760's. During the 1750's only one project for a
great mﬁseum was officially presented to the royal adminis-
tration and officially considered by it. This plan, which
was rejected, was submitted by Germain Boffrand and was
linked to the Place Louis XV.

The creation in Paris of a great square as a site
for an equestrian statue of Louls XV was a project which
preoccupled the Royal Academy of Architecture, the Supérin-
tendence, the court, and the King for several years. The
idea for this square was conceived in 1748. It was pondered;
considered, deliberated, argued over, worked on and, charac~
teristically, was not completed until the late 1770's,
nearly thirty years after the appearance of the original
plan. The Queen's father, old ex-King Stanislas of Poland, .
then Duke of Lorraine and Bar, "had conceived the idea of

the Place Stanislas, at Nancy, in bed one night and by the

Ip.x., ot 1908 (4), 47, 48.
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next afternoon he already had twenty workmen engaged on it;
he was very scornful of the slow progress of his son-in-
law's glggg."lo But the French government did not work that
way. On June 29, 1748, the Royal Academy of Architecture
assembled in extraordinary session to be addressed by the
Director General, who was Le Normant de Tournehem at that
time. The Director General informed the Academy that the
clty of Paris desired to erect a statue of the King in a
square in honor of the peace of Aix-la~Chapelle and asked

all of the members to submlt designs for this oroject,
"leaving to each the freedom of choosing the site, the
extent, and the expense" of the square.11 More than twenty
elaborate designs were submlitted to the Superintendence by
members of the Reoyal Academy and by architects who wére notl
members. Amateurs also submitted ideas, among them Bachaumont,
who sent in a letter and a long, detalled memorandum cémplete
with estimates of cost. These first conceptions for the
square tended to be very grand and extensive and would have

been very costly had they been adopted, not only because of

10Nancy Mitford, Madame de Pompadour (New York: Random House,
1954), p. 300. This statement must be accepted with quali-
fications as Miss Mitford, unfortunately, does not document
it.

1

Henry Lemonnier, Procds-verbaux de 1'Academie Royale
d'Architecture, 1671-1793 (11 vols.; Paris: Edouard Champion;
Librairie Armand Colin, 1911-1926), VI, pp. 105-106.

-




178

the usual expenses of building and so on but because many of.‘
these designs involved the purchase of a considerable amount
of real estate and the demolition of many existing build-
ings.l2 On January 18, 1753, the Academy agaln met in extra-
ordinary sesslon and was addressed by the Marquls de Marigny
who informed the members that the King had selected a site
for the square, land 1lying between the Tuileries Gardens and
the Champs-flysée, and desired "that his statue be placed in
the direction of the grande allée which is opposite the
Tuileries." The location of the square decided upon, the
King requested the academiclans to present plans for this
site to the Marquis no later than Easter.13 The place chosen
by the King for the square was, of course, the area west of
the Tulleries Gardens which 1is today the Place de la

Concorde but which at that time was a plece of wasteland.

The selection of this site meant, in effect, that Bofffand's
elaborate plan for the Place Louls XV had been rejected. The
Academy continued to work on this matter, but while it was
st11ll doing so the Superintendence announced, in the summer
of 1754, that the architect whose plan had been chosen and
who was appointed to supervise the entire project was Ange-
Jacques Gabriél, who was to have the right to utilize any
part of any of the designs which had been submitted to the

12, .§., o 1585, 288 to 245.

1
3Lemonnie:, op. cit., VI, p. 191.
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government.14 Gabriel, product of a celebrated dynasty of
architects, was First Architect to the King, Director of the
Academy, and unquestionably the leading architect of his day.
Under his direction the Place Louls XV was brought to com-
pletion. On June 21, 1757, the King issued letters patent
formally specifying the project, deslgnating its location,
and naming Gabriel as supervising architect.15 Appended to
the letters patent 1s a plan for the square and the surround-
ing areas; it is dated 1755, is signed by Gabriel, and looks
recognizably like the Place de la Concorde of today. Gabriel
worked on this.assignment for twenty years and created on
the north side of the square the elegant bulldings which
today house the HOtel Crillon and the Ministry of the Marine.
In June,1763,the King's equestrian statue was erected in the
middle of the Place Louls XV; this sculpture, by Bouchardon
and Plgalle, was done away with durlng the Revolution.' The
square was ilnaugurated by great public celebrations through
which there ran a tone of unfriendliness to the King, who
was no longer Louls "the Well-Loved."16 So the Place Louis
XV came to partial realization as the Seven Years' War was
ending, although 1t had been intended to celebrate the ending

of the War of the Ausfrian Successlion.

14
Ibid., pp. 222-223%; 227. See also Introduction, VI,

pp. XXVI-XXVII.

15, .5., ot 1585, 307.

16
Campardon, op. cit., p. 153.
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After 1753 and the selection of the site, the project
for the Place Louls XV became scaled down in slze and expense
from the original doncept. One of the many plans submitted
during the first and more expansive phase of the project was
by Germaln Boffrand, a plan notable for its inclusion of a
national art museum. Boffrand died in 1754 at the age of
elghty-seven, but he was energetic and active until the end
and was one of the most prominent and productive members of
the Royal Academy of Architecture.l7 When the King asked for
drawings for the square Boffrand went to work and produced
an extensive plan for the area lying between the o0ld Louvre
and the Tulleries. In his plan this open space would have
become the Place Louls XV, centered with an equestrian statue
of the King. The north side of the square was open at that
time as the nineteenth-century wing which lies along it now
did not exist. On this north side of the projected Pléce
Louls XV Boffrand would have erected a new opera and a
speclal building for the housing and dlsplay of the royal
art collections.18 In this plan, then, the Place Louis XV
would have been enclosed on the east by the old Louvre, on
the south by the river wing of the Louvre which connected
that palace to the Tullerles, on the west by the Tulleries

1tself, and on the north by an opera and a national museum

17
Lemonnler, op. cit., VI, Introduction, p. XVII.

18Hautecoeur, Bistoire du Louvre, pp. 72, 77.
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of art. Louls XV, prancing in bronze glory, would have
dominated the open space in the middle of the enclosure.
This was an impressive plan utilizing the Louvre
and the Tulleries, already among the most important archi-
tectural monuments in Parls, and Joining to them two new
public cultural facilities, an opera and a museum. It was
also an expensive plan. Three sides of the square were, to
be sure, already taken care of by the Louvre and the Tull-
eries, but the plan would have required conslderable work on
the fagades of the Louvre and the clearing of the central
square area which was filled with bulldings of all kinds.
Still more expensive, Boffrand's design called for the acqui-
sition of a rather large amount of real estate along the
north side of the square, the destruction of many bulldings,
and the erection of two large new edifices, all of which
would have involved heavy expenditures. Boffrand's plén
was not chosen and Gabriel, placed in charge of the project,
did not chose to incorporate any portion of it into his own
designs. Nevertheless, the Boffrand plan reveals that the
ldea for a national gallery of art was still alive in
official circles. Purthermore, 1t presented a plan for a
museun which was different from the others that had been or
were being put forward, that is, it centered upon a new and
special buillding rather than upon utilization of the Louvre,
the Luxembourg, or the Tulleries. No one knows why Bof-

frand was enthusiastic about the plan for a national gailery
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of art or what influence led him to think of desligning one;
perhaps he had been reading La Font or was inspired by the
example of the Luxembourg exhibition. And his plan for s
museum may, in fact, have been more practical for its day
than the one upon which the royal administration finally
settled, the converslion of the Louvre into a gallery. As
wlll be seen later in thls study, the project involving the
Louvre was not lnexpensive elther, and some of the problems
with which it was plagued, such as that of lighting, could
have been obvliated by the construction of an entirely new
edifice specifically designed to function as a museun.
Boffrand's plan, however, was apparently not the first one
which envisioned the construction of a special building for
the royal art collectlons. There 1s in the Archives a docu-
ment which makes a brief and fleeting reference to an ldea
for the constructlion of such a gallery at Versailles néar
the Orangerie. This ls referred to as "the project of

nl9 Nothing more is known of this

Monsieur de Tournehem.
plan, 1t may never have been intended as a public museum,
and it was never, of course, realized. Boffrand's project
for a national gallery never got past the drawing board,
elther, and was, in effect, born dead. But i1t remalns as

an interesting and unique example of an idea presented for

a national gallery, an ldea different from all the others

lgA.N., o1 1914 (4), 99, 100.
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which had been and would be suggested and which was an
essential element in a greater project for the Place Louis

XV.

363 3% deded

Both the Paris intellectuals and the royal adminis-
tration were silent on the subject of a national museum
during the war years of 1756-1763. The financial capacities
of the government were heavily burdened by the expenses of
the war. "The royal treasury could manage to stagger along
e« « « in peacetime, but war inevitably brought a financial
crisis.“zO The Duc de Choiseul, who became Secretary of
State for Foreign Affairs in 1758 and assumed the ministries
of War and the Marine in 1762, introduced stringent econ-
omies. Rayner says of these times: "France's entry into it
[Ehe Seven Years' qu7 had been senseless, and she came. out
of it with her trade ruined, her empire lost, her army dis-
credited, her navy destroyed, and her expenditure for debt-
service alone greater than her revenue.“21 Large projects,
such as the establishment of a great art gallery, simply
had to awalt better days. When the idea for a museum began

to be discussed again, after the war, by Paris intellectuals

2OAlfred Cobban, A History of Modern France (2 vols.;
Baltimore: Penguin Books, 1961), I, p. 57.

2
1Robert M. Rayner, European History, 1648-1789 (London:
Longmans, Green and Co., 1949), p. 277.
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and to be considered again by the royal administration, it
was the Louvre upon which attention was centered.

In 1749 and 1750 the public stir over the disgraceful
condition of the Louvre had impelled the crown to make de-
clsions looking toward the completion and renovation of the
palace, although it should not be thought that public concern
was the only force which moved the royal government to this
policy. Certainly the prestige of the monarchy was linked
to the Louvre and this factor undoubtedly played a large
part in the government's decision tc do something about the
palace. As might be expected, however, there were many plans
and ideas but relatively little prompt action.22 During the
early 1720's a scheme had been advanced for transferring the
Royal Library to‘the Louvre so that it might serve as a con-
venient research center for the royal academles already
housed in the ch@teau. One might think the Louvre large
enough to shelter one small princess and the library as
well, but apparently it was not -- this project had to be
put aside when the 1little Infanta Marie-Anne-Victolre came
from Spaiﬁ to take up residence in the Louvre. It waé re-
vived in 1750 and Gabriel was asked to submlit some designs
for it. Gabriel's drawings contemplated, among other things,
the addition of another floor to the palace as lts attic

228tatements made concerning the condition of the Louvre and
work done upon it in the 1750's and 1760's are based largely
on Hautecoeur, Higtoire du Louvre, pp. 72-76, and references
throughout Lemonnier, op. cit., VI and VII.




185

‘had never actually been completed, but the library project
made no further progress. The King's difficulties with the
parlements in the 1750's resulted in the establishment in
the Louvre of the Royal Chamber and the Grand Council, the
former a judiclal body, the latter an adminlstrative one,
but both designed to assist the royallgovernment in either
circumventing or controlling the refractory parlements.
Between 1755 and 1759 Gabriel worked on many plans, some of
them very elaborate, for chambers to be occupled by the
Grand Council. Plans for exterlor remodeling were also
undertaken, particularly with a view toward clearing the
colonnade. Gabriel, already preoccupled with‘many other
matters, was assisted on the Louvre préjects by Germain
Soufflot, the Marquis de Marigny's traveling companion on
the Italian trip, and was eventually replaced by him. In
the spring of 1756 Marigny and Soufflot decided to destfoy
and rebuild the third floor of the Louvre but almost immed-
iately encountered financial obstacles and modified their
plans. In 1756 and 1757 a certain amount of work was
accomplished including "the last floor on the colonnade
wing on the courtyard," and the restoration of Perrault's
colonnade itself, which was in very bad condition.23

Another important project was to clear out of the

great courtyard between the old Louvre and the Tulleries

23Hautecoeur, Histor¥e du Louvre, p. T4; Lemonnier, op. cit.,
VI [ pp ] 256"257 3 271-272 . —
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the mlscellaneous buildings which cluttered it and to tear
away the shantles which had been bullt agalnst the fagades
of the palace. This work was begun in 1756 and old prints
show the demolitions in progress.24 Again, however, the
project was not fully carried through and some of the
buildings which should have been destroyed were still stand-
ing and still occupied at the end of the century. In 1758
the Royal Council formally promulgated an ambitious plan

for the "integration of the Louvre."25 Some preliminary
work was accomplished but most of the great design, of which
Soufflot was the principal author, was not reallzed in that
by 1759 or 1760 the government was feeling the financial
strain of the Seven Years' War. All work on the Louvre
ceased except for minor repalrs. When the government's
interest in the chfteau dwindled many of the old abuses
reappeared and, sad to relate, cafés and shops were agaln
built against the fagades. "The courtyard 'served as
marketplace and privy to all the rag sellers of Paris.'
Marigny was distressed and wrote in 1772 that the specfacle
'dishonored at first sight the most beautiful monument of

26
French architecture.'" Marigny may have been distressed

24

Hautecoeur, Histoire du ILouvre, pp. 72-73.

251pid., p. 75.

Ibld.
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over the condition of the Louvre, but he could get nothing
effective done about it. In 1767, four years after the

Seven Years' War ended, some new plans were submitted with
reference to the Louvre-Tuileries complex, or rather, some
old plans were revived. One of these, a variation of Bof-
frand's design for the Place Louis XV, contemplated effect-
ing a "union" of the Louvre and the Tuileries, which in

truth were not archltecturally or esthetically integrated,

by the erection of an opera and other buildings. Soufflot
again trotted out the now familliar project for placing the
Royal Library in the palace. OCne must credit the Marquls de
Marigny with fighting hard for this plan, and the King him-
self specifically stated his desire for it, but the Controller-
General of Flnances adamantly refused to consider the matter.
Such was the state of the Louvre in the 1760's when the idea
of opening a national gallery of art there agaln appeared in
intellectual and artlistic clrcles in Parls and was again con-

sldered by the crown.

333 et . e384

The idea for creating a gallery of the royal paint-
ings in the Louvre was not origlnal io the eighteenth
century. Apparently even Richelleu had pondered some plan
for assembling portions of the crown art collections in the

Louvre for the convenlence of the Academy and to serve in
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the teaching of art s’budents.27 That Richelleu should have
consldered such a project seems reasonable enough when one
remembers that the Academy was the Cardinal's own creation.
Colbert actually achieved the establishment of such a gallery,
although it should be emphaslzed that these seventeenth-
century projects concerning the royal collections and the
Louvre were not concelved in terms of a public museum. The
credit for thinking of placing the crown treasures on public
exhibition does belong to the elghteenth century even if the
plan for mounting them in the Louvre does not. As has been
stated previously, Colbert had a "grand design" for the
Louvre, a design thwarted by Louis XIV's determination to

get out of Paris and settle himself, his government, and the
entire court at Versallles. The King was already thinking
about Versailles in 1664 and 1665 when Colbert was consult-
ing with Berninl and other architects on the completioﬁ and
zggrandizement of the Louvre. By 1669 "when final efforts
were being made to complete the Louvre, and Just at the
moment ﬁhen all effort and avallable funds were needed for
it, the King decided to build a new chiteau at Versailles."28
From that time forward, much to Colbert's dismay, more and

more funds were diverted to the construction at Versailles,

although Colbert continued to struggle along in his effort

27
Taylor, op. cit., p. 350.

Bpopte, op. clta, p. 139.
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to see the Louvre brought to a proper state of splendor.
He was fighting a losing battle, however; in 1678 the King
ordered Hardouln-Mansart to make Versallles still larger, and
"after 1680 the King decided to sacrifice the Louvre to
Versailles."29 In actual fact, work on the Louvre ceaged in
1678. |
Colbert still hoped, however, to make the Louvre a

center of royal prestige even though the sovereign himself
refused to reside there. Partly to further this policy, and
partly to serve the Academy of Pailnting and its students,
Colbert assembled in the Louvre a large portion of the royal
collection of paintings and arranged them in an exhibition.
He was asslsted in this work by the artist Le Brumn, who was
probably responsible for selecting most of the paintings and

declding upon their arrangement. This gallery, called the
Cabinet du Rol, was visited by Louls himself on December 6,
1681, the date of its formal opening. The King's visit and
the appearance of the gallery were repcrted in the Mercure
de France of December,1681.30 The exhibition was arranged
in seven 1arge gallerles in the old Louvre, rooms rebuilt by
Le Vau after a fire in 1661. There were four additional
galleries in the nearby H8tel de Gramont. The reporter for

the Mercure found the galleries dazzling and apparently

29Hautecoeur, Histoire du Louvre, p. 64.

0
3 Quoted in Taylor, op. cit., pp. 350-353, and Villot,
op. cit., Introduction, pp. XXIV-XXVII.
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confusing ~- he could not even guess as to how many pictures
were exhibited. "You may well judge that one cannot see so
many places filled with the King's pictures without their
number appearing to be infinite." Any viewer might well
have been bewlldered by the sight of so many palntings, and
the writer says that "the highest apartments are hung with
them right up to the cornices." This, of course, was the
most usual way of hanging pictures at that time, in rows and
ranks, all over the walls from floor to ceiling. No cata-
logue was published, but according to the Mercure account
and the attributions of those times the exhiblition enclosed
slxteen Raphaels, six Corregglos, ten Leonardos, elght
Glorgiones, twenty-three Titians, six Tintorettos, eighteen
Veroneses, fourteen Van Dycks, seventeen Poussins, and "a

quantity of others, how many I do not know; I know only that

they are by Rubens, Albani, Valentin, Antonio Moro, and

others masters equally well-known." The four galleries in
the H8tel de Gramont were devoted to sculptures in bronze
and marble and to a collection of ivorles. This museunm,
which must indeed have been impresslve and splendid, was

not .public nor was there then any questlon of making it so;
it was available to members of the Academy and the Academy's
students, to the court, and to persons of rank, but was
otherwlse a closed royal collectlon. Golberﬂs_gallery in
the 0ld Louvre did not long survive his death in 1683. The

collection was eventually dispersed and the most important
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ltems in 1t were sent to Versailles, although some part of
it probably remained in the Louvre and the Louvre's store-
rooms. Nevertheless, Colbert's experiment with a royal
museum forever linked the Louvre with the idea of a national
gallery and was remembered and cited bv such eighteenth-
century writers as La Font when they were champloning the
creation of another -- and this time public -- museum in the
' 0ld palace.

One of the first suggestlons for the creation of a
national museum to appear after the Seven Years' War came
from the pen of a ieading phllosophe, Denis Diderot, and was
published in a work which was famous even then, the
Encxclogedia.31 Diderot's suggestion is outlined in an
article under the heading "Louvre" which appeared in the
rinth volume of the Encyclopedia, published in 1765. The
article is not lengthy and takes up only about two-thirds
of a single column. Almost half of the article consists of
a brief history of the palace, which Diderot refers to as
"the principal ornament of this capital." The three brief
paragraphs pertalning to the creation of a gallery in the

Louvre are worth quoting:

31Courajod, op. cit., Introduction, p. XXVI; Hautecoeur,

Histolre du Louvre, p. 77; Poisson, op. cit., p. 10;
Encyclopédie, ou dictionnalre ralsonné des sciences, des

arts et des métlers, par une société de gens de letires,
Tome neuvieme (Neuchatel: Samuel Faulche, 1765), pp. 706-707.
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The completion of this majestic ediflce,
carried out 1in the greatest magnificence, remains
always to be desired. One would wish, for example,
that all the ground floors of this bullding were
cleaned and the portlcoes were re-established.
These porticoes could serve for arranging the most
beautiful statues of the kingdom, for reassembling
these most preclous works, now scattered in gardens
where no one ever goes and where the alr, time, and
the seasons destroy and ruln them. In the part sit-~
uated in the middle they could place all the paint-
ings of the king which are presently stacked up in
confusion in the warehouses where no one can enjoy
them. They could be placed in the north part of
the gallery of plans, if no obstacle to thls were
found. The cabinets of natural history and medal-
lions could also be transported to other places in
this palace.

The fagade on the side of Saint Germain-1'Auxer-
rols, free and cleared, would offer to all views of
this beautiful colonnade, which citizens could
admire and which foreigners would come to see.

The different academies could assemble here
in halls more convenient than those which they
occupy today; finally, various apartiments could be
created to lodge the academicians and artists.
This, we say, is that which it would be admirable
to do with this vast palace, which for nearly two
centuries has offered only debris. Monsileur de
Marigny has recently seen to the most important
of these things, the preservation of the palace.
There is really nothing new in Diderot's plan.
People had been talking for at least a century about finlsh-
ing the Louvre, and the government had been working inter-
mittently on the project for a stlll longer perlod. And,
as has been seen, all sorts of ideas had been put forth for
utilizing the palace in some way. The varlous academies, of
course, had been located in the Louvre since the late seven-
teenth and early eighteenth centurles, and academiclans and

artists -- to say nothing of many other people —-'already had
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- lodgings in the chéteau. In this article, however, Diderot
seems to look not only to the completion of the Louvre and
the restoration of its fagades but also to a reorganization
of its interior space. His recommendations with regard to
museums are nelther new nor revolutionary. The "part sit-
uated in the middle" which he suggests for an art gallery is
undoubtedly a reference to the long Grand Gallery on the
river side which linked the Louvre and the Tuileries. With
reference to the contents of the art museum, he seems to be
suggesting that the paintings displayed could be those stored
in the royal warehouses and not to be recommending that plc-
tures be taken from the residences. He believed that much
of the important sculpture could be displayed in protected
"porticoes" on the palace, a concept which does seem to be
new and which apparently concerned the colonnades as tpey
should have been, that 1s, freed from the encumberiné
structures which had been erected against them. His state~
ment that the Marquis de Marigny had "recently" performed an
important service in seeing to the "preservation" of the
palace is undoubtedly an allusion to the work done on the
Louvre in the late 1750's. Diderot also makes it clear in
his article, at least by implication, that any museum or
museums established in the Louvre should be public.

There is no point in speculating on the source of
Diderot's idea for a museum -- the general hope for such a

gallery in a restored Louvre had been current amoﬁg Parisian
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intellectuals and connoisseurs for about fifteen years and

it is perfectly logical that Diderot would refer to this ldea
in wrlting an Encyclopedia article on the Louvre. He had
surely read La Font, and Bachaumont, and Voltalre on this
subject and certalnly agreed with them on i1t. But his
article -- brief, not detalled, not very specific, and con-
taining nothing essentially new -- must be regarded as a sig-
nificant step in the development of the idea for a national
gallery. The suggestion for a museum in the Louvre had not
really been aired since the early 1750's. Diderot was an
influential intellectual very much interested in the arts,
and the Encyclopedia was an influential and widely-read pub-
lication. It is, of course, impossible accurately to measure
the specific influence of Diderot's article on the royal
government or on general opinion, but it did again present
the plan for a museum, and in an important publication. The
32

King read the Encyclopedia on occasion and Madame de

Pompadour was 1lts ardent supporter, although the whole

problem of the Encyclopedia placed her in an awkward sltua-

tion in that "the position which she occupied at court com-
pelled her at least to appear to respect religion353 At one

point when the whole Encyclopedia project was in Jeopardy
because of censorship difficulties, Madame de Pompadour let

d'Alembert and Diderot know that she would do what she could

2
3 Campardon, op. cit., p. 281.

%31p14., p. 280.
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for them 1f only they would agree to be tactful on the sub-
Ject of religion, a suggestion which both rejected. Indeed,
the Pompadour was friendly with the philosophes generally and
partlcularly liked Quesnay and the Comte de Buffon. She
acted as protector at various times to Voltaire and d'Alembert
and would have liked to extend her patronage to Rousseau,

but he would have none of it.34 Diderot did not think much
of her and when she died he wrote: '"Madame de Pompadour is
dead. So what remains of this woman who cost us so much in
men and money, left us without honor and without energy, and
who overthrew the whole political system of Europe? The
Treaty of Versallles, which will last as long as 1t lasts;
Bouchardon's Amour, which will be admired forever; a few
stones engraved by Guay which will amaze antiquaries of the
future; a nice little plecture by Van Loo which people will
look at sometimes, and a handful of dust."”? This is an
unchivalrous and even uncharitable comment by a ihilosoghe
about a woman who was literally a friend at court to the group
to which he belonged. The Encyclopedla artlicle on the Louvre
appeared after the Marquise de Pompadour's death in 1764,

but she had helped to make a place at court and among her

circle for the publication. Perhaps the Louvre article was

%Ibido 9 Ppo 265"282.

351bido’ P. 312; Mitford, OP e Cito’ PPo 306'?07. The
tranglation of Diderot cited 1s Miss Mitford's.
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read by the King or people of importance at court. Perhaps
it was read by the Marquls de Marigny, who is mentioned in
it. In any event, the next development in the plan for a

museum in the Louvre was linked to Marigny, the Pompadour's

brother.

*¥#% 363 %

Sometime between 1765 and 1768 the Marquls de
Marigny apparently gave some consideration to Diderot's
Encyclopedia suggestion for a national gallery, or to some
similar plan for the Louvre. There 1s no direct and specific
evidence to show that Marlgny was indeed studying such a
project. Blographlical studies of the Marquls and his
sister are silent on this matter. The Archlives contalin no
memorandums or correspondence between Marigny and his de-
partmental subordinates, or from the Marquis to the King,
which throw light on the subject. The only surviving infor-
mation concerning Marigny and this plan is in the form of
indirect evidence contained in a contemporary publication.

In 1768 a pamphleteer named Reboul published anonymouély a

book of some length (323 pages) entitled Essay on the Ways

6
of the glmes.B One can easlly understand why the author

chose to remain anonymous in that this work is a scathlng

6
Reboul, Essal sur les moeurs du tems (London and Paris:

Vincent, 1768). Authorship is verilfied in Barbler, 1I, 1Te
partie, p. 259.
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denunclation of the soclal and economlic organization of his
day and one which would make a political conservative of our
own time turn pale. The general tone of the pamphlet is set
forth in the introduction in which the author says: "I have
seen the errors of my century and I have publlished this
advice; I can be mistaken and my advicé can be bad, but my
intentlions are good. I speak to the rich in favor of the
poor, %o the happy part of the nation for the suffering and
unhappy part; I wish to equalize the conditions of men and
to diminish that fremendous difference which wealth puts
between one man and another because I'feel that I have no
more right than another to eat when I am hungry or to get
warm when I am cold.. . ." Reboul insists that "no one will
find in this work anything agalnst the government, nothing

which can harm religion or its principles,”

and in one part
of his introduction he loyally refers to the King as the
nation's "communal father . . . Louls, the Well-Loved of

37He then proceeds to discuss agriculture, educa-

his people.”
tlon generally, the education of girls particularly, the
arts, literature, the pernicious love of luxury which per-
vades soclety and the disintegration of morals, and to give

advice tu'the rich on behalf of the poor.

_7Ibig., Avis préliminaire, pp. 1-7.
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With reference to the arts, Reboul says that "taste
for the arts has degenerated into love of luxury." He
deplores the fact that the masterpieces of Poussin, Le Brun,
and Le Sueur are neglected by people who stand "in a state
of ecstasy before the portralt of a coquette" and charges

"sreat painters, great

that the arts are being abused when
sculptors, and great archltects are obliged to limit their
genius and to abase themselves to the level of the imbecile
rich who employ them.. . ." Luxury, he says, has won the day
when "capable artists are forced to prostitute their talents
to decorating a carriage panel or ornamenting a screen or

an indecent boudoir.. . .”38 Proceeding in this vein, Reboul
states that Paris should have, but does not have; "superb
galleries, bullt with magnificence, as sanctuaries for the
masterpleces of painting" and "immense parks embellishgd with
ﬁarvels of sculpture."39 Reboul 1s also critical of the
condition of Parls and charges that the capital lacks great
public buildings and monuments worthy of it. He complains
that the "goyal 1library, one of the most precious that has

40
ever existed, is lodged in a bourgeois house," ~ and that

381bido’ ppo 181"184.

39
Ibid., p. 186.

40The Royal Iibrary was housed in the HEtel de Nevers early
in the 1720's when the plan which was then current for
arranging i1t in the Louvre was changed by the arrival of
the Infanta Marie-Anne~-Victoire from Spain.
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the "paintings of the king, the richest collection in the
world, are hidden in storehouses." This passage in the
text has a footnote in which the author refers to a great
projJect currently in progress under the direction of the

Marquis de Marigny.

They speak of a great and magnificent project
which will create the most beautiful temple of the
arts that has ever been. They say that the royal
library will be placed in all that part of the old
Louvre which gives onto the river; the gallery of
Apollo will be restored and the galon where they
exhibit the palntings sultably redecorated. The
cabinet of medals, that of prints, that of natural
curioslitles given by Monsieur Donsenbraye, and the
preclous collection of the king's paintings will be
placed immedizately in the immense gallery of the
Louvre, from which the plans wlll be taken to the
Military School, where the public will enjoy all
these riches. ;

If this project is executsd, the enlightened
minister who presides over the arts and protects

artlsts, Monsleur the Marquis de M . . . , deserves
a statue in the most prominent place in this superb,

Museun.

It is true that in 1767 and 1768 there was a sudden
flurry of activity in the Superintendence with reference to
the Louvre. The war over, some of the perennial projects
for tﬁe palace were re-examined and 1t was lndeed in 1768
that Soufflot submitted to the Marquis de Marigny an elabor-
ate deslgn entitled Mémoire on the Establishment of the Royal

Library in the Louvre. A new opera was contemplated for the
Louvre area, as well as some other works, and for all of
these there is documentation in the form of memorandums,

mémoires, or architectural drawings.41 All of these exuberant

41
Hautecoeur, Histoire du Louvre, p. 75-
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plans were effectively squelched by the Controller-General
of Flnances and none of them were realized, elther at that
time or later. There is nothing in the Archives, however,
to substantiate Reboul's statement about a great pubiic art
museum to be established ia the Grand Gallery.42 (Reboul's
reference to "the galon where they exhibit the paintings"
is an allusion to the room where the Academy held its annual
exhibition of contemporary paintings and has nothing to do
with a museum or art gallery.) His footnote gives the im-
pression that the plan was in an advanced stage of develop-
ment and even that the opening of the museum was imminent.
Reboul states that the art collections were to be placed in
the Grand Gallery, which is an echo of Diderot's 1765 sug-
gestion, but he asserts that the plans in rellef were to be
removed from the gallery and placed ln the Military School.
Diderot, on the other hand, seemed to accept the idea that
there would be room in the Grand Gallery for both the plans
and art. Reboul's statement concerning the removal of the
plans in rellef lends a note of authenticity to what must
otherwlse be regarded as a "they say" rumor. The plans in

relief were, and are, a collection of miniatures of the

42Ib1d., p. 78. Hautecoeur states that the plan apparently
was submitted to Louis XV late in 1767 and was approved by
him on January 3, 1768. Hautecoeur also states, however,
that We have knowledge of the project only by vay of
Reboul's book, a fact verified by this author's personal
research in all of the pertinent cartons in the Archives
Nationales, including a carton full of Marigny's personal
records and papers.
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fortifled citles and harbors of France executed in scale
model and finely detalled almost to the last house in the
towns and the last shrub in the surrounding countryside.
This collection was begun by Vauban, Louls XIV's great
designer of fortifications, and was continued through the
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. The plans in relief
are today on the fourth floor of the Invalides and may be
visited by anyone. They have a falry tale charm and are a
delight to children, but they were not originally intended
for enjoyment or pleasure; in their day they were secret and
were used by the general staffs for the purpose of strategic
planning. The plans in relief were actually removed from
the Grand Gallery by the Comte d'Angiviller not so very many
years after Reboul's book appeared. This fact indicates
that Reboul may have known what he was writing about and may
have had access to some reliable source of information as to
what was going on in the Superintendence.

Only one conclusion seems possible in regard to
Reboul's footnote reference to'a project for a national
gallery, and this conclusion must rest on loglcal specula-
tion. 4 pian for a public art museum displaying the crown
collections in the Grand Gallery of the Louvre, such as that
mentioned by Reboul, was very probably being talked about in
1767 and 1768 and apparently had even reached a certain pre-
liminary stage of formulation, at least to the point where

the King's knowledge and consent became necessary. According
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to Hautecoeur, the royal "bon" was bestowed in January, 1768.
Three months later, however, the Controller-General of
Finances vetoed the project concerning the Royal Library and
therefore, in effect if not speciflically, killed the museum
plan at the same time. It seems probable, then, that some
plan for an art gallery in the Louvre was in an early formu-
lative phase late in 1767 and early in 1768 but was aborted
by financial difficulties even before it had progressed to
the stage requiring administrative work, a fact which would
account for the lack of documentary evidence concerning 1it.
The plan was allowed to langulsh, not to be revived until
Angiviller's day. The Marquis de Marlgny had neither the
determination nor the influence to carry the King with him
in an effort to override the disapproval of the Controller-
General of Finances. Marigny was not to have a commemorative
statue in the "most prominent place" in a museum of the
Louvre and was not to achleve recognition as 1ts founder.

Other people, however, seemed determined to make a
great and creative administrator out of the Marquls de
Marigny and to see him carry out some splendld project con-
cerning the Louvre and the Tulleries. Certainly ldeas for
such a project were not lacking in the 1760's. A most inter-
esting plan for the Louvre, one different from the others,
was put forward by Monsleur Maille Dussausoy in a work

entitled The Objective Citizen, or Varlous Patriotlc Ideas

Concerning Some Egtablishments and Useful Embellishments for
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the Clty of Parig, the first part of which was published in

1767 and the second part in the following year.43 Only the
first part of Dussausoy's book is of interest here. This\
work was not published anonymously but was signed and,
indeed, appeared with the imprimatur of officlal approbation.
Dussausoy's whole attitude differs radically from that of
his contemporary, Reboul, who takes a markedly sour and dis-
enchanted view of his times and his city. Dussausoy, on the
other hand, is confident and cheerful. He belleves that
things are fine but that they can be much better, and he
proceeds to produce, with astonishing facllity, a bewllder-
ing plethora of ideas for making them so. He obviously had
a fertile and boundless lmaglination reinforced by a strong
strain of inherent optimism -- none of his notions, no matter
how complex or difficult they might be, seems to him imprac-
ticable.

Dussausoy outlines a2 plan for the Louvre which must
have made Marigny and the officials of the Superintendence
somewhat giddy; the reaction of the Controller-General of
Finances can only be imagined. Thls plan was a daring one,
however, and 1ts author must be admired for his courage.

No one in more than two centuries, says Dussausoy, has been

able to do anything effective with the Louvre and it 1s

4
3Maille Dussausoy, Le cltoyen désint®ressé, ou diverses

ideés patriotigues, concernant guelgues &tabligsemens et

embellissemens utiles & 1la ville de Paris, Premiére partile

(17677, Seconde partie (1768) (Paris: Gueffier, 1767-1768).
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time the problem were approached from a new point of view.
He suggests that since the kings do not need the palace and
do not propose to live in it, the Louvre be turned over by
the crown to the city of Paris for utilization as a city
hall. "What does i1t serve the king to have two palaces [;he
Louvre and the Tuilerieé] In his capital if the one 1is in-
complete and the other uninhabitable?" Dussausoy confesses
that this idea of making an HOtel de Ville out of the

Louvre is "not entirely new" in that it had been thought of
in 1749 and had also been "proposed in part by the late
Monsieur Turgot."44 His plan, however, is much more exten-
sive than anything of its kind to appear before and he pro-
ceeds to elaborate 1t in great detail. According to Dus~
sausoy's plan, the palace would be owned by the city of Paris
and occupied jointly by the municipal administration agd
certain elements of the royal government. A part of the old
Louvre, for example, would house some of the royal academies
and the archives of the royal household, all dependencles

of the crown to which the city would graclously extend its
hospitality, as well as all the officlials, bureaus, com-
missions, and departments comprising the government of the
city of Paris.45 Another portion of this end of the palace

would serve the French Academy, the Academy of Sclences, and

AAIbido, ppo 130-134:

451bido, PDe 135‘139.
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the natural history collection of "the late Monsileur

n46 Continuing along the river side of the

d'Onzembray.
Louvre one would find a hall fof public festivals which would
be called the Gallery of Illustrious Men. Dussausoy believed
in 1llustrious men and his plan for the Louvre called for
filling the ch&8teau with busts and full-length sculptures of
people famous in French history and culture. The plans in

relief would be removed to the Military School and the Grand

Gallery devoted to the Royal Library and the collections of

prints, drawings, medallions, and engraved stones.47 The
Tuileries might be renovated to provide a resildence for the
sovereign when he wished to come to Parls and for other
members of the royal famlly. An engraved map of the Louvre
area included in Dussausoy's book gives some understanding
of the scope of his project.48 The plan calls for thrge'new
squares, a large one before the colonnade on the Saint
Germain-1'Auxerrois side, a smaller one before the Palais
Royal, and another large one near the Tulleries; fountains;
a new opera; a new hOtel for the farmers-general; and
various other new constructlions, to say nothing of necessary
interior remodeling and decorations. The financing of this
ambitious and appallingly expensive project would be a prob-

lem, of course, but Dussausoy 1s not dismayed; he has an

46This name 1s spelled "Donsenbraye" by Reboul.

47Dussausoy, op. cite, Pp. 140-142,

4BIbid.., Plate IV.
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answer, or rather several answers, as to how his plan might
be carried out,49 It should be done in planned phases, he
says, with the crown and the city sharing the cost. The
funds would come from varied sources -- rents, bonds, the
national lottery, and so on. Each year the farmers-general
were to be accorded "the glory of coniributing to a monument
which will attest to future generations thelr patriotic zeal
and love." Put more bluntly, a special tax of 3,000 livres
per annum would be lald on each farmer-general. Wood needed
for the construction projects could come from the forests of
the royal domain. In the preface to hls book Dussausoy dis-
cusses the problem and cost of labor in regard to the many
construction projects which his ideas involve, and in this
connection he suggests the creation of a speclal commlission
to oversee a program of public works upon which the military,
otherwise unoccupled, could be used and which would also pro-
vide work for the unemployed. All of this, he asserts, would
stimulate the economy by putting additional money into cir-
culation. A national public works program involving the
construktion of new bulldings everywhere and the improvement
of communication facilitles would raise the standard of
living generally and contribute to the creatlion of a

0 .
healthier and more prosperous France.5 Dussausoy estlmates

49LQLQ-, pp. 155-159, 176-179.

501y14., Préface, pp. T-12.
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that the first phase of his Louvre project would cost about
300,000 livres and, unlike the Director-General of'Finances,
has no doubts as to the possibility of ralsing this sum.

In his plan for the Louvre Dussausoy takes into
consideration a part of the royal art holdings ~- the col-
lections of prints, drawings, medals, and engraved gem
stones -- but says nothing specific about the palntings.
This is a gtrange omission and one for which it is difficult
to account. Nevertheless, Dussausoy's expansive project
must be accorded its place in any consideratlion of the
development of the idea for a national gallery. He envisioned
the Louvre as a great public building dedicated to the city
of Paris, to the arts, and to the cultural life of the
nation. This is typical of the thought of those people who
wished to see the Louvre as the site of a natlonal museum of
art and reflects the public interest in the palace which was

current in Paris in the later 1760's.

¥ $edede e

When Madame de Pompadour died in 1764 the Marquis de
Marigny went immediately to the King and resigned his posi-
tion as Director General of Bulldings and his other posts
as well. The King returned the Superintendence to him to-
gether with all his other honors, and he continued as Direc-
tor General until his final resignation in 1773. He was
followed in the position of Directér General by the Abbé

Terray, who was also Controller-General of Finances ét the
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same time. The questlion of a museum in the Louvre again
appeared during the Abbé Terray's brief administration in

the Superintendence. In August,l1l773,a Monsleur Lacombe wrote
a short letter to the Superintendence stating that the royal
paintings at Versailles "should ornament Paris." This genile-
man asserts that he "proposed this noble project to Monsieur
the Marquis de Marigny in 1760" and that the Marquis "re-
turned to it after the peace." Monsileur Lacombe also states
that Paris should be "the temple of the arts and the rendez-
vous of forelgners" and, as had been done before, cites the

51

example of Colbert's intentions in thils regard. An un-

signed note commenting on this letter states that there are
indeed many paintings at Versallles which could be put to
better use in public exhibltion and points out that the Grand
Gallery of the Louvre would be the best place for such'a
museun were 1t not occupied by the plans in relief. A
further notation, in yet another hand, states that the
Controller-General of Finances has sald any‘project involving
the Louvre would be impossible.5

There are other documents, however, which present a
somewhat different pilcture. In September,1773,Monsieur
"Jeaurat, who was an artist and a member of the Royal Academy

of Painting and Sculpture, submitted a rather long formal

1
51A.N., 0 1912 (4), 82.

52).5., oF 1912 (&), 83.
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memorandum to the Superintendence on the subject of the royal
art collections.53 Jeaurat stated that the offices of the
Superintendence at Versallles were adequate for housing royal
portralts, the paintings desired for actual use in the decor-
ation of the apartments, and so on, but that some other and
better disposition was needed for the remainder of "the most
precious collection which is known." He considered the con-
struction of a new gallery but rejected this idea as too
expensive in both time and money. He then stated that it
would be "more expedient to revive the project of placing
the palntings in the gallery of plans in Parls and transport-
ing sald plans to the Royal Military School." He did not
belleve the Grand Gallery of the Louvre to be a very proper
place for the plans in relief anyway. "A gallery which is
necessary for communication between the 0ld Louvre and the
Tuileries is little sultable for enclosing things which must
not be public, such as the plans." Jeaurat also pointed out
that an exhibition arranged in the Louvre would be useful to
students and that "foreigners could more easlly enjoy the
palntings at Paris than in Versailles." In a set of "Obser-
vations" following the text of his letter, Monsleur Jeaurat
noted that the Luxemﬁourg was apparently destined to become
a royal appanage and asked what would be done with the
paintings on exhibition there. He observed that some con-

sideration had been gilven to creating a place for the

535.§., OF 1912 (4), 99.
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paintings iﬁ the Tulleries but stated that this plén was
objectionable for several technical reasons. He concluded
his communication by stating that "the gallery of plans
appears most convenlent in all respects." A note on the
letter in another hand reads: "He has already spoken to
Monsieur de Monteynard in regard to the execution of the
proposed project."s4 The document following Monsieur
Jeaurat's letter is a commentary upon it written by Pilerre,
who was First Paintsr, to Monsleur de Montucla, a high
official in the Superintendence.”” Plierre says that
"Monsieur Jeaurat proposes in this mémoire some means of
putting the royal paintings more at large." Plerre sum-
marizes Jeaurat's suggestions but dismisses them by stating:
"I think that these projects are superfluous, seeing that
the Controller~General has already taken wlith Monsleur de
Monteynard measures for using as thls depot the Grand dallery
of plans.” A note made by Montucla on Pierre's commentary
reads: "These projects are superfluous, the Controller-
General having other views, has already taken measures in

consequence." These documents would seem to indicate that

54The documents make it evident that Monsieur de Monteynard
was an officlal eilther in the Superintendence or in the
office of the Controller-General of Finances; 1t seems a
virtual certainty that he was in the Superintendence.

55A.N., ot 1912 (4)‘ 100. See also Furcy-Raynaud,
Correspondence de d'Angiviller, Premigre partie, pp. 7-9.
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the Abbé Terray was considering some plan for an art gallery
in the Louvre late in 1773, and there 1s further evidence of

this. In Bachaumont's Secret Memoirs there is an entry

dated November 14, 1773, which reads in part:56

There 1s a gallery of lmmense length which
Joins the palace of the Tuileries to that of the
Louvre. It is here where there are all the models
of the varlous frontiers and fortified places of
the realm. . . . There has been presented to the
Abbé Terral a project in which 1t is proposed to
build a gallery at the Military School to which
these plans would be transported, the funds for
the construction to come from royal chf8teaux to
be demolished. . «

In thls gallery, thus freed from the immense
apparatus of such machines, the author proposes to
exhlibit the royal paintings, the sculptures, and
His Majesty's rich objects of every kind, stored
elther in the Hall of Antiques or in various ware-
houses, thus to form in this gallery a Vauxhall,
that 1s to say, a place of public assembly for the
winter. « .

This project, presented to the Controller-General,
has been well recelved there, and this minlster does
not seem far from agreeing to 1t.
Bachaumont's statement, 1ike Reboul's footnote réference to
Marigny's plan for a gallery in the‘Louvre, was apparently
based on hearsay, but it was a rumor for which there 1ls some
substantiation in the documents cited above.
As hag been seen, the idea for a national museum of
art as 1t exlsted in the 1750's and 1760's and the first
few years of the 1770's showed itself in Just such vague

and insubstantial manifestations as this one involving the

56Quoted in C. Gabillot, Hubert Robert et son temps (Paris:
Libradrie d'Art, 1895), p. 170.
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Abbé Terraj. Rumors, hsarsay reports, occasional references
in official documents, plans put forward by pamphleteers
and others outside the government, projects considered
briefly and then dropped -- such elements make up the his-
tory of the hope for a national gallery during this period.
And while the idea for such a museum never even approached
a full planning stage at this time, there 1s abundant evi-
dence to indlcate that, on the other hand, it was never
really dead and was always beckoning as a future reallty.
One might charge that the royal government's failure to
create the great gallery which could have been possible was
the fault of Marigny and ineffective leadership in the
Superintendence. Thls may be partly true, but it would be
unfair to lay the blame entirely at the Marquis' door.
The royal government's financial problems were espeéially
acute during the last half of the eighteentn century anﬁ the
administration was often at the point of a flscal crisis
during this time; this situation existed for many reasons
but resulted particularly from the cumulative costs of the
two mid-century wars. There was no money, and this was not
Marigny's fault. Another and different type of administra-
tor might have managed to surmount the fiscal difficulties,
but Marigny was not the man to do this.

The Abbé Terray was not in office long enough for
anyone to know what he might ultimately have done in regard
to the creation of a gallery. He seems to have been favor-

ably disposeéd to the idea, and since he was also Controller-
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General of Finances he might, in hls dual administrative
capacity, have achleved what Marigny could not achieve.

But on May 10, 1774, Louls XV died and was succeeded by his
grandson, Louls XVI. On August 24, 1774, the Abbé Terray
was replaced in the Superintendence by the Comte d'Angi-
viller, a very dlifferent kind of man from Marigny. With
the appointment of Anglviller as Director General of
Buildings the plan for a national gallery moved into a new

and, for the 0ld Regime, flnal phase.



CHAPTER VI

THE COMTE D'ANGIVILLER'S PROJECT FOR A MUSEUM, 1774-1789:
PATIERCE AND PERSISTENCE

A, Early Plans: Optimism and Hope

Charles-Claude de Flahaut de la Billarderie, Comte
d'Angiviller, was born in 1730 at the och8teau of Saint-Remy~-
en-1'Eau in northern France on the edges of both Picardy and
the Ile-de-France.1 His father was Charles de Flahaut,
Marquis de la Billarderie, the representative of an o0ld house
of gpée nobility. His mother was a daughter of the Marquis
de Nesle, and Angiviller was descended on both sldes from
families which, in the tradltion of the French nobility,
were active in the military and also held posts at court and
other honors. When he was thirteen years 0ld Angiviller
became a page at court, and at the age of sixteen he waé
gilven a commigsion as a captain of cavalry in the Gardeg du
Corpg. From this time forward Angiviller's fortunes at
court rose steadily. He had a serious temperament and a
sober way about him which appealed especlally to the

Dauphin, whose own cast of character was similar. Late in

1Biographical information concerning Anglviller 1s drawn
largely from Sacy, . cit,, particularly Chapters I-V.
With reference to Angiviller's role in the movement to .
create a national gallery, his blographer devotes to this
question only elght pages (pp. 135-142) in a book of 258
pages.
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1759 the Dauphin moved to appoint Angiviller a gentilhomme
de la manche to his eldest son, the Duc de Bourgogne, but
the boy dled in the spring of 1760 before Angiviller had
actually entered into the office. A few months later, how-
ever, Angiviller resigned hls army commission to become

gentilhomme de la manche to the Dauphin's other three sons,

the Duc de Berri, the Comte de Provence, and the Comte
d'Artois. The gentilghommeg de la manche were members of
the Dauphin's household who were particularly charged with
the care and education of the royal children and who acted,
in effect, as assistant governors to them. Angiviller be-
came especlally attached to the Duc de Berri, which was
politic of him in that Berri was destined soon to be dauphin
and eventually to be king. The Dauphin died in December,
1765, and the Duc de Berri succeeded to his father's position

ag helr to the throne. The death of the Dauphin removed from

the scene Angiviller's most powerful friend at court, and
the death of the Dauphinz, Marie-Josephe de Saxe, in 1766
was an additional blow to him. Furthermore, Angiviller had
never got on well with the Duc de La Vauguyon, the governor-
of the young princes. These clircumstances moved Angiviller
to withdraw from the court into private 1life, and in 1766
he resigned his post in the Dauphin's household.

Angiviller would probably have had to leave the
Dauphin's service even if that prince had lived; about 1765
the Count embarked upon a prolonged liaison with the
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Baroness de Marchals, a proceeding of which the plous and
stralt-laced Dauphin would never have approved. Madame de
Marchals -- somewhat older than Angiviller, sprightly,

~ intelleotual =-- was the daughter of the farmer-general
Laborde and the wife of the Baron de Marchais, Louis XV's
premier valet de chambre. In 1768 the Baron was appointed
Governor of the Louvre and given a town house in the nearby
rue de 1'Oratoire. Angiviller was also granted a little
fgrace and favor" house in Paris, one conveniently next

door to the Marcﬁais resldence. In this setting the Baroness
de Marchals, unencumbered by her busy and preoccupied husband,
presided over one of the most brilliant galong in Parls, an
important gathering place for physiocrats, men of letters,
and intellectuals generally. 1In her drawing room one could
meet Quesnay, Turgot, Mirabeau, Diderot, Marmontel, La garpe,
d'Alembert, the Baren d'Holbach, Helvétius, Voltalre,
Rousseau, and the Comte de Buffon. Angiviller came to know
all of these people well; some of them he liked and some of
them he did not like, but he always retained a great and
particular admiration for Rousseau. He and d'Alembert were
good friemnds, but he disliked Diderot and on one occaslon
sharply debated wlith the great Encyclopedist the questlon

of the existence of God. He found Voltaire's cynicism and
vanity annoying, as many people did, and was not much lm-
pressed by the Baron d'Holbach. The Comte d'Angiviller's
exposure to these minds, which constituted the fountalnhead
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of the Enlightenment, must have been important in shaping his
attitudes and philosophies, although it seems that he had
his own l1deas and opinions and was capable of malntaining
himself intellectually in this company. The determination

to create a great public national gallery of art which
Angiviller displayed as Director General of Bulldings can
very probably be-traced,'at least in part, to the ideas and
influences of the intellectuals and philogopheg with whom he
associated in Madame de Marchais' galon.

From 1766, then, Angiviller lived in this environment
in Parlis as a private gentleman. His personal means, however,
were not extensive and he gradually became amenable to the
idea of returning to a post at court. He did possess
pensions amounting to about 10,000 livres a year and in 1770
was appointed Governor of La Tour-de-Bouc in Provence, 5
sinecure which augmented his income somewhat., The Dauphln,
the former Duc de Berri and future Louis XVI, never ceased
to be concerned about Angiviller, hls old friend and tutor,
and continued to seek a good appointment for him. In 1771
Angiviller was given the reversion of the post of Director
of the Royal Botanical Garden, a position held at that time
by the famous naturalist, the Comte de Buffon. Buffon lived
until 1788, however, and Angiviller's opportunity had come
long before that time. ILouis XV dled of smallpox in May,
1774, and his grandson, Louls XVI, ascended the throne. The

new King, a young man of twenty, was finally in a position
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to do something for Anglviller and it was to be only & matter
of time until the Count found himself back at court in a
poslition of prominence. Angiviller was named Director
General of Bulldings in August 1774, on the same day that

his friend Turgot was appolnted Controller-General of

Finances.

*H% a0 P

Angiviller's first concern as Director General was
to look to the finances of his department as they were "in a
deplorable state."2 He found, for example, that the Super-
intendence was in.debt to the extent of ten or eleven
million livres. Artists who had executed commissions for
the department and tradesmen who had furnished it with sup-
plies months previously had not been paid. Indeed, the
salaries of many members of the staff of the Superintendence
were three and even four years in arrears. One wonders how
these people managed to live, but such was the situation;
they probably survived largely on credlt, Just as the Super-
intendence itself was doing. In such circumstances it was
good to have the Controller-General of Finances as a personal
friend, and Angiviller lost no time in consulting Turgot with
regard to his department's muddled fiscal affairs. He also
addressed himself to the task of studying his department's

2 bid., p. 5.
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economlc history for the preceding century -- which must
have been a depressing job -- and to preparing for it a
reasonable and planned annual budget, the first such that
the Superintendence ever really had. There was little, how~
ever, that Turgot could do for his friend the Director
General of Bulldings; the condition of the royal treasury
wag such that any attempt to institute a sound financial
policy in the Superintendence was necessarily futile. In
gddition to hls effort to overhaul the fiscal structure of
his department Angiviller applied himself to its administra-
tive reform. The Count's powers as Director General were
strengthened by a royal edict of Septembexr 1776, and on the
basls of this edict Angiviller proceeded to suppress many
sinecure offices in the Superintendence and generally to
revise 1ts administrative procedures, personnel policles,
and salary schedules. Insofar as the expenditure of the

department's funds was concerned, none were to be disbursed

unless the paylng visa had been signed by the King and counter-

signed by the Director General, although Angliviller had the
power to spend up to 100,000 livres on his own authority in
certain emergency sltuations. In reorganizing his department,
tightening his control over 1t, and attempting to bring order
to i1ts finances Anglviller was actually applylng the theories
of erlightened despotism to the Superintendence. The depart-
ment had not felt so firm and determined an administrative

hand since the days of Colbert. Once he felt he had put his



b
s -

220

house in some kind of working order, Angiviller turned with
equal vigor to the prosecution of projects pending in the
Superintendence. One of these, of course, was the plan for
a national gallery. "He was a man of decision, and from the
time of his arrivel in the Superintendence he took to heart
the realization of this museum so often envisioned but,
before him, never realized. If he was not the first to
have the 1dea of using the Grand Gallery of the Louvre he
wes the promoter of proper measures for the execution of a
project until then very vague. One does not really find |
before 1773 any study having to do with the creation of a
museum."3

The above statement, made by the Comte d'Angliviller's
vbiographer, is accurate enough in a strict sense. But the
ldea for a natlonal museum was a generation old by the time
Angiviller became Director General of Buildings. It is true
that no elaborate study or formal plan of operations for
the creation of a gallery had been undertaken by the crown
before Angiviller's time, but certéinly various ideas for a
museum had been before the royal government since the 1740's
and every Director General since then had at least considered
some projJect of the sort. It is also true, however, that

Angiviller was the first Director General to formulate an

3Lbid., p. 137.
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effective plan for the establishment of a national gallery
and the first to bend his energles and powers to a sustained
attempt at its achievement. Indeed, there is evidence to
indicate that the Count began to think of s museum in the
Louvre immediately after he took office. The Duc de Oroy
reports that or August 26, 1774, two days after Angiviller's
appointment to the Superintendence, he found the Count with
Loulis XVI and that the subjects of conversation included the
Louvre.4 Certalnly some suoh talk must have been in the air
at that time as Monsieur Ballly was moved to write a long
memorisl to the Count in the autumn of 1774 which touched
upon this subject of a museum.5 Bailly was apparently feel-
ing apprehensive about his position in relation to a new
museum, particularly in view of the fact that there was =
new Director General. He also obviously regarded the change
in Directors General as a possible opportunity for enhancing
his own post. In any event, in this rather lengthy document
Ballly recalls the long service of his family to the crown
in the Superintendence and then asks Angiviller to specify
in detall "what are the functions and duties of my position."
"He then prbcoeds to discuss the necessity for a new 1nventor&

of the royal paintings, stating that he knows such an

4
Mondain-Monval, . cit., footnote, p. 214.

1

SA.N., 0~ 1912 (5), 143,
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inventory to be needed and to be within the scope of his
duty. "I spoke of this last year to Monsieur the Abbé
Terray,-then Director General of Bulldings. He Judged it
appropriate to delay it Ehe inventory_] until the time when
all the royal paintings should be brought together in the
Gallery of Plans." This is further evidence that the AbbE
Terray was considéring some project for a natlonal gallery
shortly before Angiviller took office as Director General.
Monsieur Ballly then goes on to point out that an inventory
would certainly be easler once a gallery had been establisghed
in the Louvre but wonders if it should be delayed in that
"the executlon of this project [the museun] might be
deferred for some years yet." Ballly then suggests that the
Director General look eventually to the conselidation of the
positions of keepers of the king's pictures. The palntings
at Versailles were under the Jurisdliction of a geparate
keeper; Ballly wished to ses thls positlon and his own
combined into one enhanced post, and he wanted this appoint~-
ment for himself. Monsleur Ballly seems in this mémoire to
be probing Angiviller on two points: 1) the new Director
General's policy toward the creation of a museum, and 2)
Bailly's position in relation to this. Bailly continued to
press Angiviller on thess matters; his memorandum was fol-

6
lowed almost immediately by a personal letter to the COount.

6y.5., oF 1912 (5), 142.
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He soon had an anawer, but an angwer which could not have
been satlsfactory to him. Angiviller replied that he hoped
the "greater part" of the royal paintings would be exhibited
in the Gallery of Plans "before too long" and that he believed
an inventory should be delayed until that time. He also
stated he knew that the existence of a gallery in the

Louvre would necessitate "new arrangements relative to the
posts of keepers of the crown paintings" and that he would
take Monsieur Ballly's recommendations in this regard into
consideration at the proper time.7 These documents are clear
evidence that Angiviller came to the Superintendence
resolved to see a national gallery establlished in the Louvre
and prove that he gave his attention to the preliminary
problems involved almost immedlately, hoping to have the
nuseum a reality "before too long." As has been stated,
however, Anglviller had many other‘difficulties to cope éith
during the first few ysars of his adminisgtration and was not
able to give his full attention to the gallery projesct for
some time. Nevertheless, the Count kept the plan for the
museum constantly before him. For example, letters of the
year 1775 written to Angiviller by Monsieur Godefrold show
that the Superintendence was already concerned with having
the collection 1n good order when the gallery was ready.

Monsieur Godefrold was a restorer of paintings employed by

Ty.H., of 1912 (5), 153.
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the Superintendence, as were his parents before him., 1In
these letters Godefroid states that he has "made a very
detalled report to Monsleur de Montucla [§n'o£rioia1 of the
“ldapartne;t_] on the mogttPeditious and least expensive means
of putting the King's palntings in a condition to be exhib-
ited in the projected gallery. . . ." He refers to the
museum plan as a "beautiful project which will bring to-
gether in a single gallery all of this precious collection,"
and he speclfies hig ideas for the restoration and preserva-
tlon of the paintings -~ the need for a full descriptive
report on each picture and its condition, the problem of
winter cold and humidity in the gallery, and so on.B

One of the first preliminary steps tec be taken in the
creation of a museum in the Grand Gallery was the removal
from it of the plans in relief. This had been conaidergd
before, but nothing had been done about it. Oertain dif-
ficulties presented themselves in regard to this project;
the plans are large and rather delicate and would naturally
be somewhat awkward even to move, to say nothing of trans-
porting them any dlstance. What 1s more, they had been
congtructed 1n the Grand Gallery and were too large to go
through any of its exits or to be accommodated very easlily
on the small stalrcase whioh led to it. There could be no
question of destroying the plans or tsking them apart ~- they

8

A.N., of 1913 (2), 278, 279.
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were to be preserved and to be moved without suffering damage
or mutilation. Angiviller turned to this problem in the
autumn of 1776. On October 1 the Count instructed Soufflot
to vislt the Grand Gallery, which he referred to as the
"Gallery of Plans," with a view to surveying it as the place
which "would become the gallery of the king's paintinga."g

On October 20 the Comte de Salnt-Germein, Minister of War,
informed the Superintendence that he had given-orders for the
removal of the plans to the Invalides and stated he belleved
this could be accomplished "before the end of the year."lo

A few days later Monsleur Larcher, keeper of the plans in
relief, sent to the Superintendence a long memorandum entitled
"Observations relative to the evacuation ordered of the
plans in rellef in the gallery of the Louvre."ll In this
mémoire Larcher outlined and emphasized all the difficulties
involved in mbving the 127 plans in rellef ~- the lmportance
of protecting them from damage, the‘neoeasity for careful
measurements both in the gallery and in the Invalides, the
objections to making the move 1n the winter, and so forth.

Monsieur Larcher, as might be expected, was protecting his

9).N., O 1544, 462; or 1670, 105.

10, x., ot 1670, 106.

11
A.¥., of 1670, 107.
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collectlion and also attempting to delay the move. Angi-
viller would have none of this. He wrote long marginasl
notes on the memorandum in which he disposed of all of
Larcher's points and objectlons, and on October 28 he sent
the amended document back to the Goqte de Saint-Germain with
& covering letter.l2 The Ministry of Wer really wished %o
delay the move until the next spring, and the Minigtry and
the Superintendence exchanged notes on this point during the
last week in October. In the meantime, Soufflot and another
royal architect, Monsieur Brébion, were in frequent consul-
tation with Larcher and were organizing the removal of the
plans. In a letter of Octoher 29 Soufflot made a detalled
report to Angiviller on the progress of this work, furnishing
the Director General with precise measurements and explana~-
tions of the architectural and technical problems which
would be encountered. Angiviller replied with an observation
to the effect that Monsieur Larcher was exaggerating the
difficulty of the project. He further stated that he was
opposed to any effort to remove the plans down the stalrcase
and believed that they could best be taken out the windows
by a "simple machine."l> The Count also made it clear to

Soufflot that he was determined to see the plans in reliéf

12, x., ot 1670, 106.

13, 5., of 1544, 473; o' 1670, 109.
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cleared out of the gallery with an abselute minimum of delay.
The Oomte de Saint-Germain, who had perhaps received orders
from on high, suddenly became exceedingly cooperative, and
by mid-November the planning phase of the removal project
wasg nearing oompletlon.l4 The entire proceeding was finighed
before the end of the year and the plans in relief deposited
in the Invalides, where they are today. This was not accom-
plished, however, without subjecting the gallery itself to
a 1ittle "demolition" work in order that the plans might be
taken out‘intact.ls By the beglnning of the year 1777, then,
the Grand Gallery of the Louvre was empty and ready to be
converted into a museum of art. Judging by the urgency with
which Angiviller prosecuted the removal of the plans in
relief one might think that the Count had the intention of
ingtalling the royal collections in the Louvre almost 1qmed-
iately. Perhaps he did have some such hope, but he was to
be disappolnted.

Angiviller continued to behave, however, as if thé
mugeum were to be an imminent reality. On November 10, 1776,
Monsleur Pierre, the First Palnter, wrote to the Count to say
that the Duc de Penthidvre wished five paintings from the

royal collection to be placed in his private apartment at

14, §., ot 1670, 110, 111.

15Hautecoeur, Histoire du Louvre, p. 78; Mondain-Monval,
o 011‘-., Po 212;0 l
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Versallles. The Duc de Penthidvre was a grandson of Louis
XIV and Madame de Montespan and ranked as a Serene Highness
and a prince of the blood by virtue of the legitimization

of his father, the Comte de Toulouse. A curt note by
Monsieur de Montucla on Plerre's lettaf states that the Count

was "little disposed" to accede to this request as it was

"contrary to the views he has for assembling all the royal

ﬁaintings in the gallery." Angiviller replied personally

to Plerre on November 12,.stat1ng that he very much desired
"to evade" Penthidvre's request. He asserted that it was not
"normal uéage" to ornament a private apartment with paintings
from the royai collection, even when the‘apartment in ques-
tion belonged to a prince of the blood. This certainly was
not true, but Angiviller apparently hoped he could confuse
the Duke with such an assertion. He stated that he fopnd
Pentﬁiévre’s réquest "a gtrong interference with my project
for bringing together all of the king's paintings for dis-
play in the gallery."16 In Angiviller's mind the projected
museum came firs?’ and he was wllling to do battle for it
against even a prince of the blood. The Duc de Penthidvre
did not get the plctures he wanted; they were not very
important pictures, but the Count was unwilling to give him
any. How different was this Director General from Marigny,
who would certainly have hastened to satisfy the Duk's

lsrurcy-Raynaud, Correspondance de d'Angiviller, Premigre
partie, pp. 108-109.




229

desires! This letter also reveals how strongly Angiviller
had 1deﬁt1fied himself with the plan for a national gallery
-= 1t 15 "my project." The Direotor General's refusal of
painfings.from the crown collection to a prince of the
blood was an important change in policy indicating that the
king's art treasures were now definitely to bs regarded as
belonging to thé natlon and were no longer to be used as
private possessions at the general disposal of the royal

family.

%% 2 4 %%

The project for s public museum in the Grand Gallery
did not make much progress during the year 1777 in spite of
the Oomte d'Angiviller's haste to see the gallery vacated
by the plang in relief. There are many documents of this
year which prove that the plan was certainly under constant
congslderation and study but that little specific action was
taken. An incomplete and unsigned document of June, 1777,
refers to the gallery as the place destined "to receive the
colleotion of paintings, drawings, and works of sculpture
belonging to the king" and goes on to specify some of the
problems which will be encountered in mounting the works of
art =-- the lighting, the necessity for breaking up the
enormous length of the gallery without blocking the views,

17

and sé on. The writer rather ingenlously suggests that

17,.5., o 1670, 118.
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the annual galon exhibiting contemporarj paintings and
sculpture be held in the Grand Gallery as a kind of dress
rehearsal for the royal museum which would allow the Super-
intendence to experiment with arrangements and lighting.
Later in the year a gentleman whom Angiviller had consulted
about the arrangement of the gallery replied with his opin-
lons and referred to 1t as "the new gallery or museum which
you propose. . . ."18 This'is one of the earliest uses of
the word "museum" in connection with the project, a signifi-
cant usagé in thét thlis word conveys much more strongly the
1dea 0of a national public institution than such words and
phrases as "gallery" and "gallery of the royal paintings.”
A museum is what Angiviller intended to establish and before
long he began to use this word in an emphatic manner in his
own correspondence. A letter which he wrote to Soufflot on
September 30, 1777, 1s important because it clearly sets
forth Angiviller's views with regard to the gallery. The
Count asks Soufflot to make a study of problems of lighting
and arrangement for "this gallery of the Louvre in which I
propose to assemble all the king's riches in paintings,
drawings, statues, and vases, stored in obscurity for a
long time in places where they are accessible neither for
the instruction of artists nor to the curiosity of the
public." The letter makes it plain that the Count will not

18, 5., ot 1670, 119.
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permit his gallery to be a hastily conéeived and badly
arranged exhibition. It is a matter "of the greatest
importance” to him that it should be a splendid museunm
which would be a source ¢f pride to France and to the
crown.lg And, perhaps, serve as Angiviller's own imperisgh-
able monument?

Souffiot had slready been studying the plan for the
museum, a project whioch had his wholehearted support. The
problem of money was always in the forefront of everyone's
mind, of course, and in July, 1777, Soufflot wrote to Angi-
viller obliquely suggesting that the chfteau de Madrid, an
0ld and abandoned royal ch@teau in the bois de Boulogne
which was badly in need of repalrs, be sacrificed in drder
that more funds might be diverted to the museum project.go
During the autumn of that year Soufflot and other membe;s
of the Royal Academy of Architecture, particularly Brébion
and OClerisseau, were studylng the Grand Gallery and making
reports and recommendations to Angiviller concerning needed
architectural changes and the problems surrounding the instal-
lation of the collections. Soufflot never minded in the
least the writing of long, detalled memorandums in a tiny,

21
cramped hand. But Clerisseau was no writer and begged

19, .5., o* 1069, 486.

20M0ndain-llonval, OP. cittg PP 214"2160

1, .x., ot 1670, 122.
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the Count's leave to present hisg ideas orally in that "the
details are too long to make to you in writing.“22 Aﬁgi-
viller, a true administrator, replied that he wéuld much
prefer to have Momsieur Clerisseau's reflections on pa.per.23
Angiviller must have lnfused hlis whole department with a
sense of urgency insofar as the museum project was concerned
and apparently many people thought its realization was not

far in the future. The Count actually began to receive appli-
catlons for positions on the museum staff. In October, 1777,
Monsleur DuRameaun, the palinter and'official in the Superin-
tendence ﬁho made the Versallles inventory previously dis-
cussed, wrote to Angiviller to request for hls brother the
position of concierge in the "museum in the gallery where

the plans were."2# In = moet.courteous and obviously pained
letter the Count replied that DuRamesu's petition caused him
great "embarrassment" because he could not satisfy the
request. The interesting point about this letter is that

in 1t Angiviller goes into detall concerning the personnel
arrangements for the museuin; he indlcates that considerable

thought had already been given to the question of staffing
the establishment and, indeed, that the whole matter had been

22, 5., of 1670, 121.

23,.5., o 1670, 120.

24.&.1«., ot 1914 (5), 383.
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disoussed with the King and approved by him.25 Angiviller
apparently proposed to have a working museum very soon if he
had gone g0 far as to conslder how many keepers and oon-
clerges he was going to need for it.

In October, 1777, Monsisur Clerisseau, the reluctant
wfiter, forwarded to Angiviller hig i1deas concerning the '
mugeum. The covering letter is in Clerisseau's own hand,
but the formal memorandum is in an elegant script and has
obviously been written by a professional scr1b6.26 The
menorandum, entitled "Observations on the Gallerj of Plans,"
'18 drawn up in four sections. In Clerisseau's opinion, the
gallery was too long and too big for the eye and the mind to
comprehend,27 and he recommended that some renovation be
undertaken which would give it better proportions. He also
discussed the celling, part of which had been palnted by
?oussin, in relation to the problem'of lighting the gallery.
Olerissean believed 1t "absolutely necessary to bring the
daylight from above for a good effect on the palntings and
statues which will ornament the gallery." In other words,

Olerisseau advocated windows or skylights in the ceiling.

25A.0Ko’ 01 1914 (5)’ 384'

26A.H., 01 1670, 123, 124,

7The reader 1s reminded that this was indeed an immensely
long gallery and was, in fact, the whole southern wing of
the Louvre which lies along the Selne and at that time con-
nected the 0ld Louvre and the Tulleries.
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This question of lighting the gallery was later to develop
into a thorny issue of the first magnitude. Finally he
consldered various ways of plaecing the sculpture and certain
changea which he felt should be made in the cornices and
walls for the sake of hanging the paintings. In November
Monsieur Bréblon forwarded his recommendations to Angiviller.28
Brébion's memorandum is brief and architecturally technical
but concerns 1tself primarily with the problem of lighting
in terms of the differing qualities of light experienced in
varying weather and at varlous times of the day.

Angiviller had determined to decorate the museum
wlth statues of 1llustrious men of France, a plan which was
possibly an echo of Dussausoy's ideas for the gallery, and
had obtained the royal "bon" for this project as early as
1775.29 In November and December of 1777 the Count was
engaged in correspondence with Pigalle, the famous sculftor,
and with Plerre, the Filrst Painter, on this subject, and was
negotiating for "some valﬁable and appropriate objects to

30 These

figure in His Majesty's gallery of paintings."
latter eventually proved to be some vases and columns of
porphyry obtained from the Marquis de Marigny, who was

living in retirement on the estate of Ménars which he had

28, ¥., o* 1670, 125.

29Ga.b1110t, o« clt., pPp. 170-1T71.

30A.N., ol 1670, 127; Furcy~Raynaud,_Correspondance de
d'Angiviller, Premidre partie, pp. 163-164,
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inherited from his sister. The year 1777, then, saw the
Comte d'Angiviller much preoccupled with the museum project
and with making plams for it. It ia.even apparent that he
thought the realization of the goal to be within sight,
although 1t is difficult to understand why he felt so opti-
mistlic -- the year did not really seem to advance the project
very far in terms of specific accomplighments. One thing
had been achieved by Angiviller at this point, however, and
fhat was the full commitment of the King and the royal
government to the creation of a national gallery in the
Louvre. Indeed, by this time the project was recelving
publicity and had become common knowledge. "All the news-
papers of the time reported it. L'Année litteraire, for
example, in 1ts Salon of 1777, sald that 'the gallery of
the Louvre is destined to become a cabinet of palnting,
and thls superb Museum, the most beautiful in Europe, will
be decorated with statues of the celebrated men that France
has produced in every field of endeavor.'”31 It is inter-
esting to'see here that this publication uses the word
"mugeum" and does not refer to the projected institution

as "the.royal gallery" or "the gallery of the king's peint-
1ng§," references whiech would have been the correct and

standard ones a few years earlier.

%% 3% ' 5%
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Angiviller willingly and impartially considered all
ideas presented to him concerning the proposed museum re-
gardless of whether they came from an officlal source or not.
Ag the project for the museum became public knowledge more
and more suggestions from private citlgzens began to arrive
at the Superintendence. In January, 1778, for example, an
elderly and retired artist presented Angiviller with a most
origlinal idea for the gallery, one which proved that his
mind was still lively even if hls hands were no longer young.3
This Monsieur Duchene suggests that thirty-two windows of
the gallery could be utilized "to form fourteen triangular
rooms of which the bases would be lighted by three windows,
alternately on the south and on the north. Each room would
have wooden walls inclined so as to carry the paintings in
thelr true light to the right and to the left. The po;nt of
the trlangle opposite the base would have a blocked-up
window forming a niche in front of which would be placed a
figure or a group on a pedestal. . . ." This ldea, which
is rather like one a modern museum designer might have,
apparently intrigued Angiviller; a note on Monsieur Duchene's
letter states that it 1s to be filed with "the proposals
reletive to the establishment of paintings." Another
analysis of the museum project and its problems was placed

before Angiviller in January, 1778, this one from Monsieur

32, 8., ot 1670, 130.
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Brébion of the Royal Academy of Architecturo.33

Brébion's
memorandum is of unusual length, twenty-six pages, and has

& long and involved title: "Mémoire to serve as an explana-
tion of the different ideas énd plans proposed to Monsieur
the Director General of the King's Buildings for Preparing
the gallery of the Louvre in a manner to place advantageously
the collection of paintings, statues, vases, and other
effects relative to the arts belonging to His Majesty."
Bréblon begins his memorandum with a "Description of the
place and of the actual condition of the Grand Gallery of
the Louvre."34 This is a2 detalled description of the
physical appearance of the gallery, complete with measure-
ments, and a consideration of the ceilling decoratioms,
including those done by Poussin and from Poussin's designs.
Brébion asserts that he has the greatest respect for Poussin
but believes that the gallery's ceiling was decorated, for
the most part, by inferlor artists, and he questions the
wisdom of attempting to preserve these paintings. Brébilon
then proceeds to make four basic recommendations which can
be summarized as follows: 1) the achievement of better
lighting by a rearrangement of the windows and a general
lightening of the tone of the gallery by the destruction

of those portions of the deocoratlons which are "gloomy" and

33, .5., o 1670, 129.

3€LQ;§., pp. 2-5. The paging of this document is the

author's and not Brébion's; the pages of the actual memoran-
dum are not numbered.
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"heavy" and tend to glve a darkening effect; 2) a rearrange-
ment of the wall space to allow for bhetter mounting of the
collections; 3) the division of the gallery's length into
three unequal parts; 4) a reworking of the vault and ceiling
and the placing of lunettes in the vault if this should prove
necesgsary for providing more daylight.35 He thenrpresents

no less than three projects or propositions, all different,

36 All of these proposi-

for the arrangement of the gallery.
tions are based on a professional architeot's technical
conceptions and descriptions. A detalled analysis of them
would add mothing to this study; sufflce it to say that all
three propositions are attempts to find solutions to the
five basgic questions which were the general concern of
everyone involved in the museum project: 1) how to light
the gallery so as to provide a maximum amount of daylight
and a minimum of shadows; 2) how to arrange the windows and
wall space in such a way as to make 1t posslible to mount
the collections in the most attractive manner; 3) how to
divide the enormous length of the gallery into smaller
areas, 1f this should indeed be done at all; 4) how to
decorate the ceiling; 5) how to protect the gallery against

the disaster of fire.

lem., PD. 5-110

36&0’ PP 11-17.
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The problem of lighting was espeblally difficult and
is a major motif in all plans concerning the gallery. It
was algso a problem which provoked a great deal of argument
and disputation in that virtually everyone had a different
idea as to how the gallery might be lighted to the best
advantage. The question of lighting was a matter of para-
mount importance, of course, beoaﬁse Angiviller, unllke the
nmuseum director of today, did net have a broad range of
artificial lighting effects at his disposal; he had to
depend upon natural daylight, and it was absolutely essen-

tial to the success of the museum that the light be brought

- Into it in a manner which would do the most for the collec-

tions. Certainly everyone concerned wita the project was
snxious that the gallery be impressive. Brébion, for
example, was eager to see that the "richness and true magni-
ficence of the collectlion of royal ﬁaintings" be shown off
to full advantage and that the museum be furhished in such
a manner as to "give pleasure to the public and to for-

eigners.“37

Brébion then makes a long résumé of the detalls of
his ideas, a résumé in which he gives much attention to the
vault, fireplaces, and chimneys, and to various means for
minimizing the risk of fire, a danger which was as much of

a nightmare to Angi¥iller as it is to museum staffs today.38

37M. s Po 14,

ﬁlblgo’ PP. 17-250
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The vault of the Grand Gallery was of wood and Brébion con-
slders the possibility of reconstructing it in brick. In a
concluding "Observation" Brébion discusses the necessity for
a new atairﬁay to give ﬁetter-access to the gallery; He
estimates that work on the gallery, not to include a new
vault or a new stalrcase, would cost at least 300,000 livres
and states that 1f the work is begun promptly "the public
can enjoy the whole arrangement of the gallgry“ sometime in
the year 1779.39 The opening of the museum di& seem to be a
distinct possibility, and even a probability, during the
first months of 1778. There was a great furor of planning
activity being carried on in connection with the project.
Soufflot, who was in almost constant communication with
Angiviller, wrote a lengthy letter to the Director General
early in March in which he went thoroughly into the quegtion
of rebuilding the gallery's vault in brick as a protection
from fire. He also belleved that a new stalrcase would be
necessary but repeatedly expressed a concern for expense,
possibly because he held so responsible a posltlon 1in the
Superintendence.ao

Soufflot's observations were followed later in the

month by those of Morsieur Hazon, another member of the Royal

39;b1§., ppo 25""26.
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Acadeny of Arohitecture.41 Interestingly esnough, Hazon

di& not belleve that the great gallery should be divided up
into sectlons. He states that he went into 1t after the
plang in relief were taken out and found that its size gave
an impression "more striking than anything I have seen in ny
1life." Disagreeing with some of his colleagues, he found the
galleiy's immense length impressive and splendid and thought
that the division of it "would spoil this monument whioch, of
its kind, does not, I think, have an equel in any court in
BEurope." ‘Hazon was 8o much in love with the gallery as such
that he seems in his letter to wish to give 1t the starring
role in the future museum. He would suppress all elaborate
ornamentation, including the celling designs of Poussin, for
the sake of a simplicity emphaslizing the proportions and the
great size of the gallery. Hazon was something of a rebel
on all points, end a fascinating one. He did not belle;e,
for example, that the lighting problem was so difficult as
had been made out. He states that he has been in the gallery
many times and has always been able to distinguish even fine
detalls perfectly well; white cellings, he says, would also
help the lighting a great deal. He questions the real value
of brick vaults as a protection against fire. Hazon's
general feeling seemed to be that the Royal Academy of

Architecture and the Superintendence were elaborating the

41, x., e 1670, 132.




242

project for a museum out of all reasonable proporticn and
that a gallery could be established in the Louvre with less
effort and foriless expense that everyone seemed to think.
He really did not see why the public could not "very.sooh“
enjoy a museum which would be "to the glory of the arts and
of the nation and which will render your administration for-
ever memorable." Hazon's approach te the museum project is
refreshingly direct and simple. Angiviller would unques-
tionably have had a museum in short order if Hazon had been

able to influencs him to the extent tauat Soufflet did.

%% %% L2 1]

One might imagine that Hazon's advice would have
appealed to Angiviller, who was 1n a hurry insofar as the
museum was concerned, but apparently it did not. On April 1,
1778, the Oount put aside all the advice he had received up
to that time and on that date started over, in effect, by
formally appointing'a committee to study the gallery projeot
and to make recommendations concerning it. This committee,
or commission, was composed of Heurtler, Brébion, Mique,
Hazon, and Soufflot, all archltects; Pierre and Hubert
Robert, painters; and Pajou, a sculptor. Migue, Hazon, and
Soufflot were all Intendants General of Bulldings, Heurtier
was Inspector General, and Brébion wag & Controller of Build~-
ings; Plerre was First Palnter, and all of the men on the
commlission were members eilther of the Royel Academy of

Architecture or of the Royal Academy of Painting and
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Sculpture.“2 There are in the Archives several oopieé of
the formal instrument by which Angiviller constituted this
committee.43 In this dooument Angiviller stated that one of
the main questions to be faced was that of whether the Grand
Gallery should "be conserved in its whole length or if we
should divide it into several parts." He states he has
sought much advice on this polnt, not only from professionals
within the department but also from private connoisseurs,
and that the majority of opinions have been in favor of not
dividing the gallery. The Director General confesses that
he himself does not wish to see the gallery sictioned and
that he has virtually made up his mind on this issue; never-~
theless, he desires that the committee study the matter and
assures it that he will consider sll ideas and recommenda-
tions. And what, he asks, should be done about the ligyting
of the gallery? How can the best and most concentrated day-
light be obtaiﬁed? Should the existing window arrangement
be changed and, 1f so, how? Or should the gallery be lighted
from above? With regard to the lighting, the Count states
that, of coﬁrse, expense 1s always a factor to be kept in
mind but that he does not want the committee to think only

of solutions which are the "easiest and least expensive."

4QSa.cy, . cit., pp. 60-63, 137,

43, §., ob 1544, 540; ol 1670, 133, 134, 220.
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Angiviller then asks the committee to conslder the problem=
of the vault and the ceiling but warns the members that
apparently they must "absolutely detach" themselves from

any hope of preserving that part of the ceiling associated
with Poussin. The Count says this must be for three reasons:
1) decoration of this kind cannot be extended uniformly to
the rest of the gallery; 2) this portion of the ceiling is
in rather bad condition and would be expensive to restore;

3) neither the ceiling nor any other feature of the gallery
1tself must be allowed to compete with the collectlons for
attention. The committee 18 also to think of means of pro-
tecting the gallery against fire and 1s to decide Whethér
the floor should be done in parquet or tile. Angiviller
also asks that the committee members share with each other
all the ideas they have expressed to him so far and to append
to thelr recommendations plans and drawings which will allow
an estimation of cost. _ '

Angiviller sent the document formally establishing
the committee to i1t with a personal covering 1etter.44 In
this letter the Director General refers to the hope for a
museum as "a national affair" and states that "I have very
much at heart the consummation of this project. « o " On

the same date, April 1, Anglviller wrote a personal letter
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to Plerre in which he again used the phrase "a national
affair" and which emphasized his desire to sée the museum

a reality.45 It 1s apparent, however, that although Angi-
viller wished to bring the museum into existence as soon as
possible he was equally concerned that it be the best museum
possible, an ingtitution worthy of the colleoctions it would
house. Angiviller was willing to spend time if time had to
be the price of excellence.

The committee and 1ts individual members went to
work immediately, pondering the problem of the gallery beoth
separately and in conference with each other. On April 15
Mique, Soufflot, and Hazon wrote a Joint letter to inform
Angiviller that they had begun to study the question of a
new sta{gcase giving access to the Grand Gallery. They
also proposed to conduct experiments in the gallery in
which paintings would be hung at "different heights . . . to
judge if the daylight will be sufficient."46 Soufflot's
baslc 1dea with regard to the lighting was to reduce the
number of existing windows 1n the walls and to comsiruct a
new attic which would bring in the daylight from above.
Why, one might ask, would anyone think of eliminating any
of the windows when the problem at issue was to provide as

much light as possible? The matter was not so simple,

4
SGabillot, . cit., p. 171.

46
A.N., OF 1670, 135, 222.
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however. The architects were concerned not only with pro-
viding an abundance cf light but also with bringing in light
of a quality which would most enhance the collections. This
meant that certain concentrations of light were desirable
and that problems of glare and shadow had to be considered.
Another issue linked to the question of the number of windows
in the walls was that of providing adequafe.wall space for
the mounting of a very extenslve collectlion of paintings;

if the light could be brought in from above, either by
clerestory or skylight windows, or a combination of both,
more wall area would be available for hanging paintings.
Angiviller, who was always much influenced by Soufflot,
inciined toward Soufflot's solution, although it certainly
was one of the more expensive ones.47 Soufflot's plan was
not acceptable to some of his fellows on the commlttee.

In May, 1778, for example, Brébion wrote a letter to the
Director General in which he referred to Soufflot's design
28 one which would require "the demolition of the entlre
existing roof and vault in order to construct in its place
an attic of stone and by thlis means bring light into the

48 Brébion beliseved this project would

gallery from above."
be "difficult to execute because of the very great expense

which it would entail . . ." and also because of problems

47Hondain'-l{onva1, op. ocit., pp. 216-218; Sacy, gop.cit., pp.

138"1390

4, x., ol 1670, 137.
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1t would create in regard to the interior decoration of the
walls and cellings. The baslc expenses for converting the
gallery into a museum would run to 400,000 or 500,000 livres,
Brébion'says, but Soufflot's project would raise the total
to about a milllon and a half. Monsieur Hazon, Brébion
agsserts, agrees with him on this point, and he insists that
a new stalrcase 1s far more worthy of the expenditure of
limited funds than 1s a new attic.

Angiviller continued to hope that work on the
gallery could begin soon, although by Juns, 1778, he had
. apparently resigned himself to not seelng any actual con-
struction started until 1779. On June 2 he wrote to Pierre
to inform him of his intention to appoint Hubert Robert as
keeper of paintings in the new museum; in this letter the
Count referred to the gallery as a "project the executiop
of which I count on having in progress without delay next
year.“49 Angiviller continued to maintain an open mind on
the 1ight1ng question even though he was personally inclined
to Soufflot's recommendations. On August 6, 1778, he wrote
two letters, one to Soufflot and one to Plerre, in which he
instructed both of them to glve every assistance to the
Abbé de Rochon, a "distinguished physiclan and optician" who
had presented the Count with "some ideas" on the lighting
of the gallery and who wished tc conduct experiments in it

9Furcy-Raynaud, Correspondance d 'Angiviller, Premidre
partie, p. 210.
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relative to these.so The Director General was always will-
ing to consider anyone's ideas and %o investigate anything
in regard to the gallery. In November, 1778, for example,
Monsleur Loriot, an inventor, wrote the Count a letter with
a supplement in which he discussed work he had done for the
royal government. He also told Angiviller of a new dis-
covery he had made which the Director General might wish to
consider for "the superb museum which it is reserved to the
splendor of your administration to bring into existence.”
This discovery concerned a new material for tiling floors
vwhich its inventor asserted was as beautiful as marble, as
durable as flagstone but much cheaper, far superior to
parquet "because it is made without gseams," and could be had
in a selection of colors. Angiviller must have been in-
trigued; he indicated by a note on the letter that he wished
to see Monsieur Loriot.

So the year 1778 ended with Angiviller displaying
both patience and persistence, with the committee debating
and disagreeing; and with the projJect for the museum not
appreciably nearer to completion =-- or even nearer to a
substantial beginning -- than it had been in 1777. The
public, however, was beginning to anticipate the opening
of the gallery. In the 1778 edition of his guldebook to

0
04 .., o 1915 (1), 214, 215.

51, .§., ot 1670, 129, 140.
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Parls Argenville says in reference to the Louvre: "“The
plans, transported to the Invalides, give way to the rich
collection of the king's paintings which Momsieur the Comte
d'Angiviller has resolved to offer to public view. The
agsembly of masterpleces of o0ld and modexrn schools of which
it 1s composed will form an exhibition of great importance

to foreignegg which will also be of interest to the nation
and useful to artists. What a Mugeum, what a place of
learning, where genius will warm itself at the brilliance of
the great men who are immortalized by their works! I am |
eager to glve a description of it when it is opened to lovers
of the arts and to add the description to this guidebook."52
This pressure of public opinion added to the Director
General's personal desire to see the museum brought to
realization. He was now publicly wedded to the projectt his
name personally linked to 1t; his own prestige and the suc~
cess of his administration as Director General now depended
upon the creation of the gallery. The prestige of the crown
and of the royal government generally was also, of courss,
1nvolvéd in the project to some degree. But the next few
years were to be fllled with dlsappointments for Angltiller
and with delays and difflculties for the museunm.

52
Argenville, op. cit., p. 58.



B. The Project Languishes: Frustrations and Disagreements
Soufflot's design for the gallery was the one favored
by the Comte d'Angiviller, who was not satisflied with simpli-
fied and economical plans ﬁhich represented a compromise with
his hope for a magnificent museum housed in an outataﬁding
and impressive gallery. The members of the committee, how-
ever, did not fin& Soufflot's project acceptable, primarily
because of 1ts inordinate cost. The majority of the com-
mittee took a far more modest =-- and far more realistic --
view of what could be and should be done to the Grand Gallery
to prepare 1t for receiving the royal collections. They be-
lieved that only a minimum amount of renovation and redecora-
tion should be done and recommended that the floor be retiled,
the exlisting windows made larger, and a great deal of white
used in the decoration of the gallery. These were the gnly
actions which the committee as a whole considered absolutely
essential. The light would be adequate, they believed, and
with these few changes the museum could be opened within a
reasonable time and for the expenditure of a reasonable
amount of money.s3 But Angiviller hesltated, unwilling to

accept the committee's proposals for a limited plan for the

Grand Gallery.

53Mondain-nonva1, op. cit., p. 218; Sacy, op. cit., p. 139.
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The Director General remained indecisive for just a
little too long. In 1778 France openly entered the War of
the Amerlcan Revolution. The French government had already
sent asslstance in the form of money and arms to the Ameri-
cans; the American victory over Burgoyne at Saratoga pre-
cipitated active participation in the war. France was there-
fore involved in yet another conflict with England. The
straln placed upon the royal treasury by these new war de-
mands was enormous and increased the French national debt by
one and & half billion livres.s4 Funds became scarce, as
always 1In time of war, and the royal government began re-
trenching wherever possible. Furthermore, the Controller-
General qf Finances was no longer Angiviller's friend Turgot.
Turgot had been forced to resign in May, 1776. The functions,
if not the title of the office, had eventually been assumed
by Jacques Necker, a Swiss banker who was reputedly a |
financial wizard.”” Angiviller knew both Monsieur and

54Leo Gershoy, The French Bevolution and Napoleon (New York:
Appleton-Century-Orofts, Inc., 1933), p. 92. It should be
noted that estimates vary in regard to French expenditures
in the American Revolution.

55Necker was neilther a French subject nor a Roman Catholic
and therefore was not accorded either ministerial rank nor
the title of Controller-General of Finances; he possessed
all the power of thls position but was called Director
Genersl of Finances.
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Madame Necker, of course -- the 0ld Regime world in which
these people moved was a small one. Madame Necker, herself
a formidable intellectual, was a friend of the Baroness de
Marchais and was often to be found in the latter's galon.
But Angiviller's relationship with Necker was simply that

of casual friendship whereas he and Turgot were old and good
friends of long standing. Soufflot had touched upon this
situation in a letter he had written to the Count on April
23, 1778.. "I have no doubt about your situation with regard
to finances; I fear it 1s very bad. You did not extract a
decision from Monsieur Turgot because he was your friend and
because you did not wish to harass him; for a reason very
nearly the contrary, you do not extract one from his succes-
sor. But, monsieur, you have the example of frequent changes
in the ministries, which can give one reason to hope tpat
more favorable things will follow." In this letter Soufflot
also cautloned the Count to go slowly for the sake of
creating a great museum rather than to move with dispatoch,
only to find that he had attained an inferior establishment.
He outlined a plan for the gradual realization of the
gallery as he envisioned it and concluded by saying: "By
these means, monsieur le comte, you wlll finish little by

'11ttle, but you will have made the best possible [museun |

for the King's glory and your own, and for the pleasure
"56

and use of the public.

56Quoted in Mondain-Monval, op. cit., pp. 218-220.
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By 1779, however, both Angiviller and Soufflot were
ready to admit that they were going to have to reduce the
scale of thelr ambitions for the projected museum. Indeed,
Necker had expressed his disapproval of Soufflot's more

extensive plan for the gallery and had made it certain that

57

there would be no funds for financing it. In a letter of

February 21, 1779, written to the Intendants General of
Buildings, Angiviller confessed that "the insurmountable
difficulties of the times forces me to 1imit my own ideas.

I deslire at least to benefit from the advantages of the
place [Ehe Grand Galleri] and to arrange it, by repairs and
simple adjustments, to recelve the priceless collection for
whlch 1t i1s destined. This depository 1s the object of a
general wish which I truly share for the glory of the King
and the nation; 1t is for you to specify how I shall be able
to fulfill it." Angiviller then asked the Intendants
General, who were, of course, royal architects on the com-
mittee, to re-examine the project in order that "work may
begin this year," at least to the extent of whatever funds

' 8
might become available.5

In May, 1779, the Intendants General, complying with
Angiviller's instructions, sent to the Director General an
estimate of costs for repairs to the interior of the Grand

Gallery which they regarded as fundamentally necessary for

57Hautecoeur, Histoire du Louvre, p. 78.

584.¥., ol 1544, 588; O 1670, 223.
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preparing it to receive the collections.59 The dooument,
signed by Hazon, Soufflot, and Mique, indicates that the
architects believed it would be possible to put the gallery
in the necessary condition for 294,098 livres. Of this
amount 47,748 1livres would be spent on work on the ninety-
two windows. The total amount of the estimate did not
include the cost of a new staircase, and the architects
stated that a beginniné fund of 100,000 écus would be neces-
sary. It should be noted, however, that the total estimated
cost of mearly 300,000 livres did include an estimate of
100,000 for exterior repalrs. Angiviller replied to the

| Intendants General in a letter of May 17, 1779, in which he
reported sadly: ."The condition of the finances will not
permit me to give to the erectlon of this monument all the
activity which it demands."60 The architects were to con-
tinue to work on the project, however, and to construot.some
scale models for study; in the meantime the Director
General would see what could be done with regard to
expenées. A document of May 25, 1779, refers to a report
that the goal of creating a museum in the Louvre "will be

!

suspended until the peace. . . The public was beginning

59,.5., o 1670, 126.

60, .., ot 1544, 606.

6
1.5, o 1670, 141.
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to say that the gallery would never be opened. The Duc
d'Aiguillon made in his memoirs some skeptical comments
about the museum project: "Nothing will ve finighed . . .
But what a most beautiful addition [Eb the cit!]l o« o o
Imagine'a foreigner arriving at the Louvre; he tfaverses
the colonnade and on one floor passes successively into the
cablnetg of prints, medallions, the library, the Gallery of
Apollo . . . the greaf‘museum of 1,321 feet! But in this
‘country nothing is ever completed; never 1s a plan followed
through; we ﬁill never have the National Gallery!"62

But in splte of the lack of funds, and in the face
of public doubté, Angiviller proceeded with plans for the
museuﬁ. During 1779 Soufflot, confronted with the dis-
approval of his colleagues and the Director General of
Filnances 1n regard to his first project for the gallery,
proposed another solution which was designed to be less
expensive and constituted something of a compromiée. In
this second project Soufflot gave up his hope for construct-
ing a new attic and substltuted fbr it a mangard roof, that
is, a roof with dormers intended to supplement the light
from the windows below, some of whlch were to be retained.
This new plan did not allow for as much wall space for dis-
playing the collections as had the first project, and the
cost of it was still estimated at a rather staggering 350,000

62Quoted in Mondaln-Monval, op. cit., Pp. 220-22]1.
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1ivres.®3 In August, 1779, Angiviller was still comsidering
the reconstruction of the vault in fireproof brick and was
studying the need for a new stairoase.64 In December the
Director General was having difficulties with Monsieur
Bailly in regard to the staffing of the museum; Angiviller
proposed retiring Monsieur Ballly, who was not an artist,

to an honorary or emeritus status on the staff, a proposi-

65 Thegse documents

tion to which Ballly obj)ected vigorously.
prove that the Count was continuing to work toward the goal
of a national museum despite the fact that the project was

in a virtual state of suspension.

%% S 5.2 4 %% %

In April, 1780,.Honsieur Biébion presented to
Angiviller a detalled memorandum on the reconstruction of
the gallery's vault in brick as a safeguard against fire, a
project which he estimated would cost about 100,000 11vres.66
The memorandum was accompanied by an architectural drawing
showing the barrel vault of the gallery lined with Buréundy
brick, a type of brick considered especlally resistent to
fire, and the pointed roof iiself supported above the vault

631p1d., pp. 222-223; Sacy, gp. cit., p. 139.

64
A.N., OF 1670, 142,

6
21.N., o 1015 (3), 2861, 287.

66,.5., ot 1670, 145.
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02 & framework of wooden beams. According to the drawling,
all wooden construction was to be held away from the inter-
ior of the gallery at all points, elither by brick or stone.
Also in April the Director General wrote to the Comte de
Modene, Governor of the Luxembourg, %o state that the paint-
ings which had been on public display there must remain in
the Luxembourg for the rest of the year 1780 as it did not
appear that the gallery in the Louvre would be ready to re-
ceive them for a uhile.67 In June Brébion sent to Angi-
viller for his approval countersigned drawings ordering the
construction of a new staircaso.68 The question of a new
stalrcase was an issue almost as important as that of the
lighting, albeit not so controversial. Access to the Grand
Gallery was through the galon in which the Academy exhibl-
tions were held (today the Salon Oarré). This galon was
reached by a small, inadequate staircase whioh the afqﬁiteots
feared would not even be safe under the weilght of the large
crowds which the museum would inevitably attract. The plan
sent to the Director General in June, 1780, and approved by
him wag that of Soufflot and called for a large, commodious
staircase rising from the Infanta's Courtyard (today the
Cour du Sphinx) to the exhibition galon which was "to serve

67y .5., o 1915 (4), 121.

68, 5., o 1670, 228.
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as a vestibule" to the Grand Gallery itself. Soufflot died
in August, 1780, but his stalrcase was actuﬁlly completed in
1781, although 1t was subsequently replaoed.69

Although Soufflot's plan for a stalrcase giving better
access to the future museum was accepted and parried through,
his second project for the gallery itself was no more suc-
ceggful than was the first one. In a letter of August 16,
1780, Angiviller invited the Intendants General of Bulldings
to meet with him and Soufflot "to discuss more thoroughly"
this second plan of Soufflot's,7o He informed the Intendants
General in advance that there were five points he wished them
especially to be prepared to discuss: 1) Is it "absolutely
and indispensably necessary" to 1light the gallery from above?
2) What are the reactions of the Intendants to Monsleur
Soufflot's propﬁsal for a mansard roof with light from above
furnished by dormers? 3) Will the dormers make the dayiight
"too strong and too ﬁarsh" in parts of the gallery? &) Will
the dormers present an esthetically acceptable appearance?
5) Are there technical problems concerning dormers which
will increase the risk of fire? On August 26, 1780, the
Intendants General rendered to Angiviller a formal report

of thelr opinions on Monsieur Soufflot's second project.71

6
9Monda1n-Monva1, . cit., pp. 223-224,
704,x¥., ot 1670, 230.

T, .5., ol 1670, 2731.
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The Intendants briefly review Soufflot's first project and
state that even though it was found too expensive, "the

zeal of our colleague, in spite of the'poor state of his
health," has prompted him to make the effort of revising it.
They then proceed to answer each of the five questions which
Anglviller had posed to them concerning the project. The
Intendants do not believe the lighting from above to be "an
absolute and indispensable necessity" and are of the opinion
that other measures, such as the enlarging of exlisting
windows and the use of much white in the decoration of the
gallery, would suffice to provide adequate light. Neverthe-
1e§s, the Intendants state that 1f the Director General can
find the money and is willing to spend the time required,
and 1f he will be content only with arranging the gallery
with "the degfee of perféction which is its potential," then
;hey recommend llghting from on high. This kind of 1ight,
in thelr opinion, would give the best and most advantageous
light for the collections. As to Soufflot's plan for =
mensard roof and lighting by dormers, they find that this
would involve, "without doudbt, a very considerable expense.
e o o" Would the dormers give too strong a light in parts
of the gallery? 1f so, the Intendants state, the problem
could be met bj curtains or some similar solution. With
regard to their opinion as to the esthetic appearance of the
proposed mansard roof, the Intendants belleve that it would

be acceptable for its advantages, even if complete uniformity
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could not be achleved. The dormers, they say, would not
increase the risk of fire if properlj congtructed of brick.
They also discuss the possible use of mirrors in the vaults
to reflect and intensify the daylight. In summation, the
Intendants found Soufflot's second project generally
acceptable and agreed; in principle, that the lighting should
4be from above, 1f possible. They found, however, that the
second plan lacked some of the advantages of the first, and
they had serious resefvationa about it in regard to the
expense 1t would entall. They also tactfully reminded the
Director General that there was a simpler and more economical
solution to the problem of the gallery, one which envisioned
only relatively minor renovations and the utilization of the
exigting lighting arrangements. They seemed to sense, how=-
ever, that Angiviller would not be satisfied with these more
modest propoéals and would insist upon pursuing his spl@ndid
but unrealistic dreams.

Not everyone concerned with the arrangement of the
gallery agreed that it should be lighted from above. Soufflot
and the Intendants General, all archltects, believed that
lighting from above would be best for the several reasons
which they specified. Sculptors also tended to agree to
lighting from on high and asserted that statues are seen to
the best advantage when light falls evenly on them from
above, eliminating the possible distortions and unplanned
shadowings which can result from lateral lighting. Some
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painters involved in the project, however, objected to the
principle of zenitha172 lighting on'the grounds that paint-
ings were never intended to be illuminated from above and
that such a light was unnatural for pictures.73 The protest
of the palnters had some validity. Untempered daylight
falling onto a painting from above can establish an atmos-
phere of light unflattering to the work and create areas.of
glare and other visual problems. One's reaction to the ques¥
tion of zenithal or lateral lighting for the gallery also
depends upon one's reaction to overhead illumination gener-
ally; many people intensely dislike any kind of overhead
lighting, elther natural or artificlsl, and find it too
intense, or cold, or depressing. Nor can the problem faced
by Angiviller and his committee and Intendants in this regard
be thought of in terms of modern museums. Many galleries of
today do use overhead illumination, but technical advances

in the field of lighting, which 1s now a complex art in

itself, have been such that a modern museum director can

7?Most correctly, the word "zenlthal," in both French and
English, means from or at the top, the summit, the zenith.
With reference to the project for lighting the Grand Gallery,
however, French texts use the term in a broader sense to
refer to any plan for lighting the gallery from above,
whether from the summit or the flanks of the vault. In
strict definition, the word should be used only to describe
a project for lighting from the summit of the vault, but in
this study the term is employed in the wider meaning speci-
fied above, that 1s, in reference to overhead lighting
generally.

734.8., ot 1670, 231; Sacy, op. cit., p. 139.
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obtain virtually any lighting effeot he might desire.
Angiviller, on the contrary, had only natural daylight with
which to work. There was a further consideration with regard
to the Grand Gallery and the lighting issue. ?he gallery as
it existed was lighted in the usual manner, by windows in
the walls. Lighting from above could be obtained only by
the investment of conslderable time and money, and no one
could be absolutely certain of the effect it would produce
in the gallery. Commitment to the principle of zenithal
lighting therefore involved an element of substantial risk.
And certainly the opinion of the dissenting painters had to
be considered; after all, thn dominant feature of the museum
would be the éreat collection of royal palntings. In any
event, these dlsputes, the lack of funds, and the Comte
d'Angiviller's hesitations effectively arrested the develop-
ment of the projJect. There are virtually no documents in
the Archives concerning the museum for the year 1781, the
year in which the American war drew to a close. The only
action taken in that year which contributed to the museum
project was the completion of Soufflot's staircase, but
this was intended to serve the Academy's exhibition galon

also and was not constructed only or specifically for the

Grand Gallery.
Lt I Hh £

Beginning in 1782 there was agaln activity in the

Superintendence with regard to the museum project. 1In
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February of that year a carpenter petitioned Angiviller for
a continuation of his pay, stating that in August of the
previous year he had fallen from a scaffolding being con-
structed for use in the Grand Gallery and had not been able

to work since that time.74

This would indlcate that even
late in 1781 some preparations were taking place for begin-
ning work in the gallery. In May, 1782,Angiviller asked the
Intendants General to provide him wlith estimates of the cost
of necessary masonry work for the gallery.75 The Intendants
complied with this request within a few weeks and sent the
Director General thelr estimates.76 The dbcument is signed
by Mique, Hazon, Brébion, Gulllaumot, and Lespée;77 the
lagt two men iere also royal architects in the department,
Guillaumot an Intendant General and lespée an expert in
masonry. The architects did not provide Angiviller with a
total cost but gav; thelr estimateg in terms 6f cost pef
cubic and linear foot for each aspect of the project and
according to the material to be used -- stone, Burgundy

brick, or whatever. They considered the cost of work on

T4y .., ot 1670, 147.

75, 5., ot 1670, 148.

76, .5., o 1670, 149.

7Les?ée's name is variously spelled as Lespée, L'Espée,
and L'Epée; the first spelling, however, is the one used by
the man himself in his signature.
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the windows, necessary preparatory work for a brick vault,
repair to the interior and exterior cormicea, and so forth.
Apparently the Count hoped to have the masonry construction
under way soon as it would necessarily have to precede other
phases of the work. On June 23 he requested the Intendants
to make the same kind of estimates wlth regard to carpentry
work required for the gallery; a note on Angiviller's letter
gtates that the required report was made by the Intendants
on August 22.78

The general public was also apparently aware of the
fact that the museum project was again progressing, which
was true enough, although 1t*waa progressing far more slowly
than the pubiic seemed to know. In September,1782,a Monsieur
Dufourny de Villiers, an artist, requested permission to
draw from the celling frescoes done by Poussin in the Grand
Gallery, paintingé which he apparently belleved were dés-
tined for imminent destruotion.79 In the autumn of 1782
Angiviller recelved a letter from a Monsieur Chippart who
desired to impart to the Director General some ideas for the
financial support of the éallery.eo In May, 1783,Monsieur
Née, an engraver, wrote to Angiviller with a plan for
engraving the collection of paintings to be exhibited in the

™,.5., ol 1670, 150.

79Abstracted in Gabillot, op. cit,, p. 172.

Ibid.
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Grand Gallery and publishing the engravings in a quarto

81 mne Count replied that

volume for sale to the public.
Monsieur Née's propesition was a bit premature and one he

could not yet consider as it wbuld be "gtill some time before
the royal paintings can be arranged in the museum. . . .“82
In June of the same year application was made to the Couﬁt
soliclting for one Jacques Charbonnier the place of floor-

w83 an appli-

polisher in "the gallery of the museum. . . ,
cation which Anglviller duly flled away for fﬁture referencs.,
About this time -- late in 1782 and early in 1783 =~ the
word "museun" began to appear regularly in documents and
correspondence concerning the project for the gallery.
Angiviller himself began consistently to use the term in

his own letters and often caplitalized and underlined the
word. | _

In 1783 and 1784 Angliviller began seriously to con-
slder the arrangements to be made for the staff of the new
museum. By a document of January 1, 1783, the Director
Genersl, with many flattering phrases, eased Monsieur
Bailly from his place as keeper of the king's paintings and
made him an honorary keéper with the partiocular duty of

asslsting in the preparation of a catalogue of the royal

81, 5., ol 1016 (5), 141.

82, 5., ot 1016 (5), 142.

83,.5., ot 1670, 153, 234, 235.
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collection.84 The closing of the Luxembourg gallery and the
personnel changes occasioned by the organlzation of the
museum had wrought havec with Monsieur Bailly's position; he
did not, understandébly enough, take gracefully to being
ousted from the post he had held since 1754 and expressed
his opinions to Angiviller in a rather forceful letter of

5 The Director General replied politely but

April 17, 1783.8
firmly, invoking the royal "bon" and referring to "the new
order of things" made necessary by the "new Museum."

Monsieur Béilly had earlier expressed his "repugnance" for

87

the position Angiviller intended to giva‘him, and 1t was

not until late in the year 1784 that Ballly was pacified,
particularly with regard to salary. At that time the Count
wrote to Monsleur Ballly, with evident relief, that he was
"charmed" finally to have arranged the position and its
pension to the "iatisfaction" of Monsieur Bailly.88 on
June 24, 1784, Angiviller appointed Hubert Robert keeper
for the new museum. Both Gabillot and Sacy state that

w89

Robert was made "keeper of paintings, but the brevet of

BAA.N.’ 01 1917 (1)’ 3570

85,.x., o 1916 (5), 102.

86, ¥., ot 1916 (5), 98.

8
Ty.5., o} 1616 (5), 101.

%8,.1., o 1670, 156; o 1917 (1), 356, 389.

89Gabillot, o cite, Do 1T4; Sacy, op. cit., p. 139.
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appointment and other documents indicate that his responsi-
bility and authority were not to be confined to palntings
only but extended to all objects exhibited in the gallery

n30 Later in

and that he was to be "keeper of the Museun.
the year Angiviller petitioned the King for permission to
appoint another keeper of the museum as he had become con-
vinced that the responsiblility for so 1arg; an institution
would be too great for Monsieur Robert alone.91 This

second appointment went to Monsleur Jollain, also a painter,
whose brevet was issued in the autumn of 1784.92 Both
Robert and Jollain were to be responsible as keepers to
Monsieur Pierre, the First Palnter, who was to have super-
visory charge of both the gallery and i:ts contents. In
letters written to Plerre and Jollain on September 8, 1784,
concerning Jollain's appointment, Angiviller stated: "The
arrangement of the museum, monsieur, ought not to be toé far

nd3

in the future. . . The salaries of Robert and Jollain

were not fixed until 1787 as 1,500 livres per year each,
which seems an exceedingly small compensation for the dutles
and respongibilitles encompassed in the positions. But, as

Gabillot says: "The King was paying poorly at this period.

90, .5., ol 1274, 230, 231; 0F 1670, 158; ot 1917 (3), 212.
914.N., ol 1917 (4), 378.

92Gabillot, op. elt., p. 174; Sacy, op. cit., 139-140.
934.¥., 0! 1917 (4), 307.

9%4:abi110t, Op. Olts, P. 1T4.

n94
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In a letter of September 14, 1784, to Monsieur
Bailly, Angiviller again referred to the arrangement of the

n95 The Director

museum as being "not too far distant. . . .
General was appaiontly feeling optimistioc with regard to the
gallery in the autumn of 1784 and, indeed, certain objec-
tives were belng accomplished which served to stréngthen the
hope that a natlonal mugeum would soon exist. The letter to
Monsieur Ballly cited above concerned the restoration of the
raintings which had been on public display in the Luxembourg
in preparation for thelr exhibitlon in the Grand Gallery.
There are several documents of the year 1784, excﬁanges of
letters between Angiviller, Mongieur Plerre, and Monsleur
Godefroid, the restorer, concerning the cleaning and restor-
ation of paintings destined for the museum and the necessity
for reframing some of them.96 Writing to Plerre in July,

| 1784 ,concerning the condition of the frameé of the paiﬁtings,
Angiviller asked the First Painter to be certain that the
frames were in good order and stated: "But you understand,
surely, and I need only point out to yoﬁ in thls regard the
précautions to take in order that, when the moment for

w97

assembling the mugeum arrives, nothlng impedes it. In a

9, .5., ol 1917 (4), 317.

6
%, .N., o 1670, 157; oF 1017 (1), 414; oF 1917 (&), 339, 383.

9TMarec Furcy-Raynaud, Corregpondance de M. d'Angiviller avec
Pierre, Deuxidme partie, Nouvelles archives de 1l art frangals,
Trolgieéme série, Tome XXII, Année 1906 (Paris: Jean Schemit,
1907), pp. 56~57. (Hereafter Correspondence de d'Angiviller,
Deuxiéme partie.)
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letter of November 1, 1784, also to Plerre, Angiviller
stated that he believed it time "to make a detalled examina-
tion" of all the peintings intended for the museum in order
to détormine thelr need for restoration. He also referred
agaln to the frames and concluded 5y'say1ng: "But I have
already wrltten to you on this last subject; you understand
easlly that since the work in the gallery 1s'going along at
a good rate it is necessary that the arrangement of it not
be arrested by unexpected difficulties, either by the poor
condition of some paintings, or that of the frames or the
lack thereof; so 1t 1s that I desire you to ocoupy yourself

with this double objective as soon as possible."98

W3k % %% W%

While Angiviller was making appolntments to the starf
of a museum which dld not yet exist and concerning himself
with the condition of the palntings and their frames, some
important work was belng achieved in the Grand Gallery. In
the summer of 1783 Qdditional estimates were made by Mique,
Brébion, Hazon, Lespbe, and Guillaumot on the cost of car-
pentry work to be accomplished in the Ggllery.gg These

estimates conslidered work to be done on walls, windows,

embrasures, and doors, and specified the laying of a new oak

98
Ibid., pp. 80-81.

99
A.¥., 0 1670, 154, 155.
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floor throughout the gallery. By the spring of 1784 Angi-
viller and Pilerre found it necessary to refuse working space
in the galon adjacent to the Grand Gﬁllery to artists and
others wishing to use 1t -- including the famous chemist,
Lavoisier -- on the grounds that it was "actually encumbered
with carpentry work destined for the decoratlion of the mﬁseum

w100 On April 12, 1784,

and willl be for a long time yet.
Anglviller wrote to the Intendants General to request their
advice and estimates on necessgary repairs to the lower vault
of the Grand Gallery, that 1s, not to its celling vault but,
rather, to the one beneath its ﬂoor.lo1 In May the Intend-
ants replied to this request with a lengthy document signed
by Mique, Hazon, and Guillaumot and accompanied by a detalled
architectural drawing showing a cross-section of the Grand
Gallery from its foundations to its rooi‘.102 The Intendants
reported that this lower vault was in a deterlorated coﬁdi-
tion in several pafts of its great length. They dld not
belleve 1t would be necessary to rebulld it entirely but did
recommend extensive repairs which would cost more than 40,000
livres.

So the need for more repalrs appeared and so the cost

of the museum project mounted at a time when the flnanclal

looA.N., 0l 1917 (2), 86; Furcy-Raynaud, Oorregpondence de
q'Angiviller, Deuxidme partie, p. 46.

101, x., ot 1670, 242.

102, y., ol 1670, 243.
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conditlon of the French government was becoming increasingly
desperate. Nevertheless, between 1781 and 1785 some signi-
ficant work was achieved with regard fo the fabric of the
Grand Gallery and the physical transformation of it into a
mugeum. The new stalrcase was completed, the wooden celling
vault was reconstructed in brick, necessary carpentry was
accomplished, and work on the supports of the floor was com-
pleted. Haunted by the spectre of fire, Angiviller also
carrlied through additional precautions against thlis dlsaster
by the construction of brick firewalls throughout the gallery.
The Count even had lightning rods installed in order that
he might never be charged with neglecting the least protec-
tion against rire.103 The Director General summed up ail
these accomplishments 1n a letter he wrote to the Royal
Academy of Architecture on November 12, 1785, and referred
to them as works having as their "essential goal the soiidity
and securlty" of the gallery.104 In 1784 and 1785, then,
Angiviller‘sélected the staff of the museum, looked to the
oond;tion of the paintings to be dlsplayed in it, and saw
gome major construction and repalr take place in the Grand
Gallery. In 1784, at least, he even seemed to have high
hopes that the museum could be opened to the public very

soon. By 1785, however, it was apparent that the museunm

10
3Hautecoeur. Histoire du Louvre, p. 78; Sacy, op. cit,,

P. 139.

104Lemonnier, . oit., IX, pp. 358-362.
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was almost as far from being a reality as it had ever been
in that the project was still confronted with two seemingly
insurmountable barriers. One of these, of course, was the
perennial financlal dlfficulty, the eternal lack of money,
now more serious than it had ever been before. The other,
hardly less formidable, was the problem of lighting the
gallery, a question which seemed to defy all attempts at

reasonable solution.



C. The Final Years: A Definitive Plan Emerges
The Comte d'Angiviller was still most reluctant to

abandon the 1dea of lighting the gallery from above, and thils
in spite of the expense which it would demand, the'objections
which had been raised concerning 1t, and the fact that this
isgue was largely responsible for the Oount'’s fallure to
bring the museum to realization. Late in 1784 the Director
General attempted again to solve the lighting question by
referring the matter to still another architect, one who had
not yet beern involved in the project. Perhaps he wﬁs looking
for a man who could bring a fresh mind to the problem, a man
whose creativity, in this regard at least, had not been jaded .
by prolonged assoclation with the difficulties presented by
the gallery. The archlitect to whom ne turned was a younger
man, one Monsieur Renard, who was Monsieur Guillaumot's
son-in-law.105 Renard was not yet even a member of the Royal
Academy of Architecture and was only an inspector in the Paris
department, a position undoubtedly procﬁred for him by his
father-in-law. How, one might well ask, could the Director
General even conslider bringing in the light from on high now
that the gallery's wooden ceiling vault had been réplaced by
a brick véult? In this regard, it must be remembered that
when Angivillér and the architects referred to "lighting from
above" they did not necessarily mean light brought from the

1osGabillot, . cit., p. 172; Lemonnier, . clt., IX, p.
359.
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vault 1tself. They were almost always thinking primarily in
terms of windows of some sort -- clerestory windows, dormers
or lnnettes -- placed in the upper part of the walls. To be
sure, windows of certain designs, such as dormefs or lunettes,
would require a reworking of the vault at points where such
windows would necessarily intersect it, but apparently
Angiviller wag willing to undertake additional adjustments
in the vault if some satisfactory solﬁtion to the lighting
problem could be found and if funds for financing that solu-
tion could be procured.

Monsieur Renard duly produced two designs for lighting
the gallery from above, and both were duly objected to by
the architects and by others who disliked the principle of
zenithal lighting. Hautecoeur states that Monsieur Brébion
and his colleagues in the Academy opposed the plans of Renard
on the grounds that lighting from above was not advantaéeous
to paintings and that such lighting arrangements would give
the gallery a "blind" and "gloomy" appearance.106 Hautecoeur
is mistaken in this statement. In August, 1780, Brébion and
the Intendants General had unreservedly accepted the prin-
ciple thet zenithal lighting was to be preferred, a position

which they reiterated in August, 1785, and 1ater.107 The

1°6Hautécoeur, Histoire du Louvre, p. 78. The words "blind"
and "gloomy" are Hautecoeur's. . ,

107Sef pp. 259-260 above; A.N., O1 1670, 231; 01 1932 (7),
50;. 0+ 1932 (8), 74; Mondain-Monval, gp. cit., p. 223; Sacy,

020 Olt., Pe 139.
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only reservations which the archlitects generally had to
every plan gso far put forward for lighting the gallery from
above stemmed from a consideration of financial realities.
This was their primary objection to Renard's designs, of
which only the second recelved serlous attention. In July,
1785, the Count, in a letter which has a somewhat weary tone,
wrote to the Intendants General on “a question delicate and
important, already very familiar.. . .“108 The subject was,
of course, the lighting of the gallery. Angiviller asked
the Intendants to consider Monsieur Renard's plan in detail,
to consult with him, and to watch him demonstrate hls thesis
with a scale model of the Grand Gallery. In this letter the
Director General again expressed hls anxiety to see the
museum opened soon, not only for the sake of the connolis-
seurs but also for the benefit of that wider class "which
we call the public. . . "

On August 10, 1785, Mique, Hazon, Guillaumot,
Brébion, and Lespée sent to the Director General a letter
expressing thelr reactions to Renard's plan for lighting the
gallery from a.bove.lo9 The architects state that they met
with Renard and examined his dra;ihga and slevations as well
#s the model he had constructed to illustrate his ldea.

This idea, which was the second of two projects planned by

108
A.N., oY 1932 (7), &41.

109, 5., ol 1932 (7), 50.
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Renard, envislioned the 1ett1ng of twenty-nine large openings
into the top of the existing vault, a éolntion which would
require the reworking of both the vault and the roof of the
gallery. What Renard'was actually proposing here was the
piercing of the vault with twenty-nine "lanterns," a techni-
cal architectural term which is the same in both French and
English and which means, in the language of the layman, a
form of skylight.llo The Iive archltects agree with Monsieur
Renard that the daylight should be provided from above but
question the practiocality of his design in view of "aur
climate, with its long and frequent rains, violent winds,
and sSnows. . « " Obviously, the architects feared that
large skylight constructions orn the roof would not stand up
well to the elements and might allow water to leak into the
gallery; because of these considerations they express the
opinion that i1t would be "preferable to bring the daylight
from the flanks of the vault rather than from the summlit.

. o " They believed, in other words, that dormer or '
lunette windows would be better aﬁd’safer than lanterns.

The architects also state that although Monsieur Renard
believes his plan would allow for the conservation of parts
of the existing vault [Ehe newly bullt one of bricé], they
do not agree and think that in the execution of the design

10
Gabillot, (o] I cit.’ ppo l73"174¢
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it would be necessary "to sacrifice the actual vault. . . ."
The authors of the report point out that Renard's plan would
necessgarily be expensive, but that bringing in the daylight
from the sides of the vault would not be so costly, since
this method would not require the total destruction and re-
construction of the vault and roof. The architects also
have a suggestion to maske in the event that the Director
General still has doubts about lighting the gallery from
above and hesitates to commit himself to it because of the
risk and expense involved and because of possible complaints
about the final effect. They recommend that an experiment
in overhead lighting be conducted in a "sufficient length"
of the Grand Gallery with a speclal exhibition mounted during
the time of the galon showlngs of contemporary palnting.
This would be a fairly inexpenslive experiment, they say, and
would provide a demonstration of overhead lighting in actual
reality as well as an opportunity to measure public and
critical reaction to the system. Finally, the five architects
warn Angiviller that he should have no illusions as to the
considerable expense which Renard's project would entall.

On August 28, Renard estimated that his plan would cost
312,359 11vres,11; but, on August 31, the Intendants and
Brébion and Lespfe reported to Angiviller that they bellieved

Renard's project could not be effected for less than 427,582

2
livres.11

1111pig4., p. 172.

1121b!:.
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And so the consultations of Monsieur Renard and the
Intendants and other royal architects were not productive;
Renard's plan met with the same fate which had befallen all
of those preceding it -- it became the oﬁaect of dissen$ions,
disagreements, and hesitations, and probably an instrument
for use in internecine professional rivalries. One element
in the rejection of Renard's project was very likely a human
one of annoyance and Jealousy on the part of the architects
because Angiviller had not accepted any of thelr recommenda-
tions and had chosen instead to place his trust in a young
architect who was not even an academician. Insofar as cost
was concerned, the total estimate for the execution of
Renard's design was certalnly less than the estimate for
Soufflot'’s first project and, according to Renard's own
figures, slightly less than the estimate for Soufflot's
second plan, although the Intendants did not agree with
Renard's arithmetic. In any event, 1t was apparent by this
time that the gallery was mot golng to be lighted from above
for less than about 350,000 livres. And certainly there was
still some apprehension as to the effect zenithal 1lighting
might create in the gallery, a fact which can partially
account for the obvioﬁs reluctance of both Anglviller and
the architects to go forward and definitely to put into
execution a plan for bLringing in the light from above. One
wonders, indeed, 1f Angiviller and his associates would have

taken thig final step even if they had had unlimited funds
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at thelr disposal. Thought and discussion were cheap and
easy. But suppose the gallery, lighted from on high, did
prove to be "blind" and "gloomy" and depressing? This was
a fearful poésibility which must always have 1u£ked at the
back of Angiviller's mind.

%% 3% 33 % %% %

In the autumn of 1785 Angiviller, in effect, threw
up his hands and referred the entire problem of lightiang
the Grand Gallery to the whole body of the Royal Academy of
Architecture. The Director General may have had several
motives in taking this action. Most obviously, he hoped
that the Academy as a whole might be able to find the solu-
tion whioch had thus far eluded the Intendants and individual
architects. He also undoubtedly hoped that hls appeal to the
full membership of the Academy would result in a generglly
acceptable plan which would terminate the dlsagreements
which the problem had generated and would, therefore, break
this impasse which was arresting the entire museum project.
Enlightened despotism had failed to produce a workable
design and Angiviller was willing to essay a venture into
departmental democracy. The Count was also skllled in the
ways of the court and the governmeﬁt, was sensitlive about
his own reputation, and was fully alert to the potential
dangers‘inherent in the museum project. In assoclating the
Academy with him in a final decision regarding the gallery

he was preparing a means whereby the full blame for any
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errors in taste or judgment would not fall on him alone.
This last statement i1s not to be found in Angiviller's
biography or in any secondary works, nor can it be sub-
stantiated by documents in the Archives, but it seems a
most reasonable presumption based upon an interpretation of
the clrocumstances. The quesfion of lighting the gallery had
become "delicate and important," and Angiviller was now
willing to share the glory for creating the museum with the
Academy for the sake of having the Academy ghare with him
the bur@en of gullt for anything which might not turn out
well. Some of the academicians were undoubtedly flattered
to be consulted on a "national affair" of such significance;
others, more aware of the vexing issues surrounding the
museum project and of the risks which Angiviller offered to
them, may not have been pleased with the assignment. The
records of the Academy's meetings on the musgeum question
and the documents concerning 1ts study of the problem have
about them a certain brusqueness which suggests that the
Academy was impatient with the entire museum affalr and did
not appreciate being asked by the Director General to produce
a solution for a matter which had defied solutlon for over
ten years. But, in any case, the Academy had no cholce -~
it was the King's will that his Royal Academy of Architecture
undertake this labor and make recommendations for the gallery.
On November 12, 1785, Angiviller addressed to the
gentlemen of the Academy a long letter iﬁ which he formally
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romltted to them, for thelr study and discussion, the problem
of lighting "this gallery destined by the King's munificence,
and by his love of the arts, to be a mocnument unique in
Europe."113 The Director General reviewed the project as it
had devéloped gince 1778 and agaln expressed his preference
for lighting the gallery from above "if I am not forced, as
administrator for the King, to devise secondary arrangements
which are held to the interest of the King's finances."
Angiviller also asked the Academy to conslder and to study
Monsieur Renard's design but informed it that the question
of how‘the gallery should be lighted was to be considered
an open one; they were not even to be bound or constricted
by anything done in the gallery to that point. He informed
the members that the King desired the Academy itself to
formulate a plan which would have the approval of a majority
of the academicians. The Director Genmeral then confided
the problem "to the zeal of the Academy" and expressed the

| hope that the coming winter would be productive of a solu-
tion. This letter was read to the assembled Academy on
November 14, 1785.114 It was read a second time on Novembe:r
21, and at this meeting the Academy "occupied itself with
this great project" by voting that the Count be asked to
provide its secretary with the records "of all that which

l13Lemonnier, . cit., IX, pp. 358-362.
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."115 On December 5 the Academy

concerns thig affair. . .
repeated this request and asked specifically to be provided
with "all the plans and memorandums, and partiocularly the
works of Monsieur Soufflot on this matter.. . ." The Super-
intendence complied with the Academy's request and on
December 12 that body named ten of its members as commission-
‘ersg to study these materials and to make a report on them.
Mique, Hazon, Gulllaumot, Lespée, and Bréblon were appointed
to work with4the comnissioners, obviously because of their
long expefience with the project.116 About the middle of
December the commission "transported itself" to the Grand
Gallery to examine the location and so to be able to add
persenal observation to the study of the documentary history
of the project; this visit must have been a mere formality
for most of the commissioners, since virtually all of them
new the Grand Gallery only too well.117 On December 19
Monsieur Renard read to the Academy a pasper concerning his
plan for the gallery, with which "the Academy occupied itself
while awalting the report of messieurs the commissioners."118

On Jenuary 23, 1786, the Academy, becoming impatient,

asked the commissioners when they would be ready to make a

115:134., p. 169.
116Ib;d0, PP 169"171.
117

AON.’ 01 1932 (7)! 450

118Lemonnier, op. cit., IX, p. 171,
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report on the result of thelr study of the Grand Gallery and
the documents concerning it. The commissioners replied,
somewhat defenslively, that they had been meeting frequently
but were not yet prepared to present the results of their
work to the Acgdemy.llg On February 6, 1786, six members
of the Academy presented to thelr assembled collezagues
separate memorandums on the gallery, each memorandum accom-
panied by drawings. The Academy ordered that these six
memorandums; together with Renard's project, be mounted in
the Academy's rooms for study by the members. It was also
announced at this sitting that on February 13 the academi-

clans would assemble at ten o'clock in the morning for a

trip en masse to the Grand Gallery. This excursion took

place as planned, the academicians being "in very great
number," and a2 declsion was made that at the next meeting
the Academy would hear the report and opinions of the ¢tom-
missioners it had appointed to study the gallery and the
lighting problem.120 Also in this month of February Angi-
viller found in his mail an anonymous mémoire from some
private cltizens who had "critical reflections" to make on
the museum project. Stung by thelr criticlsms, and perhaps
interested in their comments, Angiviller -- who would go to

any lengths to hear of ideas for the museum -- inserted a

11
9Ib;g., P. 173,

120
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notice in the Journal de Paris in which he asked the authors
of the mémoire to come forward as he had "the desire and
the need to confer with them." In March these citizens com-
plied with the Count's request and consented to consult with
him.121 Public pressure on the Director General for the |
opening of the museum was again intensifying and adding to
his own desire to see the gallery completed and arranged.
Pressurs was also obviously belng applied to the
Acadeny, which was working on the museum project with unwonted
speed and consistency. On February 20 the academlclans
listened to "several mEmoires on the gallery” and had soms
"ong discussions" on the subject, and on Febfuary 27 Angl-
viller's letter of November 12, 1785, was formally read to
them for the third time, which might be construed as a form
of prodding. Finally, on March 6, 1786, the Academy decided,
by a majority vote, that the Grand Gallery should be lighted
from above but that there should also be daylight from below
which could be used "at will."122 This decision was, in
truth, not a decision but a safe, diplomatic, temporizing
solution which would have made both zenithal and lateral
lighting available =-- if the light from either above or

below proved to be inadequate or unsatisfactory it could be

both supplemented and controlled by means of blinds or

121
Gabillot, op. cit., pp. 172-173.

122
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curtains. The decision would also be satisfactory to every-
one In that it provided for every possible kind of daylight.

‘ At the end of March Angiviller and the architects
were contemplating an experiment with overhead lighting in
the galgn where contemporary paintings were exhibited (not
the Grand Gallery) for the sake of seeing what effect this
light would.have. an experiment which was undoubtedly con-
sldered with the problem of the Grand Gallery in mind.123
On April 23 the commissioners named by the Academy "for the
affalr of the gallery" read to the academiclans assembled a
mémoire on the subject, and at this same meeting the members
agreed, again by a majlority vote, that the zenlthal lighting
in the gallery should come from "the summit of the vault."124
This recommendation from the Academy must have been somewhat
discouraging to Angliviller in view of the fact that the
vault had just been reconstiructed in Burgundy brick, work
whlch would necessarily be destroyed by any scheme of light-
ing from "the summit of the vault." On May 9 the Academy
resolved on a convocation "to deal with, in the last resort,
125

the affalr of the gallery." This convocation took place

123A.N., 01 1670, 183.

124
Lemonnier, op. cit., IX, p. 180,

1251bid., p. 183,

PAanrardirmemal caridle oo o "t e



286

on May 15, 1786. "The Academy having assembled, after the
reading of particuiar reports concerning the gallery and
after observations and discussions on this subject, the
report of the commissioners concerning the affalr of the
gallery was read and approved by a majority vote; by vote,
it was resolved that a certified copy of the sald report would
be sent to Monsieur Migue for presentation to Monsleur the
Director General."126 At this point the Royal Academy of
Architecture as a body, having made its "last resort" effort,
more or less wlthdrew from "the affair of the gallery."

The report of the Royal Academy sent to Angiviller,
a document of seven pages, is dated May 15, 1786, and is
signed by the ten commissioners.127 fhe commissioners re-
view the Director Genera}'s letter of November 12, 1785,
and then discuss the designs of Monsleur Renard for the
gallery. His first project was similar to Soufflot's first
project in some respects in that 1t called for the construc-
tlon of an atfic and the bringing in of the daylight by means
of arched vaults, a design which the commissioners polint out
would necessitate the "destruction of the vault and of the
present roof." The second design envisioned by Renard and
reviewed by the commissioners in this letter was the one

suggesting the letting of twenty-nlne openings into the top

126;b1d.
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of the existing vault, a solution wnich Renard asserted would
demand the reworking of the vault and roof but would not re-
quire the total destructlon and rebullding of both. The
commissioners state that Renard'é proposals “"merited the
greatest attentlon" and were studied by the commission both
in drawings and scale models and, finally, in the gallery
1tself. The ten architects state that on this visit to the
gallery they thoroughly examined its fabric from the founda-
tions to the roof to acquaint themselves with its actual
condition and with the new carpentry and masonry work which
had been done in it. The commissioners then state that,
after much study, discusslon, and.deliberation, they have
arrived at the following five conclusions: (1) that the
gallery should not be divided even by decorations, such as
columns or pllasters, and that 1t should be preserved in its
entire splendid, impressive length; (2) that the gallerj
would be best lighted from above rather than by the exist-
ing windows; (3) that the daylight from above should be
brought into the gallery by means of several large openings
(lenterns) let into the summit of the vault, but that the
existing windows should be retained for light to be used

"at will," to provide ventilation and a means of moving
obJects into and out of the gallery, to allow for views to
the outside, and for the sake of the inherent beauty of the
gallery; (4) that the creation of the lanterns would neces-
sitate the destruction and rebuilding of the vault; (5) that
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since the destructlion of the vault would make the destruction
of the carpentry of the roof "a sad necessity," it would be
advisable to rebulld the roof of fireproof materials as an
addltional insurance against fire. The commissloners also
state that the lower vault of the gallery, the one beneath
the floor, requires some attention. With regard to the
interior decoration of the gallery, the commissioners
recommend that this be carried out with a "noble simplicity"
which will be in keeping with the general character of the
place and which will not detract from nor compete with the
collections. And this report, the commissloners imply, is
the Academy's final word on the subject of the Grand Gallery
and i1ts problems.

This report must have been a disappointment -to the
Comte d'Angiviller if he had hoped that the Academy would be
able to produce some kind of magic formula which would‘rescue
him from the perplexities and dilemmas which surrounded the
museum project. The Academy's conclusions, in fact, sealed
the doom of Angiviller's hope to be remembered as the creator
of France's national museum and meant that no such gallery
would ever be achleved by the 0ld Regilme. In thils report,
the Academy, in effect, endorsed Renard's second project
for lighting the gallery with lanterns in the vault, although
gseveral of the architects had previously objected to the
design on the grounds that it would be excessively expensive.

Monsieur Renard to the contrary notwithstanding, the Academy
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as a Whole -~ and probably correctly -- assumed that the
execution of the recommended project would demand the total
demolitlon and full reconstruction of the vault and roof.
The vault had Just been redone, at considerable expense, all
of which was to be wasted. Why, one wonders, had Angiviller
been 80 illogical as to inslist upon proceeding with the
reconstruction of the vault in brick when the prime lssue of
lighting had not been resclved? There are three possible
answers to this gquestion. (1) At the time he undertook this
renovation he had apparently abandoned any idea of lighting
the gallery from the summit of the vault and belleved that
any future plan adopted for the lighting would not involve
more than dormer or lunette windows which would require some
adjustments in the vault but not its destruction; later he
changed his whole concept of the lighting difficulty, most
probably because of the general professional consensus of
opinion that zenithal lighting would be best for the gallery.
(2) He was so afrald of fire that he was determined to re-
place the gallery's dangerous wooden vault with a brick one
even if it meant that this vault was not to be permanent.
(3) The pressure on him to open the gallery was so great
that he felt the psychologlical need to do as much work as
possible =-- to do something -- and to ignore the fact that
some of this work might have to be partially or whollj undone

when the time came for settling the lighting issue.
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In actual fact, the Academy's recommendations were
good and were those which prevalled in the dlstant future -~
today the Louvre i1s lighted by a combination of upper and
lower windows supplemented when necessary, of course, by
artificial light. And certainly an enormously long, unbroken
gallery with only overhead light and no windows glving a view
to the outside would very likely be a depressing and visually
unattractive place. The Academy's report recommended a
system for utilizing both zenithal and lateral lighting in
a manner which provided for great flexibility'and control.
Bﬁt the Academy's report also recommended a lighting system
which was impossibly expensive and would have cost at least
half a million livres. Angiviller had no hope of extracting
half a million livres from the Controller-General of Flnances
at this time, especlially when he would have to admit that
some of these funds would go for destroying work which had
just been done and upon which money had just been spent.
Certainly the Academy knew this and one cannot avoid the
suspicion that it made its recommendation, without suggest-
ing a less expensive alternative, simply for the sake of
discﬁﬁrging the responsibility with which the Director
General had shouldered it. The responsibllity was now agaln -
the Count's élone, and he found himself in an exceedingly
awkward position. The Academy had indeed resolved the dls-
sentlions which had raged about the lighting issue, and this

was good, but 1t was small comfort in view of the fact that
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the solution put forward was impossible of realization.
The Academy had solved one problem only to create another.
With the commissionerd report before him, Angiviller would
not dare now to go ahead and arrange the museum in the
gallery as it stood; to do so would require the flouting
of all professional advice and, besldes, his pride and his
desire to establish the most impreésive nugeum possible would
not allow him to settle for less than the best. But France
at this time could not provide him with the financial means
for obtalning the best; 1f he would not settle for something
more modest he would have to do without. This report made
by the commissioners of the Academy in May, 1786, is a turn-
ing point in the history of the effort to create a national
museum in that 1t constitutes a stalemate, based primarily
on financial difficulties, which was never broken. And 1t
was getting late in the day for the 0l1d Regime. The Academy's
"last resort" effort was more of a last resort than it knew.
In June, 1786, one Abbe Grenet wrote to Angiviller
to offer him a "useful and curious machine" as a "beautiful
ornament" for the proposed museum.le- The Count knew of
this "machine" with which the Abbé proposed to endow the
gallery as 1t had been reported in the newspapers. It was a
contrivance showing the movement of the earth on its axis

and in relation to the sun and the moon, a device probably

128 '
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similar to those used today in high school and college
geography classes. Anglviller believed that this construc-~
tion of the Abbé's "would be very forelgn to the arts for
which the museum is destined" and that, in any event, "it
would be yet some time" before the gallery was ready for the
installatlion of the collections. The Count also believed
that the Abbé's invention gave a false impression of the
universe. On July 4 the Director General wrote one of his
customarily polite letters to the Abbé in which he thanked
the latter for his interest in the museum but fimly declined
the offer of the machine on the grounds that the gallery was
to be dedicated to "the paintings and sculptures of the

king and other works of this kind. . . ." He also stated
that since the museum would not be ready in the foreseeable
future he could not assume the responsibllity of accepting
and storing a variety of objects which might or might not
eventually be placed on exhibition. He concluded his letter
by saylng that he had slready been compelled to refuse
"various offers very similar to yours."129 This exchange

of correspondence between the Abbe and Angiviller indicates
that there was stlll public interest in the museum project
but that in the minds of some people the concept of a museum

of art as such was not clearly established, although 1t was
perfectly clear in the mind of Angiviller. Angiviller's

129, ., oY 1919 (2) 182, 184.
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notes and letter also indicate that by mid-year in 178€ he
had agaln resigned himself to seelng the project for the

museum delayed "for a very considerable time yet. . . "

43 e ) 3* 338

In the report of its commissioners made to Angiviller
in May, 1786, the Royal Academy of Architecture delivered
its final decision on the subject of the Grand Gallery. This
is what the Director General had asked of it; the Academy
had complied; and so, one would think, the issues of whether
or not the gallery should be lighted from above and, if so,
by what means, were settled. They were not. The Comte
d*Angiviller still could not make up his mind; he hesitated;
he sought more advice; he considered other plans and ideas;
he mused and discusszd; but he took no positive steps toward
bringing the museum out of the realm of speculation and
theory and into the world of reality. During 1787 Angiviller
was ostensglbly continuing to study the museum project, but
the truth seems to be that the dellberations and consulta-
tions were at least partlally a screen behind which there
was a Director General who really did not know what to do
because of his own contlinulng uncertaintles and because he
could not find the money for preparing the gallery as he
believed it should be prepared.

The Academy's report of May, 1786, may have been its
"last resort" as a body on the question of the museum, but

Angiviller did not accept 1t as a final solutlon nor as a
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settled plan toward which he could work. On March 13, 1787,
the Director General wrote to the Intendants General to
state that he had "profoundly meditated" the Academy's re-
commendations "with the desire to fix my opinions."l30 He
admits, however, that he has not been able to find in the
Academy's report a fully satisfactory and acceptable plan

and that several other i1deas presented to him since the time
of the report have "augmented my doubts." He states that

the 1ssue 1s no longer whether or not the gallery should be
lighted from above but, rather, a question of how this might
best be achieved. "Nevertheless," he asserts bravely, "I am
absolutely determined to proceed with these works and to

put the gallery in order." The Count expresses his "esteem"
for all the members of the Royal Academy of Architecture but
implies disappointment in them as a body by proceeding, in
this letter, to appoint a new committee for "the further’
examination" of the museum project. Angiviller expresses his
belief that a committee "less numerous than the entire
assembly of the Academy" might be more efficient and be
better able to make "deeper" studies in order "to arrive at
useful and acceptable results." He then names a committee

of nine architects to include the three Intendants, who were
Mique, Hazon, and Guillaumot, and six academicians: Brébionm,

- Boull®, Jardin, Heurtier, Antolne, and Raymond. Angiviller

130, x., ot 1670, 161.
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then informs the Intendants that the committee must abandon
all thought of Monsieur Renard's design for bringing day-
light into the gallery from the summit of the Vault.13l The
Director General confesses that he relinquishes thls ldea,
which he believes has "a true character of genius," with
some reluctance but does so0 because he has doubts as %o how
well 1t would actually function in the Parls weather. He
gives other reasons as to why he has turned away from
Renard’s plan: the necessity for constant care which the
lanterns would demand; the possibly unpleasing appearance
which they might give to the exterlor of the Louvre; and the
fearful risk that they might let into the gallery "a mass of
1light" which would be "extremely disadvantageous." Because

of these considerations, Angiviller instructs the Intendants

General that the committee must concentrate on finding a

131Angiviller refers to this design as Renard's "first idea,"
but it seems that it was actually the second of two projects
put forward by Renard for lighting the gallery from the vault.
He also later produced a third plan for lighting from the
flanks, and this may account for Angiviller's reference to
the plan cited in his letter as Renard's "first idea." This
plan could be considered Renard's "first" project in rela-
tion to the design for flank lighting 1f the latter were
regarded as the second plan, which is apparently what Angi-
viller was doing in this letter. The very first project
which Renard put forward and which was a scheme for llighting
from the vault was hardly considered at all and apparently
Angiviller does not count 1t in the numbering of the Renard
designs. In any event, there can be no questlon about the
fact that the plan Angiviller cites here was Renard's pro-
posal for lighting the gallery from the vault with twenty-

nine lanterns.
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"meens of lighting from the flanks [of the vault] at the
most advantageous points." In asking for a plan for lighting
the gallery from the flanks of the vault Anglviller was
surely also thinking of another consideration which he does
not mention; a lighting scheme utlilizing the flanks would be
much less expensive than lighting from the summit and would
probably permit most of the new brick vault to be retained
intact. Anglviller goes on to state that Monsleur Renard,
who apparently was endlessly inventive, had produced a de-
sign for flank lighting which he would like the committee to
consult, although they were not to feel bound by it. One
cannot but wonder how the nine mature architects, Intendants
and academicians all, reacted to this order that they see
what Monsieur Renard might have to say on the subject of
flank lighting. Angiviller then asks that the committee
give as much prlority as possible to this assignment. He
closes his letter with an indication of his extreme concern
for the safety of the royal collectlons by informing the com~
mittee that 1t must, above all, conslder the security of the
"immenge riches" which the gallery is to enclose, "the loss
of which could be repaired by nothing in the universe."
Angiviller's very genﬁine fear for the safety of the objects
confided to hlis care may well have been an important consid-
eration in his rejection of Renard's design for lanterns in
the vault; the very thought of rain‘washing down onto the
Mona Lisa or The Virgin of the Rocks would certainly have
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been enough to turn him away from any thought of skylights.
The committee replied to Angiviller's request for
further studies with a long mémoire of thirty-nine pages

dated April 4, 1787.15°

They report that they met on March
21 to discuss thelr mission and to review the pertinent
documents, particularly the Director General's letter of
November 12, 1785, to the Academy and the Academy's conclu-
sions of May 15, 1786, They then proceed to read Angiviller
a lecture, in which there 1s a distinct note of exasperation,
on what the Academy as a whole, or any body of architects,
can and cannot do. The Director General, they say, seems to
be under the impression that a group of architects working
together can produce a complete "project," by which they
mean a fully worked out and detalled architectural plan M
ready for lmmediate execution. The committee says that no
such thing is possible and that, indeed, the Royal Academy
of Architecture has a by-law forbldding it to engage as a
body in the production of any "project." Architecture,

they assert, is not a matter of group endeavor but an art
based upon individual genius and talent. A number of
architects working together, they claim, can no more produce
a unified and coherent architectural plan than can the
French Academy assembled produce a tragedy. The Royal

Academy of Architecture can Judge between projects and can

132
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enunciate general principles upon which a project cam be
based, but this is all it or any committee or commission of
architects can do; the final project must come from the
mind and hand of a specific artist. The committee firmly
states that a number of artists designing in concert could
only fashion a "monstrosity.“l33 By virtue of this little
dissertation on the practice of the art of archltecture,
the committee informed the Count that he could not expect
from them the definitive solutlon he was seeking and must
content himself with recommendatlions and conclusions of a
general nature,

The committee then takes up the defense of the
Academy in the face of Angiviller's implied dissatisfactlion
with it as a body. They review the Academy's report of
May, 1786, and inform the Count, rather coldly, that the
concluslons expressed in that document were not reached
"lightly" but only after long and hard deliberation and by
n134

"a very great plurality of votes. The committee then

proceeds to review the entire lighting problem in all of
1ts aspects and details. Angiviller had informed them in
his letter that they were no longer to consider lighting

133Ibig., pp. 4-6. The page numbers are the author's; the

pages of the actual document are not numbered.

134Ibido sy Po 10.
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from the summit of the vault, but they dlsregard his in-
structions and include in thelr report an analysis of the
lantern plan for lighting the gallery. In thls regard, they
state, they read with interest a memorandum sent to them by
the Director General criticizing the lighting effects pro-
duced by lanterns in the chapel of the religious community
of St. Mery. According to that memorandum, the light from
the vault in the chapel caused glaring reflections to be
thrown back into the vault from the floor and walls and
created disagreeable shadowing effects. The commlittee
visited this chapel, taking care to arrive at high noon on
a fine sunny day in order to see the effect of the most
brilliant sunlight streaming into the building from the three
great oval lanterns whlch lighted it. They observed the
effect of the light on the paintings and sculptures in the
chapel.and concluded that the author of the critical m8moire
(who 1s not identified) was altogether wrong; they found that
the chapel of St. Mery, for various technlcal reasons, was
one of the "least favorable" examples of lighting from the
summit of the vault, but even so they agreed that the effect
produced in the chapel was very satisfactory.135

The committee then briefly mentions the theories of
light held by Descartes and Newton but states that knowledge

of the phenomena of light is still very "imperfect" and

1351bid0’ ppo 11-130
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asserts that the senses are often more trustworthy than the
intellect in these matters. The archlitects next consider
the general proposal that the gallery be lighted from the
flanks of the vault and a specific suggestlon made to Angi-
viller that this flank lighting be brought in at an angle of
about 450 on the theory that this is the light which painters
prefer for working. Not so, says the committee; an artist
may have his canvas on an easel at about a 450 angle, but

he will always take his light from on high if he possibly
can, The commlittee cites as examples of the good effect of
overhead lighting on pictures the sale galleries of two
Paris art dealers, one in the Hotel Bullion and the other
in the establishment of Monslieur Le Brun. They refer also
to the shop of Monsleur Barbler, a silk merchant, and to

the excellent results produced in his store by overhead
11ght1ng.136 The committee reports that it then traveled
about Paris visiting several buildings and churches lighted
from the flanks of their vaults in order to observe the
results of daylight brought into the interlors in this
manner. They visited the churches of St. Leu, St. Gilles,
St. Martin-des-Champs, Notre Dame de St. Gervals, St. Germain-
des~Prés, the Capuchin church in the Marais, and other

places as well. They report that they were not lmpressed

by flank lighting, complaln that 1t 1s usually lnadequate,

0.
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and state that it can sometimes trap "the spectator . . .
in a mass of living light,' that is, in light coming strongly
from opposing sources which conflict with each other.137

The archlitects went also to see the effects of a
combination of lighting in the assembly hall of the College
of Surgeons which was 1lluminated by three large lateral
windows and a central lantern. They state that the light
in this hall bounced and glared about the room in a most un-
pleasant manner until peace was achleved by an experiment
which darkened the lateral windows and allowed the light
from the lantern to prevall. In order to avold this in the
Grand éallery, the architects state that the lower windows
should be closed up and all of the light brought from a
multiplicity of carefully placed flank windows, an operation
which they say would be very costly and which would alter
the whole aspect of the exterior fagades. They also pose
technical objJectlons to the introduction of lunettes into
the pediments of the fagades and come to the conclusion that
"the project of lighting the gallery from the flanks is im-
practicable. « « " They also remind Angiviller that any
system of flank lighting would necessarily demand wooden
superstructures in the roof and therefore lncrease the risk

1
of fire. ke

137Ibid., pp. 19-21.
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The committee then proceeds to demolish Monsieur
Renard's plans both for flank and summit lighting, although
they say politely that in doing so they do not have "any
reproach to make to Monsieur Renard." His plan for flank
lighting i1s not acceptable because of what it would do to the
fagades, because 1t would allow combustible materials in the
roof, because it would require the division of the gallery
with columns and pilasters, and so forth. They also proclaim,
rather astonispingly, that Renard's plan for lighting the
gallery with lanterns in the summit of the vault is no
longer acceptable, elther, and that "it does not any longer
fulfill the wish of the Academy." This plan is rejected
because 1t, too, requires wood in the roof, demands that the
shape of the roof be changed, and calls for the use of sup-
porting columns in the gallery which would have the effect
of dividing it. In short, the committee renounces Monsieur
Renard and all his grandlose schemes.139

The architects review thelr impressions of various
kinds of daylight on sculpture and declare emphatically that
1light from the summit of the vault would be best for
statues, Just as it would be best for paintings. The com=-
mittee states that it would not hesitate to recommend light-
ing the éallery with the existing wlndows except for two

points: (1) the carpentry work surrounding them constitutes

139
Ibigo, ppo 23-250



303

a fire hazard; (2) the light they give would be unfavorable
to sculpture, an important matter in view of the fact that
there will be much sculpture in the gallery, including the
statues of 1llustrious men with which the Director General -
proposes to decorate 1t.14o

| The architects turn agailn to the subject of lighting
from the summit of the vault, the very plan which Angiviller
asked them to forget. They tell the Director General that
he should no longer have any doubts whatever as to the favor-
able effect such lighting would produce in the gallery; this
question they conslder settled. They also belleve that his
fear concerning the effect of weather on lanterns 1s un-
founded and point out that there are several bulldlings in
Paris with lanterns which have successfully withstood the
¢lements for many years. Certainly, they say, windowé in
the flanks would not be any safer or easler to care for
than lanterns. The commlttee then proceeds to compare
vault and flank lighting in terms of advantages and dis-
advantages, the control of light, the effect of the light
under specific circumstances, the value of using mirrors 1in
the gallery, and so on, citing as examples varlous bulildings
in Parls and churches in Rome.141 Angliviller i1s then warned

that the roof will continue to pose a fire hazard as 1t

40
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contains much wooden structure, and he is reminded that the
time will come when it will be both necessary and possitle
to rebuild it in a fireproof manner; the archifects bellieve
this should be done before the collectlons are installed,
not only for their safety but because any subsequent rework-
ing of the roof and vault would require removal of the col-
lections. Here the committee touches upon a vital point in
the whole museum project. The safety of the collections

and Angiviller's concern for this demanded a firepfoof roof,
but the question of roof constructlon was inextricably linked
with the lighting question; upon both of these lssues turned
the decision as to whether the museum should or should not
be opened in the gallery as it existed. If the roof must
eventually be rebullt in order to make it fireproof, why not
rework the vault at the same time in order to provide the
proper lighting? And if these works must eveﬁtually Be
undertaken, would it not be futile and foollsh to open the
museum on what would be, essentlally, a temporary basls?

The committee lald all of these polnts before Angiviller in
a most specific manner; one point led logically to another,

and all of them led logically to further delays for the

142
museum project.

Turning to the subject of expense, the committee

blithely informs the Director General that this matter should

142
Ibid., pp. 34~-36.
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no longer be "frightening" in view of the fact that much of
the work which would be desirable for the gallery was a part
of the neceséity for rendering it safe for the collections.
They estimate that the reconstruction of the roof in fire-
proof materials and the preparation of the vault for lighting
from the summit would cost about one million livres or, they
add casually, perhaps a few hundred thousand more. The coﬁ-
mittee could well afford to bandy about figures of thils
size -- 1t was not in Angiviller's position of having to
obtain the money from the Controller~General of Flnances.
Nevertheless, in emphasizing the need for the safety of the
collections and making the lighting plan dependent upon
this matter, the committee placed within the Count's hand
a potent weapon for use in requesting funds.1

In summatlon, the committee rejected all of Monsieur
Renard's designs, including his particular project for
lighting the gallery with lanterns in the summit of the
vault, but 1t adopted the general principle of lighting by
lanterns in the vault. Thlis amounted to a restatement of
the Academy's conclusion of May, 1786. The committee did
not recommend flank iighting and did not believe that it
would be senslble or advisable to open the museum in the
gallery as 1t stood. The report is slgned by the three

Intendants and by five of the six academiclans who were

4
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members of the committee; at the foot of the document is a
notation signed by Bréblon, the ninth member, in which he
expresses his dissent from the majority opinion that the day-
light should be brought into the gallery by means of lanterns
in the va.ult.l44

Angiviller must have been surprised by the committee':.
report; it was not what he had asked of them and certainly
not what he nad expected to get from them. He wrote to the
Intendants on Aprll 10 to thank the committee for i1ts efforts
and 1ts sincerity and to state that he had read the report
with the most profound interest.145 He also stated that the
document would be submitted to the King and that it would un-
doubtedly be helpful to His Majesty in assisting him to come
to a decision, "after which I shall take all appropriate
measures to terminate this important enterprise." PFrance was
8t1ll an absolute monarchy, the king was deferred to ih-all
things, and all business of the ministgries was at least
theoretically subject to his scrutiny and approval. It seems
unlikely, however, that Louls XVI played any active role in
the museum project, nor is there any evldence to indlcate
that he did; the King never manifested any notable interest
in the arts and undoubtedly trusted Angiviller in this
matter of the gailery. Angiviller, in his letter to the

144
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Intendants, took the committee's lecturing of him about the
practice of architecture gracefully and in good spirlit; he
stated he knew that a finished architectural plan could not
be "a communal work” and that he had only been seeking
"fundamental principles" anyway.

So the decision'and initiative were again remanded
to the Count himself, and he agailn found himself faced with
professional advice urging a solution to the problem of the
gallery which would cost a great deal of money and which
would unquestionably delay the openling of the museum for an
uncertain number of years -- more years than Angiviller had
left in which to work. In short, he found himself in pre-
cisely the situation he occupled in May, 1786, when he re-
celved the Academy's concluslons and recommendations. The
committee's report was presented to the King on April 29,
1787.146 And there, on the King's desk, the matter more or

less rested for nearly a year.

et 3 W* %

In 1788 Angiviller engaged in correspondence con-
cerning the statues of 1llustrious men destined "to be placed
one day in the Museum."147 An o0ld army comrade, the Baron de
Besenvald, asked Angiviller for a'position as an inspector

in the "gallery of the Louvre," reminding him that Angiviller

146Gab1110t, « cit., p. 173,

147, §., ot 1920 (1), 68; oF 1920 (2), 226.
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had once promised him such a post; the Count replied that he
remembered his promise and would be happy to oblige hils
friend but admitted that he found it "very difficult" to
kmow when such a position might be available.l48 Artists
requested permission to copy in the royal galleries, but the
Director General was compelled to refuse them on the grounds
that the "actual arrangement of the cabinet of paintings no
longer allows anyone to wWork there«"149 He instructed
Pierre, the First Painter, to have Monsieur DuRameau inspect
the paintings "in the different royal houses in the environs
of Paris," and particularly at Meudon, adding: "Perhaps
among these paintings he will find some sufflciently dls-
tinguished to be given a place in the Museum."lso During

this year the Director General recelved reports from Monsieur
Guillaumot concerning a plan for arranging overhead lighting
in the galon where contemporary palntings were exhibited;

this was contemplated for the salon of 1789 and was an experi-
ment planned for the sake of the Grand Gallery rather than

for the galon itself.151 These documents indicate that during
1788 Angiviller went shead by doing what he could for the pro-

Ject and by continuing his‘preparations for the gallery; they

148, x., ot 1670, 167.
149, x., o* 1920 (2), 129, 1%0.

lsoFurcy-Raynaud, Correspondance de d'Angiviller, Deuxidme
arti ’ pp. 232"233-

151, x., ot 1670, 168, 169.
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also indicate that he had 1ittle hope of seeing the museum
a reality in the near future.

One extregely impertant development concerning the
mugeum did occur in 1788. On March 31 the King gave his
"bon" to the general plan for the gallery outlined in the
committee's report of April 4, 1787, and ordered that pre-
parations proceed for transforming the committee’s ideas
into a fully developed architectural project. The King had
retained the committee's mémoire in his personal possession
since April 29, 1787, and did not afix his "approuvé" for
nearly a year after he recelved 1t.152 On June 11 a letter
of order, based on the King's decislion, was sent by Angi-
viller to Guillaumot and Renard, which indicates that per-
haps Renard, after all, was to be chosen as supervising
archlitect for the project.153 This was a significant step
forward. At long last it was definitely decided that the
gallery was to be lighted from above with lanterns set 1lnto
the summit of the vault and that the museum was not to be
opened until this work had been accomplished. All that re-
mained was to develop the committee's fundamental principles
into a set of working plans and to order the projJect into
execution. There was also, of course, the question of where

the royal government was to obtain the million or so livres

152Gab111°t, 0D Cito’ Pe 1730
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which the work was to cost, but the King's approval of the
report indlcates that he had the firm intention of seeing
the project carried through and apparently believed that
the necessary funds would be forthcoming from somewhere.
It would be interesting to know why Louls kept the com-
mittee's report for so long, but we do not know why.
Perhaps he found the technical aspects of the lighting
problem intriguing; he had no real lnterest in art but he
did like mechanical problems, machinery, woodworking, ocar-
pentry, and the like. Or perhaps the Klng was siﬁply indif-
ferent to the entire project and delayed reading and acting
upon the committee's report out of lack of concern.
Angiviller summed up the status of the museum project
at the end of the year 1788 in a formal mémoire which he

154 This mémoire is in

addressed to the King on November 2.
the nature of a report to the King on the project as it then
stood and on activity concerning it which was planned for the
near future. The Count refers to the plan for a national
gallery as "an interesting and truly national project for
forming in the gallery of the Louvre (a monument unique of
its kind) a Museum vwhich will offer to foreigners, as well

as to France itself, the spectacle of the incalculable riches

which belong to the crown in peinting, sculpture, engraving,

154A.N., 01 1670, 246; ol 1920 (2), 210. The first document
cited 15 the actual mémolre sent to the King and noted by
him; the second doocument cited is a draft copy written 1n
Angiviller's own hand.
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and other productions of the arts." The Director General
states that the project "has been suspénded e« o o because

of the difficulties of the times" and also because of "the
diversity of opinion" concerning the lighting of the gallery.
Angliviller states that he has been 50 impressed with the‘
importence of the project and with his own responsibility in
relation to it that he has refused to take "risks" and has
mede "the most profound studies" with the Academy and other
royal architects in the department. He reminds the King
that the baslc issues concerning the galleiy and its light-
'ing were resolved by the committee report of April, 1787,
aﬁd by the sovereign's approval of that report and the con-
clusions and recommendations contained in it. Angliviller
then informs the King that since the royal consent has been
secured for a deflnlitive plan, he can now proceecd with
studies for puttiﬁg the project into exeoution. He states
that he proposes to see these studies begin in 1789 and to
finish the entire museum project "in three or perhaps two
years. . « " The expense of the project, he estimates,
will be about "one million.”

Referring to the Estates General already convoked
for the followling May,VAngiviller.expresses some apprehen-
slon as to what effect this "assembly" may have on "new
projects and enterprises" such as the museum project. He
asserts, however, that the museum will be "most obviously

useful" and will be important to all Burope and to France.
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He also makes the point that such a gallery would help to
bring forelgn tourists and thelr money to France and that
this economic stimulation would return "a hundredfold" the
investment made in the completion of the museum. Angiviller
is expressing here the hope that the museum project will
survive eny political and economic changes resulting from
the convocﬁtion of the Estates General; he makes an effort
to see that it does survive in whatever new world may be
emerging by emphasizing the project's national and inter-
national importance and by putting it forward as a sound
economic venture.

The Director General then proposes to the King that
an experiment in overhead lighting be conducted in the salon
next to the Grand Gallery. Thls was the room in which the
work of the members of the Academy of Palnting was exhibited
to the public every year. Angiviller states that the public
complains regularly about the poor lighting in this salon
and that lighting it from above would have the "double
advantage" of improving the light in this exhibition hall
and of convincing everyone the mugeum must be lighted from
Qbove. By this experiment Angiviller hoped to win the
approval of the public for the idea of overhead lighting
and also to let 1t see that the advaﬁtages to be galned from
such lighting Justified delaying the opening of the museum
for a few more years. He probably also wanted to see for

himgelf the actual effect produced in the Louvre by light
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brought in from vault lanterms and so to resolve in his own
mind any lingering doubts he might haﬁe concerning this par-
ticular system of lighting from above. Certainly the experi-
ment in the exhibition galon would provide practical exper-
lence which would be useful in working out the lighting
system for the Grand Gellery. Angiviller informs the King
that the work of lighting the salon from above could be com=-
pleted by August, 1789, the time of the next exhibition,

for a cost of 80,000 livres, an amount which he asserts is
modest for an experiment “"so important." This project for
the galon, Angiviller tells the King, will be for "the
general interest of the national glory" and cannot but win
"universal applause” from the public. The Director General
concludes his mémoire by stating that he awalts the King's
orders. The last page of the document bears the King's
"bon" and the date of November 14, presumably the day on

which Louls gave his approval to the contents of the

mémoire.

e 33 S

The work of lighting the exhibition galon from above,
as proposed by Angiviller to the King in November, 1788, and
approved by him, preoccupled the Superintendence and the
architects during the first half of the year 1789, the last
year of the 01d Regime. There are many documents 1ln the
Archives concerning thls project -- letters, progress

reports, contracts, estimates of expense, and so forth. An

| o DS T B TY T



314

examination in great detall of the development of this work
would add 1little to this study. The exhibitlon salon was
not a part of the Grand Gallery and the plan for lighting
it from above has relevance to the museum project only in
that it was carried out partly as an experiment from which
Angiviller and the architects hoped to galn knowledge for
the lighting of the Grand Gallery in a simllar manner.
Angiviller also wished to see how the public and the
critics would react to overhead lighting in the Louvre and
to prepare them for it in the museum. Not all of the docu-
ments avallable on this matter are utillzed and clted here
but, rather, only representative letters and reports which
are illustrative of the progress of the work and of its
ultimate results. This experiment is interesting, however,
in that it points the way to the Grand Gallery and demon-
strates how the royal museum would have been lighted had
Angiviller been granted a few more years in which to work.
On February 9, 1789, Monsieur Guillaumot, who was
to be supervising architect for the prolect, submitted to
Angiviller a mémolire setting forth in detall a proposal for
reworking the galon's vault to place within it a single
great lantern.155 This would also, of course, necessitate
work on the roof, and Guillaumot provides the Count wlth an

explanation of precisely what is to be done and with

155A0N0, 01 16701 170‘
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estimates of cost for the various phases of the project --
the masonry, the carpentry, the metalwork, the glazing of
the lantern, and so on. In preparing his mémoire Monsieur
Gulllaumot consulted with his son-in-law, Monsleur Renard.
The total cost of the project, it seems, was to be a few
thousand livres in excess of the original estimate of 80,000.
Notes on the document in Angiviller's hand indicate that
Monsieur Guillaumot's project was discussed in the Super-
intendence on February 10. Angiviller outlined the project
to the King in a mémoire of February ll,156 and on February
15, according to a note on Guillaumot's report, Louls be-
gstowed the royal "bon." On February 17 letters of order
were dispatched to Messleurs Guillaumot and Brébion which
placed the project in execution. One of Angiviller's notes
states that the work was to be completed in time for the
academic exhibition scheduled for August, 1789. On
February 17 a contract was let for rebuilding the wooden
superstructure of the roof in iron and for the fabricatlon
and émplacement of the lantern, work which was to cost
37,730 livres. According to this contract, the lantern was
to contain 240 panes of glass.157

There was some rather bitter quarreling among the

architects, however, even on this matter of lighting the

156
>, §., ot 1670, 171.

157A.N., 01 1670, 172.
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Balon. Monsieur Brébion, who had dissented from the majority
opinion rendered by the committee of 1787, continued to
oppose any overhead lighting system involving lanterns and
refused to cooperate in the project for the salon.158
Brébion, an important architect, was Controller of Buildings
in the Superintendence and therefore occupied a position
which permitted him to express hls opinion and to make it
carry weight. On March 16 Guillaumot wrote to the Director

General to complain that Monsieur Brébion created difficul-

tles "every day in order to retard and render impossible the

construction of the new roof in iron for the salon. . . .“159
Conferences vwere held concerning these disagreements,l6o and

Angiviller, characteristically, named a committee to study
and report on the problem.161 This committee, composed of
Mique, Hazon, Guillaumot, Jardin, Brébion, and Heurtier, met
on March 27 and subsequently composed a report of thelr pro-
ceedings.162 According to thls document, which 1s signed by

all members of the committee, including the recalcitrant

158 1

A.N., 0F 1670, 173, 174, 175.
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160A.N., 01 1670, 176, 179, 180, 181.

161
A.N., OF 1670, 184.

162A.0No, 01 1670, 1850



37

Brébion, the meeting was not productive of a full reconcilia-‘
tion of all parties. Jardin tended to uphold Brébion's
objection to the manner in which the roof of the galon was
belng constructed. Nevertheless, the disslidents were over-
ruled, the project went ahead, and in April Guillaumot and
the Count were exchangling letters on the progress of the \
work.163 In May the architects submitted to the Director
General a report on the 240 glass panes which would be
required for the lantern, and on June 24 the order for the
manufacture of fhese was given.164 By June 7 Monsleur
Renard was able to inform Angiviller that the work on the
salon was progressing rapidly.165 In June and July the
Superintendence was making arrangements to procure 298 panes

u166 The

of glass, "white and not polished on one side.
document does not speclfy how this glass was to ﬂe used but
it was undoubtedly the glass for the lantern, which required
240 panes; the additional panes were probably intended as
insurance against breakage in installation and for whatever
future replacements might be necessary. The work was finally
completed and the galon exhiblition held. The regular windows

in the room were.covered over and the light from the lantern

allowed to prevail. A report made to the King on November 16,

163, x., ot 1670, 187, 188.
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1789, states that the exhibition was "a great success" and
that "the public walts with impatience to see the gallery
lightéd in the same manner."167

On December 16, 1789, Monslieur Brébion was able to
report that hlgh winds on the night of the fourteenth and
fifteenth had damaged the lead covering on the flat roof of
the galon and had broken or cracked twenty-four panes of
glass in the 1antern.168 He recommended, undoubtedly with
much satisfaction, that the lantern be enclosed, at least
for the winter, and that the planking which masked the
salon'g windows be removed. When he went up on the roof to
inspect the damage he took Monsieur Renard with him, a little

tour which must have been a source of trilumph to Brébion and

of great chagrin to Renard.

i3t 9% %3 335

The successful experiment with overhead lighting in
the exhibition galon, which was actually a preview of what
was intended for the Grand Gallery and the museum, ‘came too
late. By midsummer of 1789 the events of the Revolution
had begun to intrude themselves into the Superintendence
and to disrupt all of its plans and projects, just as they
were disrupting the whole institufion of the monarchy. 1In

167 1
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fact, Angiviller was not even ln France when the galon
exhibition was held. The Count was an ardent royalist and
had made himself conspicuous as an upholder of the royal
prerogative, so much so that he became something of an
embarrassment and a liablility to the King at that partic-
ular time. He was advised to leave Francé for a while for
his’own safety, and the King urged him to go. He left
Paris incognito at four in the morning on July 28 and set
out for Spain, where he remained until January, 1790. Angi-
viller's blographer states that at this time the Kirg himself
was considering fleeing from France to Spain with his family
and that possibly Angiviller was sent to Spain on some
seoret mission in connection with this plan, but apparently
there is no evidence for this. The Count did not resign his
post as Director General and the Superintendence was only
remitted temporarily into the hands of three administrators.169
| By August the officials of the Superintendence were
in a flurry of alarm over the safety of the royal collections
stored in the Louvre. On August 7 Monsleur Vien, a painter
and an officlal in the Paris depariment, wrote to the admin-
istrators of the Superintendence to report that "two deputies
of the district of St. Germaln 1'Auxerrois" were demanding,

in the name of the Marquis de LaFayette, the rooms in the

Louvre in which the royal palntings were stored pending

1698acy, op. cit., pp. 193-194, 205-206.
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completion of the museum; these halls were wanted for the
Paris militia for "barracks for the soldiers."17o Monsieur
Vien says despalringly that he fears "we must favor these
demands, which it does not appear to me possible to refuse,”
and he begs a "prompt response." He also discusses the

need for the guarding of the palace and 1ts contents. Early
In September Hubert Robert, keeper of the royal collections,
wrote 1n the same veln to Monsleur Cuvillier, First Commis-
sloner of Bulldings, who was virtually acting as Director
General, but Cuvillier replied by stating that he thought
nothing would come of this matter.171 On September 7, how-
ever, Monsieur Vien wrote again to Cuvillier to report, in

a state of distraction, that the demands for the depot of
palntings were belng renewed with vigor. He says that
Cuvillier, who was at Versallles, could well afford to be
tranquil but insists that the situation in Paris is such
that "there is not a moment to lose. . . ." He implores the
Superintendence to do something, and specifically to ask the
Comte de Saint-Priest, Minister of the Royal Household, to

172
intervene. On September 13 Monsleur Cuvillier, shocked,

170, x., ot 1670, 77.
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wrote to Robert: "I cannot refuse to reveal to you my un-
easlness concerning information which has been glven me.
This 1s to the effect that you have delivered to the district
of St. Germain-1'Auxerrois a part of the warehouse of the
royal paintings. It 1s impossible for me to believe this."173
Robert replied on September 18 denying that he was responsible
for surrendering part of the royal depot of paintings to the
clty of Paris.174 But "the soldiers" did receive some of
these halls for use as barracks, a fact which lmmedlately
ralsed for the Superintendence all manner of problems con-
cerning the moving, storage, and securlty of the paintings,
subjects discuésed in a letter of September 24 from Robert
to Cuvillier.175

On November 16, 1789, the three Intendants General
of Buildings, Mique, Hazon, and Guillaumot, in the absence
of Angiviller, addreséed directly to the King a mémoife con=-
cerning the Grand Gallery.176 This document indlcates that
the King, working under some influence or other, may have
decided to install the royal collectioné in the gallery as
1t stood. The Intendants state that they have been "informed
of the intention ¢f His Majesty to complete the gallery of

the Louvre destined to contain the precious and immense

173Gabillot, op. c¢it., p. 176.
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collaction of his paintings and sculptures, to place them in
it without changing the carpentry or roof of this edlfice,
and to allow this gallery to be lighted by daylight directly
from the existing windows. . . " The Intendants presume to
"present to His Majesty some reflections on this subject."
They remind the King that Angiviller has been attempting
for ten years to finish this project and decided in its
early stages that the light should be brought into the
gallery from the summit of the vault. They state that "the
financial situation" did not permit the Count to proceed with
this project of overhead lighting, and that he therefore
abandoned it "for some time" and replaced the gallery's
wooden vault with a brick one as a protection against fire.
Turning to the subject of the lower vaﬁlt beneath the
gallery's floor, the Intendants state that it is in poor
condition; the Superintendence has long planned to repéif it
but has been prevented from doing so "in default of funds."
They warn the King, however, that the lower vault 1is in
such a state in places that it cannot be trusted safely to
support the welght of heavy marble statues and that 1lts
repair must be "the first expenditure to make. . . ."

The Intendants recall that a promise of funds in
1783 and the increasing desire of the public "to see the
gallery lighted from above" prompted the Comte d'Angiviller
to revise his plans for the museum, particularly wlth regard

to the lighting question. The recommendations made by the
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Royal Academy of Architecture in 1786 and by the committee
in 1787 are reviewed for the King, recommendations over-
whelmingly in favor of lighting the museum from above and of
reconstructing the roof of fireproof materials in order that
no one might ever have "useless regrets" because of a
disaster by fire which could have been prevented. The
Intendants state that the Director General had definitely
settled on this project -- lighting from above and a full
reconstruction of the roof and vault -- and that the King

177

gave to this plan his "positive approbatioxn.' Reviewling

the recent history of the museum project, the Intendants
point out that Angiviller decided upon an experiment in 1789
in the exhibition galon with the type of roof and lantern
intended for the Grand Gallery. This experiment, they
declare, was "a great success. o o "

The Intendants then state: "The actual condition of
the finances undoubtedly does not permit the undertaking of
it [Ehe museum project as planneé], but the expense would not
be regarded as excessive in happier times. . . ." They
estimate the total cost of the project at a milllon and a
half livres, which was about half a million more than Angi-
viller had estimated, and assert that the work could be

completed in "less than two years. . . ." But, the

7
1‘7The words "aprobation [sic] positive" are underlined in

the document. The Intendants are referring, of course, to
the royal "bon" given on March 31, 1788, to the report made
by the committee on April 4, 1787.
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Intendants concede, none of this need prevent the arrange-
ment of the Grand Gallery in such a manner as to render it
useful "for the service of the court during its stay in
Paris. « « " In concluding their mémoire, the architects
recommend that only a minimum amount of work be done in the
gallery, 1f it is to be put to some temporary use, on the
presumption that some day 1t wlll be arranged properly, that
is, with a fireproof roof and lighting in the vault. For
example, the vault should not be decorated as this would be
a "pure loss" when the time came for rebuilding it and the
roof. The Intendants do lnsist, however, that a certain
amount of "indispensable" work will have to be done on the
lower veult, this "before all things . . . for the safety of
His Majesty, the royal family, and the public. . . ." The
royal family was now in residence in the Tuilerles, brought
there from Versallles during the October Days.

By a covering letter which bears the same date as
the mémoire, November 16, Cuvillier transmitted the Intend-
ants' observations to the Comte de Saint-Priest for presen-
tatlion to the King.178 A separate note of November 17 by
Cuvillier states that the mémolre concerns "necessary works

w179

for putting the gallery in a condition of service. A

hint of this new plan for the gallery appears in the documents

178, x., ot 1670, 198.
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even before the evidence presented by the Intendants'
mémoire. On November 2 Hubert Robert wrote to Cuvillier on
another matter but added a postseript in which he stated:
"As 1t is a question of completing the Grand Gallery of the
Louvre and exposing there, as a consequence, numerous paint-
ings; and as a part of these paintings are in need of washing,
relining, cleaning, restoration, etc., etc., does 1t not
seem appropriate to you, monsieur, that we occupy ourselves
with this as soon as possible, and also to have frames made
for those that need them. . . ."180 On November 20 a copy
of the Intendants' mémoire was sent to Angiviller, still
Director General, in Spain.181

This set of documents 1s rather puzzling, and is open
to more than one interpretation. On March 31, 1788, the
King had definitely accepted Angiviller's plan to delay the
opening of the museum for two or three years in order that
the roof might be rebuilt and the Grand Gallery lighted from
above. He had aﬁproved the experiment in the exhibltion
Salon. Suddenly, in November, 1789, he apparently decided
to have the gallery put in order wilthout delay. Louls very
probably desired this work in order that the gallery might
be used by the court; certainly the old Tullerles was lnade-

quate for the large and elaborate royal household which

180, y., o 1920 (3), 125.
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surrounded the person of the soverelgn in the elghteenth
century. But the King's intention with regard to the Grand
Gallery 1s not made unquestionably clear in the documents;
the Intendants' mémolre and Robert's postscript make it
reasonable to speculate that wnat the King may have intended
was the immedliate creatlion of a public museum in the gallery.
Robert's note suggests that the royal paintings were o be
readied for mounting in the gallery as soon as posslble; to
be sure, thls could mean only that some paintings were
wanted for the decoration of the gallery in preparation for
1ts use by the royal household. The Intendants, however,
express a specific concern for the safety of the "purlie,"

a word they would hardly have chosen to use in reference to
the court. Moreover, they present to the King a lengthy
review of the entlre museum project, a proceeding which would
hardly seem required if all Louis wished to do was to use
the gallery temporarily for his household. Certainly the
Intendants go to some lengths to make clear thelr bellef
that the gallery should not be used at all until such time
as 1t could be fully prepared for use as a national museum
according to the plan definitively adopted in 1788. And
would the King have dared to appropriate the Grand Gallery
for the private use of the court in view of the strbng
public wish that it be a museum? Would he have dared so to
flout the public will with his famlly residing in a poten-
tially explosive Paris? On the other hand, would the King,
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under the clrcumstances of those times, wish to have immed-
lately adjacent to the royal living quarters a large gallery
freely open to everyone? Certainly such a situation would
present some element ofvrisk to the security of the royal
household. Perhaps what Louls had in mind was some plan of
sharing the gallery with the publlc, that is, a plan in
wvhich 1t would be open as a museum on certain days of the

” week but also avallable for the use of the court. Nothing
is sald of thls matter in any secondary works.

If the King did intend to have the Grand Gallery
opened as & museum on some basls or other, there are two
possible explanations for his decision. Public demand for
the museum may have been such that Louls was convinced of
the necessity for conceding to 1t without delay. There is
another possible explanation, however. During Angiviller's
enforced absence ir Spain a plot against him was concocted
in the Superintendence. The nominal acting Director Genersal
was the Comte de Salnt-Priest, Minister of the Royal House-
hold, although'the actual business of the departmeﬁt was
administered by Ouvillier and the Intendants. Saint-Priest
was ostensibly Angiviller's friemd, but in the Count's
absence he proposed to the King sweepling changes in the
Superintendence and apparently did all he could to undermine
Angiviller's position at court and in the government. His

close 2lly in this project was Monsleur Heurtler, one of
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the architects.182 Louls XVI was always indecisive and
always susceptible to the advice of those 1mmediately around
him, Salnt-Priest was with the King daily, Angivilier was‘
in Spain. The Minister of the Royal Household may have con-
vinced ﬁouis that Angiviller's plan for the museum was un-
necessarily elaborate and expensive and that there was
really né reason why the gallery could not be opened at
once. Or perhaps the Comte da Saint-Priest, or someone else
close to Louls, influenced him to think of opening the
nuseum immedlately as a politic move calculated to strengthen
the soverelgn's position with the Parislans.

3% ¥*36 % ¥ %

Whatever may have been in the King's mind 1afe in
1789 with regard to the Grand Gallery, nothing was done.
For all practical purposes, the museum project was suspended
at this time. Both the monarchy and the Superintendeice
were soon to be reorganized by the new government of France
and the King subjected to a civil list. The initliative for
the creation of a FPrench national gallery of art passed from
the crown into other hends. In any event, the history of
the 01d Regime was fixed and sealed when it came to an end
in the events of May and June, 1789. The royal govermment's

opportunity for creating a national museum was forever past.

182 :
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In January, 1790, Angiviller returned to court and
to his position as Director General. On April 29, 1791, he
resigned his post while under attack for his militant royal-
ist stand and for his administration ocf the Superintendence.
ﬁ; left France immediately for permanent exlle and spent
most of the remalnder of his 1life in vérious places in the
Germanies and Denmark. He died in 1809.183 In 1779 Angi-
viller's portrait was painted by Duplessis. It shows him
seated in a Louls XVI chalr and locokling the very epitome of
an eighteenth-century French courtier, his left arm resting
on a desk on which there are archliteotural drawings. A
large plan of the Grand Gallery of the Louvre is unrolled
along the desk and falls across the Count's lap.184 This
portralt is symbolic ~- the transformation of the Grand
Gallery into a natlional museum of the first rank was Angl-
viller's primary goal from the day hs assumed the office of
Director General of Bulldings. In November, 1793, living in
emigration, Angiviller had to endure the sting of learning
that the museum toward which he had worked for more than
fifteen years had been realized by a Revolutlionary govern-
ment under Jacobin domination. To be sure, the museum opened
in the Louvre in 1793 was not the splendid establishment
Angiviller had envisioned, but the Revolution had managed to

18
3Ibid., pp. 228-229, 246, 255.

84
Ibid., plate facing p. 168.
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do what he had feiled to do, that is, to bring the royal
collections to the general public. But by the autumn of
1793 this bltterness was for Angiviller but one more added
to many others. The monarchy had come to a formal end on
September 21, 1792. Louls XVI, Angiviller's pupil, friend,
and sovereign, was guillotined on January 21, 1793. France
was a republic and the govermment which created the museum
of the Louvre was the government of the Terror. The Count's
world had disintegrated so rapidly and in so catastrophlc a
manner that perhaps his fallure with regard to the museum
project paled into insignificance in contrast with the other
and greater blows dealt him by the Revolutlon.




CHAPTER VII
CONCLUSION

"The question of the origins of the Museum of the
Louvre résembles a little that of the battle of Toulouée, a
battle which.for a long time Marshal Soult won or lost in
turn, according to the parties which were in power. For
certain persons, and théy are the greatest number, the Louvre
is a creation of the Revolutlon; for others, on the contrary,
it must be credited to the monarchy."1 It is difficult to
see why there need be any conflict over this question. No
one can take from the Revolution the oredit for having
actually opened the museum to the public for the first time
in 1793. Nor can it be denled that in expropriating the
royal domain and transforming the royal collections into 4
national gallery the Revolution did only what 1t would
logically have done regardless of what mlght or might not
have preceded it in regard to a plan for a museum. In May
of 1791 the Revolutionary government granted the King a civil
list of twenty-five million livres and took from him, in the
name of the nation, the royal lands, the crown jewels, and
the royal art collections; 1t also resolved to establlish a

2
national museum in the Louvre. In the spring of 1791, then,

1Gabillot, op. cit., p. 169.

2Ibid., pp. 169, 179~180.
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the royal art collections ceased to be the property of the
sovereign and passed legally to the ownership to the natlon;
at the same time, the responslibility for establishing a
mugeum moved out of the cfown's power to rest with the
National Assembly and its successors. In point of fact,
the development of the museum project was arrested by the
events of the Revolution at the end of 1789 and was revived
only after the National Assembly had assumed control of the
government and the collectlons.

But 1f the Revolution must be accorded the glory of
having established the lLouvre as a museum, the 0ld Regime
must, in justice, be granted the right to claim that. 1t had
fully intended to do the same thing and had, indeed, pre-
pared the way for the creation of the gallery by the Revolu-
tionary government. Gabillot says: "It is evident that the
government of Louis XVI could not concelve of a national
museum such as the present Museum of the Louvre. . . .“3
No such conclusion is evident at all. On the contrary, the
documents prove beyond any doubt that the creation of "a
national museum such as the present Museum of the Louvre"
is precisely what the government of Louls XVI, and Angi-
viller in particular, did intend. Angiviller'é correspondence
and the formal memorandums of his administration are filled

with the words "museum" and "public" and "nation" and make

3 .
Ibid., p- 169.
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1t abundantly clear that the museum proposed for the Grand
Gallery was tq be an institution freely open to all, French
and forelgners. Moreover, this gallery was to display the
best and, indeed, virtually all of the brllliant royal col-
lections in every fleld of the plastic arts. Hans Tietize
has put forward a good definition of the term "natlonal
gallery," a definition which seems apprupriate here:4

It might, perhaps, be wise to begin by defining’
what we mean by the words "National Gallery" or
"National Museum" since the terms themselves can
refer either to the ownershlp of the collection or
to 1ts contents. The name may mean -- as 1t usually
does in Italy and France -~ that the Iinstitution
is the property of the State, distingulshing it from
gimilar institutions which belong to a province, a
city, or some other public or private body. On the
other hand, the name may -- as is most common in
German usage -- have the meaning "national" as
opposed to "international." The Germanlsches
Nationalmuseum in Nuremberg was founded in the
Romantic era for the purpose of collecting examples
of German art and culture, and the Nationalgalerie
in Berlin was created in 1861 as an extension of
the much older intermational collection, with the
object of providing a home for German art of the
nineteenth century.

These two meanings have given rise to another,
desper, meaning, describing a collection of pic-
tures which is not merely the property of the whole
nation but is able -~ and intended -~ to express
the peculiar relationship of the natlon to the art
of the past, and to show that relatlonship effec-
tively. Such a collection represents the natlon
in a field in which every other nation seeks to
outdo it and as a rule there is only one gallery
in each country which bears this distinguishing

label.

4
Tietze, op. cit., Intreduction, p. 1.
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A national museum in the broader sense of thls definition is
unquestlonably what Angiviller and the royal government
propesed for the Louvre -~ an outstanding public art gallery
for France but an institution which would also have inter-
national significance and stature. GCertainly the legal
ownership of the museum would have reslded theoretically in
the soverelgn and the institution would probably have been
called "the Royal Museum." These points appear meaningless.
Any ship of the British navy is called "Her Majesty's Ship"
and is technically the Queen's property, but this means
nothing in practical reality. From about the middle of the
eighteenth bentury the royai government moved gradually
toward accepting the theory that the royal collectlons
belonged to the nation, and by the time of Louls XVI this
idea was firmly established in fact if not in law. And, of
course, the idea for a national gallery of art displaying
the royal collections was alive in the royal government

long before the time of the Comte d'Angiviller and Louls
XVI. Indeed, the natlion had such a museum, in minuscule
form, in the ILuxembourg from 1750, although perhaps too much
can be made of this little gallery and its significance.

But if the evidence proves that the l1dea and the
plan for a national museum long antedated the Revolutilon,
the fact remains that the museum did not become a reality
until more than four years after the 01d Reglme was dead.

Angiviller's blographer seems to go rather too far when he
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insists that to the Count must go "the merit for having
created the museum."5 Angiviller wished ardently to create
a mugeum and nearly succeeded in doing 80, but his long
struggle toward this goal ended in fallvre and dled with
the 0l1d Regime. In supporting his statement that the last
Director General of Bulldings wes the true creator of the
Louvre, Sacy reminds us that it was Angiviller who had the
plans in relief removed from the Grand Gallery, undertook
exhaustive studies of the lighting problem, carried through
necessary and important works of renmovation in the gallery,
and, with the museum in mind, methodically enriched the
collection of paintings with the examples of the Dutch and
Flemish schools which i1t lacked. He began preparastions for
the actual mounting of the collectlion by selecting paintings
to be hung and ordering necessary restoratlon, cleaning, and
reframing. Sacy also points out that Angiviller staffed the
museum; some of his appointments did indeed survive the
Revolution -~ both Hubert Robert and Jollaln, for example,
played an active role in the establishment and administration
of the Louvre when 1t was finally opened.

Louls Courajod, a frank partisan of the monarchy,
is willing to grant the Revolutlon still less credit for
the Louvre -- indeed, he is willing to grant it virtually

rothing. He tends to emphasize the vandaliszm to art

5Sacy, op. cit., p. 142,
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obJects of which the Revolution'waa gullty and claims that
all the Revolutlonary government dld in opening the museum

in 1793 was to take one small, effortless step toward the
completion of a projJect which was on the verge of reallization
anyway.6 There is much truth in the positions taken by Sacy
and Courajod. Nevertheless, actions speak louder than words
in histor&, and deeds rather than intentlons are remembered.
The Louvre as a great museum will be forever assoclated with
the Revolutlion, simply because 1t was under the Revolutlonary
aegls that the gallery was given 1life and substance. With
reference tp the museum project, the 0ld Regime dealt orly .
in theories, plans, preparatory works, and good intentions
which never developedhinto the stuff of reallty.

Why did the'royal government fall to create the im-
posing national gallery which the France of the elghteenth
century should have had and could have had? Courajod ans:
"There was lacking to the government of Louls XVI only the

wl This assertion 1s acceptable

time to open it [}he museu@].
only with severe limitations and qualifications. It is dif-
ficult to excuse the royal government's failure to establish
a gallery on the theory that it had not the time in which to
do so when the evidence indlcates that 1t had at least forty

years to spend on the project. The crown can hardly be

6Gourajod, op. ¢it., Introduction, pp. XVII-XVIII, XXVII-XXX,

7Ibig., Introduction, p. XXXII.
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censured for not creating a museum before 1750; the concept
of the public art gallery was unknown befofe the 1740's and
appeared on1y with the particular intellectual and soclal
clrcumstances which came into belng about the middle of the
elghteenth century. From at least 1750 forward, however, the
idea for a gallery, allve or quiescent, in one form or
another, was always present elther in the royal government
itself or before it in the writings of the phllosophes and
pamphlateers. A tentative step toward a museum was taken

in 1750 with the opening of the exhibition in the ILuxembourg,
and during the Marquis de Marigny's =dministration as
Direqtor General of Bulldings the dea was considered and
discussed. Anglviller came to off::ie in 1774 with the firm
intention of pursuing the project, and by 1778 the royal
government was fully committed to it. When the 0ld Reglme
came to an end more than ten years later the Superintendence
had just reached the point of having evolved a definitive
plan for the museum. Had Angiviller been given a few more
years in which to work he would ungquestlonably have brought
the museum into existence, providing always that the millilon,
or million and a half, livres which the project demanded
could have been found. So 1t can hardly be sald that the
01d Regime lacked time in which to create the museum, eXcept
at the very end when another two or three years would have

made all the difference.
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But before one charges the 0ld Regime with belng
dilatory and wasteful of time i1t would perhaps be well to
recall that the world before 1789 moved in a more leisurely
manner tuan it did once the French Revolution had begun.

The elghteenth century, and especlally the upper class world
of the eilghteenth century, had a concept of 1ife and of time
almost incomprehensible to the twentieth century with its
devotion to efficiency and speed. The royal government
normally took years to bring any project to completion: the
deslign and execution of the Place Louls XV consumed a quarter
of a century; the arrangement of the small, simple exhibition
in the Luxembourg required three years of plannlng; the
removal of the plans in relief from the Grand Gallery demanded
many years of dlscussion and contemplation; the transfer of
the Luxembourg to Monslieur was being conslidered in 1770, but
the letters patent were not registered until 1779, and even
in 1789 the palace had not been fully vacated by the Super-
intendence. The royal government may have had to stint on
money but, unaware that its days were numbered, 1t spent

time 1avishiy. Time ran out for 1t very suddenly and very
abruptly.

Money, of course, was one of the primary factors in
the failure of the 01d Regime to create a museum. Half a
million livres, a million, a million and a half -- sums such
as these appear today to be mere bagatelles, trifles, not

enough to pay the operating expenses of a modern goveranment

3
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for even one day. To an elghteenth-century government, how-
ever, these were substantial sums of money; to the royal
government of eighteenth-century France, bedeviled by war,
recurring fiscal crises, and economic problems, they were
impossible sums of money. The i1dea for a national gallery
never reached even a planning stage in the 1750's and the
1760's, and this was largely because there was at that time
no hope of adeguate resources for carrying through such a
project. The documents of Angiviller's administration are
filled with references to "the default of funds" and "the
finsnclal situation." Certainly the Count pursued his hope
for a museum from one year to the next without ever knowing
where the money for it was coming from, or even whether
there would be any at 8ll. In reference to this subject of
money, the project for the museum was intimately linked to
tﬁe 01d Regime's efforts to reform itself and its inability
to do sé. Indeed, the pro)ect can itself be regarded, both
ldeologically snd practically, as one of the monarchy's
frustrated reform movements. There can be no doubt that
the museum would have been realized before 1789 had the
royal administration been able to effect the tax and govern-
mental reforms which so many elghteenth-century ministers
proposed and essayed. The fallure of the museum project was,

in this sense, a part of the general fallure of enlightened

despotism in France.
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The lighting lssue was another element ln the royal
government's fatal delay in establishing a museum, and the
responsibility for thls must rest squarely on Angiviller.

In studylng the numerous documents concerning this matter

one can easlily enough become impatient and annoyed with the
Count and the archltects and thelr interminable disagreements,
their endless studies, their heslitations, reservations, dis-
sentions, and doubts. One becomes irritated and wishes they
would méke a decislon, any decision, in order to settle the
question. This reaction, although perhaps humanly under-
standable, is not falr to Angiviller and the architects and
artists who were involved in the project. The lighting prob-
lem was an enormously lmportant one, the significance of
which can hardly be exaggerated. It was also a problem
fraught with risks and unknown factors. The nature, quality,
and amount of light entering any room can establish or change
1ts character, and the manner in which a museum is to be
lighted 1s obviously a question of prime consideration.

Given a particular lighting system, what will the daylight

be like at different times of the day? In different seasons
of the year? On cloudy days? On days of brilliant sunlight?
Will there be too much light? W1ll there be too 1ittle?
Where will the shadows fall? Will there be glare? Whaf kind
of 1ight would be best for paintings? For sculpture? For
the Grand Gallery itself, with 1its gfeat length and its own
particular architectural qualities? Should the light come



e

341

from the sldes or above? If it 1s to come from above, should
it be brought in from tﬁe flanks or the summit of the vault?
Or should a system be used combining lateral and overhead |
lighting? What are the'advantages of one syster in compari-
son with another? How do they compare with regard to expense?
What of maintenance? Does thls system or that one present
any pecullar risks to the safety of the collections? What
techniques can be used for controlling the daylightf The
probleﬁ ofilighting was, 1n short, complex and difficult and
one can understand Angiviller's reluctance to commit himself
to any lighting project until he was absolutely certaln that
he was making the right declision. A mistake would have been
fatally massive, expensive, and exceedingly awkward to |
rectify. To make a small error in Jjudgment is one thing,

but to make a literally monumental error is sometihing else
agein; hence the years of study, consultation, and experiment.
Angiviller was acutely sensitive to the fact that thls gallery
would be the finest in Europe and would be displaying gome

of the most magnificent painting and sculpture produced by
West;rn civilization. He was determined that the museum
should be lighted properly and to the best advantage so as

to be worthy of its contents. The Count was also extremely
conscious of his responsibllity for the safety of the irre-
placeable objects which would be exhiblited in the gallery

and was especlally terrified of the possibility of fire.

The problem of how best to secure the collectlons against the
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lrreparable disaster of fire was linked to the construction
of the vault and roof and was therefore an lntegral part of
the lighting problem. These two lssues retarded the museum
project for years. Ironically, both the question of light-
ing and that of safety were resolved in 1788 and were being
put to a successful experiment in 1789 Just as the 01d
Regime #as ending.

Angiviller's ambition for the gallery was still
anothef delaying factor. He wanted the museum to be splendid
and impressive, he wanted 1t to be as safe as possible for
the collectlons, and he wanted it to be lighted to the best
advantage. Never at any point was he really willing to com-
promise with these goals. After 1785 he could have opened
the kind of museum which the Revolutionary government did
open; by that time he had placed the fabric of the Grand
Gallery in the condition it was in when it became the museun
of the Louvre in 1793. But Angiviller would not do this.

If the lighting problei was not solved, he would walt until
a solution was found. If funds for executing the project
in a'grand and proper manner were not available, he would
walt until they were. Anxious as he wds to see the museum
completed; Angiviller preferred to go slowly, 1f necessary,
and to finish with an institutlon about which he would have
no regrets, which would add luster to the crown, enhance
the glory of the nation, and, perhaps, ccafer lmmortallty

on his name. He walted 2 few years too many and paid for
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hig caution and ambition by falling to bring the project to
realization. Perhaps 1t was some measure of comfort to him
in 1793 to know that the Revolutlonary government had compro-
miged and opened a less than perfect museum, the kind which
had also been within his power to create but to which he
would not, in his day, consent. |

Time and money, the problems of lighting and of
insuring the safety of the collectlions, Angiviller's deter-
minatlion to create the best museum possible =~ all of these
factors combined to deprive the royal government of the
historical prestige it would have gained for establishing
the museum of the Louvre. But this study, on the whole,
reflects merit on the O}d Regime and on the royal adminis-
tration. There 1s an abundance of evidence to prove beyond
doubt that the crown had every intentlon of creating the
national gallery which circumstances permitted the Revolution
to establish and that the royal government was actively
engaged on the project for years before 1789. By 1789 the
plan was actually moving into i1ts last stages, those of the
final preparations and thke execution. Some'of the most
momentous events in modern history intervened, and the
Revolution shares with the 01d Regime the credit for the

mugeun of the Louvre.



BIBLIOGRAPHICAL ESSAY

I. Prima;x Materlals
A, Manuscript Sources

Anyone wishing to work in the Archives Nationales
in Paris in the fleld of art history or allled subjects
would do well to consult first Mireille Rambaud, Lesg
Sources de 1'histoire de 1'art sux Archives Nationale
(Paris: Imprimerie Nationale, 1955). Thls publication
of the Ministry of Education was prepared by an official
of the Archives possessing a speclalized knowledge of
its holdings in the area of art hlstory; it is an in-
valuable introduction to the Archives generally and an
indispensable gulde to archival materials of this par-
ticular nature. Mlle, Rambaud begins her work by ex-
plaining the Archives' classification system and speci-
fying the baslic instruments for research, both those
which deal with the Archives generslly and publications
for use in highly speclalized areas, such as the history
of music or the theater. The work 1ls divlided lnto two
chronological sections called "ancient" and "modern,"
the latter beginning with the Revolution. Mlle. Rambaud
organizes her gulde on the basis of series, which is
the fundamental archival classification, and specifies
in considerable detall the nature of the material to be
found in each series. Her analysis of every series ends
with a bibliography of manuscript and printed inventories
of that particular series. There is an excellent index.
The other baslc research guilde used for this study was
Henri de Curzon, Répertoire num@rigque des archives de la
Maison du Rol, série 0§ (Bordeaux: lmprimerie G. Gounoulil-
hou, 1903). This book 1s extremely rare in the United
States -~ the only known copy is in the Widener Llibrary
of Harvard University, which will not lend it. A refer-
ence copy ls avallable for use in the reading room at
the Archives Nationales. Curzon's work, djvided into
nine parts, is a thorough guide to Série 0, the archival
series which was the most important single one for this
study. Again, there 1s an excellent lndex of the names
of both persons and places.

The research in the Archives Natlonales for this
study involved the checking of approximately 20,000
documents in thirty-five cartong; betweer 450 and 500
documents were selected for use from a total of twenty-
six cartons. Virtually all dicuments used were drawn
from a2 single serles, Série 01, Maison du Rol, a very
large and extensive series enclosing the papers of the
royal household from about the mlddle of the seventeenth
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centurylto the Revolution. The classification within
Série 0~ which was most thoroughly exploited was that

entitled girection g%nérale des batiments enclosing
cartong 0 1045 to 0L+ 2805. The three major subdivi-
slons within this classification from which most of
the documents were taken are:

1. Adminigtration générale (0 1045 to 0% 1323).
2, Chitesux et bAtiments roysux (0% 1324 to 01 1906).

3. Académies et besux-arts (0% 1907 to 0% 1980).

The bulk of the documentary material utilized in this
study came particularly from the following specific
cartonsg:

O1 1670 -~ documents concerning only the palzce
of the Louvre, the gallery of plans, the gallery
of paintings, and the museum project for the
years 1741 to the Revolution, although tbe
carton does contain some documents for the

years 1790 to about 1792.

1.

2. 0! 1684 -- documents concernling only the palace
of the Luxembourg (general correspondence, works,
personnel, acquisitions and transactions, etc.)
for the years 1627-1765.

e 0l 1685 -~ Luxembourg, as above, for the years
1766-1785,

4, ol 1907 to 0! 1932, inclusive, although documents
were not drawn from every carton enclosed by
these numbers -- documents concerning the
academlies and the fine arts for the years 1753-
1792 (general matters, correspondence, museums,
acquisitions, purchases, questions on art, etc.)

5e 01 1965 to O1 1975, inclusive =- inventories of
paintings and other works of art in the various
royal residences. All of these lnventorles are
of the seventeenth and eighteenth centurlies;
most are of the elghteenth century.

Isolated documents or sets of documents were drawn from
other gcartong and series -- royal acts, letters patent,
certaln items of correspondence, the survey report of
the Luxembourg made in 1779, etc.
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One important item of manuscript material was used
in the Louvre, specifically in the Cabinet des Dessins:
this was Louls-Jacques DuRameau's charming little two-
volume topographical inventory, done in 1784, of royal
palntings in the Superintendence at Versallles. The two
volumes are entitled:

L'Inventalre des tableaux du roi placés & la
ggrintendance des bAtimentsg de sa Majesté
Versallles. 1784. Tome Premier.

L'Inventaire des tablgaui du rol placés 3 la
surintendance des batiments de sa Majlesté

2 Versailles. "Tableaux et bordures qui
sont presentement au magazin." 1784,
Tome Second.

B. Printed Materlals

Argenville, A. N. Dezallier d'. Voyage pittoresque
de Parisg, ou indicatlon de tout ce gqu il y a de plus

beau dans cette ville, en peinture, sculpture, &
architecture, 6th ed. Paris: Fréres de Bure, 1778.

Bachaumont, Louls Petlit de. Egsal sur la pelnture,

la gculpture, et 1'architecture, 2nd ed. n.p., 1752.

. Mémoire sur 1l'achadvement du Louvre. n.p.,
1749. - .

— . Mtmoires gur le Louvre, nouvelle édition,

revue et corrigée; Premier mémolre; Second mémoire. n.p.,
1752,

Catalogue des tableaux du cabinet du roy, au
Luxembourg. Paris: Prault, 1750. ,

Catalogue des tableaux du cabinet du roy, au
Luxembourg, 2nd ed. Paris: Prault, 1750.

Catalogue des tableaux du cabinet du roy su

Luxembourg, 3rd ed. Paris: Prault, 1751.

Catalogue deg tableaux du cabinet du roy, au
Luxembourg, 7th ed. Paris: Plerre-Alexandre le Prieur,

1759.

Catalogue des tableaux du cabinet du roy, su
Luxembourg, nouvelle edition. Paris: Plerre-Alexandre
Le Prieur, 1761.
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Diderot, Denis. Article “Louvre" in Encyclopédie,
u dictionnalre raisonné des sclence des arts et
métiers par une sociétt de gens de lettregs. Vol. IX.
Neuchgtel: Samuel Faulche & Compagnie, 1765.

Dussausoy, Maille. Le Citoyen déginter ou
diverges 1dées patriotigues, concernant guelgues &stab-
issemens et embelllissemens util la ville de Parlisg
Premidre partie (1767); Seconde partie 1173%5. Paris:
Guelffer, 1767-1768. Both the first and second parts

are bound in a single voluma.

Engerand, Fernand. Inventalre des tableaux du 7Tay
rédigé en 1709 et 1710 par Nicolas Ballly. Parls:
Ernest Leroux, 1899. Bailly's inventory of 1709-1T10
is the only complete inventory of the royal collection
of paintings made in the eighteenth century and 1s a
basic research document in this field. Engerand's
scholarly gublication of this inventory 1s lnvaluable.
The editor's copious notes and documentation greatly
enhance the value of the work, as does his introductlon
concerning the royal collection and its administration
during the elghteenth century. There is an excellent
index arranged on a cross-index basls which allows a
reader to refer immediately to a particular work elther
by artist or by the title of the palnting.

Inventaire de tableaux commandé
adhe 188 _par la direction batiments du rol (31 0 -1792) .
Paris: Ernest Leroux, 1901. This work complements and
completes the publication of the Ballly inventory. The
conments made concerning the work cited above are appli-
cable here also. Particularly valuable for thls study
Wwere several snnotated catalogues of paintings purchased
for the royal collection during the eighteenth century,
most of them acquired during Angiviller's administration
of the Superintendence.

Nouvelles archlves de 1 art frangails, troisiéme série,
tome XIX, annéde 1903, Paris: Jean Schemit, 1904,

Correspondance de M. de Marigny avec

Coypel, LSQ cié et Cochin IDeuxiéme Eartie.§ Nouvelles
archives de 1'art frangais, troisiéme sérle, tome XX,
année 1904, Paris: Jean Schemit, 1905.

. Correspondance de M. d'Angivilier avec

Pierre (Premidre vartie). Nouvelles archives de 1Tart
frangais, troisiéme sérlie, tome XXI, anne 1905. Paris:
Jean Schemit, 1906.




348

Correspondance de M, d'Angiviller avec
Pierre IDeuxiéme partie). Nouvelles. archives de 1'art
frangals, troisiéme série, tome XXII, année 1906 Paris:
Jean Schemit, 1907.

The four works listed above are publications of
letters exchanged between the Marquis de Marigny and
artists who were officials in the Paris department of -
the Superintendence and the Comte d'Angiviller and
Pierre, who was Flrst Painter. The editorial work is
excellent, the letters are properly documented and
annotated, there are useful introductions and good
indexes. These works had limited value for this study
but were scmetimes especlally useful in providing
printed copies of documents which were in the author's
possession 1n photographic form; the value of printed
coples can be reallzed when one notes that Furscy~-Raynaud
complaing that these elghteenth-century documents, and
particularly those done by Marigny, are in "execrable
writing and covered with erasures."

Lemonnier, Henry. Procds-verbaux de 1'Académie

Royale d'Architecture, 1671-1793%. 9 vols. Paris:

douard Champion; Librairieé Armand Colin, 1911-1926.
These nine volumes publish the minutes of the meetlings
of the Royal Academy of Architecture from its founding
by Colbert in 1671 to its dissolution in 1793. The work
is excellent and scholarly. Each volume has a valuable
introduction glving a history of the Academy and 1lts
works for the time span covered and brief blographical
sketches of the academicians of the period. For pur-
poses o0f thls study, Vols. VI and VII were used for
materlial concerning the plans for the Place Louls IV;
Vol. IX was especlally useful for records of the
Acedemy's deliberations in 1785 and 1786 on the subject
of the museum project.

tre écrite 8 Monsleur le Chevalier de « « . de

t
1'Académie des Ricovrati de Padoue, &c. au sujet des
tableaux tires du cabinet du ro ul se voyent au
Luxembourg depuisg le 1E octobre 1750. Paris: Prault,

1751.

Reboul. Essgal sur leg moeurs du temg. London and
Paris: Vincent, 1768,

Saint-Yenne, La Font de. L'Ombre du grand Colbert,
le Louvre, & la ville de Paris, Dialogue, 2nd ed. N.P.,

1752,
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. Réflexions sur quelques causes de 1'@tat
résent de la peinture en France et sur les beaux art,
avec gquelgues lettres de 1'auteur & ce sujet, nouvelle
édition corrigée & augmentée. n.p., 1752. Thls work
and the one cited immediately above are bound together

and were issued together in 1752 in what was the second
edition of both,.

. Remercliment des hablitans de la ville de
Paris a sa MajegtE au sujet de 1Tachevement du Louvre.
NeDPey 1749, |

Tincourt, Chevaller de. Lettre de M. le Chevaller
de Tincourt 3 Madame la marquise de . . . sur les

tableaux et desseins du cabinet du rol, exposés au
Luxembourg depuls le 14 octobre 1750. Paris: Merigot,

1751,

Secondary Sources

A. General Histories

Cobban,. Alfred. A History of Modern France. 2 vols.
Baltimore: Penguin Books, 1961. Only Vol. I, 1715-1799,
was consulted for this study.

Gershoy, Leo, The French Rewolution and Napoleon.
New York: Appleton-CenturyeOrof. », Inc., 1933.

Rayner, Robert M. European fistory, 1648-1789.
London: Longmans, Green and Co., 1949,

Wright, Gordon. France in Modern Times, 1760 to the
Present. Chicago: Rand McNally & Company, 1960,

All of the above works were consulted for historical
background and used as reference sources for historical

data. The Cobban and Rayner works were the most specl-
fically useful of those listed.

B. Histories of Museums and Collectlons

Benoit, Francois. L'Art francais sous la Révolution

et 1'Empire. Paris: L.-Henry May, 1897. Only a paragraph
in Chapter I of this work had relevance to this study.

Courajod, Louls. Alexandre Lenoir, son Jjournal et
le Musbe des Monuments Frangals. 3 vols. Paris: Honoré
Champion ILibrairie, 18738-188T7. Only the Introduction,
Vol. I, was used. Courajod devotes several pages in his
long Introduction to the development of the ldea for a
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national gallery in eighteenth-century France. His
position is essentlally one of Justifying the 0ld

Regilme and attempting to prove that the Louvre as a
museum was not the creation of the Revolution. Neverthe-
less, Courajod's Introduction was valuable to this study
in that it is one of the few secondary treatments of any
length concerning the idea for a natlonal museum.

Histolre des collectiong de peintures asu Musée du
Louvre. Parls: Musées nationaux, Palals du Louvre, 1930,

This 1s a collective work composed of a serles of essays
by distinguished authorities on the Louvre's collection
of paintings. These scholarly essays were especlially
relled upon for certaln aspects of Chapter I of this
study dealing with the origin and growth of the royal
collections. Each essay 1s carefully documented.

There 1s a bibliography for the work as a whole. The
four essays utilized in thls study are:

1. IL'Ecole frangaise by Gaston Briére, Conservateur
adjoint du Musée de Versallles.

2. L'fcole septentrionales by Madame Clotilde
Briére-Misme, Conservateur & la Biblio-
thaque d'Art et d'Archeologie de 1'Uni-
verslté de Paris.

3. Les ficoles italiennes by Louls Hautecoeur,
Conservateur du Musée du Luxembourg.

4, L'ficole espagnole by Gabriel Rouchéds, Conserva-
teur adjoint au Musée du Louvre.

Hoog, Michel. La part des préoccupations 8ducatives
dans la création et le développement des mugées frangals
jusgu'en 1350. Paris: Mémoire presented to the Bcole du
Louvre. 1956, This work, which is a thesls, is unpub-
lished. It was especlially useful for Chapter II of thls
study in providing information concerning the provincial

nuseums of France in the elghteenth century, a subject
upon which little research has been done.

Michel, Edouard. Mus8es et congervateurs, leur rolé
dans 1'organisation sociale. Brussels: O0ffice de
PEblicitb, Université Libre de Bruxelles, J. Lebédgue et
gle, 1948, This work was used primarily for 2 small

portion of it dealing in = broad manner with the general
history of the museum idea.

Poisson, Georges. Leg muséeg de France. Paris:
Presses Universitaires de France, 1950. A most valuable

and interesting work but one containing only very limited
material of use to this study.
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Taylor, Francls Henry. TIhe Tasgte of Angelsg, &
History of Art Collecting from Rameses to Napoleon.
Boston: ILittle, Brown and Company, 1948. The author,
who was director of the Metropolitan Museum 1n New York
before his death, has here a fascinating subject upon
which 1little has been written. His work must be used
with extreme cautlon, however; it has all the acces-
sorliss of a scholarly production but is open to numerous
criticisms. There are errors of fact in the text.
Documentation is erratic and inconsistent and much
material which should be documented is not. The polilcy
on translation is inconsistent in that some material is
translated from foreign languages while some is not. The
book is badly and confusingly organized, which is prob-
ably a result of the fact that 1t 1s too large and broad
in scope. The literary style i§ lively but the work as
a whole lacks coherence and unity. The book is hand-
somely produced and is furnished with excellent illus~
trations. There 1s a good index of both persons and
places and an extensive bibliography. No statement
made in the work can be trusted, however, unless it is
documented and supported by a recognized authority.

Tietze, Hans. Treasures of the Great Natlonal
Gallerles. London: Phaidon Press Ltd., 1954. This
work was utilized for material which it contalns cecn-
cerning the historles of the great museums of Europe.
The reproductions are superb. There is an index of
artists but no bivliography. Also useful are brief
histories of selected famous palntiings which are in-
cluded in the work to accompany the reproductlions.

Villot, Frederic. Notice des tableaux exposés dans
les galeries du Musée Impérial du Louvre, 4th ed. Paris:
Vinchon, lmprimeur des Musées ImpEriaux, 1852, This
work 1s a catalogue designed for sale to the public.

It has a long scholarly introductlon containing valuable
material on the growth of the royal collections and

some information on the movement for a natlonal gallery.
This work also has a useful bibliography of Louvre cata-
logues from 1793 to 1852,

C. TWorks Concerning the Fabric of the Louvre

Hautecoeur, Louis. Histolre du Louvre, le chiteau -
Je palals - lem ;eal des origines 3 nos jours, 1200-122 ’
2nd ed., Paris:s L'Illustration, n.d. Thls study could
not have been written without frequent reference to
Hautecoeur's excellent book on the evolution of the
palace of the Louvre in that constant reference to the
physical staté of the bullding was necessary. The work
is one of the best avallable on the subject. It is
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essentlally the architectural history of one building,
or complex of bulldings, but since that building is the
Louvre the work naturally includes a substantial amount
of material of a soclal, political, and economlic nature.
The carefully selected 1llustrations are as important
as the text and are essential to an understanding of the
history of the Louvre as a bullding; they include plans,
architectural drawings and elevations, 0ld prints and
drawings, palntings, and photographs and allow the
reader to galn a clear understanding of how the Louvre
and 1ts area looked in, for example, the seventeenth
and elghteenth centuries.

Tapié, Victor-L. The Age of Grandeur, Barogue Art
and Architecture. New York: Frederick A. Praeger, 1961.
This work wae consulted for the sake of information con~
cerning the Louvre in the seventeenth century and par-
ticularly Colbert's "grand design" for the palace. The
book was first published in France in 1957. Some of
Tapidé's theories would certainly be challenged by many
histerians and art historians, but the work as a whole
1s a valuable and stimulating survey of Baroque art in
all of its manifestations. Tapié's approach is schol-
arly but his style and presentation are such as to make
his work attractive to the general reader. Documentation
is thorough within its limits. There 1s an extenslve
bibllography and an excellent index of persons and places.
The book has over 200 illustrations, most of them in
black and white; they include photographs as well as
reproductions of paintings, prints, and drawings. -All
of the illustrations are unusually good, but the black
and white photographs of the exteriors of bulldings are
particularly sharp and clear and revealing of architec-
tural detail.

. De Blographlical Materials

Campardon, Emile. Mademe de Pompadour et la cour de
Louls XV au milieu du dix-hulitleme §1§c1e. Paris: Henri
Plon, 1867. Campardon's work is one of the standard
biographies of Madame de Pompadour. The author has no
admiration for the Marquise and takes a somewhat moral-
istic tone toward her. His work is intended as a schol-
arly one and is carefully documented, resting largely on
contemporary memoirs. Campardon relies heavily on the
memoirs of the Marquis d'Argenson, who was one of the
Pompadour's most dedicated enemies. There is an index
but no bibliography. The biography of Madame de Pompa-
dour is followed by inventories of objJects of art sold
from her estate and the estate of her brother after
their deaths. This work was consulted primarily for
factual data concerning the Marquise de Pompadour and
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was also valuable for information which 1t contains
regarding the Marquis de Marigny.

Gabillot, 0. Hubert Robert ég; gson tempg. Paris:
Librairie de 1'art, 1895. This excellent work is the
definlitive blography of the artist Hubert Robert and,
as the title indicates,; is also a soclal and artistic
history of his times. The work includes a chapter of
twelve pages concerning the idea for a national gallery
in the eighteenth century. This chapter emphaslzes the
status of the movement for a museum as i1t exlisted in
the 1780's when Robert became involved in the project
and was appointed one of the two keepers of the museum
(wvhich, of course, did not exist at the time). Particu-
larly valuable for thlis study was a series of condensa-
tions of documents included by Gabillot in this chapter;
a few of the documents are quoted in their entirety,
but most are abstracted.

Mitford, Nancy. Madame de Pompadour. Nsw York:
Random House, 1954, Miss Mitford's blography of the
Pompadeur is not scholarly and is not intended to be.
The author's style is sprightly mnd readable, but the
work must be used with great caution in that she does
not document her sources, a practice particularly ques-
tlonable in the cases of the many conversatlions and
.dlalogues which she includes. She 1s a champion of the
Marquise and 1s franker about this than Campardon 1s
about his velled hostlility. Miss Mitford can be relied
upcon, however, in matters of slmple historical fact as
opposed to her imaginative inventions and questionable
vresumptions. She includes in her work some useful
information concerning the Marquls de Marigny. There
1s an index and a good bibliography by chapter.

Mondain-Monval, Jean. Soufflot, sa vie - son oeuvre -

on esthétique (1713-1780). Paris: ILibrairie Alphonse
Lemerre, 1918. This work, which was origlinally a doctoral
thesis presented to the Unlversity of Paris, 1ls the de-
finitive blography of Germaln Soufflot, one of the most
prominent architects of eighteenth-century France. It

is a work of impeccable scholarship. The book had
limited relevance to this study but does include useful
material on Soufflot's role in arranging the Luxembourg
exhibition and the designs he put forward for the museum
in the 1770's and 1780.

Secy, Jacques Silvestre de. Le comte d'Angiviller,
dernier directeur général des b&timents du roi. Paris:
Librairie Plon, 1953. This excellent and scholarly work
1s the only blography of Angiviller. It 1s valuable not
only as a full trdeatment of its specific subject but for
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its examination of the court, socliety, Paris, and the
arts in the 01d Regime, and the world of the émigré in
the Germanies. Curiotsly enough, however, only eight
pages in the entire work are devoted to the Count's
efforts to create a national gallery, a strange brevity
in view of the fact that the creation of the mugeum was
one of Angiviller's primary preoccupations as Director
General. There is a blbliography and an index.

E. Miscellaneous

The followlng works were consulted in a very limited
manner as references for verifications or on some par-
ticular point.

Barbier, A. A., et. 2l, Dictionnaire des ouvrages
anonymes, 3rd ed. &4wls. Paris: Paul Daffis, Libraire-
diteur, 1872-1879.

Buschbeck, Ernst H., and Strohmer, Erich V. Art

Treasures from the Vienna Collectiong. Official catalogue

of Hapsburg collectlons exhibited in the United States
in 1949-1950. No place of publications is given.

Dictionnalire de biographie francalse. Vol. 1IV.
Paris: Librairie Letouzey et Ane, 1948. This volume of
the blographical dictlonary was consulted with reference
to the Ballly family.

Lewis, We H. The Splendid Century. Garden City,
New York: Doubleday & Company, Inc., 1957.

Qeuvres completes de Voltalre. 52 vols. Paris:
Garnier Freres, Libralres-Bditeurs, 1877-1885. Vol.
VIII was consulted for verification of Voltailre's verses

on the Louvre which appear in the pamphlets of Bachau-
mont and La Font de Saint-Yenne.

Stechow, Wolfgang. Pileter Bruegel the Elder. New
York: Harry N. Abrams, Inc., 1954,

Published Articles

Journal material did not prove to be a frultful
source of information for this study. The only published
article utilized was the one listed below.

Chamson-Mazauric, Iucie. "IL'Inventaire du Musée
Napoléon asux Archives du Louvre," Archives ds 1'art

francals - Etudes et documents sur 1'art francals du
XII€ au XIX€ giacle, Nouvelle périod, XXIL (1959), Pp.

335=339.





