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Directors Foreword

Five years ago, there were at least three separate exhibitions devoted to Paul
Gauguin in the planning stages. The Art Institute of Chicago was discussing a
definitive exhibition of the prints of Paul Gauguin; the Musée d'Orsay had
launched a major investigation to result in an exhibition of the Pont-Aven school,
an exhibition to be dominated by the work created by Gauguin in Brittany; and
the National Gallery of Art, while planning a focused Gauguin retrospective, had
come across other plans for an exhibition of Gauguin's Tahiti works. When these
diverse and virtually simultaneous projects were discussed, it was resolved to
suspend all previous plans and to join forces in creating The Art of Paul Gauguin.

The aim of this new exhibition was to study the whole of Gauguin's oeuvre,
in all media, and to address his actual working methods, rather than to dwell on
the often discussed symbolism of his most famous works. We have been fortunate
to have had the generous support of AT&T since 1986, and we are pleased that, in
France, the exhibition is supported by AT&T’s close corporate ally, Olivetti.

The resulting exhibition is a collaboration among three museums whose
combined collections of that artist's work, as the nucleus of the show, are already
comprehensive. From the select and important masterpieces of painting and
sculpture in the National Gallery, Washington, to the rich holdings of prints and
drawings at The Art Institute of Chicago, to the immense, almost encyclopedic
reserves of the Musée d'Orsay, all aspects of Gauguin’s oeuvre are represented in
abundance.

Our conservators and curators have examined the paintings in the three
collections using all the techniques available to the modern scientist. Con-
servators, students, and teachers at the Art Institute have worked to “recreate”
certain of the puzzling transfer drawings by Gauguin so that his idiosyncratic
techniques can be understood by example. All three institutions’ libraries and
documentation centers have assembled rare books, articles, archival material,
photographs, and manuscripts to provide a sound scholarly basis for our observa-
tions.

Building on this foundation, our exhibition’s curators have traveled
throughout the world to examine Gauguin’s works and have, in so doing, attempted
to rethink the canon of often-reproduced paintings so familiar to students of
modern art. Although they have made every effort to search out important paint-
ings, they have not neglected the poi bowls, ornamental ceramic vessels, door-
frames, printed pieces of tissue paper, transfer watercolors, irregularly shaped
drawings, or manuscript drafts of texts. As a result, The Art of Paul Gauguin
celebrates an artistic achievement of considerable complexity.

There is another motivation behind the title. We have chosen “the art” not
merely in preference to “the painting” of Paul Gauguin, but also to underscore our
opposition to an exhibition centering on the artists life. Although the catalogue
contains a thoroughly documented chronology, the exhibition stresses his produc-
tion as an artist rather than the exotic, troubled, and fascinating life that has
attained almost mythological proportions and is better left to biography and film.

The ultimate aim of the exhibition is to inaugurate a new era in the public
and scholarly appreciation of Gauguin’s art. Many of the works of art included
have been reinterpreted, redated, and retitled. Each of the authors has sought not
only to summarize the existing literature, but also to reassess the ohject and its



context. In many cases, new questions are raised, the answers for which will come
only in the future.

The exhibition has been made possible by a combination of private and
public support. At AT&T, we would like in particular to thank Marilyn Laurie,
senior vice president, public relations; R. Z. Manna, corporate advertising man-
ager; and Jacquelyn R. Byrne, district manager, corporate advertising. At Olivetti,
the help of Paolo Viti is warmly appreciated. For the support of the documentary
film that accompanies the exhibition, we are grateful again to AT&T, and to the
Florence Gould Foundation. An indemnity granted by the Federal Council on the
Arts and the Humanities represents a major contribution from the public sector.

Our other collaborators and colleagues are so numerous that we have
given them a separate section of acknowledgments. The lion’s share of credit for
the exhibition must go to the curators of our three institutions who have put it
together: Francoise Cachin and Claire Freches-Thory in Paris; Richard Brettell in
Chicago, now director of the Dallas Museum of Art; and Charles F. Stuckey in
Washington, and more recently in Chicago, have selected the objects and have
been responsible for writing the catalogue.

It is, of course, to our lenders, listed on pages VI-VII, to whom we owe our
deepest gratitude. In particular we would like to thank our sister institutions in
the Soviet Union, the State Hermitage Museum in Leningrad and the Pushkin
State Museum of Fine Arts in Moscow. It has long been known that the Soviet
collections of Gauguin’s paintings are the greatest in the world, yet no major
exhibition since 1906 of Gauguin’s work has included a single painting from these
collections. It is, therefore, with immense gratitude that we thank our Soviet col-
leagues for their generous loans, without which The Art of Paul Gauguin would
scarcely have been conceivable. We are happy to think that they too will be
celebrating the work of Gauguin after this exhibition concludes.

J. Carter Brown
National Gallery of Art, Washington

James N. Wood
The Art Institute of Chicago

Olivier Chevrillon
Musées de France
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Dieppe 1885

His strange features (of which he did such
fine self-portraits), the extravagance of his
dress, and a certain haggard appearance,
which my father had all too often pointed
out as the symptoms of megalomania,
made me keep my distance from him. If
that man was not a lunatic, he must at least
be a frequenter of those medieval brass-
eries in the Pigalle quarter, to which we
went with our poet friends.

Yet at this time Gauguin’s leadership of the
Pont-Aven school was still in the future. He
had only recently left his job at the ex-
change office, and his artistic endeavors
were confined to Sundays and holidays,
when he would paint nudes and delicate
landscapes in the most temperate of
impressionist styles.

Blanche 1928, 5-6.

1. Robert Rey 1928, 129.

2. Published in facsimile, Cogniat and
Rewald 1962, the first, 86; the second, 111.

Gauguin Portrayed by Himself and by Others
FRANGCOISE CACHIN

“Something you'll notice about the way people who knew Gauguin tend to recall
him: they may speak of him with love or loathing; none speaks of him with indif-

ference.”!

Gauguin’s self-portraits, taken together, inspire two contradictory emotions: impa-
tience, first, with the extent and diversity of Gauguin’s posturing — that histrionic
quality born, no doubt, of a desire to “play the artist” (“setting up shop as a great
man,” as Jules Renard would have said) — but there is sympathy, too, even admira-
tion for the man’s singleness of purpose. Over a crucial ten-year period, Gauguin
produced a series of self-portraits; they bear witness to an ongoing search for an
identity, the quest for that larger-than-life-personality to which he was gradually to
sacrifice everything, and which ultimately pushed him to become the great painter
he was.

Perhaps the earliest indications of how Gauguin saw himself are to be
found in two sketches from the years 1884 and 1885.2 They are tentative, circum-
spect; one drawing seems an attempt to divine something of the formal pos-
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Gauguin, Self-portrait, Brittany and Arles Sketchbook, page 86 [The Armand Hammer Collection]

Left:
Gauguin, Self-portrait in Profile, detail, c. 1900, drawing [private collection, Paris]
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3. To Schuffenecker, 14 January 1885,
Merlhes 1984, no. 87.

4. Merlhes 1984, no. 88.
5. See Reff 1967.
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Gauguin, In the Soup, 1885, drawing
on Dillies & Co. Letterhead,
Copenhagen [Musée d'Orsay, Paris,
Service de Documentation]
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sibilities in nose and eyelid; the other is a sidelong glance at the artist himself —
half mocking, half surprised. Not until 1885, the period of Gauguin’s brief sojourn
in Copenhagen, was there anything like a full-fledged self-portrait. But two other
pictures of Gauguin from this period, a photograph and a cartoon drawing of the
artist and his family are worth looking at. The photograph shows Gauguin standing
behind his wife, Mette, looking solemn, domestic, and very much the respectable
homme d’affaires. In the drawing, his face in profile looms over the heads of his
family, with Emil (left) and Mette (right) framing the three children, all six sticking
up out of a soup tureen labelled “molasses.” Already, Gauguin wears the studied,
supercilious expression we come to know in his later portraits. Then as now, “To
drown in molasses” meant to be up to one’s ears in debt — colloquially speaking,
“flat broke.” In fact, the contrast between the artist’s face in the photograph and in
the caricature conveys, better than words could ever hope to express, a sense of
what was going on in his life, the complete split between Gauguin as pater familias
— upright member of the business community — and the Gauguin who was strug-
gling to assert himself as an artist. For Gauguin, this duality was like a physical
rending: “Sometimes [ think I must be going mad and lying awake nights I become
sure of it.”3 “Here I am more than ever obsessed with painting — so much so that
financial worries and the need to attend to business can no longer keep me
from it.”4

It was at this point that Gauguin produced his first self-portrait, In Front of
the Easel. It is a crude work, with obvious blunders — the odd placement of arm

Gauguin, Self-portrait, Brittany and Gauguin, Self-portrait in front of his Easel, 1883,
Arles Sketchbook, page 111 [The oil on canvas [private collection, Bern]
Armand Hammer Collection]



Pissarro, Self-portrait [Musée d'Orsay, Paris]

and palette, for instance. Gauguin painted exactly what he saw in the mirror: the
image is reversed, making him appear left-handed and a bit deformed (the hand
that grips the paintbrush seems foreshortened, disproportionately small and
shriveled). Still, what comes across is his overwhelming sense of suffocation in the
shoebox-like studio where he was confined. Literally wedged in between two
canvases — the one he is working on and another on the floor behind him — the face
he shows to the world is one of unrest, at once abstracted and on guard. Only that
piercing eye — perfectly clear and lucid as it gazes unflinchingly toward an uncer-
tain future — contains any hint of the self-assurance Gauguin was shortly to ac-
quire.

For some years previous (and up until 1886) Gauguin was a frequent guest
of Pissarro; so he would have been familiar with two portraits that hung on the
latter’s walls: one, a self-portrait, in which Pissarro stands before his paintings,
looking impressively patriarchal (1873, Musée d'Orsay); the other a portrait by
Pissarro of Cézanne, standing before a wall hung variously with one of Pissarro’s
own landscapes and a caricatured self-portrait of Courbet.> These two con-
ceptions of the artist stood in stark contrast to the models favored by both Courbet
— for whom the artist was either a figure of beauty and nobility or a wounded hero
— and Pissarro, for whom the painter was at once “humble craftsman” and exalted
artisan. Gauguin must have had Courbet and Pissarro in mind when — in a painting
dedicated to Laval (cat. 29) — he depicted himself in simple, impressionistic style,
before an open window that looked out onto the sort of landscape he favored at

Pissarro, Portrait of Cézanne, c. 1874
[private collection]

Courbet, Wounded Man [Musée d'Orsay, Paris]
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Gauguin, Self-portrait, 1888, drawing in a
letter to Emile Schuffenecker |location
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the time; and their memory may even hover about the two later self-portraits in
which he depicted himself: Self-portrait with Yellow Christ and Self-portrait with
Hat, with Manao tupapau in the background, (cats. 99 and 164). In fact, with these
two paintings — and with the self-portrait that hangs in the Pushkin State Museum,
in which we glimpse a corner of In the Waves (cat. 80) — Gauguin is taking his
place beside Cézanne and Pissarro, participants in a long tradition of artists pos-
ing before their own work. (Poussin’s famous self-portrait in the Louvre offered a
classical model.) Of interest here are the specific works with which Gauguin
posed: in all three cases, the paintings he selected were quite recent works, and
ones that Gauguin seemed to regard as daring or provocative. It is as though he
were challenging the viewer: “Here is my latest! Spurn it if vou dare. . ..” Gone is
the moral poise that characterized the self-portraits of Poussin and Pissarro: in its
place, we sense the restless impatience of one who longs to make his mark, and in
a wholly different tradition — that of the Romantics. A hint of this is found in the
detail of Gauguin’s costume in the 1886 self-portrait in Brittany (cat. 29): the
“Breton outfit” is one of the first signs of Gauguin’s determination, from 1886 on, to
treat his personal appearance as part of his work. “He invented everything: his
easel was his own invention . .. his method for preparing his canvas — even his
strange way of dressing.”® Gauguin’s “disguise” was a stage in the development of
his individuality, a step toward the persona he needed to create before he could
properly distance himself from Pissarro and the world of impressionism in gen-
eral. Before long, Pissarro would have to admit, “He’s in another world.””

Artists paint themselves for a variety of reasons. The simplest — the most
often invoked — is the relative convenience of working from a reflection as opposed
to getting someone else to pose for you. Artists make the most patient models, and
the most economical. Thus, in September of 1888, we find Vincent van Gogh
writing to his brother: “I've purchased a good enough mirror so that I can work
from my own reflection for lack of a model.”® That same month he requested self-
portraits from Gauguin and Bernard.

Gauguin’s reasons for painting himself were very different, closely bound
up with his explorative style and the precise direction that it took. The character of
his face — fierce, harsh, even foreign — suggested a natural alliance between his
own image and the quest for a primitive style. “Enclosed is a photograph of my
face,” he wrote to Emile Schuffenecker from Arles: “the face of a savage — to
remind you of your friend.”® But during those crucial years, 1888 and 1889, self-
portraiture was Gauguin’s way to make his mark on a tradition, a means of mag-
ically becoming one with that company of artists in the history of painting —
Raphael, Rembrandt, Ingres — whom he most admired.

It is worth noting that from 1888 to 1889, when Gauguin produced most of
his self-portraits, also saw the appearance of a proposal calling for the creation of
a national portrait museum in France, accompanied by an inventory of about
3,000 paintings.!0 In 1887 Castagnary, a former champion of realism, in his inaugu-
ral address as newly appointed Director of Fine Arts, had announced the creation
of a gallery in the Louvre that would fulfill the same function as the similar
collection of portraits in the Uffizi in Florence. “The portraits [to form such a
collection] are there,” he declared, “forty in the Louvre, fifty at Versailles, sixty in
the Ecole des Beaux-Arts.”!!



Pont-Aven 1886

Tall, dark-haired and swarthy of skin,
heavy of eyelid and with handsome fea-
tures, all combined with a powerful figure,
Gauguin at this time was indeed a fine fig-
ure of a man. Later on, his low forehead,
with its suggestion of a crétin, was a source
of grave disappointment for van Gogh, to
Gauguin’s vast amusement. He dressed
like a Breton fisherman in a blue jersey,
and wore a beret jauntily on the side of his
head. His general appearance, walk and
all, was rather that of a well-to-do Biscayan
skipper of a coasting schooner; nothing
could be farther from madness or deca-
dence.

In a manner he was self-contained and con-
fident, silent and almost dour, though he
could unbend and be quite charming when
he liked. . . . Most people were rather af-
raid of him, and the most reckless took no
liberties wtih his person. “He’s a sly one,”
was the sort of general verdict.

He was distinctly athletic in his tastes and
had the reputation for being a formidable
swordsman. 1 believe it was truly earned;
anyway it added to the caution with which
he was usually approached, for he was
treated as a person to be placated rather
than aroused.

Hartrick 1939, 31.

12. Jouin 1888, XVI.
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Gauguin, Self-portrait, c. 1888, oil on canvas [Pushkin State Museum of Fine Art, Moscow]

Such a gallery was never created. The suggestion, though, like the call for a
museum of portraiture, was part of a general renewal of interest in portraiture that
had been stirring in official circles in Paris for at least a decade, specifically since
the great Portraits nationaux exhibition at the Trocadero during the 1878 World’s
Fair. A national portrait museum seemed an excellent source of instruction for the
youth of the newly established Republic. “How edifying such a museum would be!”
Paul Mantz exclaimed. “An image is a text. From portraiture, we learn history.”12

The brothers van Gogh, then — especially Vincent — were unwittingly tak-
ing part in a more general intellectual movement when they began trying, in 1887,
to put together a group of artists’ likenesses — trying, one might add, with an
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Paris 1889

It was in 1889, at a small restaurant down
the street from the Odéon where poets, im-
partially described as symbolists (still) or
decadents (already), would meet.

That evening, arriving late for dinner at the
Cote d’Or, I spied a new face amid my
group of friends, a large, bony, bulky face,
with a narrow forehead and a nose not
beaked, not curved, but broken-looking.
The mouth was straight and thin-lipped;
the eyes were lazy, heavy-lidded and
slightly bulging, with bluish pupils that
glanced and swiveled from right to left in
their sockets, their owner making only a
token effort to move his head and body in
concert.

This unknown individual seemed thor-
oughly lacking in charm; but nonetheless
he exercised a definite attraction on ac-
count of his singular expression. This was a
blend of natural nobility, pride, and a
simplicity that verged on the common-
place. One quickly perceived that the mix-
ture translated as strength, the moral
strength of an aristocrat among the com-
mon people. Also, Gauguin may have
lacked charm, but he had a strangely sweet
and ingenuous smile: a smile that went so
ill with those too straight, too thin lips, that
they seemed to regret, even to deny as
weakness, their owner’s open acknowledg-
ment of gaiety.

Morice 1920, 25, 26.
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extraordinary degree of optimism or prescience about the fortunes of their young
friends, then as yet unknown.'® Their main concern seems to have been to have
kept a visual record of all of them: it was always a source of regret to Vincent, for
example, that he had no portrait of Seurat. Gauguin’s relationship with the broth-
ers was stormy at this period, yet their influence on him was considerable.'* In
fact, Gauguin’s tempestuous alliance with the van Gogh brothers — artist and
entrépreneur — was quite fruitful intellectually. It is clear that the crystallization in
Gauguin’s mind of the idea of the self-portrait, which was to become almost an
obsession with him in 1888 and 1889 (nine self-portraits, out of a total of about
fifteen, in less than two years), was due to the van Goghs’ influence.!> Vincent's
pressing need to acquire portraits of his friends had a formative influence on the
little group that had assembled at Pont-Aven in the summer of 1888: Gauguin,
Bernard, and later Laval.'¢

The chronology of events is significant here. As early as June 1888, Vincent
had sought to lure Gauguin and Bernard to Arles; his object was to create a
community of artists similar to the that which was installed at Pont-Aven.!”
Gauguin waited until 21 October before complying. Meanwhile, the artists at Pont-
Aven had sent their portraits, duly dedicated to Vincent, who from Arles, in his
turn, had dispatched his own — addressed “a 'ami Gauguin” — to Brittany'8

The two self-portraits, by Gauguin and Bernard, must have been made in
mid-September.'® They arrived in Arles on 9 October, following hard upon
Gauguin’s letter describing his own offering. It seems that the original idea had
been for the two artists to paint each other, but that Bernard, intimidated by
Gauguin’s personality, had been unable to comply with Vincent’s request.?0
Gauguin, meanwhile, for his part wrote Vincent of his intention to paint Bernard.
“I will do the portrait you want but not just yet. I'm not ready to do it, particularly
since what you want is not a mere facial replica but a portrait in the sense in which
[ understand the term. [ am studying our little Bernard, but don't quite have him,
yet. I don’t know. Maybe it will come to me tomorrow in a flash.”?! What came to
him, then, in a flash — what actually was painted (and apparently very quickly) —
was his own self-portrait, Les Misérables, which he dedicated to his friend Vincent
(and which, sadly, is not exhibited here because of the condition of the canvas).
“The deed is done,” wrote Gauguin, “not, perhaps, exactly as you would have
wished; but what matter, so long as the end result is the same: our two portraits.”
He goes on the describe his own portrait at length. “I feel compelled to explain
myself, not because you're not capable of understanding the work on your own, but
because I fear it is not successful. It is the face of an outlaw, ill-clad and powerful
like Jean Valjean — with an inner nobility and gentleness. The face is flushed, the
eyes accented by the surrounding colors of a furnace-fire. This is to represent the
volcanic flames that animate the soul of the artist. The line of the eyes and nose,
reminiscent of the flowers in a Persian carpet, epitomize the idea of an abstract,
symbolic style. The girlish background, with its childlike flowers is there to attest
to our artistic purity. As for this Jean Valjean, whom society has oppressed, cast
out — for all his love and vigor — is he not equally a symbol of the contemporary
impressionist painter? In endowing him with my own features [ offer you — as well
as an image of myself — a portrait of all wretched victims of society who avenge us
by doing good.”?? Referring to the portrait, some days later, in a letter to
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Gauguin, Les Misérables, 1888, oil on canvas |Rijksmuseum Vincent van Gogh, Vincent van Gogh Foundation, Amsterdam)|

18. Jirat-Wasiutynski et al, 1984.

19. Sent, but received around 29 September
(letter to Theo, Merlhes 1984, no. LXVI).
Laval's portrait, probably older (see cat. 30)
will be sent next.

20. Vincent to Theo, van Gogh 1960, vol. 3,
539K

21. Gauguin to Vincent van Gogh, Cooper
1983, nos. 32.1-32.2.

22. Cooper 1983, nos. 33.1-33.2.

23. Letter to Schuffenecker, 8 October 1888,
in Malingue 1949, LXXI.

Schuffenecker, Gauguin stated that it was “so abstract as to be absolutely in-
comprehensible. . .. the color is far from anything in nature: vaguely reminiscent
—if you can picture it! — of burnt earthenware, twisted by intense heat. All the reds
and violets streaked with bursts of flame as though from a glowing furnace, the site
of many battles in the painter’s thoughts.”23

These excerpts from his letters — the only known texts by Gauguin on the
subject of his self-portraits — suggest the degree to which everything in his work had
become premeditated. In those forays into what he called “the abstract” — which,
for him, only meant a more concrete and symbolic reality, one that went below the
surface of appearances — Gauguin hoped, through formal research, to find a place
where style would supersede observation. One need only compare Les Misérables
(cat. 29) with the earlier self-portrait dedicated to Laval and Carriére to grasp
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Gauguin, Self-portrait, drawing [Musée des
Beaux-Arts, Strashourg]
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the weight of ideas he was attempting to use as ballast. Granted, the painting was
meant to impress Vincent (and, through him, Theo), to inspire admiration and awe
and to convince them that Gauguin was worthy of their compassion, respect, and
assistance. But it has its foundation in a literal truth, a very real despair — a
sentiment that was wholly justified by Gauguin’s new-found power, the mastery
over new forms that he aimed to acquire in the face of all opposition. There is an
element of burlesque in his left-leaning stance; even in the painting Gauguin
seems almost about to sink to the floor; he has the air of a drunkard who has just
finished making a speech. But there is something moving that comes through — a
violence, a facility of expression, and, in the pure chrome yellow behind his de-
jected figure (it was to become one of his favorite colors), a kind of pictorial joy.

Gauguin’s brief stay in Arles can only have led him to think more carefully
about the subject of portraits and self-portraits: it was an interest Vincent also
shared. Indeed, Vincent would have liked to get Gauguin to pose for him but the
tension between the two men made this impossible. Vincent had to content him-
self with evoking not Gauguin himself but an image of his absence: “I tried to paint
, a study of his armchair. . . . In his place, a lighted torch and
some modern novels.”>*

his empty corner . ..

The substance of conversations between the two men — echoes of which
come across in Vincent’s letters — cannot but have made an impression on
Gauguin: “I should like my paintings of men and women to be characterized by
that eternal quality that used to be symbolized by a halo and which we seek to

”2

express with color — in vibrancy and brightness”?> A year later he recalled (a
propos of his “desire . . . to paint a portrait of the age”): “Gauguin and I chatted on
this and related subjects until our nerves were strained to breaking-point.”>6 And
again: “I should like to paint portraits that, a hundred years later, would seem like
apparitions.”??

In fact, one senses Vincent’s indirect presence — his shadow — behind a
good many of Gauguin’s later self-portraits, when a shared experience becomes
the subject of a painting, for example. Bonjour Monsieur Gauguin (cat. 95) recalls
their visit to the Museum at Montpellier where they saw Courbet’s unorthodox
self-portrait with the title Bonjour Monsieur Courbet. Again, the depiction of
himself in Christ in the Garden of Olives (cat. 90) dramatizes a point Gauguin had
made in one of his letters to Vincent: “There is a Road to Calvary that all we artists
must tread and it is this, perhaps, that keeps us going. It is that which keeps us
alive and we die when there is nothing more to feed it.”>® This must have been a
refrain in their ongoing dispute. “Your overall conception of the impressionist
painter — symbolized in your painting — is arresting,” wrote Vincent in response to
Gauguin’s letter introducing Les Misérables. But when the painting arrived, he
was not enthusiastic: he reproached Gauguin for making the skin tones un-
naturally dark and — above all — for exhibiting his wounds and forcing others
to share his anxieties and distress. Implied in the self-portrait that Vincent, in
turn, sent Gauguin — in which he portrayed himself somewhat in the aspect of a
Buddhist monk — was something about stoicism and asceticism, virtues that the
recipient did not himself possess. What Gauguin thought of the painting we have
no way of knowing, but it is not inconceivable that he took Vincent's point — and
the implied reproach — in silence. In any case, Vincent’s criticisms and objections



Le Pouldu 1889-1890

Gauguin was forty-two years old in that
year. His health was still intact, and he had
the strength of maturity; he was tall, with
tanned face, hair dark and long, an aqui-
line nose, big green eyes, a sparse horse-
shoe-shaped beard and a clipped mous-
tache. His manner was grave and imposing,
and he behaved calmly and reflectively,
though with a touch of sarcasm when
philistines were present. He had great
strength of body, that he was loath to use.
His slow movements, sober gestures, and
ascetic countenance endowed him with
considerable natural dignity, which served
to keep strangers at a distance. Behind this
cold, impassive mask hid the ardent tem-
perament of a sensunalist, constantly at-
tuned to new impressions and pleasures.
Gauguin had never completed his formal
education, so he viewed the Greeks and
Romans with suspicion and incomprehen-
sion, being unversed in their classics.
During his wanderings as a sailor, he had
picked up one or two rudimentary pre-
cepts, which he liked to inscribe on the ev-
eryday objects he took such pleasure in
decorating. His motto was “Wine, love, and
tobacco!” Fortunately, his consumption of
alcohol was limited to the occasional glass
of brandy; he was abstemious in this re-
gard, and drank for good cheer, not for the
taste of it. On the other hand, there is no
question that he was excessively fond of
“love and tobacco.”

So Gauguin had an insatiable appetite for
sensations, but an almost total lack of sen-
timentality. His character was founded on
ferocious cynicism; he had the selfishness
of the genius, who believes the entire
world to be a vehicle for the glorification of
his power, or raw material for his personal
creations. It was this insane egotism which
prevented him from turning into a banal
bourgeois or a barfly: on the contrary, he
was, and remained, the heroic artist . . .

Letter from Mothéré to Chassé, Chassé
1955, 68-69.
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only provoked Gauguin to assert himself still further.?® Gauguin knew well that the
depiction of himself as Christ would offend and appall the van Gogh brothers —
who would disapprove as heartily of the painting’s unrealistic subject matter as
they did of its grandiloquent style. Moreover, he was desperately in need of Theo’s
financial support. One cannot help but detect a kind of coquettery — defiance — in
the manner in which Gauguin, in later years, systematically accentuated the nar-
rowness of his forehead in his self-portraits either by brushing his hair forward or
by wearing hats — fifteen years later, he was to remark of Vincent, “It enraged him
having to recognize my vast intellect — particularly as I have an unusually low brow,
always a sign of stupidity.”3°

In Gauguin, a need to persuade always went hand in hand with a desire to
offend. Hostility, for him, was a way of establishing his own identity, a certificate of
originality He was impervious to all but two things: poverty and indifference.
Hence the masks, the provocations; hence the frowning, depressing portraits,
heavy with defiance or reproach.

That Gauguin’s style had been predetermined by the features he was born
with is an idea that dominates his portraits from 1889 onward — a period during
which his principal moral and financial supporters (Pissarro, Theo van Gogh, and
for a time, Degas) seriously contested the direction his art was taking, It was at this
point that Gauguin began depicting himself as a sort of monster — a lecherous little
quasimodo, sucking his thumb in the upper right-hand corner of the woodcut
Soyez amoureuses (cat. 241), and stifling a cry of pain in the tobacco-jar ceramic
{cat. 65). Soon he would portray himself as Christ, broken, bloody and betrayed
(cat. 90), as a victim of the guillotine (cat. 64), and finally as a caricatured demon:
“proud and straight as a young tree, snickering like the angel whom pride brought
low” (cat. 92).31

Each of these images is highly individual and strikingly realized; but each
represents an idea of the self that Gauguin would have found floating around in
the spirit of the time — in books and lectures — seized upon and made particularly
his own. The self-portraits mark the stages of Gauguin’s progress toward “an
object I have long sought but only recently begun to articulate.”32

The hero of his own history, he also saw himself as the hero of painting in
his age, which seemed to him decadent. The neo-Romantic strain in his painting
took its moral impulse from the thinking of Carlyle, whose “Heroes and Hero
Worship” had appeared in French in 1886.33 The aesthetic impulse came from
Wagner — or, at any rate, in ideas about Wagner popularized by Teodor de
Wysewa, whose 1886 article on “Wagnerian painting” must have made a big
impression on Gauguin. It was at this point that the Pont-Aven aesthetic — as
formulated first by Sérusier, later by Maurice Denis and the Nabis — began to take
shape. The ethic that Gauguin espoused was essentially that of Wagner: “It is
necessary, above this world of conventional appearances, to build the sacred im-
age of an ideal world, . . . that is the function of art . . . to transform reality, thereby
recreating it ... for the colors and lines in a painting are not duplicates of the
colors and lines in reality; they are mere conventions. . . .”34

It is this that Gauguin called “abstraction” in painting: a level of reality
that was more real because it was more primitive. In depicting himself alternately
as savage, rebel, outlaw, Christ, or magus, Gauguin was portraying the artist as
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Le Pouldu 1890

I can see Gauguin now, on the beach at Le
Pouldu, with his eagle’s nose, clear sailor’s
eyes, longish black hair, beret, bathing
trunks and forty-year-old’s belly. He re-
minded one of a fair-ground barker, a trou-
badour, or a pirate. He was a great admirer
of the character of Vautrin in “La Comédie
Fumaine,” and the idea occurred to me
that in other times and circumstances,
without his consuming love of art, he might
have been Vautrin’s brother. He exuded
energy from every pore, and he always
seemed to be hatching some huge artistic
scheme. He had read widely, and I under-
stood that he had a special preference for
the Bible, Shakespeare, and Balzac.

I always thought there was something sav-
«ge in him; he too believed this, speculat-

ing that he was descended from the Aztecs
of old whom he so much resembled.

Letter from Paul-Emile Colin to Chassé,
Chassé 1935, 82.
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martyred, omniscient redeemer. Already, long before Gauguin's departure for Ta-
hiti, Albert Aurier had seen in him “a sublime visionary, . . . the creator of a new
form of art®> . . . who wanted to install with us, in our shamefully petrified society,
a new kind of artist — spirited, primitive, even a little bit wild.”3® It is understand-
able that André Breton was later to bless Gauguin as “the only painter prior to the
advent of surrealism who understood that the artist was a magician.”3?

The early 1890s saw a revival of interest in artists’ portraits among poets,
as well. Official interest, during the previous decade, had been largely in the
historical value the genre was thought to have, as we have seen. Now it took on a
new life in independent circles: the portrait of one painter by another painter or
by himself — which had been the exception in the iconography of the impressionist
movement and the rule in the context of the Salon — became a favorite topos of
turn-of-the-century avant-garde painting. An exhibition organized by the literary
review Essais d’art libre in September of 1893, with the provocative title, Portraits
from the Next Century,?8 included portraits of symbolist writers (Adam, Beau-
bourg, Tailhade, Rodenbach, Verlaine, and others) and painters (Ibels, Zuloaga,
and others) and a number of self-portraits, as well: of Cézanne (“who possesses all
the virtues — including modesty”),3® of van Gogh (“such a work is as compelling as
a confession”),*0 of Angrand, E. Bernard, Filiger, and others. Gauguin’s self-portrait
was universally reviled: “The portrait of himself, which is outrageous and ab-
surd. ...”#! [t seems “comical — intentionally so: half-bogeyman, half-buc-
caneer!”#2 [t is hard to know which of Gauguin’s self-portraits is meant, here; the
description might just as easily refer to the painting in the Pushkin State Museum
or — assuming it was among the effects left in Paris by Theo van Gogh’s widow — to
the Les Misérables self-portrait.

This was actually one of the few occasions when a Gauguin self-portrait
was exhibited during the artist’s lifetime. The critical response is telling: Gauguin
is faulted for lacking Cézanne’s modesty and van Gogh'’s genuineness of feeling. As
a rule, people found Gauguin on canvas as irritating as he was in real life. They
thought of him as a mountebank and poseur, a “barstool theoretician.”#3 In truth,
Gauguin had made of himself nothing worse than the literal embodiment of the
ideas that most of his intellectual friends espoused. It was done with a kind of
naive bravery, encouraged by the little circle of poets and painters at Le Pouldu
and in Paris. According to the volume that was to have accompanied Portraits from
the Next Century, the paintings in the exhibition were an attempt to “capture the
face of a whole movement that sought to liberate future generations by increasing
social and artistic freedom.”#4 This was a goal that Gauguin might have claimed for
his own self-portraits.

Gauguin’s self-portraits were never meant for a large audience nor painted
with a view to exhibition or sale. Most were gifts intended for friends and rela-
tives: his wife, his fellow artists, critics, poets. (Ky Dong, the recipient of Gauguin’s
last self-portrait, was just someone he liked.) It is astonishing how few of Gauguin’s
self-portraits were destined for anything but private use; each seems to have
carried with it a message for the recipient. To Mette, the message in the first self-
portrait was, “I want to be a painter.” To Laval and Carriére (cat. 29), “I am finally
myself arid love you well.” To Schuffenecker, van Gogh, and Meyer de Haan (cat.
164): “We are brothers in our suffering and our knowledge.” To Molard: “I am a



Tahiti 1891

It should be stated right away that as soon
as Gauguin landed he drew catcalls and
looks of astonishment from the natives, es-
pecially the women. He had a tall, straight,
powerful build, and managed to preserve
an air of profound disdain despite his curi-
osity about Tahiti and his keen anticipation
of the work he would do there. . . . but the
thing about Gauguin that especially caught
everyone’s attention was his long pepper-
and-salt hair, which fell to his shoulders
from beneath a broad-brimmed, cowboy-
style, brown velvet hat.

Jénot 1956, 117.

c. 1894

A magus, my dear fellow, a parlor sym-
bolist; look at his hand! He’s wearing a
ring, set with a gem, on his index finger!
It’s bad for one’s health to contemplate
such a thing. Nobody so outlandish could
possibly have a shred of talent; he even
talks to himself! He looks like something
out of Albrecht Diirer.

Helleu in Blanche 1928, 6.

Paris 1894

He invented everything . . . even his bizarre
costume was his own invention. This con-
sisted of an astrakhan hat and an enor-
mous dark blue overcoat with gold buttons,
in which he appeared to the Parisians like
a sumptuous, gigantic Magyar, or like
Rembrandt in 1635. As he made his stately
was along the street, he leaned with one
white-gloved, silver-ringed hand on a cane
that he himself had carved.

Séguin 1903a, 160.

GAUGUIN PORTRAITS AND SELF-PORTRAITS
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Gauguin in his Studio, late 1893 or 1894, photograph [Larousse
Archives, Paris)

great painter and I'm counting on you” To Morice (cat. 159): “I am a very great
painter — make it known!” To Monfreid, finally, he sent the rather touching por-
trait in profile, “A 'ami Daniel,” accompanied by these plain — and unusually
modest — words, “study of myself, an excuse to paint.”43

In addition to the paintings Gauguin dedicated or gave away to others,
nearly all his other self-portraits were eventually acquired by writers and artists.
Bonjour Monsieur Gauguin (cat. 95) and the tobacco-jar portrait (cat. 65) were
both bought by Schuffenecker; the Self-portrait with Yellow Christ (cat. 99) by
Maurice Denis, the Christ in the Garden of Olives (cat. 90) by Octave Mirbeau, and
the Portrait at Golgotha (cat. 218) by Segalen. It is as though some strong and very
specific link were formed between the possessor of a self-portrait and its subject-
creator — a link quickly destroyed by Gauguin’s death and the intervention of the
art market. Outside of the context of the specific individuals they were intended
for, many of these self-portraits lose their point; their purpose seems dulled,
heavy-handed almost to the point of caricature — as though the painting became
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Gauguin, Self-portrait, 1903, oil on

canvas [Kunstmuseum, Basel]

46. He wrote to Maurice Denis in June 1899:

“[ fear a little for you the ridicule which has
befallen the Rosicrucians. . . . art has no
place in this house of Péladan,” Malingue
1949, CLXXI.

47. Morice 1903b, 415.

Right:
Leclercq, Gauguin’s Hand, 1893-1895,
photograph [Danielsson Archives, Papeete]
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mere masquerade or soliloquy in the absence of any possessor-friend who was
capable of answering,

It was at a particularly unhappy moment in Tahiti that Gauguin identified
himself with the figure of Christ one last time and in a rather obvious fashion. In
Self-portrait near Golgotha (cat. 218), one senses the extent to which Gauguin’s
symbolism had stopped short at a particular point in the history of the Parisian
avant garde; and had it been exhibited, it would have fared no better than did the
portrait exhibited in 1893. The romantic, archaic quality would have been con-
demned as “Rosicrucian” — precisely the same quality that he himself had
ridiculed.#6 Even in extreme wretchedness — in poor health, luckless and alone —
Gauguin could only rouse pity in spite of himself.

In what was undoubtedly one of Gauguin’s very last portraits (W 634), the
“Incan” face of which he was so proud falls away like a mask. The angle is straight-
forward, the clothes and hair austere, the glance obscured by a small pair of
spectacles giving him the aspect of a wise old man. It is a simple statement —
almost off-hand and not particularly kind — recalling the self-portraits of Chardin
and Bonnard as old men. The interlocutors are all gone; there is no one left to
convince and only death to confront. The other self-portraits all have arguments to
frame and speeches to make: this one is still. As the model falls silent, Gauguin’s
ideas — the provocative theories with which he vainly sought recognition — become
lost in the perfume of exotic loves and adventures, material for popular fiction and
television docudrama. In death as in life, the artist Gauguin was encumbered by
the man Gauguin, as one of his more clear-sighted contemporaries, Jean Dolent,
well understood. Hearing of Gauguin’s death in 1903 in a far-off land, he declared,
“There were two men in Gauguin. . . . I sided with one against the other — often in
agreement with Gauguin himself. The theoretician was voluble and imprecise but
the artist at his easel was silent. He pleaded his own case. He does it better now
than he did when he was alive.”4”






Chronology: June 1848 -June 1886

ISABELLE CAHN

1848

JUNE 7

Eugene Henri Paul Gauguin is born at 52 (to-
day 56) rue Notre-Dame-de-Lorette in Paris,
son of Pierre Guillaume Clovis Gauguin, an
editor at the National, and Aline Marie
Chazal. His maternal grandmother is Flora
Tristan (1803-1844) (certificate of birth, Muni-
cipal Building of the ninth district, Paris).

Fig. 1. Jules Laure, Aline Gauguin, The Artist’s
Mother [Musée départemental du Prieuré,
Saint-Germain-en-Laye]

1849

AUGUST 8
The Gauguin family leaves Le Havre for Peru
on the Albert (Merlhes 1984, 321 n. 4).

OCTOBER 30
Gauguin's father dies of a ruptured aneurism
in the Gulf of Port-Famine (Punta Arenas) in
the Strait of Magellan, Chile, where he is bur-
ied (Avant et apreés, 1923 ed., 134: Rotonchamp
1906, 6; inventory following the death of Aline
Gauguin, DA, Hauts-de-Seine). Aline Gauguin
and her children, Paul and Marie (b. April 29,
1847), move in with their great-uncle, Don Pio

de Tristan Moscoso in Lima Avant et aprés,
1923 ed. 134-135).

Fig. 3. The Cathedral in Lima [Société de
Géographie, Paris|

JULY 19

Baptized at Notre-Dame-de-Lorette. His
father, who is absent from the ceremony, is
listed as “unemployed.” His godfather is his
paternal grandfather, Guillaume Gauguin
(baptism register, Parish of Notre-Dame-de-
Lorette, no. 467).

Fig. 2. Jules Laure, Paul Gauguin [Musée

départemental du Prieuré, Saint-Germain-
en-Laye|

185¢

SEPTEMBER 19
In Orléans, France, Guillaume Gauguin agrees
to a trust fund, which is to be divided between
his two grandchildren (succession papers of
Aline Gauguin, DA, Hauts-de-Seine).

END 1854-EARLY 1855

Aline Gauguin returns to France with her
children. Her passport is issued in Lima on
August 9, 1854 (inventory following the death
of Aline Gauguin, DA, Hauts-de-Seine). They
move into the family’s residence in Orléans
where Paul is registered as a day student
(Avant et apres, 1923 ed., 234).

1855

APRIL 9

Guillaume Gauguin dies at 23, quai Tudelle, in
Orléans (death certificate, Municipal Building,
Orléans).



APRIL 20

Isidore Gauguin (a paternal uncle) is named
guardian for Paul and Marie (inventory after
the death of Aline Gauguin, DA, Hauts-de-
Seine).

1856

Don Pio de Tristan Moscoso, Paul’s great-
uncle, dies in Lima (Avant et aprés,
1923 ed., 138).

1859

Paul continues his education at the Junior
Seminary of the Saint-Mesmin Chapel in
Orléans (Avant et aprés, 1923 ed., 235;
Merlhes 1984, 322 n. 4).

1861

Aline moves to 33 rue de la Chaussée d’Antin
in Paris and works as a seamstress (Cadastral
Surveys, D! P4, 1861, PA; listed at this address
in Didot-Bottin, Annuaire-Almanach du Com-
merce from 1861-1865, having become a seam-
stress in 1862). She befriends the Arosa family
(Merlhes 1984, 322 n. 4).

1862

Paul joins his mother in Paris to prepare for
the entrance exam at the Naval Academy. He
is a student at the Loriol Institute, 49 rue
d’Enfer (Marks-Vandenbroucke 1956, 31; Di-
dot-Bottin, Annuaire-Almanach du Com-
merce, 1862).

1864

For his final year at school, he boards at the
lycée in Orléans (Rotonchamp 1906, 9).

1865

NOVEMBER 13

Aline draws up a will and names Gustave
Arosa as legal guardian of her children. She
leaves her portraits and paintings to her son
and suggests that he “get on with his career,
since he has made himself so unliked by all
my friends that he will one day find himself
alone.” She lives in the village de 'Avenir, at 3
rue de la Paix, on the route to Romainville
(will of Aline Gauguin, DA, Hauts-de-Seine).

Fig. 4. The Arosa Family [Musée
départemental du Prieuré, Saint-Germain-
en-Laye|

OCTOBER 27

Paul leaves Le Havre as second lieutenant
aboard the Chili, which travels around the
world (Cardiff, Valparaiso, Iquique [Peru}), for
thirteen-and-a-half months (Chili boarding
documents, 6P6/309, DA, Seine-Maritime).

DECEMBER 6

Too old to take the Naval Academy entrance
exam, Paul enlists as an officer’s candidate in
the merchant marines aboard a three-masted
ship, the Luzitano, bound for Rio de Janeiro.
The voyage lasts three months, twenty-one
days (Luzitano boarding documents, 6P6/282,
DA, Seine-Maritime).

1866

MAY 2

Second voyage to Rio on the Luzitano, lasting
three months, twenty-nine days (Luzitano
boarding documents, 6P6/290, DA, Seine-
Maritime).

OCTOBER 1

Aline Gauguin moves to 2 rue de I'Hospice in
Saint-Cloud (inventory after the death of Al-
ine Gauguin, DA, Hauts-de-Seine).

1867

JULY 7

His mother dies in Saint-Cloud (death certifi-
cate, Municipal Building, Saint-Cloud).
Gauguin learns of her death during a stopover
in India (Perruchot 1961, 44).

DECEMBER 14
The Chili is laid up in Le Havre (Marks-
Vandenbroucke 1956, 34).

1868

JANUARY 22
Gauguin officially enlists in the military
(6P5/165, DA, Seine-Maritime).

FEBRUARY 26

He is registered in the Cherbourg Division as
a third-class sailor, based in Le Havre. He is
listed as a professional seaman, 1.603 meters
tall, with brown hair and eyes (MR, 47-48).

MARCH 3
He is assigned to the Jérome-Napoléon (MR,
60).

Fig. 5. The Jéréme-Napoléon [Musée de la
Marine, Paris]



JUNE-JULY

The Jérome-Napoléon cruises the eastern
Mediterranean and the Black Sea (Perruchot
1961, 46).

JULY 3

The Jéréme-Napoléon proceeds toward the
North Pole and arrives in Bergen, Norway, five
days later (Psichari 1947, 24-25).

SEPTEMBER
The ship arrives in London (Perruchot 1961,
46).

1869

APRIL-MAY

The Jérome-Napoléon again cruises the Medi-
terranean, stopping at Bastia, Naples, Corfu,
the Dalmation Coast, Trieste, and Venice (Per-
ruchot 1961, 46).

JUNE

Gauguin, now legally an adult, and his sister
inherit 32,707.87 francs from their mother
and 6,215.84 francs from their paternal grand-
father, sums which represent houses and
property in Orléans, stocks, and other assets
(will of Aline Gauguin, DA, Hauts-de-Seine).

Fig. 6. Marie Gauguin [Musée départemental
du Prieuré, Saint-Germain-en-Laye|

SEPTEMBER 25-OCTOBER 29
Gauguin is hospitalized (MR, 61).

1870

JULY 1
Promoted to second-class sailor (MR, 62).

JULY 13

The ship crosses the Arctic Circle (letter from
Renan to his wife, Lettres familiéres, 1947,
210).

JULY 19
France declares war on Prussia.

JULY 21

Gauguin’s ship returns to Calais via Edinburgh
and London (Psichari 1947, 29), and leaves for
the North Sea four days later (Perruchot 1961,
48).

AUGUST 26-30
Stopover in Copenhagen (Perruchot 1961, 48).

OCTOBER 11-NOVEMBER |

The Jéréme-Napoléon, renamed the Desaix
after September 19, captures four German
boats including the Franziska, to which
Gauguin is transferred until November 1 (MR,
62).

1871

JANUARY 25
His mother’s house at 2 rue de I'Hospice in
Saint-Cloud is burned by the Prussians (Avant
et apres, 1923 ed., 174-175).

APRIL 23
Released from military service on six months
of renewable leave (MR, 64).

1872

Lives at 15 rue La Bruyéere in Paris (electoral
lists DIM2, 9th district, 1873, PA; no profes-
sion listed). Recommended by Gustave Arosa,
he is hired as a broker by Paul Bertin, a stock-
broker at 11 rue Laffitte (Rotonchamp 1906,
15; Electoral lists DIM2, ninth district, 1874:
listed as stockbroker; Didot-Bottin, Annuaire-
Almanach du Commerce, 1872). Meets Emile
Schuffenecker at the Bertin office (biography

of Schuffenecker sent to Jules Bois, Paris, sale,
Hotel Drouot, April 2, 1987, no. 133).

Fig. 7. Paul Gauguin [Harlingue-Viollet, Paris|

Fig. 8. Aimé Morot, Portrait of Mr: Bertin
[private collection, Paris]

Fig. 9. The Paris Stock Exchange, c. 1888
|Bibliotheque Nationale, Paris|



AUTUMN

Mette Gad (b. September 7, 1850) and her
friend Marie Heegaard travel from Denmark
to Paris on vacation. They stay at the pension,
avenue d’Eylau, of Pauline Fouignet, a friend of
the Arosa family (Merlhes 1984, 319 n. 1).

1873

JANUARY
Gauguin asks for Mette’s hand (Merlhes 1984,
no. 1).

Fig. 10. Paul Gauguin in 1873 [Musée
départemental du Prieuré, Saint-Germain-
en-Laye]

Fig. 11. Mette Gad in 1873 [Musée
départemental du Prieuré, Saint-Germain-
en-Laye|

SUMMER
He paints while on vacation (Merlhes 1984,
VII-X).

NOVEMBER 22

Marries Mette Gad at the municipal building
of the ninth district. Paul Bertin, Gustave
Arosa, and Oscar Fahle (Secretary at the
Danish Consulate) are witnesses (ninth
district marriage register, PA). A church
ceremony takes place the same day at the
Evangelical Lutheran Church of the Redemp-
tion, rue Chauchat. The couple’s address is 28
Place St. Georges (marriage register, Church
of the Redemption).

1874

AUGUST 31
Emil Gauguin is born at 28 Place St. Georges
(ninth district record of births, PA).

Fig. 12. Mette Gauguin Leaning on a Railing
[Musée départemental du Prieuré, Saint-Ger-
main-en-Laye|

OCTOBER 14

Mette's sister, Ingeborg Gad, marries the
painter Fritz Thaulow (Merlhes 1984, 326
n. 16).

1875

JANUARY
Moves to 54 rue de Chaillot (Cadastral
surveys, DIP4, 1875-1877, PA).

JUNE 1848-JUNE 1886

Fig. 13. Emile Gauguin in Justine’s Arms, 1875
[Musée départemental du Prieuré, Saint-
Germain-en-Laye|

MAY 8

Emil is baptized at the Evangelical Lutheran
Church of the Redemption. His godfather is
Fritz Thaulow, his godmothers Elisabeth Mél-
ler and Marie Gauguin, Gauguin’s sister (bap-
tism register, Church of the Redemption).

1876

MAY-JUNE

Exhibits a work for the first time at the Salon,
Sous-bois a Viroflay (Seine et Oise) (W 12?;
Yriarte, “Le Salon de 1876,” Gazette des
Beaux-Arts, July 1876, 36).

END 1876 OR BEGINNING 1877
Stops working for Paul Bertin (Merlheés 1984,
XII and 327 n. 20).

1877

Moves to 74 rue des Fourneaux (Vaugirard).
His landlord is the sculptor Bouillot who in-
troduces him to sculpture techniques (elec-
toral lists, D'M2, fifteenth district, PA:
Gauguin is listed as an employee of a stock
exchange; cadastral surveys, D1P4, 1876).
Meets Danish art critic Karl Madsen and the
sculptor Aubé (cat. 10; Rostrup 1956, 63).



Fig. 14. Gauguin, Bust of Emil, marble [The
Metropolitan Museum of Art, New York]

Fig. 153. Gauguin, Bust of Mette | Courtauld
Institute of Art, London]

DECEMBER 24
Aline Gauguin is born (fifteenth district rec-
ord of births, 1877, PA).

1878

FEBRUARY 25
Gustave Arosa’s art collection is sold at the
Hétel Drouot (Paris 1878).

1879

Gauguin is employed by the banker André
Bourdon at 21 rue Le Peletier (see business

letterheads in Merlhes 1984, nos. 7, 9, 10-11).

APRIL 10-MAY 11

Gauguin is invited at the last minute by Degas
and Pissarro to participate in the fourth im-
pressionist exhibition. His marble portrait
head of his eldest son Emil (G 2) is entered too
late to be included in the catalogue (Merihes
1984, no. 6; see San Francisco 1986, 271).
Three Pissarros are lent to the exhibition by
Gauguin. Becomes a regular at the Café de la
Nouvelle-Athénes, where he associates with
Manet, Degas, Renoir, Pissarro, and the art
critic Duranty (Merlhes 1984, no. 8).

MAY 10
Birth of Clovis Henri Gauguin (fifteenth dis-
trict record of births, PA).

JULY
Buys a painting by Pissarro (Merlhes 1984,
no. 8).

SUMMER
Visits Pissarro in Pontoise for the first time
(Merlhes 1984, no. 11).

1880

APRIL 1-30

Participates in the fifth impressionist exhibi-
tion with eight works (nos. 55-62, see San
Francisco 1986, 304-305, 311).

SUMMER

Moves to 8 rue Carcel (Merlhes 1984, 13); the
house is sublet from the painter Félix Jobbé-
Duval. One of the doors opened onto the rue
Blomet where Haviland later began operating
a pottery factory in April 1882 at number 153.
Chaplet became the director of the factory in
1883 (see pages 57-59; Cadastral surveys,
D1P4, 1862, PA; this address appears on the
electoral list where Gauguin is still listed as a
stockbroker from 1881 to 1894). Works for the
Thomereau agency, 93 rue Richelieu, which is
involved in the sale and purchase of insurance
company stocks (Merlhes 1984, 340-341 n. 39,
352 n. 58, no. 18). Emile is sent to live in Den-
mark with Mette’s friend, Karen Lehmann
(Bodelsen 1970, 601 n. 32).

Fig. 16. The Garden and Studio (of the house)
on rue Carcel [Musée départemental du
Prieuré, Saint-Germain-en-Lave]

1881

MARCH 16

Durand-Ruel makes his first purchase from
Gauguin — three paintings totaling 1,500
francs (DR).

MARCH 25
Gauguin buys a seascape by Manet from
Durand-Ruel (DR).

APRIL 2-MAY |

Participates in the sixth impressionist exhibi-
tion with eight paintings and two sculptures
(see Wissman in San Francisco 1986, 342-345,
and 354).

Fig.17. Pissarro, Gauguin Sculpting “The
Aoman Walking” |Statens Konstmuseer,
Stockholm]

APRIL 12
Birth of Jean-René, Gauguin’s fourth child (fif-
teenth district record of births, PA).



JUNE 1848-JUNE 1886

APRIL 27

Durand-Ruel sells The Church at Vaugirard to
Baroux and gives Gauguin two Renoirs as
payment (DR).

OCTOBER 12

Buys a painting by Brown from Durand-Ruel
(DR).

OCTOBER 19
Durand-Ruel buys Effet de nuit for 200
francs (DR).

DECEMBER 16 AND 19
Buys two paintings by Jongkind from Durand-
Ruel (DR).

1882

JANUARY
I’Union Générale declares bankruptcy, caus-
ing the Stock Market to collapse.

AUGUST

Goes to Cerbére on the Spanish border, on a
mission on behalf of the radical Spanish re-
publicans (Merlhes 1984, no. 39 and 388 n.
119; undated letter from Monfreid to Bausil,
LA).

SEPTEMBER

Looks for employment and has someone rec-
ommend him to the art dealer Georges Petit
(Merlhes 1984, nos. 40-42).

NOVEMBER 1
Arrives at Pissarro’s in Rouen where he plans
on settling (Merlhes 1984, XXI).

APRIL 9
He leaves Durand-Ruel seven pictures on
consigment (DR).

SUMMER

Murer holds an exhibition at the Hotel du
Dauphin et d’Espagne in Rouen. He includes a
Gauguin from his collection (Merlhes 1984,
nos. 49-30).

JULY

Mette leaves for two months in Denmark with
Aline and Paul Rollon. In need of money,
Gauguin sells his life insurance policy ata
50% loss (Merlhes 1984, no. 50).

DECEMBER 6

Paul (Pola) Rollon is born. On his son’s birth
certificate, Gauguin lists himself as artist-
painter (fiftcenth district record of births, PA).

1884

MARCH

In spite of rivalries among the artists, partici-
pates in the seventh impressionist exhibition
with eleven paintings, one pastel, and one
sculpture (see San Francisco 1986, 394-395).
Gauguin’s stocks are in a state of collapse; he
hesitates between financial and artistic
careers (Merlhes 1984, nos. 23, 24, 28).

He often visits Pissarro on Sundays, first

in Pontoise, then in Osny (Merlhes 1984,
nos. 23, 25, 30).

1883

APRIL 14

Gustave Arosa dies. Gauguin is not present at
the burial two days later (Merlhes 1984, no.
33).

MAY 3

Gauguin is not present at Manet’s burial
(Merlhes 1984, no. 35).

JUNE 15-JULY 5

Spends three weeks with Pissarro in Osny
(Merlhés 1984, no. 37; Bailly-Herzberg 1980,
nos. 161 and 166). He wants to make designs
for impressionist tapestries (Bailly-Herzberg
1980, no. 161).

JANUARY

Moves with his family to an apartment at
5 impasse Malherne in Rouen (Merlhes
1984, nos. 43-44).

APRIL

Travels in the south of France for fifteen days
with Emile Armand Bertaux, a brokerage
cashier, on behalf of the Spanish republicans.
Visits the Fabre Museum in Montpellier
where he makes a quick copy of Delacroix’s
Aline, the Mulatto Woman (Merlhes 1984,
nos. 47-48, and 394 n. 134).

Fig. 18. Interior View of the Montpellier
Museum at the End of the Nineteenth Century
[Musée Fabre, Montpellier]

AUGUST 12

Opening of the Exposition municipale des
Beaux-Arts in Rouen where Gauguin, who
exhibits one pastel and one sculpture, is listed
as a student of Jobbé-Duval (Rouen 1884).

AUTUMN
Exhibits two still lifes and a portrait at the
Kunstudstillingen in Kristiana |Oslo], Norway.

OCTOBER

Works as a salesman for a canvas manufac-
turer in Roubaix, A. Dillies and Company, rep-
resenting Denmark. Also studies graphology
(Merlhes 1984, no. 54). At the end of the
month, Mette returns to Copenhagen with her
children (Merlhes 1984, XXV).

Fig. 19. Copenhagen, “Lille Rosenborg,” Fre-
deriksberg Allé 29 [Bymuseum, Copenhagen]|

NOVEMBER

Joins his family in Denmark, bringing with
him his art collection, which will ultimately
remain in Copenhagen. Stays temporarily
with Madame Gad, Mette’s mother, “Lille
Rosenborg,” 29 Frederiksbergallé (Merlhes
1984, nos. XXV, 56; Bodelsen 1970, 601).



DECEMBER

The family moves to 105 Gammel Kongevej.
Mette gives French lessons (Merlhes 1984,
nos. 56-57), and Gauguin is listed as a “travel-
ing salesman” (February 1, 1885 Copenhagen

census, Danish National Archives).

Fig. 20. Copenhagen, rue Gammel Kongevej
[Bymuseum, Copenhagen]|

1885

Writes “Notes synthétiques” in a notebook he

had bought in Rouen (Cogniat and Rewald
1962; Jirat-Wasiutynski 1978, 16-17). He re-
ceives 1300 francs from the sale by Portier of
his Manet, View of Holland, to Alexander
Cassatt (Merlheés 1984, no. 157).

Fig. 21. Mette and Paul Gauguin in
Copenhagen, 1885 [Musée départemental
du Prieuré, Saint-Germain-en-Laye|

oy encmd

Fig. 22. Gauguin, pen and ink drawing on
Dillies & Co. letterhead, Winter 1885-
Copenhagen [Photo by Jean-Pierre Leloir,
Musée d'Orsay, Paris, Service de documenta-
tion|

APRIL 25

Moves to 51 Norregade (Merlhes 1984, no. 75).
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Fig. 23. Copenhagen, Norregade 51
[Bymuseum, Copenhagen|

Fig. 24. Site of the Friends of Arts Exhibit
Amaliegade 30 |[Bymuseum. Copenhagen|

Fig. 25. Schuffenecker’s House, 29 Rue
Boulard [Musée départemental du Prieuré,
Saint-Germain-en-Laye]

JULY
Visits a friend in Dieppe where he resides
until early October (Merlhes 1984, no. 85).

END AUGUST-MID SEPTEMBER

Goes to London on “Spanish business.” When
he returns to Dieppe, he encounters Degas,
with whom he apparently quarrels (Merlhes
1984, nos. 84-85).

MAY 1-6
Exhibits at the Society of the Friends of Art in
Copenhagen (Rostrup 1956, 70).

JUNE

Returns to Paris with his son Clovis (Cogniat
and Rewald 1962, 17-18). Nearly broke, asks
Durand-Ruel to buy back a Renoir and a
Monet from him. He lives with the
Schuffeneckers, 29 rue Boulard (Merlhes
1984, 415 n. 179 and no. 80).

EARLY OCTOBER

Returns to Paris where his son Clovis, who has
spent several months with Gauguin’s sister.
comes to live with him at M. Favre’s, 19 rue
Perdonnet. Rents an apartment at 10 rue Cail
(Merlhes 1984, nos. 86-87). Mette sells several
of his paintings left in Copenhagen (Merlhés
1984, no. 90).



DECEMBER

His paintings are rejected at a Danish exhibi-
tion (Merlhes 1984, no. 92). Clovis comes
down with smallpox. Gauguin takes a job first
as a poster hanger, then as an inspector, and
finally as an administrative secretary for the
train stations (Merlhés 1984, no. 94).

WINTER 1883-1886

Copies a text purportedly by a Turkish poet
Vehbi Mohamed Zunbul-Zadé, which he will
later include in Avant et apreés. Lends the text
to Seurat (Herbert 1938, 151 n. 21).

1886

MAY 6

Attends a dinner organized by Pissarro, in
honor of the eighth impressionist exhibition,
at the Lac St. Fargeau, a music hall at 296 rue
de Belleville (Kahn 1925, 44-435; Bailly-
Herzberg 1986, 45-46 n. 1).

MAY 153-JUNE 15

Participates in the eighth impressionist ex-
hibition with nineteen paintings and one
wood relief (see San Francisco 1986, 444-445).
Clovis is a boarder at Lennuier’s in Antony
(Merlhes 1984, nos. 97 and 110). Sells a paint-
ing for 250 francs to Bracquemond who puts
him in contact with the ceramist Ernest
Chaplet (Merlhes 1984, 99).

JUNE
First evidence that Gauguin frequents Chap-
let’s rue Blomet studio (Merlhes 1984, no. 100).

Fig. 26. Delaherche Cleaning the Kiln (Oven
on Rue Blomet) [Musée départemental de
I'Oise, Beauvais|

JUNE 1848-JUNE 1886
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Taken as a group, Gauguin’s early works are generally dismissed as a yeomanlike
prologue, largely irrelevant, to a brilliant career that began with his first campaign
in Brittany in 1886 not long after the eighth and final impressionist exhibition.
Gauguin himself discounted them when he wrote to a collector around 1900: “I
estimate the number of [my| canvases since I began to paint as 300 at most, which
is not counting a hundred or so, from the beginning [of my career|.”! Whereas
Gauguin in his various autobiographical writings includes many anecdotes about
his childhood and about his career after 1886, he is almost silent when it comes to
the works he made and exhibited with the impressionists in the late 1870s and
early 1880s.

Considering the competition, which included Degas, Morisot, and
Pissarro, it hardly comes as a surprise that his works were, for the most part,
overlooked by collectors and critics. What seems truly remarkable is that Gauguin
ever became a coexhibitor with these artists. He had begun to paint on a strictly
part-time, self-educated basis less than a year before they first pooled their re-
sources in 1874 with Cézanne, Monet, Renoir, and Sisley to present their works in
a revolutionary exhibition outside the sanctions of the official art world.

Nothing in Gauguin’s early life, except a recollection of how a servant
praised a dagger case that he had whittled as a child,?> suggests that Gauguin
would take even an amateur’s interest in art. It was only at the age of twenty-two,
just after he had completed his military service in 1871, that he started to encoun-
ter artists and collectors. His mother, who died four years earlier, had arranged for
a neighbor, Gustave Arosa, to become her children’s guardian. Arosa, a financier,
was also a distinguished photographer specializing in art reproductions, and a
collector of contemporary art.® Thanks to him, Gauguin began a career in the
stock market where he met Emile Schuffenecker, who would likewise become an
artist, as well as a selfless supporter of Gauguin’s art career* Arosa’s younger
daughter hoped to become a painter, and at first Gauguin sometimes painted in
her company® It was also at Arosa’s that Gauguin was introduced to Mette Gad, a
Danish woman two years his junior whom he would marry at the end of 1873.
Several months later, Mette Gad’s sister married a Norwegian painter, Frits
Thaulow, and they settled in Paris.6

By 1876, Gauguin felt ready to exhibit at the salon, the large, annual,
government-sponsored exhibition of contemporary art in Paris. The fact that the
conservative jury accepted Gauguin’s landscape painting, while it refused works
by Manet and Cézanne, helps to explain why the impressionists had initiated a
series of independent exhibitions two years before. Since no works by Gauguin are
listed in subsequent salon catalogues, either he stopped submitting or he, too, fell
victim to the juries. All that is known about this important period is that Gauguin
left his job and moved to a larger home in time for the birth of his second child,
Aline. His new landlord and neighbor, Jules Bouillot, was a sculptor.” Under Bouil-
lot’s tutelage, Gauguin took up carving.

Just as important, around this time Gauguin became one of the most
active collectors of impressionist art.® In early 1878, when Arose put his dis-
tinguished art collection, including three works by Pissarro, up for sale, Gauguin
bought nothing. But when the fourth impressionist exhibition opened in April
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Gauguin, The Mandolin, 1880, oil on canvas
[private collection]

Vincent van Gogh, Gauguin’s Chair, 1888, oil
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1879, he was listed in the catalogue as “Mr. G,” lender of two paintings and a
decorated fan by Pissarro.?

Aware that Gauguin was an ambitious amateur artist, Pissarro and Degas
extended a last-minute invitation to exhibit with the group.!? He accepted, submit-
ting a marble bust of his eldest child, Emil, the onlyv sculpture in the show.
Cézanne, Renoir, and Sisley did not participate this time, in protest of Degas’ rule
that members refrain from exhibiting works at the official salon: this marked the
outset of factionalism among the original impressionists.!! The coincidence of
these disputes and Gauguin’s debut would have serious implications. Trving to
learn from artists in opposing camps during the following vears, Gauguin seems to
have developed in several different directions all at once. The rather difficult
experience of mediating among these ideological adversaries was perhaps the
single most significant factor in Gauguin's development, and it seems fitting that he
later invented the term “synthetist” to describe his art, encouraging the next
generation of maverick artists to embrace the widest variety of aesthetic ide-
ologies in the name of universality.

The experience of collaborating with these talented artists, plus the exhil-
aration of forming a collection of contemporary art, thanks to his recent gains in
the stock market, intensified Gauguin’s obsession with the possibility of a career
change.'? By the time the fifth impressionist exhibition opened in April 1880, he
had seven new paintings ready to show, as well as a marble bust of his wife. At
least three of the new paintings depicted the countryside around Pontoise where
Pissarro lived with his wife and four children, both for the sake of economy and to
avoid distracting art world debates in Paris. Reviewers of this exhibition correctly
pointed out that Gauguin’s style was heavily indebted to this tutor. Although it was
less apparent in Gauguin’'s works at first, Degas was also a major influence.
Gauguin, for his part, so enjoyed discussions of art theories at the Café Nouvelle
Athénes where Degas held court that he came to embrace an attitude that would
become anathema for him a decade later: “It's absolutely obligatory to live in Paris
to paint,” he wrote to Pissarro in 1881, “in order to keep up with the ideas.”'3

In an 1880 still life painting,'* which Gauguin gave to Degas in exchange
for a pastel, he went beyond Pissarro’s lessons in composition and brushstroke-by-
brushstroke analysis of form, light, and color, adding humorous, ironic details. For
example, although movement is of no special concern in still-life painting, Gauguin
depicted only fragments of objects in this work, as a satirical commentary on the
partial figures that Degas commonly used to record movement across his field of
vision. Moreover, the objects that Gauguin included and the way he arranged them
stress his art-for-art’s sake attitude: the mandolin has no strings with which to
function properly, and the chair upon which it is placed functions incorrectly as a
table. This painting and a related still life by Gauguin'> showing flowers on a chair
seat should be understood as precedents for the famous still life of a candle and
books on a chair that van Gogh painted in 1888 as an abstract portrait of Gauguin.

Listed in the catalogue with the title Atop a chair (Sur une chaise), this
painting, exhibited in 1881, is but one indication of Degas’ growing influence.
Whereas his colleagues worshipped sunlight, Degas had sought to render ar-
tificially illuminated nocturnal scenes, and Gauguin must have painted his Night in
Vaugirard'® in direct response. Since they are directly based upon figures in pas-
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tels by Degas, however, the two crudely carved wood sculptures (cats. 5 and 6) that
Gauguin also exhibited in 1881 are the clearest expression of his debt to the older
artist, even if they challenge its premises. These sculptures are deliberately devoid
of technical finesse, in blatant contrast to the sort of photographically refined
realism exemplified by Degas’ controversial Little Fourteen-Year-Old Dancer, the
centerpiece of the same exhibition. Deliberately rustic in imitation of folk art,
Gauguin’s wood sculpture heralds the primitivizing mode that would become his
most powerful means of pictorial expression.

The large nude (cat. 4) that Gauguin exhibited with the modest title of
Study was likewise conceived to address art issues inherent in modern realism.
Here, Gauguin’s mandolin, along with a striped throw rug, hangs on the back-
ground wall as if to provide a sort of haremlike setting favored for conventional
salon nudes. Gauguin’s painting, which depicts a paunchy, round-shouldered
woman sewing, at first appears to be an unremittingly realist response to such
artificially posed pictures. Yet, since in reality a woman would not undress or turn
her back on the light to sew, Study also amounts to a parody of realism in art.

Gauguin’s professional ambitions were justified when the dealer Durand-
Ruel bought three of his landscape paintings shortly before the opening of the
1881 exhibition.!” That Gauguin had hired a model to pose in the nude is one more
indication of these ambitions. But since, with the exception of two much less
ambitious pictures of a different nude model,'8 this was his only attempt at this
genre until 1887 (cat. 34), perhaps his wife disapproved. Presumably, Gauguin
painted all of these pictures in the studio that adjoined the larger home he rented
in 1880 to accommodate his growing family as well as his artist's needs.!¥ He
probably also needed to keep some of the pictures in his growing collection
hidden from his family, such as the large satirical nude by Cézanne.?0

The contentious spirit that guided Gauguin as an artist between 1880 and
1882 is reflected in his pioneering partisanship as a collector of works by Cézanne,
whose paintings, such as the nude that had been refused by the jury for the salon
of 1870, often outraged even his revolutionary impressionist colleagues. Although
it is generally claimed that Gauguin met Cézanne at Pissarro’s in Pontoise during
the summer of 1881, the two men probably met in Paris?! where Cézanne lived
from April 1880 until April 1881, an interlude in his self-imposed isolation far away
from the capital in his native Provence. If Degas would serve as the role model for
Gauguin the ideological gadfly who welcomed young disciples in Brittany, Cézanne
would serve as the model for Gauguin the prophet, in Tahiti, removed far from
contemporary critical debate, to meditate on ancient values and thus renew art at
its source.

The works that Gauguin made in 1881, for the most part records of his own
family life in the new rue Carcel home, do not reflect his growing enthusiasm for
the art of Degas and Cézanne so much as a dialogue with Degas’ protégée, Mary
Cassatt, who, like Gauguin, had begun to exhibit with the impressionists in 1879.
As if seeking to develop a type of subject matter unexplored by the original
members of the group, both these artists now began to paint children, welcoming
the challenge raised by such unpredictable models. Although for Gauguin it was
surely expedient and economical to use family members as models, these paint-
ings are far from conventional domestic genre portraits of cheerful innocence.
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Instead, Gauguin’s pictures are subdued emblems of the mysterious private
thoughts and dreams of self-absorbed children. The striking originality of this
group of pictures has seldom been appreciated, yet theyv prefigure Gauguin's more
openly symbolic images of the private meditations of Tahitians in the innocence of
their pre-industrial world.

When Gauguin exhibited these paintings of children at the 1882 impres-
sionist exhibition, he gave them stylized titles, such as La petite s'amuse>? (as in
Hugo’s controversial play Le Roi s’amuse), or La petite réve. The “little one” is his
daughter, Aline, who looks boyish with her short hair and has consequently often
been mistaken for one of Gauguin’s sons. Several of these pictures of Aline docu-
ment the inception of an important characteristic of Gauguin's mature paintings,
the incorporation of studies of individual figures into illogical pictorial contexts
(cat. 120). For example, he made two paintings that each show the same child
twice (as if in a dialogue with itself), just as he later used the same model for both
figures in some of his early Tahitian genre scenes (cat. 130). He apparently used a
portrait of Aline reading as the point of departure for a portrait of his neighbor,
Aubé, in his ceramist’s studio (cat. 10), and the strange discontinuities in the
finished pastel are the direct result of incompletely integrating two different set-
tings and moods in proto-surrealist fashion.

As far as is known, it was at the 1882 impressionist exhibition that
Gauguin, following the lead of his colleagues, began to use simple white frames for
his paintings,>® as he would continue to do until 1893 (cats. 16 and 111). Unfor-
tunately, these original frames have all been replaced by more conventional gold
ones, thus altering Gauguin’s apparent intention to set his pictures off in a neutral
context, something like the way that prints are set off by their white margins.
Whatever precise role such frames were intended to play in terms of overall color
harmony, they amounted to symbols of modernity, and Gauguin took a special
pride in their innovative character. Writing to his dealer brother in 1888, van Gogh
asked, “Do you know that Gauguin was to some extent the inventor of the white
frame?”24

No less indicative of Gauguin’s growing ambitions and self-confidence was
the active role that he played as an organizer of this seventh impressionist exhibi-
tion. In order eventually to support his family with his art, Gauguin needed to
establish a reputation, and such exhibitions were his best chance to do so, but only
if their quality remained high. The 1881 exhibition had alarmed many collectors,
critics and artists, including Gauguin, because newcomers to the group recruited
by Degas were mediocre. Wounded by their criticism, Degas now withdrew from
his former colleagues and broke off his friendship with Gauguin until 1886.2> It
seems significant that Gauguin suspended his experiments as a figure painter
throughout this rupture with Degas.

The last of Gauguin’s experimental figure pieces is a carved wood plaque,
closely based on a painting by Corot that had been exhibited in 1881, depicting a
naked child brushing its hair.26 Presenting it as a gift to Pissarro, who considered
himself to be a student of Corot, Gauguin assured him that there was no market
for such sculpture.?” Commercial success was an urgent consideration after the
stock market crash of January 1882. Considering Gauguin’s responsibilities as a
father of four, it is surprising, then, that the crash seemed only to increase his



28. Merlhes 1984, no. 23
29. Merlhes 1984, no. 29.
30. Merlhes 1984, nos. XVII-XVIIL
31. Merlhes 1984, no. 40.

32. Bailly-Herzberg 1980, no. 164, 224.

33. Kahn 1925, 115.
3

N

. Merlheés 1984, XX.

35. Avant et apres, facs. ed., 144.
36. Merlhes 1984, no. 65.
37. Merlhes 1984, no. 79.

THE IMPRESSIONIST YEARS

determination to leave his job as an insurance agent and make his livelihood
exclusively from art.>8 His letters from this period contain several references to his
interest in decorative art projects, including furniture®® and tapestry design.3¢
Even if such potential money-making schemes remained undeveloped, Gauguin’s
continuing interest in the decorative arts persisted, as revealed by the stylish
furnishings used as props in his paintings (cats. 8, 160, 223). Sales potential proba-
bly also guided Gauguin's decision to begin to make decorated fans (cats. 15 and
23). Most important, however, the fact that Gauguin painted virtually nothing
except landscapes from 1882 until 1886 reflects his awareness that dealers like
Durand-Ruel had more clients for landscapes than for figure paintings.®!

His artistic license restricted by economic pressures in practice, Gauguin
nevertheless became increasingly fascinated with abstract questions of style and
theory, sharing Pissarro’s reverence for the principles of Egyptian, Persian, Chi-
nese, and Japanese art.32 Gauguin’s advocacy of such unorthodox systems of repre-
sentation is exemplified by a text that he copied out and circulated among his
colleagues, including Seurat.?3 Allegedly a translation of an ancient Persian
painter’s manual, Gauguin’s text is a justification for the sort of emphasis on or-
chestrated color and silhouette that would characterize most decorative post-
impressionist art.

Expecting the birth of his fifth child at the end of 1883, Gauguin never-
theless decided to leave his job and to move his family to Rouen where the cost of
living was lower. Pissarro worried that, under such pressures, Gauguin’s work
would become too commercial.?* Gauguin consigned seven paintings with
Durand-Ruel in April 1884, but only one seems to have sold. Unfortunately, the
titles that Gauguin gave to these works make it impossible to identify them and
thus to decide whether or not Pissarro’s anxieties were justified.

Distressed by the decline in their fortunes, Gauguin’s wife insisted that she
and the children return to her family in Copenhagen. In early December, Gauguin
joined them, hoping to earn money as a sales representative in Scandinavia for a
French canvas manufacturer. Although he was determined to continue painting in
Denmark, his artist’s aspirations were disparaged by his wife’s family, and local
artists were critical of his impressionist style, which was controversial by
Copenhagen standards. In Avant et apres, looking back on this period, Gauguin
declared, “I loathe Denmark.”35

While he was there, Gauguin continued to formulate a new ideology for his
art. Writing to Schuffenecker in January 1885, Gauguin expressed dissatisfaction
with impressionist dogma based on the accurate rendition of physical sensations,
and he explained the need for artists to search out the invisible underlying verities
of 1ife.3% Singling out Cézanne as a role model for this more mystical approach to
art, Gauguin speculated about abstract symbolism inherent in different colors and
different types of lines. In May, Gauguin wrote to Pissarro: “More than ever I am
convinced that there is no such thing as exaggerated art. And I even believe that
there is salvation only in extremes....” What Gauguin perceived as the ultra-
conservative mentality of Copenhagen acted as a catalyst for extremism in his
temperament as well as in his art theory: “Every day I ask myself if [ mustn’t go to
the attic and put a rope around my neck.”3” He fled Denmark and his family in
June, bringing his son Clovis with him to Paris.
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Instead of solving his problems, this move only changed them. Unable to
find the sort of work he had hoped for as a sculptor’s studio assistant or as a
runner at the stock exchange, Gauguin earned menial wages pasting posters
around a railway station. His irritability sometimes led to outbursts and he barely
avoided fighting duels.?® “Let us hope that next winter will be better,” Gauguin
wrote to his wife. “In any case | will be less undecided [and] I will kill mvself
sooner than live like a beggar as [l did] last winter.”39

Gauguin’s greatest hope for the future was to stand out at the next (and
what would be the last) impressionist group show, slated to open in May 1886.%0
Realizing that Monet and Renoir would refuse to exhibit with the group, the
organizers invited several extraordinary newcomers, whose works, rendered in
uniform dots of carefully calculated colors, had greatly impressed Pissarro. [t was
these artists, Seurat and Signac, who would dominate this exhibition with their
scientific approach to impressionism. Gauguin, who had had little time to devote
to new works for this exhibition, was upstaged. Opposed to the theories of the neo-
impressionists and jealous of their success, Gauguin must have svmpathized with
another newcomer who had agreed to take part in this same historic exhibition.
As one critic remarked of him, “Odilon Redon is nearly the only one to resist the
great naturalist movement and to oppose what is dreamed with what is lived, the
ideal with the truth.”™#' Gauguin’s art would take this same direction. Five years
later on the eve of Gauguin’s departure for Tahiti, the same critic who wrote these
remarks, Octave Mirbeau, would become Gauguin’s first champion in the press.
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1

Portrait of Gauguin by Pissarro Juxtaposed with
Portrait of Pissarro by Gauguin

This drawing, one of Gauguin’s quick sketches of the late 1870s and early 1880s,
was evidently detached from one of his little notebooks as a keepsake for Pissarro,
who added his own quick portrait sketch of Gauguin. Pissarro’s son, Paul-Emile,
presented it to the Louvre in 1947.

Perhaps Gauguin met Pissarro in the early 1870s when Gauguin’s guard-
ian, the celebrated collector Gustave Arosa, began to acquire works by Pissarro. It
was surely by 1878, for Gauguin lent three works by Pissarro to the fourth impres-
sionist group show early the following year. Pissarro invited Gauguin to Pontoise
during the summer of 1879,! when the two began to paint together, as they would
in the summers of 1881, 1882, and 1883.

It is usually presumed that this collaborative double portrait was executed
during one of these summer visits, although it could easily have been done in Paris.
Gauguin’s drawing of Pissarro is rather close in style to a similar pencil sketch of
his mentor in a private collection that has been inscribed 1880, presumably by one
of Gauguin’s children or his wife.? But although the Louvre drawing has been dated
variously from 1880 to 1883,3 it is virtually impossible to date precisely drawings
from this period by either artist on the basis of style.—c.rs.
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2
Apple Trees in the Hermitage Neighborhood
of Pontoise

Gauguin painted a smaller version' of this subject, presumably en plein air, and a
larger version,? signed and dated 1879, which was included in the fifth impres-
sionist group show in April 1880.% The exhibition included no fewer than three
paintings* by Gauguin with motifs from around Pontoise, where Pissarro had lived
since early 1866. The small hilltop orchards and gardens in the Hermitage section
there were among Pissarro’s favorite subjects. The motif of apple trees in Gauguin’s
painting recalls several landscapes painted by Pissarro in the early 1870s, includ-
ing one that apparently belonged to Gustave Arosa.” After Gauguin had purchased
works by Pissarro for his own collection, and had sought to persuade his col-
leagues on the stock exchange to do likewise, Pissarro invited Gauguin to visit
Pontoise and paint with him. Judging from their correspondence® and details in
the paintings done in Pontoise, Gauguin’s 1879 visit probably took place in June.
Although the largest version of Apple Trees was probably painted on part
of the roll of wide canvas that Gauguin bought at the end of July in Paris,” the
smaller versions were presumably painted on the spot in Pontoise. The smallest
version of Apple Trees, in which the clouds are massed differently, may be
Gauguin’s initial, unedited record of the motif. He apparently decided to silhouette
the treetops decoratively against the blue of the sky in the other two versions
rather than against a screen of white clouds as in the first. In all but one important
detail—the repoussoir of foliage in the foreground at its far right edge—the Aarau
version corresponds with the large exhibited version of the picture. Gauguin may
have added this detail for compositional balance, but ultimately he opted to leave
it out of the largest version. The fact that beginning in 1874 Gauguin sometimes
repcated a given motif on two canvases® suggests that he was inclined to develop
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his ideas this way rather than through preliminary drawings. The existence of
three versions of Apple Trees, however, is probably an indication of the impor-
tance of this particular motif for Gauguin as he strove for professional status as an
impressionist landscape painter.

Gauguin’s own evolving artistic temperament is indicated in the emphasis
on decorative arabesques, evident in the profiles of the clouds and trees and in the
dense shadows, which amount to symbols of the intense sunlight in this record of
farmers at work. His disciple Séguin wrote of the style of Gauguin's Brittany
paintings done a decade later: “No one was more able than he to find, without
exaggeration, the ever-perfect decoration in all things. By contemplating the emo-
tions he felt, he perceived in rocks, in trees, in all of nature. the arabesque that
thrills or charms you, the line that characterizes the undulation of a plain, or fixes
the expression of a face.”"—c.1:s.

3

Buildings around a Farmyard

Among the carliest in Gauguin’s decade-long series of “portraits™ of farm villages
(see cats. 12, 59, 109),! Buildings around a Farmyard exemplifies a modern realist,
albeit picturesque, genre of landscape painting developed by Corot around 1830
and subsequently adopted by Pissarro, Cézanne, and van Gogh. Characterized by
irregular rooftop silhouettes and alternately bright and dark wall planes register-
ing the fall of light, this genre celebrates the elementary geometry of shelter and
workplace. Gauguin bought a landscape of this sort that Cézanne painted in 1880,
while he was visiting Zola at his country home.?

For his own painting, Gauguin selected a slightly elevated vantage point
behind a cluster of buildings, the stark, windowless walls of which can be com-
pared in concept to the figures with their backs turned in the mute genre paintings
of Degas. As if he wanted inanimate, mundane objects like the architectonic hay-
stacks and the water tank in the farmyard to play the chief roles in his narrative,
Gauguin omitted figures altogether.

A careful study drawing of the large building on the right documents
Gauguin's fascination with texture as well as silhouette.® Translating such observa-
tions into the medium of oil paint, Gauguin applied short, twisted strokes to
render both this weathered tile roof and the grass in the foreground. In conjunc-
tion with Gauguin's muted palette, this brushwork adds to the tapestrylike charac-
ter of his picture.

Given the sophisticated brushwork, the dense composition on a relatively
ambitious scale, and the mood of privacy, Buildings around a Farmyard is among
Gauguin's most impressive early exhibition pictures. It has been suggested that
this painting might correspond to the work exhibited at the sixth impressionist
show of 1881 with the curious title, My Landlord’s Property. If so, one of the large
residences in the background may be, in the spirit of Cézanne’s “portrait” of Zola's
house in Gauguin’s collection, a record of Gauguin's new home in the Vaugirard
section of Paris, sublet in the summer of 1880 from the painter Jobbé-Duval. Yet
the hilly landscape in Gauguin's painting appears not to record this neighborhood
at all but, instead, one of the villages near Pontoise or Osny, where he worked
when he visited Pissarro.—c.r.s.
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4

Nude Study, or Suzanne Sewing

Pola Gauguin (born 1883!) claimed that the family nursemaid, Justine, was the
model for this painting. Pola also believed that the picture was the “first symptom
of the return to primitivism” in Gauguin’s art, and that the positive critical recep-
tion gave him the determination to leave his financial career to become a full-time
artist.> Gauguin called the painting “Suzanne” in a letter to his wife in 18923
Bodelsen argued that Gauguin must have hired a professional model by that
name,* but Merlhés pointed out that “Suzanne” could be a generic name for a
model, rather than a specific one,® and that, like Degas, Gauguin thought of his
modern nudes as a continuation of the traditional Old Master subject of Susanna
and the Elders.® Bodelsen contended that Nude Study was painted from the model
mentioned in a letter written after the artist rented a new studio in 1880.7 In the
context of Gauguin’s work around 1880, Nude Study seems like a reaction against
the large conventional genre painting for which his wife had posed at work with
needle and thread, albeit fully dressed.® It was probably around this same time
that Gauguin added a large nude painted by Cézanne to his collection.” Now lost,
this controversial work depicting a haggard model may have inspired Gauguin to
attempt his own unorthodox treatment of the nude subject.

Huysmans singled out Nude Study for high praise in his review of the sixth
impressionist group show of 1881, describing it as a paradigm of realism that
eclipsed the celebrated nudes of Courbet by recalling the genius of Rembrandt.!?
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Presumably Huysmans was referring specifically to Rembrandt's Bathsheba with
King David’s Letter (Louvre, 1654), since this unidealized treatment of a full-
bodied model may well have been a conceptual starting point for Gauguin’s mod-
ern nude. Moreover, the varied, often rugose way that Gauguin applied his paint
has something in common with Rembrandt’s vigorous brushwork; it may also be
that here Gauguin was seeking an analogy in paint to the coarse texture of the rug
that decorates the background wall of the composition.!!

As another critic observed, however, even by Rembrandt’s standards,
Gauguin's Nude Study is exceptionally ugly'> The models face is bruised with
shadow, and her pallid chest is mottled with blues and greens. Worst of all is the
graceless profile of her back, which seems to have been reworked several times. It
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can be assumed that Gauguin developed the painting extemporaneously in the
fashion of Manet, by wiping out and painting over until he reached a satisfactory
rendition of any given detail, as there are no surviving preparatory drawings for
Nude Study. Perhaps Gauguin used the modest designation “Study” for this am-
bitious picture to explain the presence of such reworked areas.!?

The discrepancy between the weak arms of Gauguin's model and her
bloated paunch and ample hips suggests that she is not a hardened working
woman, but rather a bourgeoise, her ugliness an emblem of modern civilized life.

‘

Oblivious to Gauguin's satire, Huvsmans described Nude Study as * . . . a girl of our
own times, a girl who does not pose for spectators, who is neither lewd nor
affected, who very nicely busies herself with repairs to her old clothes.”!# Yet
whereas Degas and Manet had already painted modern nudes without any appar-
ent artifice in credible evervday situations, Gauguin seems to have posed his model
with contempt for conventional realist narrative detail. Women seldom sew in the
nude in real life! Indeed. with the exception of the thimble on his models finger,
the limited props in Gauguin's painting are more exotic than domestic; the rug and
mandolin do not suggest modern Paris so much as the fantasy world of Near-
Eastern odalisques by painters still indebted to Delacroix and Ingres. Apart from
Gauguin’s discordant treatment of color, it is the incongruity between the model’s
physique and pose and these props that makes Nude Study so ironic and modern.
When Huysmans' review appeared in 1883, Gauguin immediately complained in a
letter to Pissarro, " ... in spite of the flattering part, | see that he is attracted only
by the literary dimension of my female nude, and not by how it's painted.”!>—c.Es.

5
The Singer, or Portrait of Valérie Roumi

The Singer, exhibited with the impressionists in 1881, at first suggests a pastiche of
a pastel exhibited by Degas with the same group in 1879, the Café Singer. Each is a
bust-length image with a minimum of props, and it seems that in each the artists
wanted to limit themselves to the conventions of portraiture while evoking the
spontaneity of a modern-life genre scene observed from close up. Gauguin’s bou-
quet of roses wrapped in paper that an admirer has presented to the performer is
also a motif that Degas had used in several other pictures of ballet dancers ex-
ecuted in the late 1870s, and it can be assumed that Gauguin included this bouquet
as a reference to his colleague’s art. The fact that Gauguin fashioned the bouquet
in plaster stained to blend into the reddish color of the mahogany suggests either
that the bouquet was a late addition to his original composition or that he was too
inexperienced in carving in relief to render the intricate shapes of the petals and
folded paper in wood. Yet it is possible that with The Singer Gauguin wanted to
make a point about the conventions of sculpture by mixing mediums.! Whatever
the rationale, the mixture fooled critics who reviewed the 1881 exhibition. One of
them described The Singer as painted plaster, and another as carved pear wood.>
With the exception of Huysmans, the critics who deigned to mention The
Singer in their reviews complained that Gauguin’s rendition of the bouquet and
the figure was crude. One might assume that the awkward passages are the result
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of inexperience, except that all of Gauguin’s subsequent wood reliefs are still more
awkward in execution, stylized to achieve the expressive power of folk art or so-
called primitive art. In the case of The Singer it is possible that Gauguin’s style was
guided by a satirical impulse that characterizes other works by him from this
time.? The Singer reminded Huysmans of the type of female figure used by the
macabre Belgian printmaker, Félicien Rops,? for his scathing attacks on the deca-
dent morals of modern-day Europe.

Unfortunately, nothing is known about the model for The Singer, Valérie
Roumi, whose identity was first recorded in the catalogue for the exhibition in
Copenhagen in 1893. Until 18841885 Gauguin owned a portrait of the same
model in pastel by Forain® with the following inscription on its verso: Valery
Roumy (montmartroise) ca. 1880 donné par E au peintre Paul Gauguin.

The rather unusual medallion format of The Singer, a type associated
either with architectural decorations or commemorative art, is usually rendered
in stone or bronze. Most of all The Singer recalls the great funerary medallion
reliefs of David d'Angers and Préault.® Préault received considerable attention
after his death in early 1879, which may have inspired Gauguin to undertake The
Singer. Although there is no evidence that his portrait of Valérie Roumi was
conceived as an effigy, in their reviews of the 1881 exhibition both Mantz and
Trianon found the model to appear thin and sicklv.” If Gauguin intended his relief
with its gilded background accents as an architectural decoration, instead of as a
funerary medallion, it would be perhaps the first example of his ambition to bring
a decorative dimension to his art. Unfortunately; there is no account of how The
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Singer was installed at the 1881 impressionist exhibition, whether hung on a wall
or placed flat with its back serving as the base. As with Woman on a Stroll (cat. 6),
Gauguin has here left traces of his original wood block, the shape of which in itself

4. Huysmans 1883, 212. helps to justify the odd medallion format.

5. Bodelsen 1967, 225: in a notebook which Details of The Singer relate closely to other wood sculptures by Gauguin
dates from 1880-1884, Degas recorded the from this same period. The red beads in the woman’s hair, for example, are compa-
name Valerie Romi/104 Quai [de] Jem- rable to berry motifs on the reliefs that Gauguin incorporated into a cabinet, and
mapes; Reff 1976b, 1: 141. to similar motifs on the top of a carved wooden box executed in the early 1880s
6. Millard 1976, 80. (cat. 9). In terms of style, the wooden netsuke heads inlaid into the back of the box
7. Mantz 1881, and Trianon 1881. ought to be compared to the renditior of the face of The Singer—c.r.s.
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As with Nude Study (cat. 4), Gauguin apparently meant to challenge contemporary
standards of taste with the crudely carved Woman on a Stroll that he exhibited at
the impressionist group show in 1881. “I do not speak of the Woman on a Stroll,
which [Gauguin] has the audacity to show in public,” explained one critic. “Where
[ come from in the country I've known more than one animal herder who carved
more interesting figures on the end of a staff than this.”! Perhaps Gauguin's first
attempt at working in wood, this roughly whittled figure, like virtually all of his
subsequent wood carvings, indicates such disdain for finesse that it all but wel-
comes charges of ineptitude. For example, it is impossible to determine what the
figure is clutching in her right hand and difficult to make out the purse hanging
from her left wrist. Although more sympathetic commentators, such as Huvsmans
and Trianon, suggested that Gauguin sought to express the simplicity of columnar
Gothic sculpture or the archaic and mysterious proportions of Egvptian art (both
art forms that Gauguin would eventually adapt to his own uses), Woman on a Stroll
can better be compared with folk art figurines.

Gauguin, already the father of three children, had sympathy for plavthings,
to judge from the marionette that he used as a prop for an 1881 painting® and from
the statement he made later in Avant et apres: “Sometimes | took myself far back,
further back than the horses of the Parthenon ... to the rocker from myv child-
hood, the good wooden horse.”? For caricaturists, many of whom parodied the
figures in paintings by such artists as Courbet and Manet with wooden dolls in
their cartoons, such ill-proportioned toys were a stock symbol for ineptitude in art.
Considered as a form of three-dimensional caricature, Gauguin’s effigy of a
fashionable Parisian woman is one of the first indications in his art of contempt for
the artifices of modern urban civilization.

Gauguin seems to have derived this figure of a woman wearing a short,
hooded coat over a long, tight-fitting dress from the leftmost figure in a chalk and
pastel drawing that Degas exhibited at the 1879 impressionist group show with the
title Project for a Frieze.* The specific interrelationship can hardly be doubted,
considering that the other sculpture (cat. 5) that Gauguin exhibited with Woman
on a Stroll in 1881 also derives from a pastel exhibited in 1879 by Degas, and
considering that Degas himself was preoccupied with sculpture during these
vears, when he apparently visited Gauguin’s studio in the rue Carcel.®> The close
similarity between Degas’ own wax figurine, The Schoolgirl (c. 1881), and Gauguin's
Woman on a Stroll makes a dialogue between the two artists likely, with Gauguin’s
little figurine prompting Degas to extend his thinking about modern sculpture or
vice versa. In either case, the rigid poses that both artists favored for their statues
surely influenced Seurat, whose own drawings of archaically columnar figures
from modern life are generally dated around 1882.6

In a sketchbook that Gauguin used between the vears 1877 and 1887, now
in the Nationalmuseet, Stockholm, there is an undistinguished drawing that shows
him at work carving Woman on a Stroll.” This drawing has always been attributed
to Pissarro, whose name is lightly inscribed on Gauguin’s sleeve. With Gauguin’s
encouragement, Pissarro, too, had begun in the early 1880s to make sculptures of
cows, none of which survives.®

At an unknown date, versions of Woman on a Stroll were cast in terra-
cotta and bronze, perhaps by Gauguin. In all of the cast versions the shaft con-
tinues down below the skirt as a roughly chiseled base, thus incorporating the
unfinished end of the stick that Gauguin had whittled as part of his final con-
ception. The signature P. Gauguin appears on the front of this base. Such a rustic
base can be presumed to have been an important feature of the wood version of
Woman on a Stroll.? The lost base was the prototype for the similar traces of his
original log blocks that function as bases for the wood sculptures that Gauguin
executed later at Le Pouldu (cat. 94) and in Tahiti (cats. 138-140).—c.F.s.
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7
Flowers, Still Life, or The Painter’s Home,
Rue Carcel

None of the journalists who reviewed the 1882 impressionist group show made

any reference to this large picture except for Huysmans, who complained, “As for
his studio interior, it has a scurvy, dull color.”! Three journalists did, however,
make the general comment that what Gauguin had chosen to exhibit was per-
versely dark by the standards of impressionism,? and the fact that Gauguin signed
his name in black on the black baseboard perhaps indicates an ambition to iden-
tify himself as an advocate of muted color. The somber blues and yellows of the
decor of the parlor (not, as Huysmans claimed, the studio) and the still mood seem
most closely related to the works that Caillebotte had exhibited at these group
shows beginning in 1876.

It is rather peculiar that Gauguin decided to entitle this picture simply
Flowers, Still Life. given the complex background here including two figures, even
though the bouquet of zinnias in a ceramic jardiniere® is the centerpiece of
Gauguin's composition. Gauguin's conflation of the conventional categories of still

27
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life and genre reflects analogous hybridizations in works painted by Degas, Monet,
and Renoir as early as the mid-1860s. The figures, for the most part masked by
furnishings and thus impossible to identify with certainty, probably represent
Mette at the upright piano and Gauguin standing behind it to listen. Simple nar-
rative details relate the tabletop still-life subject in the foreground, silhouetted
against an unfolded screen, with the genre elements arranged in the complicated
background space beyond the screen. The open sewing basket and the horizontal-
format sketchbook on the table are counterparts to the background figures, and
suggest that either Gauguin or his wife had been at work prior to abandoning the
chair to join the other at the piano. Such details seem calculated to the portraval of
a harmonious bourgeois marriage. That theme evidently preoccupied Gauguin at
this time, for no fewer than six of the works* (cat. 8) that Gauguin exhibited with
the impressionists in 1882 represent members of his immediate family at home.

But, given the fact that Gauguin in 1885 would desert his family to devote
himself to art, it seems more appropriate to interpret Flowers, Still Life as an
allegory of his developing ideas about painting and sculpture. Gauguin wrote,
around 1885, “Painting is the most beautiful of all the arts ... looking at it each
one can, through his imagination, create a novel. . . . Like music, it acts on the soul
through the intermediary of the senses, harmonious hues correspond to harmo-
nious sounds, but in painting one obtains a unity that is impossible in music,
where the chords come one after the other and one’s judgment is tried by an
incessant fatigue if it wishes to unite the beginning and the end. ... As in liter-
ature, the art of painting tells the story it wants to, but with the advantage that the
viewer immediately knows the prologue, the mise en scéne, and the denoue-
ment.”> Considered in relation to Flowers, Still Life, this passage provides a ra-
tionale for Gauguin's apparently literary juxtaposition of the colorful bouquet with
the piano plaved in the background. Furthermore, the sketchbook, the ceramic
figurine,® and the pair of wooden shoes like those Gauguin himself would sculpt
several vears later? can be understood as prefigurations of the variety of genres
and mediums in his subsequent art.—c.Es.

8
The Little Dreamer, Study

The Little Dreamer, as well as The Little Girl at Play, is a genre scene for which his
only daughter, Aline (born 24 December 1877), served as the model. Because
Aline wore her hair boyishly short, many scholars have identified Emil as the
model for these 1881 paintings, but he was taken to Copenhagen by his mother in
1880 and remained there for the rest of his life.!

The Little Dreamer, on the background wall of which Gauguin inscribed a
bar of music, should be understood as a prefiguration of his symbolist preoccupa-
tion with “correspondences” and dreams.”> This musical inscription is but one
detail in an especially rich composition designed to evoke the comfortable bed-
room of a well-off child in Paris. The painting is the first of many works by Gauguin
with decorative wallpaper in the background. Here the wallpaper is embellished
with the silhouettes of leaves and birds whose flight and song can be imagined as
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fanciful counterparts to the child’s dreams, as can the doll dressed like a jester

that guards her bed. This wrought-iron boat bed with its scrollwork, along with
the wallpaper, is an example of Gauguin’s intense interest in modern decorative
arts, an interest that would guide his development as an artist in various mediums.3

No journalist’s account of the 1882 impressionist exhibition made a direct
reference to this magical painting. Even though a restrained palette contributes to
the success of The Little Dreamer, several critics complained that Gauguin’s pic-
tures were in general too dark (cat. 7). If anything, the blues and whites of the
child’s bedclothes and sheets seem too bright for a nocturnal interior, unless
Gauguin intended to suggest that light was entering the room through a door or
window not indicated within the frame of the picture. Along with his impressionist
colleague Cassatt, Gauguin deserves special distinction as an innovator in genre
scenes with children.

A dozen years after Gauguin painted The Little Dreamer, he made a spe-
cial album for Aline in which he copied favorite texts by Poe and Wagner to
accompany his own thoughts for her.* One section of this album bears the title La
Genése d’'un tableau (The Genesis of a Painting) and describes Manao tupapau
(see cat. 154), one of his most important Tahitian canvases, which in many respects
is a reprise of The Little Dreamer.—C.r.s.
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9
Decorated Wooden Box

The date of execution, the purpose, and the interpretation of this, probably the
most bizarre work Gauguin ever made, are all still open to debate. Although a
wooden plaque on the back of the bottom section is inscribed 1884, the clumsy
execution of the numerals, out of keeping with the careful lettering of the sig-
nature on the same plaque, may not be the work of the artist. Pola Gauguin, who
evidently inherited the box from his mother, dated it 1881.! His rationale for
an earlier date remains persuasive: with one exception,® it was around 1880
(cats. 5, 6) that Gauguin was most preoccupied with works by Degas, appropriat-
ing motifs from his new colleague’s art for his own crudely executed sculpture, as
he did for the reliefs on this box.? If the inscribed date is accurate, however, this
little box would be the only wood sculpture that Gauguin made during a rather
long hiatus extending from 1882+ until around 1888.>

He spent virtually all of 1884 in Rouen. His wife left in November, taking
their children to her native Copenhagen, where Gauguin soon joined them. It
seems clear that the move was a symptom of the marital strife that led Gauguin to
abandon his family and return to Paris in June 1885.6 Ever since Gray suggested
that this box with a locket and handles on its sides might have been conceived as a
sort of macabre case for a woman’s jewels,” it has been assumed that Gauguin
fashioned it as a sardonic present for his wife to symbolize her divisive preoccupa-
tion with financial security. This assumption that the box was a strictly personal
gesture from Gauguin to his wife helps explain why it was never exhibited in
public. Moreover, the theory that Gauguin's decorations for the box were designed
as a comment on human vanities was bolstered when Bodelsen suggested that the
recumbent figure carved into its interior may have been influenced by the partially
mummified remains preserved in a Bronze Age wooden coffin that he could have
seen in the Copenhagen National Museum.® As Gauguin did not arrive in Den-
mark until the very end of 1884 and could hardly have completed such a complex
work until 1885, Bodelsen’s persuasive comparison raises doubt about the
inscribed date.

The box’s date is crucial to discussions of the genesis of synthetism, primi-
tivism, and symbolism as priorities in Gauguins art. The little netsuke masks
inlaid on the box are an early example of Gauguin’s stylistic eclecticism. If he
indeed found inspiration for this box in a Bronze Age coffin that he saw in 1885, it
was a precedent for his decision in 1889 to appropriate motifs from a variety of
medieval and primitive art objects, including a Peruvian mummy (cats. 79, 88, 89).
Although Gauguin’s first openly symbolic works of art were not undertaken until
1888 (see W 239 and cat. 50), by 1881 he had already begun to juxtapose details in
some pictures (cats. 7, 8) in order to make narrative or poetic inferences. Whereas
the figures of ballerinas carved on the front of the box seem merely decorative, the
female figure and the male head on the top interject the lust and voyeurism that
characterize many of Degas’ works with theatrical subjects.” Understood this way,
these moralizing figures can be taken as complements to the larger recumbent
figure carved inside the box, which has been interpreted as a tomb effigy.' If so,
these jewelry box decorations would imply that the wages of sin is death.

Another reasonable interpretation is that the androgynous figure carved
inside the box might represent a sleeping youth comparable to figures in other
works by Gauguin (see cats. 8, 84).—C.Es.
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Paris 1936, no. 7; Munich 1960, no. 78

CATALOGUE
W 66

shown in Paris only

1. “Even though during the hard work, your
hand puts down the tool,
Modeling laughter and tears by turns,
It brings the women and flowers to life
at its will
And bends the damned beneath Dante’s
heel.

On behalf of P. Gauguin, Mette G.”
2. Pola Gauguin 1937, 37.
3. Bodelsen 1965, 310 (appendix section 1).
4. Rotonchamp 1923, 18.
5. Merlhes 1984, 330 n. 20.
6. See Longuy 1979.
7. d'Albis 1968, 37.

8. Merlhes 1984, no. 99.
9. Huyghe 1952, 222-228.

10
The Sculptor Aubé and a Child

Pola Gauguin’s claim that his mother stayed at a boarding house run by Aubé’s
wife when she first came to Paris® seems to be altogether unfounded.? In fact, the
Gauguins first met the sculptor Paul Aubé (1837-1916) in 1877 when they rented a
house at 74, rue Fourneaux (today rue Falguiére). Their landlord,* Jules Bouillot,

from whom Gauguin would receive his first instruction in marble carving, rented a
studio to Aubé.®> Aubé, who began to show works at the Salon of 1861, had already
received awards and commissions for public sculptures.® The quatrain inscribed
on the mat of this work seems to refer to Aubé’s statue of the poet Dante for the
College de France, which was exhibited at the Salon of 1879 as a plaster, and at the
following Salon as a bronze. During the late 1870s Aubé also began to fashion
figurines of naked women in white plaster to decorate vases made by such ce-
ramists as Edouard Lindeneher (d. 1910) for the Haviland company.” A vase sim-
ilar in its general appearance to the one in the foreground of Gauguin’s pastel was
exhibited at the first Salon des arts décoratifs in 1882. Although the present
location of the exact vase represented by Gauguin in the portrait is unknown, the
pose seems related to that of the nude in an important painting (cat. 4) exhibited
by Gauguin in the 1881 impressionist exhibition and to that of the nude in the
wooden relief (G 7) that Gauguin carved in 1882. When Gauguin’s colleague,
Bracquemond, who had worked with the Haviland company since 1873, saw this
last work at the 1886 impressionist exhibition, he urged Gauguin to work in ce-
ramics with Chaplet, thus motivating an extraordinary new direction in his art.
Reporting Bracquemond’s suggestion in a letter to his wife, Gauguin explained that
“Aubé used to work on his [Haviland’s| pots to earn a living. . . "8

Gauguin may have given the Petit Palais pastel to Aubé upon its comple-
tion, but his name is not listed in the rather complete inventory of collectors who
owned his art that Gauguin began to compile around 1887.9 It is a surprise that



1. Merlhes 1984, no. 29.

2. Merlhes 1984, 370 nn. 81-82.

3. Merlhés 1984, no. 23, refers to Gauguin’s
planned visit; and no. 25 refers to Gauguin’s
return trip to Paris.

4. W70 and W 71; and Pissarro and Venturi
1939, no. 559. See Brettell 1977, 94-95.

5. Merlheés 1984, no. 23.

6. Archives of the Galerie Durand-Ruel,
Paris, Brouillard, entry for 9 April 1884. This
title has not been associated with any extant
work by Gauguin.
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Gauguin apparently never exhibited this unorthodox double portrait, for it is one
of his earliest masterpieces in any medium, seemingly a demonstration piece for
his innovative ideas about color and composition. Divided in halves, the composi-
tion is exceptional for the curious inconsistencies and contrasts between the left
and the right. These compositional incongruities suggest that Gauguin changed
the left section at some stage of developing the portrait, but never felt inclined to
adjust the two sections to make them fit together in a logical fashion. The right
side of the composition is a harmony of rich blues with a yellow accent. Aubé
wipes his hands clean as he stands behind his worktable, on which there is a
completed vase next to a greenish lump of unworked plaster with a spatula stuck
into it. The profile of what appears to be another work by Aubé is visible on the far
right, as is the profile of its pedestal support.

Although the worktable and vase in the foreground continue beyond the
mullion of the mat into the other half of the composition, Aubé’s shoulder does
not, and everything else on the left suggests an entirely different setting. Here the
background wall is a rich orange-yellow, complementary to the blues on the right,
and even the level of the floor seems to be different, given the scale of the child.

The child was apparently not included when Gauguin began his picture.
Traces of Aubé’s right shoulder visible as pentimenti in the left half of the com-
position suggest the appearance of the earliest stage without the subsequent
discontinuity between the sections. Gauguin’s bold decision to mismatch them
epitomizes his art-for-art's-sake decorative priorities. It is Gauguin’s orchestration
of color, applied in uniformly vigorous hatched strokes, and the rhythmic repeti-
tion of undulating outlines in the figure of the child, the chair, and the vase, that
unify the composition of this bizarrely polarized double portrait.—c.Es.

11
Quarry in the Vicinity of Pontoise

“I've finished a size 50 canvas that I worked on a great deal,” wrote Gauguin to
Pissarro in November 1882. “It’s the duplicate version of the gray weather at the
quarry that [ had done in Pontoise. Bertaux, to whom I owed a thousand-franc
note, bought it from me, and it would greatly please me if you would give your
opinion before the painting goes off.”! Bertaux, who worked at a stock brokerage
firm, eventually owned no fewer than five paintings by Gauguin. Merlhes suggested
that the quarry painting mentioned in this letter must be this one, whose dimen-
sions conform to a commercially prepared size 50 canvas.? If this is so, the first
version, which Gauguin presumably had painted en plein air when he went to
Pontoise to work with Pissarro during the early summer of 1882,3 is either lost or
destroyed. Other dated paintings of quarries by both artists record their campaign
that summer in the small canyons of Le Chou.?

The complex treatment of space in the Zurich picture is a measure of how
much Gauguin had learned about landscape painting from Pissarro, who fre-
quently chose motifs with shifts in space extending beyond his field of vision. In
Gauguin’s painting, the ground falls off suddenly at the left, where the crest of a hill
seems to mask a path along the bottom of another hill on the right. This hill blocks
the view into the distance, except for the windswept tops of poplars. The deep
cutting into the face of rock on the left leads off in still another direction hidden
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Quarry in the Vicinity of Pontoise
1882

89 x 116 (344 x 45V4)

oil on canvas

signed and dated at lower left, P. Gauguin
1882

Kunsthaus Ziirich, Vereinigung Ziircher
Kunstfreunde

CATALOGUE
W72

shown in Washington and Chicago only
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from sight. Each of these details in this painting functions like an isolated

preposition.

In Gauguin's rugged landscape, scale and distance per se become charged
with mystery in the spirit of landscapes by Millet and Courbet. These painters and
Corot were singled out by Gauguin in a letter to Pissarro around May 1882, when
an important retrospective of Courbet's works was presented in Paris.> With its
studied variety of green grasses in the foreground, Gauguin's painting can be
understood as an extension of Courbet’s verdant rocky landscapes. Gauguin's un-
compromisingly sculptural treatment of this abandoned landscape may also
reflect his interest in relief carving in the early 1880s.

Quarry in the Vicinity of Pontoise exemplifies an attempt by Gauguin to
develop an identity for himself as a painter of forlorn, poetic landscapes (W 87),
and it is worth mentioning that he entitled one of his paintings of the time Coteaux
des malades (Hills of the Sick).5—c.F.s.



1. le Pichon 1986, 32.

2. W62; see Bodelsen 1970, fig. 22.

3. W75; Roskill 1970, 16.

4. Lemoisne 1946-1949, nos. 343 and 583;

Bodelsen 1966, 35.

5. Merlhes 1984, nos. 49, 50.
6. Merlhes 1984, no. 144.

7. Merlhes 1984, no. 91.
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12
Snow Scene

Among the largest, most ambitious paintings by Gauguin in the impressionist
manner, this sparkling snow scene has always been thought to represent the
garden of the house in the rue Carcel that the artist rented from 1880 until the end
of 1883.! But the background of another painting thought to represent the same
garden is significantly different (W 67), without any trace of the factories and
smokestacks that set the distinctly modern and urban mood in Snow Scene.

Smokestacks, emblems of industrial civilization, appear as ironic coun-
terthrusts in many otherwise idyllic impressionist landscapes by Pissarro and
Monet but seldom appear in Gauguin’s pictures. The pastel that he exhibited at the
seventh impressionist exhibition in 1882 with the title Usine a gaz (Gasworks) is
the most notable exception.? Indeed, the three smokestacks represented in this
earlier work are possibly the same ones that appear in the background of Snow
Scene.

Presenting especially difficult challenges to painters committed to work-
ing directly from nature, snow scenes, with their many subtle reflections of tone
and hue, appealed most of all to daring virtuoso artists such as Courbet and
Monet. Perhaps in part from a determination to follow their example, Gauguin at
first painted a smaller version of the same scene without figures.® Even though this
smaller oil remained unsigned, it is not known whether Gauguin had intended to
use it as a study for a larger, more complex work. He had not developed any other
painting with the help of an oil study since 1879, and on that occasion a snow-
covered landscape subject was likewise at issue. In both 1879 and 1883 Gauguin
presumably began with the fervor of an orthodox impressionist working on the
spot and later opted to transpose the results onto larger canvases in his studio.

The blonde girls in their scarves anticipate perhaps the most frequent
theme in all of Gauguin's mature works — idle conversations among women ob-
served, usually from a distance beyond hearing range, in Brittany and later in
Tahiti. The figure at the left who steadies herself while adjusting her shoe, in the
manner of some of the ballerinas in Degas’ pictures, is the direct forerunner of the
figure at the far right in Gauguin’s first major Brittany “conversation piece.”*

Snow Scene is apparently the size 50 painting that Gauguin mentioned in
a letter to Pissarro in the summer of 1884. If so, Gauguin had established a price of
400 francs when he lent it to an exhibition organized by the restaurant owner
Eugeéne Murer.” It was Murer who encouraged Gauguin, who had moved to Rouen
at the outset of 1884, to submit the same picture to an exhibition of contemporary
art held there in August of that year. However, the jury for this salon refused
Gauguin’s picture, which was originally in a white frame.6

Snow Scene may also be the large painting Gauguin mentioned at the end
of 1885 in a letter to his wife: “I thought that Madeleine Adler was supposed to buy
the large snow scene from you”” The provenance for Snow Scene, however, seems
to begin with the Gad family, the artist’s in-laws, but it is impossible to know
whether Snow Scene or the smaller version of the composition is the work listed
as "Snow” in Gauguin's notebook inventory as a gift to Theodore Gad.

Questions of its early history aside, Snow Scene is a tour-de-force, ren-
dered a la Monet with short, interwoven strokes of pale blue and pale pink for the
opalescent sky. This rich, uneven light flickers across the thin white snow surface,
broken by the protruding blades of grass. The bare saplings seem vulnerable and
heroic in the walled-in setting, to all appearances a quiet, natural refuge from the
urban world just bevond.—cC.£s.
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Snow Scene

1883

117 x 90 (45% x 35)
oil on canvas

signed and dated at lower right, P. Gauguin
83

Neil A. McConnell

EXHIBITIONS
Copenhagen 1948, no. 22; Edinburgh 1955,
no. 6; Paris 1960, no. 11; Munich 1960, no. 14

CATALOGUE
W 80, La Neige Rue Carcel (II)

1884
46 x 55.5 (18 x 21%)
oil on canvas

signed and dated at upper left, in red,
p Gauguin 84

Josefowitz Collection

CATALOGUE
W 81
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Sleeping Child

This painting has been identified by its signature and date as one of eight paint-
ings, Gauguin told Pissarro in a letter from Rouen at the end of September 1884,
that he sent to Oslo to be included in a group exhibition there.! Only three works
by Gauguin are listed in the exhibition catalogue, however, which indicates that
the organizers were not prepared to accept more than that number of works by
any participating artist. Sleeping Child, perhaps one of the works excluded, was
bought by Hermann Thaulow, whose brother, the painter Frits Thaulow, was
Gauguin’s brother-in-law and a member of the organizing committee for the
exhibition.?

The identity of the child is a matter of debate.® Any eventual solution must
take into account the existence of a painting dated 1883 that shows two views of
the head of a blond child who wears the same plaid blouse that appears in
Sleeping Child.* Nothing contributes to the confusion about the child’s identity so



Norwegian Tankard, 18th century, rootwood,

belonged to Paul Gauguin, ex. coll. Mette
Gauguin [courtesy of The Trafalgar Galler-
ies, London]

Mette, Paul Rollon, and Jean René Gauguin,
1884, photograph

1. Merlhes 1984, no. 53; information sup-
plied to the present owner by the late
Douglas Cooper.

2. Information supplied to the present
owner by the late Douglas Cooper.

3. Cooper suggested to the present owner
that the child may have been Jean-René, but
his hair is short in a photo of Mette, Pola,
and Jean-René taken at Rouen in 1884.

4. Bodelsen 1967, 225-226 (figs. 65-66); re-
ferring to an 1883 letter (Merlhes 1984, no.
39), Bodelsen identified the model as Aline.

5. See W 176.
6. See W 132.
7. See W 49,
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much as the bizarre relationship of scale between its head and the oversize tan-
kard. Indeed, since this tankard and the small, oddly insignificant object just next
to it appear to be placed on a tabletop, the child’s reclining position on the same
surface seems awkward and ambivalent. The incongruity may indicate that
Gauguin added either the child or the tankard to this composition at a late stage,
without bothering to adjust their relative sizes. Several of Gauguin’s best pictures
of the early 1880s seem to have developed in this same proto-surrealist fashion.® In
Sleeping Child, this juxtaposition is humorous in a fantastical way, for the child,
with bold blotches of red, blue, and green on his cheek, appears to have fallen
asleep from too much to drink.

These apparently arbitrary patches of color indicate that Gauguin’s obser-

vations were guided by Chevreul’s law of successive contrast, according to which
every color modifies its surroundings by imposing an aura of its complementary
color. Thus, the reddish tankard imposes a green aura, and the golden hair im-
poses a blue one on the ruddy cheek. The light falling across the painting from the
left to illuminate the hidden side of the tankard and the child’s hair, while his face
remains in shadow, heightens this effect.

Painters often portray children asleep out of expediency (see cat. 8), given
their short attention span. But it seems obvious that Gauguin was seeking to evoke
the fancies of the child’s dreams here, symbolizing them with the plant and animal
motifs in the Japanese wallpaper in the background. The same wallpaper serves as
the background for a still life with the same dimensions as Sleeping Child, and
painted in the same year.® Such decorative elements obviously appealed to
Gauguin, who began to incorporate their stylized and colorful designs into his
compositions around 1880.7—c.E.s.
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1885

720 x 5335 (28% x 21)

charcoal and pastel on wove pastel paper
mounted onto wooden stretcher

signed and dated at lower right, in pink
pastel, P Gauguin/85

Mr. and Mrs. David Lloyd Kreeger

EXHIBITIONS

Copenhagen, Udstilling 1893, no. 132,
Portraeter; Copenhagen 1948; Copenhagen
1984, no. 19, Aline og Pola Gauguin

CATALOGUE
W I35

shown in Washington only

Aline and Clovis Gauguin, 1884

1. See W 53 and Gasworks (Usine a gaz).
Bodelsen 1970, 591, fig. 22.

2. Rostrup 1960, 161.

3. Merlhes 1984, nos. 87 and 89.

4. Bodelsen 1970, 615 n. 6. [t is also possible
that the double portrait from the Brandes
collection exhibited in 1893 could have been
our cat. 10, or W 82, or an 1883 double por-
trait published by Bodelsen 1967, 225-226,
figs. 65-66.
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14
Portrait of Clovis and Pola Gauguin

Many of the artists who took part in the impressionist group shows were commit-
ted to the revival of the great eighteenth-century tradition of pastel, and by 1879,
Caillebotte, Cassatt, Degas, and Pissarro, as well as Monet, Morisot, and Renoir,
had begun to exhibit works in this medium in tandem with paintings. Although
Gauguin followed suit on only one occasion, exhibiting two pastels! at the 1882
show, beginning in 1880 he executed about one portrait in pastels each year until
1885 (cat. 10 and W 40, W 68, W 69, W 8lbis, W 98). Afterward his use of the
medium became far more complex (cat. 35).

Rostrup identified the children as Aline and Pola,® but since the former
had short, dark hair, the seated child here can only be Gauguin’s son Clovis. It has
always been assumed that this double portrait, dated 1885, was completed before
Gauguin left Copenhagen in June to return to Paris with Clovis. However, it is
worth noting that Gauguin requested that his pastels be sent to him in Paris
shortly after his arrival there.? The fine pencil grid visible underneath the face of
Pola may indicate that Gauguin made the pastel in Paris, transferring Pola’s like-
ness from some drawing that he brought back there with him. Gauguin’s wife, with
curious disregard for its sentimental value, sold it to her brother-in-law, Edvard
Brandes, before 1893, when it seems likely it was exhibited in Copenhagen.*
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This energetically rendered pastel is ostensibly an exercise in the or-
chestration of interwoven and juxtaposed complementary blue and yellow tones,
repeated in the wall, the upholstery, the kitten, and Clovis’ shirt and hair. Yet their
blank, joyless faces express the strife that led their parents to separate. With the
exception of Gauguin’s description of his developing marital conflict in letters that

5. Merlhes 1984, nos. 68, 78, and 79. he wrote from Copenhagen to Pissarro and Schuffenecker,® this poignant double
portrait is perhaps the best document of the turmoil that accompanied his deci-
sion to sacrifice everything for his art.—C.Es.

15
Fan Decorated with a Portrait of Clovis and a
Still Life

1885
325 x 563 (12%46 x 22%6)
gouache on fabric

signed and dated at lower right, in black, P.
Gauguin 85

Dr. Ivo Pitanguy

EXHIBITION
Copenhagen 1948, no. 54

CATALOGUES
W 180; Gerstein 8

1. Lemoisne 1946-1949, no. 173, and Many of the impressionists created fan-shaped compositions following Degas, who
Gerstein 1982. began to paint them by around 1869.! In the following years, a variety of eigh-
2. The best accounts of this revival are teenth-century minor arts traditions enjoyed a revival, encouraged by the support
Gerstein 1978 and Kopplin 1984. of the Empress Eugénie, by the writings of the Goncourt brothers and Philippe
3. Bodelsen 1970, 612 n. 43. Burty, and by the campaign to establish a museum for the decorative arts in Paris.?

The growing popularity in the 1860s of Japanese fans as collectors’ items surely
added to the vogue. By the mid-1870s the heightened interest in painted fans was
evident from examples on view at Salons, and by 1879 examples were included in
the exhibitions of the Société des Aquarellistes Francais as well as at the impres-
sionist exhibitions. At the 1879 impressionist show, Degas showed five such paint-
ings, while Forain showed six and Pissarro twelve. One of Pissarro’s belonged to
Gauguin, according to the catalogue.® Although these artists lavished as much
inventiveness and care on these fans as they did on their more conventional works,
the motivation to make fans was in large part commercial. Durand-Ruel urged
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4. Pissarro and Venturi 1939, 2:248.

5. Bjurstréom 1986, no. 1545 £12 verso; and
Gerstein 1981, 3.

6. See W 116 and W 147.

7. See W 108 and W 147. Rostrup 1960;
Bodelsen 1970, 612 nn. 44 and 45; and
Gerstein 1981, 4.

8. Huyghe 1952, 222-228; and Gerstein
1981, 6.

1885
64 x 53 (25 x 20%s)
oil on canvas

signed and dated at lower right in black,
P Gauguin 85

Musée d'Orsay, Paris

CATALOGUE
W 173

1. See W132, W 133.
2. See G 10.
3. Bodelsen 1970, 608.
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Pissarro in 1882 to make more fans, because they “sell well and have had a great
deal of success.”*

Gauguin made a preliminary sketch for a fan painting in a sketchbook that
he used around 1880, but he evidently never developed it as a finished work.5
Apparently it was his pressing need to support his family that prompted him to
create such salable objects in 1884, while he was living in Rouen. There are about
thirty known fans by Gauguin. With the exception of a few done in 1884 that
incorporate motifs from works by Cézanne® or Pissarro,” all of them repeat ele-
ments from his large oil paintings. Later he incorporated his fans into the back-
grounds of some of his paintings (cat. 41, W 314). Judging from the inventory of
these works recorded in Gauguin’s Arles notebook, he often gave them to friends
and collectors.® In this example, Gauguin repeated his Still Life with Japanese
Peonies (cat. 16) on the left side, incorporating his beloved mandolin in the center
and a likeness of his son Clovis at the right. This integration of different images
into the semicircular fan format is closely related to Gauguin's predilection to

integrate discontinuous points of view into his rectangular pictures (cats. 10 and
13).—c.Es.

16
Still Life with Vase of Japanese Peonies
and Mandolin

It is impossible to say whether Gauguin painted this richly colored, carefully
composed still life just prior to leaving Copenhagen in June 1883, or just after his
arrival in Paris. Gauguin had painted two works with these fragrant flowers! the
previous vear. For the Musée d'Orsay picture he placed them in a vase comparable
to those? that he began to make in 1886. He chose this particular one because its
rich color harmonized with the deep blue of the background wall, just as the
shimmering whites, reds, and greens in the bouquet harmonize with the colors in
the framed painting visible to the right on the wall. The artist orchestrated shapes
as well as colors; the rounded forms of objects in the painting reiterate the scarce-
ly visible perimeter of the round tabletop upon which they are arranged.
Gauguin’s selection of props served conceptual ends as well as formal ones. The
mandolin can be understood as a symbol for musical harmony of the sort that he
sought to achieve through the interrelationship of shape and color in his paintings
(cat. 7), while the vase and dish attest to his interest in the stylizations in deco-
rative arts designs.

The painting on the wall in the still life, with its rich greens accented by
the reds of cows and rooftops, documents a lost work by Gauguin’s colleague,
Armand Guillaumin. Bodelsen has identified the painting as The Orchard, a
Guillaumin in Gauguin’s collection that was eventually purchased by Edvard
Brandes. The painting’s broad white frame is typical of works in Brandes’ collec-
tion that were bought from Gauguin.?

Like many of his impressionist colleagues, Gauguin began to use white
frames for his paintings around 1881, presumably to heighten the impact of the
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. Merlhés 1984, no. 50.
. Merlhes 1984, 279.

. See also W 131, W 211, W 287, W 314.

. Genthon 1938, 21.
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colors as wide white margins heighten the vibrancy of color prints. Indeed, one

reviewer of the 1882 group show referred to Gauguin’s works there as “hiero-
glyphics in oil in white frames* Gauguin himself blamed the rejection of the works
that he submitted to an exhibition in 1884 on their white frames.”> Judging from
comments in a letter written in carly November 1888 by Vincent van Gogh,
Gauguin took credit for this innovation in frame design. *Did you know,” Vincent
asked his brother Theo, “that in a small way Gauguin was the inventor of the white
frame?”% Beginning in 1884, Gauguin sometimes incorporated paintings in white
frames, or unframed color prints with white margins, into the backgrounds of his
still lifes and figure compositions (cats. 41, 51, 61, 111).7 He decided to abandon
white frames altogether after his exhibition at the Durand-Ruel gallery in 1893.%
Presumably his 1880s paintings were often intended for white frames that would
become part of the total composition.—C.Es.
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Chronology: July 1886-April 1891

ISABELLE CAHN

1886

JULY

Goes to Pont-Aven in Brittany with a loan
from one of his relatives, banker Eugéne Mir-
til, and moves into the Gloanec inn for three
months. During his stay he probably visits Le
Pouldu (Merlhes 1984, nos. 105, 107, 110, and
426 n. 195, and 490 n. 264). Meets the painter
Charles Laval (Malingue 1949, 94 n. 1).
Schuffenecker visits Gauguin and prepares

shipment of his paintings for the Nantes
exhibition (Bailly-Herzberg 1986, no. 353;
Merlhes 1984, no. 110).

Fig. 27. The Gloanec Inn, c¢. 1881 [Harlingue-
Viollet, Paris|

AUGUST 13
Meets Emile Bernard but does not work with

him until 1888 (Bernard 1895,333, and 1939, 8).

Fig. 28. Emile Bernard [Musée d'Orsay, Paris,
Service de documentation]

AUGUST 21

Refuses to exhibit in the Independents’ exhibi-

tion (Bailly-Herzberg 1986, no. 349).

OCTOBER 10-NOVEMBER 30

Participates in the Nantes Exposition des
Beaux-Arts with two paintings, Church in
Rouen (W 102 or 103) and Park—Denmark
(W141 or 142).

MID-OCTOBER

Returns to Paris and moves to 257 rue
Lecourbe. Makes pottery in Chaplet’s studio
(Merlthes 1984, nos. 113-114).

NOVEMBER

First meets Vincent van Gogh (Rewald 1961,
30). Refuses to shake hands with Pissarro and
Signac at the Café de la Nouvelle-Athénes.

In so doing he breaks with the neo-impres-
sionists (Bailly-Herzberg 1986, no. 361). Sells
one of his Jongkinds for 350 francs. He is
hospitalized for twenty-seven days due to
tonsillitis (Merlhes 1984, no. 113).

1887

JANUARY 6

Gauguin, Degas, and Zandomeneghi are wit-
nesses at Guillaumin’s wedding (marriage cer-
tificate, Municipal Building, sixth distriet,
Paris). Bracquemond attempts to help
Gauguin by trying to sell his paintings and pot-
tery (Bailly-Herzberg 1986, no. 387; Merlhes
1984, nos. 118-119). Gauguin may have visited
Saint-Quentin this vear to see La Tour’s works
(Malingue 1949, CLXXII).

APRIL

Mette goes to Paris to get Clovis. She takes
several of her husband’s works with her when
she leaves (Merlhes 1984, nos. 123-124, 136).

APRIL 10

Leaves from Saint-Nazaire for Panama with

Charles Laval (Merlhes 1984, no. 122).

Fig 29. Colon (Panama), Front Street [Société
de Géographie, Paris|



APRIL 30

Arrives in Colon and spends several days in
Panama where his brother-in-law, Juan Uribe,
lives (Merlhes 1984, no. 124).

MID-MAY

Works in Coldn for the Society of public works
and the construction of the Panama Canal.
Following a reduction in staff, he is laid off
after fifteen days. He leaves for Martinique
with Laval (Merlhes 1984, nos. 125-127).

JULY

Lives in a hut on a plantation two kilometers
from Saint-Pierre. Shortly after his arrival, he
becomes seriously ill with dysentery and ma-
laria (Merlhes 1984, nos. 127, 130). Albert
Dauprat buys some of Gauguin’s pottery at
Chaplet's factory (Merlhes 1984, no. 131:
Huyghe 1952, 226).

o ,ﬁ‘m‘yw

Saint Tisre
1849

Fig. 30. Saint-Pierre, Martinique, in 1889
[Société de Géographie, Paris|

OCTOBER

He leaves for France on a schooner and ar-
rives c. November 13 (Merlhes 1984, no. 136,
and 469 n. 234).

NOVEMBER

Stavs with Schuffenecker at 29 rue Boulard
(Merlhes 1984, no. 135). Meets Daniel de
Monfreid at Schuffenecker’s (Monfreid 1903,
266). Exchanges a painting with Vincent van
Gogh (Cooper 1983, 33 n. 1).

DECEMBER

Theo van Gogh presents four of Gauguin’s
paintings and five ceramics on consignment at
the Boussod, Valadon and Company, at 19
Boulevard Montmartre, in Paris. On
December 26, he sells The Bathers (W 272) to
Mr Dupuis for 450 francs (Fénéon, 1888a: see
Gallery register in Rewald 1973, appendix ).

Fig. 31. The Schuffenecker Family [Musée
départementale du Prieuré, Saint-Germain-
en-Lave|

Fig. 32. Theo van Gogh, c. 1888 [Vincent van
Gogh Foundation, National Museum Vincent
van Gogh, Amsterdam)|

1888

JANUARY
For several months, Gauguin still suffers from
the effects of malaria and dyvsentery. Theo van
Gogh (probably accompanied by his brother)
visits Gauguin at Schuffenecker’s and buys
three paintings for 800 francs. including a
large work done in Martinique, Aux Mangos
(W 224: Merlhes 1984, no. 138, and 472 n. 10;
Cooper 1983, 33: Huyvghe 1952, 73). Theo ex-
hibits a recent Gauguin, Tivo Bathers (cat. 34),
at Boussod and Valadon (Fénéon, 1888h).
Gauguin teaches in the open studio of Mr.
Rawlins, a London businessman (Rotonchamp

1906. 152).

JULY 1886-APRIL 1891

END JANUARY-EARLY FEBRUARY
Leaves for Pont-Aven where he moves into the
Gloanec inn (Merlhes 1984, no. 139, and 472
n. 239).

MARCH

Van Gogh writes to Gauguin of his plans to
form an association of painters to facilitate the
sale of their works (van Gogh 1960, no. 468 F,
and Merlhes 1984, no. 143).

MAY
Van Gogh asks Gauguin to come live and work
with him in Arles (van Gogh 1960, no. 493 F).

JUNE

Theo offers Gauguin monthly payments of 150
francs in exchange for one painting a month if
he goes to Arles. Gauguin agrees to the ar-
rangement (van Gogh 1960, no. 538 F; Merlhes
1984, nos. L, 156).

END JULY

Stavs in Plestin-les-Greves (Cotes-du-Nord)
for several days at the home of Yves-Marie
Jacob, head of customs in Pont-Aven (Chassé
1953, 65 n. 1; Merlhes 1984, 490 n. 264).

EARLY AUGUST

Emile Bernard joins Gauguin and Laval, who
has just returned from Martinique, in Pont-
Aven (van Gogh 1960, no. 523 F). Gauguin
meets Emile’s sister, Madeleine, who is vaca-
tioning with her brother and mother (see
cat. 51).

Fig. 33. Paul Gauguin, photograph taken by an
amateur in Pont-Aven, August 1888 [Musée du
Louvre, Département des Arts Graphiques,
Paris|



Fig. 34. Madeleine Bernard in Breton Suit
[Musée du Louvre, Bibliothéque, Archives
Emile Bernard]

SEPTEMBER

Vincent suggests to Bernard and Gauguin that
they all exchange portraits of one another
(van Gogh 1960, no. 535 F).

OCTOBER

Paul Sérusier paints The Talisman (Musée
d'Orsay, Paris), a landscape of the Bois
d’Amour near Pont-Aven, under Gauguin's in-
structions (Denis 1942, 42-44). Vincent re-
ceives Gauguin’s self-portrait Les Misérables
(W 239) and Bernard’s self-portrait (Luthi
1982, no. 133). He sends in exchange his own
portrait (de la Faille 1970, no. 476; van Gogh
1960, no. 545 F). Theo sends Gauguin 300
francs from the sale of some ceramics
(Merlhes 1984, nos. 167-168).

OCTOBER 21
Gauguin settles his debts and leaves Pont-

Aven for Arles where he arrives two days later

(Merlhes 1984, nos. 167, 174).

Fig. 35. Vincent van Gogh's House in Arles, 2
Lamartine Place [Foundation, National
Museum Vincent van Gogh, Amsterdam)|
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OCTOBER 22

Theo sells Dupuis another painting, Bretonnes
(W 201), for 600 francs and sends Gauguin 500
(van Gogh 1960, no. 557; Huyghe 1952, 223;
Rewald 1973, appendix L. The sum of 510
francs is listed in the ledger). Gauguin asks
Schuffenecker to send some of his pots to
Arles, including the “horned one™ (G 57;
Merlhes 1984, no 174). He sends his Pont-Aven
paintings to Theo where they are admired by
everyone (Merlhes 1984, nos. 175-76, XCIII,
and CI). The banker Mirtil selects a Gauguin,
Le Champ Derout (W 199), at the Boussod and
Valadon gallery as repayment of the 300 franc
loan to Gauguin of July 1886 (Merlhes 1984,
no. 175; Huyghe 1952, 224).

NOVEMBER

Plans to return to Martinique to found a stu-
dio (Merlhes 1984, nos. 177, 180-181, 192-193;
van Gogh 1960, no. 558a). Theo van Gogh ex-
hibits some of Gauguin’s recent paintings and
some of his ceramics in two small rooms on
the mezzanine in the Boussod and Valadon
gallery (Rotonchamp 1906, 44-45).

Fig. 36. Arles, The Alvscamps [Jean
Dieuzaide]

NOVEMBER 10. 12, AND 13

Theo sells three paintings for a total of 1,200
francs (Rewald 1973, appendix I). Gauguin
sends Theo five more paintings (Merlhés 1984,
no. 183). He is invited to exhibit with the
Belgian group, Les XX, in Brussels. The ship-
ment of paintings will be handled by Theo
(Merlhes 1984, nos. 184-185).

DECEMBER 4
Theo sells Fishermen in Brittany (W 262) to
Mr Clapisson for 400 francs. He also sells

some ceramics (Merlhes 1984, no. 187).
Gauguin sends Mette 200 francs (Merlhes
1984, no. 190).

AROUND DECEMBER 17 OR 18

Goes with Vincent to Montpellier to see once
again the Bruyas Collection at the Fabre
Museum (Merlhes 1984, no. CHI; van Gogh
1960, nos. 564 F, 568 F).

DECEMBER 23

In Arles, van Gogh threatens Gauguin during a
sudden outburst and cuts off part of his own
ear (Avant et aprés, 1923 ed., 21). Gauguin is
arrested by the police and then released (let-
ter from Bernard to Albert Aurier, January 1,
1889, sold Hotel Drouot. Paris, March 29,
1985, no. 48). Gauguin asks Theo to come and
stay with his brother (Merlhes 1984, no. 194).

DECEMBER 26

Gauguin returns to Paris with Theo van Gogh
(Marks-Vandenbroucke, unpub. diss., 1956,
173) and stays with Schuffenecker (Cooper
1983, no. 34).

DECEMBER 28

Attends the execution of a criminal, Prado, in
front of the Petite-Roquette prison (Avant et
apres, 1923 ed., 179-181).

1889

JANUARY 5

Rents a studio at 16 rue du Saint-Gothard
(rental agreement, sold Hotel Drouot, Paris,
December 3 and 4, 1948, no. 112). He begins a
series of prints intended for publication (cats.
67-77; Cooper 1983, no. 35; van Gogh 1960, no.
578 F).

Fig. 37. Sérusier, Paul Gauguin Rowing, char-
coal and ink, 1889 [Musée du Louvre, Départe-
ment des Arts Graphiques, Paris]



FEBRUARY
He exhibits twelve works with Les XX in
Brussels.

MID-FEBRUARY
Leaves Paris for Pont-Aven (Cooper 1983, 257

n. 3).

MARCH 21

Theo sells Shepherd and Shepherdess

(W 250) to Anna Boch for 400 francs (Rewald
1973, appendix I). Octave Maus, leader of Les
XX, sends Gauguin 400 francs from the sale of
the painting during the exhibition (letter from
Theo van Gogh to Maus, 22 March 1889,
Musées Royaux des Beaux-Arts de Belgique,
Archives de I'Art Contemporain, Octave Maus
Collection, Van de Linden Donation, inv. 5223.

MID-APRIL

Returns to Paris (Rostrup 1956, 76) to make
arrangements for a group exhibition he and
Schuffenecker, with whom he is staying, are
organizing, and to fire a statue (Malingue

1949, CI).

Fig. 38. Gauguin, Sketch Inspired by Degas,
1889 [Album Briant, Musée du Louvre, Dépar-
tement des Arts Graphiques, Paris|

GROUPE IMPRESSIONNISTE ET SYNTHETISTE
CAFE DES ARTS

VOLPINI, Dinucreun
EXPOSITION UNIVERSEL L B
Champ-de-Mars, en face le Pavillon de la Presse

EXPOSITION DE PEINTURES

Paul Gauguin ~ Enile Schuffenecker  Emile Bernard
Charles Laval ~ Louis Anquetin Louis Roy
Léon Fauche Daniel Nemo

Affche pous Nstériear

Fig. 39. Poster for the Impressionist/Synthetist
Group Exhibition [Service de Documentation
Musée d'Orsay, Paris|

Fig. 40. Map of the Exposition Universelle of
1889, The Fine Arts Palace and the Café des
Arts, across from the Press Pavilion |Service
de Documentation Musée d'Orsay, Paris|

Fig. 41. Dancers from Java, Exposition Univer-
selle of 1889 [Société de Géographie, Paris|

Fig. 42. Svnthetism. a nightmare [Musée du
Louvre, Département des Arts Graphiques,

Paris|

JUNE-OCTOBER

Exhibition of Paintings by the Impressionist
and Svnthetist Group is held during the Ex-
position Universelle at the Café des Arts.
Schuffenecker had convinced the proprietor,
Mr. Volpini, to exhibit paintings in lieu of the
costly mirror decorations he had originally in-
tended (Bernard [1939], 14). Gauguin exhibits
seventeen works. An album of lithographs by
Gauguin and Bernard is available on request
(see cats. 67-77).

JULY 1886-APRIL 1891

EARLY JUNE

Returns to Pont-Aven (van Gogh 1952-1954,
T.10) and rents a studio in Lezaven (Malingue
1949, LXXXIV).

JUNE 18
Theo sells Negresses in Martinique (W 227) to
Lerolle (Rewald 1973, appendix I).

END JUNE
Moves into the Destais Auberge in Le Pouldu,
then into Marie Henry's inn with Sérusier

(Chassé 1955, 63, 65-67).

JULY 4 AND 13

Gauguin’s article on the Exposition Univer-
selle appears in two parts in Le Moderniste
illustré (Gauguin 1889a).

JULY AND AUGUST

He works in Le Pouldu for a month with Mever
de Haan, then returns to Pont-Aven and moves
into the Gloanec inn where he lives on credit
(Cooper 1983, no. 15; Malingue 1949, LXXXIV,
160 n. 1 and LXXXVII). Rents a room on the
first floor of the Furnic farmhouse for use as a
studio (Saint-Germain-en-Lave 1985, 77).

SEPTEMBER

Sends a new shipment of paintings to Boussod
and Valadon (Cooper 1983, nos. 15, 17). With
the exception of La Belle Angéle (cat. 89),
Theo is disappointed in the new pictures

(van Gogh 1952-1954, T. 16).

SEPTEMBER 16

Theo sells Little Breton Girls Dancing (see cat.
44) to Montandon for 500 francs (Rewald
1973, appendix I).

SEPTEMBER 21

Gauguin’s article, “Qui trompe-t-on ici?”
which attacks art criticism and government
policies for purchasing works of art is pub-
lished in Le Moderniste illustré (Gauguin,
September 1889b).

OCTOBER 2

Returns to Le Pouldu with Mever de Haan,
who helps support him (Cooper 1983, nos. 19,
21). They rent the attic of the Mauduit Villa in
Les Grands Sables for a studio (Cooper 1983,
no. 37; Chassé 1955, 67). It is probably during
this period that Gauguin recopies excerpts
from Wagner's writings (Texte Wagner, in the
Bibliotheque Nationale, Department of Man-



uscripts, Paris; Dorra 1984). Sends more pic-
tures to Theo in Paris (Cooper 1983, no. 21;
van Gogh 1952-1954, T. 19). André Gide
spends several days in Le Pouldu at the inn of
Marie Henry. He would later write about the

visit in Si le grain ne meurt (Paris 1924, vol. 2,

193-196).

Fig. 43. Les Grands Sables at Le Pouldu, 1900
[Musée de Pont-Aven|

OCTOBER 31-NOVEMBER 11

The Friends of Art Association in Copenhagen
(Kunstforeningen) puts on an exhibition of
French and Scandinavian impressionists, a

major part of which consists of Gauguin’s early

works and paintings from his art collection
which had been left in Denmark (Cooper
1983, no. 39; Rostrup 1956, 75).

Fig. 44. Site of the Friends of Arts Exhibition,
Frederiksholms Kanal, Copenhagen
[Bymuseum, Copenhagenl|

EARLY NOVEMBER

Sends Theo the wooden relief Be in Love and
You Will be Happy (G 76; Cooper 1983, no. 37;
van Gogh 1952-1954, T. 20). Has himself rec-
ommended for a position in Tonkin (Malingue
1949, LXXXII-LXXXIII; Cooper 1983, no. 17).
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Fig. 45. Mette Gauguin and Her Five Children
in Copenhagen, 1889 [Service de Documenta-
tion Musée d'Orsay, Paris|

MID-NOVEMBER TO MID-DECEMBER
Gauguin and Mever de Haan decorate the
dining room of Marie Henry's inn (van Gogh
1952-1954, T. 49; Cooper 1983, no. 36).

1890

JANUARY

Still planning on traveling to Tonkin, Gauguin
suggests to Vincent that he open a studio in
his (Gauguin's) name in Antwerp with Mever
de Haan and later Theo van Gogh (Cooper
1983, nos. 38-39).

FEBRUARY 7

Returns to Paris with money sent to him by
Schuffenecker and moves in with him at 12
(now 14) rue Durand-Clayve (van Gogh 1952-
1954, T. 28; Malingue 1949, XCVII; Roton-
champ 1906, 67; Le Paul and Dudensing
1978, 56). Teaches at the Vitti Academy, a stu-
dio in the Montparnasse district (Joly-Segalen
1950, LIV; Perruchot 1961, 204). Gives van
Gogh one of his paintings in exchange for two
pictures of sunflowers, replicas of those that
had decorated Gauguin’s room in Arles, and a
replica of La Berceuse (van Gogh 1960, nos.
S76 F, 626 F).

FEBRUARY

Boussod and Valadon exhibits a sculpture and
several ceramics by Gauguin along with a se-
lection of Pissarro’s recent paintings.

MARCH 20-APRIL 27

The Salon des Indépendants includes works
by van Gogh which are admired by Gauguin

(Cooper 1983, no. 40; van Gogh 1960, no. 630
F), and he wants to exchange one of his own

paintings for one depicting “Alpines” (sic).

APRIL 30

Theo van Gogh buys Gauguin's still life Oran-
ges in a Vase (W 401?) for Boussod and Val-
adon for 225 francs (Rewald 1973, appendix ).

MAY

Gauguin hopes to sell thirtv-eight paintings,
including fourteen from Boussod and Valadon,
to the inventor Dr. Charlopin for 5000 francs.
Hopes to use the money to found a “studio of
the tropics™ in Madagascar with Bernard and
Mever de Haan (Malingue 1949, CII: Cooper
1983, no. 41: letter to Bernard, sale, Hotel
Drouot, June 17, 1987, no. 170).

EARLY JUNE
Leaves for Le Pouldu with Mever de Haan
(Cooper 1983, no. 41).

AROUND JUNE 20
Spends five days in Pont-Aven with Mever de
Haan (Cooper 1983, no. 42).

JULY

Theo van Gogh sells two paintings by Gauguin
(van Gogh 1952-1954, T. 40: Rewald 1973,
appendix I). Back in Le Pouldu, Gauguin, de
Haan, and Filiger are joined by Paul Emile
Colin at the Hotel de la Plage (Chassé

1955, 80).

JULY 29
Vincent van Gogh dies at Auvers-sur-Oise.

[

Fig. 46. Sérusier, Paul Gauguin Playing the
Accordéon [Musée du Louvre, Département
des Arts Graphiques, Paris]|



SUMMER

Gauguin paints the ceiling of Marie Henry's
inn. Sérusier and Filiger help decorate the
rest of the room (Welsh in Saint-Germain-en-
Lave 1985, 124).

AUGUST 19

Theo van Gogh sells Oranges in a Vase to
Chausson for 300 francs (Rewald 1973, appen-
dix I).

SEPTEMBER

Gauguin wants to return to Paris but remains
in Le Pouldu because of his debts (Malingue
1949, 202).

OCTOBER 14

Theo van Gogh is committed to the clinic of
Dr. Blanche because of mental illness (Per-
ruchot 1961, 213).

OCTOBER

Gauguin's projected sale to Dr. Charlopin falls
through. Eugeéne Boch pays Gauguin 500
francs from the sale of five of his paintings to
five collectors, including Octave Maus. Boch
and Bernard had chosen the works from those
at Boussod and Valadon. The remaining can-
vases and ceramics in the gallery are sent to
Schuffenecker’s (letter from Boch to Maus,
cited in Rewald 1973, 69).

NOVEMBER 8

Returns to Paris and stays with Schuffenecker.
Eventually quarrels with his host and moves
to a furnished hotel at 35 rue Delambre
(Rotonchamp 1906, 69; Le Paul and Dudens-
ing 1978, 56; this address appears in Gauguin’s
letter to the Ministry of Education and Fine
Arts, May 15, 1891, NA| F 21 2286, leaflet 20).
He uses Monfreid's studio at 55, rue du Cha-
teau (Loize 1951, 14). Meets Charles Morice
for the first time at La Cote d'Or restaurant
(Morice 1920, 25-26, 87). Gauguin is a regular
at the Gangloff brasserie, 6, rue de la Gaité,
and at the gatherings of symbolist writers at
the Café Voltaire (Rotonchamp 1906, 70-71,
74).

AUTUMN

Monfreid introduces him to Juliette Huet, a
young seamstress living at 15, rue Bourgeois,
who becomes his model and mistress (Ger-
maine Huet's birth certificate; Chassé

1955, 88).

Fig. 47. Boutet de Monvel, Paul Gauguin Wear-
ing a Breton Jacket, 1891 [Musée départemen-
tal du Prieuré, Saint-Germain-en-Lave]

DECEMBER 31

Gauguin's friend Julien Leclereq engages in a
duel with Rodolphe Darzens. Gauguin and
Jules Renard are the seconds (Jules Renard
Journal, entry for 31 December 1890, ed. 1984,
76-77: sale, Hotel Drouot, November 19-20,
1987, nos. 84-89).

LATE DECEMBER-EARLY JANUARY
Morice introduces Gauguin to Mallarmé
(Morice 1920, 88).

1891

Often visits the studio shared by Bonnard,
Denis, Vuillard, and Lugné-Poe at 28 rue
Pigalle (Lugné-Poe, Le Sot du tremplin, 1930,
189-190).

JANUARY

Jean Dolent suggests to the novelist and play-
wright Rachilde that Gauguin do a drawing for
her new drama, Madame la mort (Malingue
1949, CXVI; see cat. 114).

JANUARY 3

At the request of Morice, Mallarmé asks Oc-
tave Mirbeau to write an article publicizing
Gauguin who intends to sell his works in order
to finance his trip to Tahiti (Mondor 1973,

no. XXXIX).

JULY 1886-APRIL 1891

JANUARY 18 OR 23

Gauguin and Morice visit Mirbeau at his Les
Damps property (Mondor 1973, 183 n. 2; letter
from Mirbeau to Pissarro, sale, Hotel Drouot,
November 21, 1975, no. 86).

JANUARY 25
Theo van Gogh dies in Holland (death certifi-
cate, Utrecht).

FEBRUARY

Gauguin receives authorization to copy
Manet's Olympia (see cat. 117) in the Musée
du Luxembourg (information included in
Gauguin's autobiographical manuscript, sale,
Hotel Drouot, April 16, 1974, no. 50). Exhibits
two wood reliefs and three ceramics and an
enameled statue (cat. 104) in the exhibition of
“Les XX in Brussels.

FEBRUARY 2

Attends the symbolist banquet in honor of
Jean Moréas; Mallarmé presides over the

event (“"Echos divers et communications,”

Mercure de France, March 1891, 189-191).

FEBRUARY 5

Attends dinner of the “Tétes de bois” with
Jean Dolent as the master of ceremonies, at
the Auberge des Adrets (“Diners artistiques,”
Le Journal des Artistes, February 11, 1891;
“Echos divers et Communications” in Mercure
de France, March 1891, 191). Sends two draw-
ings to Rachilde to illustrate her dramatic

work Madame la mort (see cat. 114; Malingue
1949, CXVIII).

Fig. 48. Boutet de Monvel, Paul Gauguin, Feb-
ruary 13, 1891 [Musée départemental du
Prieuré, Saint-Germain-en-Laye|

FEBRUARY 16
Mirbeau publishes an article on Gauguin in
L’Echo de Paris (Mirbeau 1891).
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FEBRUARY 20
Roger-Marx's article on Gauguin appears in Le
Voltaire (Roger-Marx 1891a).

FEBRUARY 22
Exhibition of paintings to be sold at the Hotel
Drouot (Geffroy 1891: Dolent 1891).

FEBRUARY 23
Sale of Gauguin’s paintings at the Hotel
Drouot. The article by Mirbeau in L’Echo de
‘aris serves as the catalogue preface (Mirbeau
1891). Revenues from the sale total 9,635
francs for thirty paintings, one of which was
bought back by Gauguin himself (for a record
of the sale see Paris, Orangerie 1949, 95-96).
Jules Huret publishes "Paul Gauguin devant
ses tableaux™ in L’Echo de Paris (Huret 1891).

FEBRUARY 24

Announcement in L’Echo de Paris of special
presentation at the Théatre d'art to benefit
Verlaine and “the admirable symbolist
painter, Paul Gauguin.”

NMARCH
“Le symbolisme en peinture: Paul Gauguin™ is
published by Albert Aurier (Aurier 1891).

MARCH 7

Gauguin arrives in Copenhagen where he sees
Mette and his children for the last time. Stays
at the Dagmar Hotel, Halmtorvet 12 (Rostrup
1956, 78).

Fig. 49. Mette Gauguin in Copenhagen [Musée
départemental du Prieuré, Saint-Germain-
en-Laye|

Fig. 50. Paul Gauguin, Emil and Aline [Musée
départemental du Pricuré, Saint-Germain-
en-Laye|

MARCH 14
Mirbeau purchases The Red Christ (cat. 90)
for 500 francs (Rewald 1973, appendix 1).

MARCH 15

Gauguin writes to the Minister of Public Edu-
ation and Fine Arts to request a government-
sponsored artistic mission to Tahiti (NA,F 21

2286, leaflet 20).

MARCH 18
Gauguin's request is endorsed by Georges

Clemenceau (NA, I 21 2286, leaflet 19).

NMARCH 23

A banquet honoring Gauguin's departure is
held at the Café Voltaire. Mallarmé presides
over the forty-odd guests (Malingue 1949, C\-
XII: Rotonchamp 1906, 78-79: “Diners artisti-
ques,” in Le Journal des Artistes, March 29
and April 5, 1891, 94).

NMARCH 26

Receives notice that the Ministey of Public
Education and Fine Arts has agreed to grant
funding to his mission to “study and ultimately
paint the customs and landscapes of | Tahiti|”

(NALF 21 2286, [eallet 17).

MARCH 28

At the request of the Director of Fine Arts, the
Compagnic des Messageries Maritimes issues
Gauguin a sccond-class ticket at a 30% dis-
count from Marscilles to Noumea (NA, F 21 22

86, leaflet 12).

APRIL 1

The Director of Fine Arts recommends
Gauguin to the Under-Secretary of State for
the Colonies (NA, F 21, 2286, leaflet 18).
Leaves Marscilles on the Océanien
(Danielsson 19735, 55).
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Dagnan-Bouveret, The Pardon in Brittany,
1886 | The Metropolitan Museum of Art,
New York, Gift of George F. Baker, 1931]

1. Alexandre Cabanel (1823-1889) and

William Bouguereau (1825-1905), both
members of the French Academy, were
well-known painters of official art.

2. Aurier 1889, 2.

3. Numbers 306, 370, and 198, respectively,

Catalogue Général Officiel de I'Exposition
Universelle Internationale de 1889, vol. 1,

Paris, Group I, Class 1.

4. “La premic¢re manifestation synthétiste,”

in Bernard [1939], 10.

5. Letter from Gauguin to Schuffenecker:
Malingue 1949, LXXVII, dated Arles,
December 1888 but redated spring 1889.

6. Léon Fauché (1862-1952)

Brittany, 1886-1890

CLAIRE FRECHES-THORY

“During that time, | wanted to try everything, to liberate the new generation and
work to acquire a bit of talent. The first part of my plan came to fruition; today,
anything can be attempted, and no one is surprised” (letter from Gauguin to
Maurice Denis, Tahiti; June 1899, Malingue 1949, CLXXI)

“I am happy to learn that individual initiative has attempted what incurable ad-
ministrative stupidity never would have dared,” wrote the critic Albert Aurier in
1889. “A small group of independent artists has forced the gates — not of the Palais
des Beaux-Arts, but of the Exposition Universelle itself, and they have set up a
small rival exhibition of their own. The layout is somewhat primitive, very bizarre
and undoubtedly ‘Bohemian’. . .. But what do you expect? If these poor devils had
a palace at their disposal, they certainly wouldn’t have hung their canvases on the
wall of a café. Nevertheless, [ hurried to see this little exhibition and found it very
unusual. In most of the works shown, especially those by P. Gauguin, Emile Ber-
nard, Anquetin, etc., I noticed a marked trend toward synthetism in sketching,
composition, and color; as well as a return to simpler techniques, which I highly
appreciated in this era of cleverness and outrageous trickery. ... Go and see the
exhibition, it is a welcome change from all the current ‘Cabaneleries’ and
‘Bouguereaucracies!’”! With these words, Aurier enthusiastically invited his read-
ers to spurn the official art of the 1889 Exposition Universelle.?

The “official” pictures (by artists such as Bouguereau, Bonnat, and Jules
Breton) had been selected by a jury composed of the very men who had painted
them. Among the various evocative landscapes, serious portraits, and allegorical
paintings were a few pictures that brought the heart of Brittany to Paris. The same
realistic, picturesque approach characterized the Seaweed Burners by Clairin,
The Pardon by Dagnan-Bouveret, and The Woman of Douarnenez by Breton.3

During the Exposition Universelle, there was a new Brittany to be dis-
covered on the red walls of the Café Volpini, an establishment set up by “an Italian
who loved paintings, the director of the Café Riche, one of the best-known boule-
vard establishments.”+ Situated across from the Press Pavilian, the Café Volpini
hosted L’Exposition de Peintures du Groupe Impressioniste et Synthétiste, a col-
lection of roughly one hundred works by eight artists. Though some of them were
not unknown, this was the first time they had exhibited together as a group. It was
Schuffenecker who found the location (see cat. 61), but it was Gauguin who care-
fully selected the participants; in a letter addressed to Schuffenecker, probably in
the spring of 1889, he wrote: “Please remember this is not an exhibition for (the)
others. Let's restrict it to a small group of friends, and bearing this in mind I
personally want to be represented as much as possible.” He then listed ten of his
works and the names of the painters he had chosen: Schuffenecker, Guillaumin,
Gauguin, Bernard, Roy, the man from Nancy,% and Vincent van Gogh. “That ought
to do it. [ refuse to exhibit with Pissarro, Seurat, etc. — this is our group!”

The Volpini Exhibition, as it came to be known, was conceived as an act of
secession. It was a break with Pissarro and the impressionists; by now the impres-
sionist group had scattered, and some of them were exhibiting at the French Art
Centennial, a part of the Exposition Universelle. Cézanne had one painting there,
Pissarro two, Monet three, and Manet (who died in 1883) a total of fourteen.



7. Letter from Gauguin to Theo van Gogh,
around 1 July 1889, Cooper 1983, 14.3.

8. W 376.

9. Letter from Gauguin to Theo van Gogh,
10 June 1889, Cooper 1983, 13B.1.

10. “La premiere manifestation synthétiste”
in Bernard [1939]. In fact, Toulouse-Lautrec
was too independent and did not participate
in the show (see letter from Gauguin to Theo
van Gogh, cited in n. 7).

11. Chassé 1955, 47.
12. W 201.

Gauguin, Four Breton Women, 1886, oil on

canvas [Bayerische Staatsgemalde-
sammlungen, Munich]

Returning from Brittany in early July 1889, Gauguin wrote: “What I really wanted
to do was to show Pissarro and the others that I didn’t need their help, and that
their speeches about artistic fraternity were pure hypocrisy. Theirs is a blundering
exhibition at the centennial; they are lost in the mob, right next to their enemies. If
Pissarro and the others don’t approve of my show, then that is really good for me.””
Gauguin also wanted to distance himself from the neo-impressionist leader,
Seurat, whose divisionist technique he never stopped ridiculing. He even went so
far as to call one of his still-lives Ripipoint, having ironically painted it according to
pointillist rules.®

In choosing the Café Volpini, which was exceptionally well situated beside
the Palais des Beaux-Arts, it may be said that Gauguin and his group were bla-
tantly thumbing their noses at both the official art world and the impressionists
exhibiting nearby. In the end, Guillaumin, who had recently participated in an
exhibition held at the Revue Indépendante,® stayed away from Gauguin’s show; so
did Vincent van Gogh, who had been persuaded by his brother Theo that the
enterprise was too risky. The artists present included those Gauguin had listed in
his letter; in addition to Charles Laval, who had accompanied Gauguin on his first
trip to Brittany in 1886 and to Martinique the following year, there was Louis
Anquetin, an acquaintance of Bernard’s from the Cormon studio, and Georges
Daniel de Monfreid, who became Gauguin’s most trusted friend during his stays in
Tahiti.

The artists’ diversity explains the label “impressionist and synthetist”;
“... the exhibition was impromptu, so it was somewhat disorganized,” wrote
Bernard. “For all intents and purposes, Gauguin, Laval, and myself were the only
synthetists; the other, Anquetin, Lautrec, Roy, Schuffenecker, Fauché and Daniel
de Monfreid, were still impressionists.” 10

This first official use of the term “synthetist” is significant; it was the focal
point of discussions among the habitués of Marie-Jeanne Gloanec’s inn at Pont-
Aven in 1888. According to the painter H. Delavallée,!! who spoke frequently with
Gauguin during his first visit to Pont-Aven in 1886, the artist was already preoc-
cupied with the concept of synthesis at that time. If one takes this term to mean
the search for, and the use of, elements characteristic of a motif, or the simplifica-
tion and ordering of data furnished by observation, then synthetism is especially
noticeable in Gauguin’s first large canvas depicting women in Brittany; the Munich
Four Breton Women,'? of which the preliminary pastels are demonstrably an
effort to “synthetize” a picturesque Breton scene.

Among the seventeen works Gauguin chose to exhibit at the Café Volpini,
nine canvases and one pastel were of Brittany. Among these, Young Wrestlers
(cat. 48) and In the Waves (cat. 80) illustrate most perfectly the artist’s quest for
synthesis. In both cases, the subjects are strongly simplified, with colors applied
flatly against a Japanese-influenced background, transforming the Brittany motif
into the archetype of a primitive way of life.

It was in Brittany that the plastic techniques of synthesis were born, re-
sulting from Gauguin’s important meeting with young Emile Bernard at the end of
the summer of 1888 (cat. 50). This discovery was in perfect accord with the expres-
sion of the bhasic, primitive aspects of the Breton soul. Thus, during the Brittany
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vears, particularly the key vears of 1888 and 1889, Gauguin worked out the main
elements of the plastic techniques he would develop later in Tahiti.

Gauguin left Paris in early July 1886. traveling to the little town of Pont-
Aven, a cantonal center in the arrondissement of Quimperlé. with a population of
1.519, six kilometers from the mouth of the Aven river.!? He was to stav until mid-
October. This first "exile™ in Brittany was the result of his desire to escape life in
the capital, with its intrigues and vicissitudes, and immerse himself in a world that
had remained unchanged. There were also economic considerations. As early as
19 August 1885. Gauguin had written to his wife: "One can still live most cheaply
in Brittany."'* The following vear, he left to “create art in a backwater,”!> where
his hotel bill came to only sixty francs a month. He moved into the inn run by
Joseph and Marie-Jeanne Gloanec, which was the cheapest in Pont-Aven.

But Gauguin's backwater (Pont-Aven) was no desert: it had been attracting
painters steadily since the 1860s. These were mostly English or Americans, and
they inhabited the town's two hotels, the Villa Julia and the Lion d'Or. At first they
‘ame only for the summer season, but gradually, Pont-Aven acquired a permanent
artistic community. Delavallée, a painter who was in Pont-Aven during 1886 at the
same time as Gauguin, recalled that “the artists living at the Hotel Julia at the time
included the Scotsman Donaldson and the Englishmen Morris, Flovd and
Wake. ..."16 In 1880, the English writer Henry Blackburn praised the charm of
this painter’s village in his essay “"Artistic Vovage in Brittany™: "Pont-Aven is a
favourite spot for artists, and a terra incognita to the majority of travellers in
Brittany. Here the art student, who has spent the winter in the Quartier Latin in
Paris, comes when the leaves are green, and settles down for the summer to study
undisturbed. . .. Pont-Aven has one advantage over other places in Brittany: its
inhabitants in their picturesque costume (which remains unaltered) have learned
that to sit as a model is a pleasant and lucrative profession. and they do this for a
small fee without hesitation or mauvaise honte.”!”

Hence, Gauguin’s visits to Pont-Aven in 1886 and 1888 were hardly unique.
Since the romantic era, Brittany had been a finis terrae. Travelers, artists, and
writers had looked to the region’s picturesque moors, rocky coasts, primitive
churches and statues, and peasant population for inspiration. The English writer
Thomas Adolphus Trollope had already been deeply moved by the charm of Brit-
tany in 1840: ". .. there alone can the painter encounter the savage and thrilling
majesty of nature, untainted by any trace of modernity and dotted with Druid,
religious and feudal ruins, like the scattered pages of a forgotten tale.”!8

Some vears later, Flaubert crossed Brittany on foot with his friend the
painter Maxime du Camp, noting its picturesque landscapes, religious customs,
primitive monuments, and Celtic legends. After this vovage to “the land of the
Knights of the Round Table, the land of fairy tales and Merlin's sorcery, and the
mythological cradle of forgotten epics,”'¥ he wrote of his impressions nearly forty
vears later in Par les champs et par les gréves. This mythical side to Brittany made
a similar impression on the pragmatic Ernest Renan, who was of Breton stock. In
La priére sur ’Acropole, Renan evoked the Brittany of his childhood and of the
romantic era: “l saw the primitive world. Before 1830, ancient times were still
alive in Brittany. One could observe the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries in the
evervday life of the towns. The trained eve could discern traces of the Gaulish
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emigration of the fifth and sixth centuries in the countryside; Paganism lurked
behind the people’s veneer of Christianity. Blended with all this were vestiges of a
world even older than the one I had found in Lapland. . . .”20

The Brittany that Gauguin discovered on his first trip to Pont-Aven in 1886
is the one Maurice Barres described in a series of articles he gave to the Voltaire in
August of that year.?! For Barres, Brittany embodied resistance to cultures im-
posed from outside, where “the Gallic rooster was never tarnished by Roman
dust.”22

scathed by modern civilization took him to this region, where one could still hope

It is therefore not surprising that Gauguin’s quest for a landscape un-

to see the vigor of a primitive culture.

Gauguin’s taste for the exotic was probably first satisfied in Brittany. “I like
Brittany, it is savage and primitive. The flat sound of my wooden clogs on the
cobblestones, deep, hollow, and powerful, is the note I seek in my painting.”>3 His
search for a viable link between his art and the land spurred the wanderings that
led him from Pont-Aven to Martinique, Le Pouldu, Tahiti, and finally to the Mar-
quesas Islands; and always his goal was authentic primitivism.

Gauguin’s Bretonnes lack all trace of prettiness; his peasant women have
rugged, sharp features (cat. 91), and La Belle Angéle (cat. 89) may justly be said to
resembler a heifer. Infatuated with Breton costumes, which he painted with the
utmost attention to detail, Gauguin emphasized the purely decorative aspect; far
from stressing the cheap glitter that other painters before him had found in the
folklore and customs of Brittany,>4 he concentrated on other features, such as the
headdresses in Vision after the Sermon and Yellow Christ (cats. 50, 80).
Elsewhere, he contrasted a peasant woman’s smock and bonnet with the green
stone of a wayside cross (W 328). La Belle Angéle’s holiday costume is so painted
that her figure resembles a primitive icon. The Vision after the Sermon and Yellow
Christ are probably Gauguin’s two most beautiful symbolist works: significantly,
both are inspired by Breton statuary and popular religious festivals.

Gauguin chose not to exhibit The Vision after the Sermon at Volpini,
probably because of the furor it had created in the early winter of 1889 at the
Salon of Les XX in Brussels, noted for its partiality to the avant-garde. The Volpini
show, which included his Brittany canvases as well as one from Martinique and
four from Arles, served as a good indication, though incomplete, of the work
undertaken by Gauguin and his group in mid-1889; in fact, it immediately made
Gauguin the leader of a movement. Had Gauguin stayed in Paris, such a gathering
would have been inconceivable. In Brittany, he assumed the leadership of a whole
new school, and realized, at least in part, his dream of an artistic retreat. At the
end of July 1886, he wrote to his wife: “I'm working hard here, with a good deal of
success; | am considered the best painter in Pont-Aven, though this does not earn
me a penny more. But it could in the future. In any case, | am respected and
everyone here (Americans, English, Swedish, French) clamors for my advice; T am
stupid to give it to them because we are all made use of and then denied proper
recognition.”?>

In 1886, Laval alone seems to have been following Gauguin’s advice. But by
the end of summer 1888, Moret, Chamaillard, Emile Bernard, and Sérusier had all
climbed on the bandwagon. It was through Sérusier that Gauguin’s influence
spread most strongly and unexpectedly. Returning to Paris in the fall of 1888,
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Sérusier showed his friends at the Académie Julian the small landscape of the
Bois dAmour he had painted in pure colors under Gauguin's direction — the
famous Talisman, which now hangs in the Musée d’'Orsay. This revelation led to the
formation of the Nabi group, with Maurice Denis underpinning Gauguin’s aes-
thetic principles with his well-known formula: “One must remember that a paint-
ing is primarily a flat surface covered with colors organized in a certain order; its
identity as a focus for discussion, a nude woman or an anecdote is firmly subordi-
nate.”26 Two years hence, this definition was echoed in the advice Gauguin gave
Schuffenecker in a letter from Brittany dated 14 August 1888: “... don't copv
nature too literally. Art is abstraction; draw art from nature as vou dream in
nature’s presence, and think more about the act of creation than about the final
result. .. ."%7

In early June 1889, Gauguin returned to Pont-Aven, where he moved into
the Gloanec inn. But the hustle and bustle of the little town, full of “dreadful
foreign people” and bad painters, soon proved intolerable. Gauguin moved to the
fishing village of Le Pouldu, a few kilometers from the mouth of the river Laita.
Having made several excursions to Le Pouldu with Sérusier and Mever de Haan
during the summer, the artist decided to make it his permanent base and moved
into Marie Henry's auberge, which he turned into his dreamed of artistic retreat.
Armand Séguin, a painter who spent time in Pont-Aven in 1894, has left a vivid

“

description of the village as it was when Gauguin lived there: . the place
resembled Plato’s garden.”?8 Over a period of several months, Gauguin and his
disciples Mever de Haan and Sérusier decorated the dining room of the inn from
floor to ceiling. The caricatures of Gauguin (cat. 92) and Meyer de Haan (cat. 93),
both inspired by the theosophic speculations that obsessed them at the time, were
Juxtaposed with a portrait of the owner, the beautiful Marie Henry, painted by her
lover, Mever de Haan.

“The talent of Gauguin and his disciples transformed this ordinary tavern
into a temple of Apollo: the walls were covered with decorations which shocked
the rare visitors to the place, and no surface was left uncovered — noble maxims
framed beautiful compositions and the tavern’s windows were replaced by fine
stained glass. . ..">" Numerous descriptions by the painters Maxime Maufra, Jan
Verkade, and Paul-Emile Colin, along with accounts by the writers André Gide
and Charles Chassé (the latter’s mostly based on the memories of Marie Henry’s
later consort, Henri Mothéré), have enabled experts to recreate the decor of the
famous auberge even though it no longer exists.3% Mothéré’s memoir describes the
auberge during the summer of 1890: “Meyer de Haan slept in the main bedroom;
Gauguin occupied the one overlooking the courtvard, while Sérusier was in the
room facing the street and Filiger had the studio.”?!

o

... here Bernard discussed
new theories, Filiger studied primitive religious artists and Sérusier sought to
define the nature of the Breton peasants. The gnome’s face of Meyer de Haan,
absorbing volumes of good counsel, was immortalized in a bizarre sculpture by
Gauguin carved from a block of oak [cat. 94|, one of the most vivid and beautiful
sculptures he ever produced. Here also de Chamaillard made his first experi-
ments, crouching in a corner and painting with an intensity that he never after-
ward lost. . .."32 In Le Pouldu, Gauguin’s decorative stvle was strengthened, and
his symbolist bent became more pronounced both in sculpture (cat. 110) and in
painting (cats. 92, 93).



33. Letter from Gauguin to Bernard, dated
April 1890 (though probably from May of
that year); Malingue 1949, CII.

34. Letter from Gauguin to Mette; Malingue
1949, C, February or June ? 1890.

35. Letter from Gauguin to Odilon Redon,
September 1890; Bacou 1960, 193.

36. Chassé 1921, 28.

Chaplet, Pitcher, brown stoneware decorated
in relief with gold highlights [Musée National
de la Céramique de Sévres|

I. See Paris 1976.
2. Roger Marx 1910.

BRITTANY AND MARTINIQUE

Gauguin returned to Paris in October 1890, followed by Sérusier and
Mever de Haan. Filiger stayed on alone at Le Pouldu, where he was soon joined by
Maufra and Moret, who arrived too late to profit from Gauguin’s advice.

Gauguin had never stopped dreaming of distant lands; his correspondence
from 1889 to 1890 reflects his desire to travel farther and farther away, first to
Tonkin, then to Madagascar, where he hoped to found his “Tropical Studio —
anyone who wishes to visit me there, may do s0.”33 In the end, he chose Tahiti,
which first appeared to him as a poetic dream: “in the silence of Tahiti’s beautiful
tropical nights, 1 will hear the soft, murmurous music of my heart, in perfect
harmony with the mysterious beings that inhabit my surroundings. .. .”3# Later,
Tahiti assumed the role of an ideal place to perfect the techniques Gauguin had
discovered in Brittany: “My art, which you love, is but a seed — in Tahiti I want to
cultivate it for myself, in its primitive and savage state. I need quiet. I care nothing
for other peoples’ notions of glory! Gauguin is finished here. No work of his will be
seen again in this quarter of the globe.”3%

On 23 February 1891, Gauguin's works were seen once more, at the Drouot
auction that financed his voyage to the Pacific. And in the judgment of posterity, Le

Pouldu remains his “French Tahiti.”36

The Ceramics

“How can one adequately describe these strange, barbaric, savage ceramic pieces,
into which the sublime potter has molded more soul than clay?” (Albert Aurier,
“Néo-Traditionnistes: Paul Gauguin,” La Plume, 1 September 1891)

In June 1886, after the eighth impressionist exhibition, Gauguin was introduced to
the ceramist Ernest Chaplet by the engraver Félix Bracquemond.! Chaplet
(1835-1909) had learned how to paint porcelain during a thirteen-year appren-
ticeship at the Sevres factory. After dedicating several years to perfecting and
producing slip decoration, which earned him immediate praise in the 1870s,
Chaplet worked from 1876 to 1882 with Bracquemond at the Auteuil studio of the
Haviland firm before becoming director of Vaugirard at 153 rue Blomet, Paris.
From 1882 to January 1886 he worked there on reviving the stoneware technique
for Haviland. He made pots, pitchers, and gourds of brown stoneware, thrown on a
potter’'s wheel and decorated with characteristic enameled flowers, the contours
often highlighted in gold. In 1886, Chaplet left Haviland and turned his attention
again to the rue Blomet studio: it was there that Gauguin (who was living on the
neighboring rue Carcel) was able to learn the stoneware technique from a teacher
of whom Roger Marx would later write: “With his high principles and his good
business sense .. . the man was as unique as his work.”? Having already tried his
hand at sculpture with great success, Gauguin was to find in ceramics a perfect
medium for expressing his love of raw materials and his decorative sense. Of an
estimated one hundred ceramic ohjects by the artist, sixty or so remain; numerous
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others have disappeared, been lost, or irreparably damaged. This oeuvre was
detailed by Gray in 1963 and by Bodelsen in 1964. The highly difficult task of
dating Gauguin’s ceramic pieces, very few of which were numbered, accounts for
the differences in these authors’ interpretations, which are often difficult to
resolve.

Gauguin began to make ceramics in 1886, though it is uncertain whether
he made a few pieces before his first trip to Brittany. He wrote to Bracquemond at
the end of 1886 or in early 1887: “If you are anxious to see all the little products of
my folly come out of the oven, they are ready — fifty-five pieces which turned out
well — you will certainly howl at these monstrosities, but I'm convinced they will
interest you.”3 The letter is proof of an intensely productive period, if one takes
into account that all ceramists inevitably have a number of failures; this is charac-
teristic of the medium. Gauguin continued to produce ceramics whenever he
spent time in Paris, between his trips to Brittany, Martinique, or Tahiti. The last
pieces date to the winter of 1894-1895, after which sculpture definitely became his
focus.

Gauguin’s passion for ceramics quickly became a manifesto for an art
form, which in his eyes had deteriorated rapidly during the era of triumphant
eclecticism. He saw the Sevres factory as the chief culprit: “Sévres, in no uncertain
terms, has killed ceramics.” “Ceramic making is not a futile pursuit. During the
earliest periods of history, the American Indians frequently made use of this art.
God made man with a bit of clay / with a bit of clay, one can make metal and
precious stones, with a little clay and a little genius,”* Gauguin wrote at the end of
the Exposition Universelle of 1889.

Perhaps Gauguin’s taste for the art of earth and fire may be traced to his
childhood, for his mother had a collection of Peruvian pottery that was unfor-
tunately destroyed when her house in Saint-Cloud burned in 1871.5 His guardian
Gustave Arosa also owned anthropomorphic Peruvian ceramic pieces, which must
have strongly influenced Gauguin’s works. Except for a few pieces thrown on the
wheel and then decorated, Gauguin’s ceramics were modeled by hand, allowing
him to create “baroque” forms: pitchers, pots, and vases with one, two, or three
openings, adorned with multiple rolled handles added on, decorated either with
glazed or mat finish, sometimes inlaid with gold highlights, but most often in relief.
The familiar motifs of the Breton paintings reappear: shepherds, shepherdesses,
lambs, geese, faces (cats. 62, 64, 65). The last pieces bear no resemblance to
utilitarian objects at all and are in fact pure sculpture (cats. 85, 104, 211).

Gauguin’s ceramic technique was highly original, and he may be consid-
ered one of the great revivers of stoneware art at the end of the nineteenth century:.
Félix Fénéon wrote in 1888 that “he adores this banished, ill-fated, and hard
stoneware.” Greatly influenced by Far Eastern art, he systematically searched for
material effect, emphasizing firing faults, twists, oxidation, running, so that his
pieces had “the feeling of high fire.”¢

Ever the dreamer, Gauguin counted on his ceramics to provide a livelihood
when his paintings did not sell. A number of letters to Mette, written from Brittany
or Martinique, convey his hopes that his ceramics would rescue him, so much so
that he considered associating with Chaplet upon his return from Martinique at
the end of 1887. However, buyers were few, and Gauguin’s ceramics sold as badly
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as his pictures. In January 1888, Félix Fénéon tried to draw the public’s attention
to “these haggard faces, with large spaces between the eyebrows, tiny slanted eyes,
pug noses”” shown at Boussod and Valadon. Yet the proceeds of a ceramics sale by
Theo van Gogh, three hundred francs, enabled Gauguin to pay for his trip to Arles,
where he joined Vincent.

For Gauguin, the art of pottery was inextricably linked with that of paint-
ing. The Brittany sketchbooks show numerous motifs common to his paintings and
pottery as well as many designs for ceramics. Gauguin also often depicted his
ceramics in his paintings. Bodelsen demonstrated how ceramic technique led
Gauguin to simplify, to highlight outlines of shapes, which naturally brought him to
cloisonnism even before he experimented with this technique in painting.® The
evolution of his ceramic oeuvre is part of Gauguin’s general stylistic development
toward an increasingly complex symbolism, which is evident in his last pieces such
as Black Venus or Oviri (cats. 85, 211).

Martinique-1887

Gauguin and his friend, the young painter Charles Laval, had landed at the Atlan-
tic port of Colén, Panama, on 30 April 1887 after a brief stopover in Martinique;
they were about to discover the isthmus under rather disappointing circum-
stances. The expected financial help from Gauguin’s brother-in-law, J. N. Uribe, the
husband of his sister Marie, was not forthcoming, and the cost of the two artists’
hotel rooms soon exceeded their means. Gauguin found work with the Panama
Canal Construction Company, and Laval earned some income from painting por-
traits in the academic style. Misfortune soon struck them: Laval came down with
yellow fever, and Gauguin lost his job a mere fifteen days after being hired.

By the beginning of June, nonetheless, the two were able to leave for
Martinique, where they hoped to live cheaply. They moved into a modest cabin two
kilometers from the port of Saint-Pierre, overlooking Mount Pelée. There they
found a genuine tropical paradise that caused Gauguin’s palette to be transformed
by a veritable drunkenness of color. The canvases he brought back from his stay in
the Antilles, though few in number, represent an important step in his stylistic
development. He also made some very beautiful pastels, numerous sketches, and a
few designs for fans.

Gauguin’s stay in Martinique may be seen as the first concrete step toward
the exoticism and primitivism for which the artist would search during the re-
mainder of his life. Deeply influenced by the paradisaical nature of the island,
Gauguin was fascinated more by the black natives than by the whites and Creoles.
His impressionist touch, carefully controlled, lent to the paintings of this period a
particularly rich texture in accord with the increasingly decorative style of his
broadly rhythmic compositions.
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In January 1888 Félix Fénéon noticed a Martinique canvas at Boussod and
Valadon, and referred to its “barbaric and bilious character.”! One vear later at
the Café Volpini exhibition, the superb Under the Mango Trees,> which had been
recently acquired by a very enthusiastic Theo van Gogh, caught the attention of
Jules Antoine, who referred to it admiringly in his review.? However, it was not
until February 1891, when the artist's works were sold prior to his departure for
Tahiti, that the originality of the Martinique paintings was recognized by Octave
Mirbeau, who wrote: “He brought back a series of dazzling and severe canvases, in
which he has finally conquered his entire personality; thev represent enormous
progress, a rapid departure toward idealized art. . .. Dreams have led him, in the
majesty of [his| strokes, to spiritual synthesis, to profound and eloquent expres-
sion. Henceforth, Gauguin is his own Master. . . "

Mirbeau’s judgment corresponds to Gauguin’s own commentary on his
work: “I had a decisive experience in Martinique. It was only there that I felt like
my real self, and one must look for me in the works I brought back from there
rather than those from Brittany, if one wants to know who I am.”> This assertion,
which may be construed as a confession of sorts, allows the Martinique interval to
be viewed as one of the most profound bases for the primitivism which would
flourish in Gauguin’s Tahitian works.
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The Breton Shepherdess

Although this canvas has sometimes been dated to 1888 or 1889, it was assigned
the date 1886 by Paul Jamot as early as 1906, in the critic’s review of the Salon
d’Automne.! This would put it at the time of the artist’s first stay in Brittany. The
preparatory drawings and the subject, style, and technique of the painting serve to
support Jamot’s assertion.

There are several preparatory sketches for the work at the end of
Gauguin’s Brittany sketchbook,? in particular a preliminary sketch for the seated
shepherdess and various studies in which one can identify the sheep, the little
peasant, and the cow on the right with its head turned away. All these have been
dated to 1886.% This painting, along with Four Breton Women (W 201), is one of
the first Breton peasant scenes whose landscape is still clearly impressionist in
scope and technique. Gauguin would systematically develop this subject matter
during his subsequent stays in Brittany. With its dreamy pose, the work is signifi-
cant as a prototype which, transformed by the exotic, would find its full develop-
ment in Gauguin’s Tahitian period.

While the composition and the already tilted perspective of The Breton
Shepherdess timidly foreshadow experiments of 1888-1889,* the peaceful calm of
the canvas is still far from the somber primitivism Gauguin later cultivated. He
made a detailed study of the figure of the shepherdess (cat. 18), who appears again
on the side of a jardiniere with Breton themes (cat. 25) and in relief on the lid of a
vase (G 27) dated to the winter of 1886-1887.5 The reclining sheep in the fore-
ground at the left and the one in profile in the center reappear respectively on a
vase (G 42), on one of the short ends of the previously cited jardiniere, and on the



6. Huyghe 1952, 222.

1886
305 x 422 (12 x 16%s)

charcoal and brush and watercolor on laid

paper; watermark, L.BERVILLE
Musée des Arts Africains et Océaniens, Paris

EXHIBITION
Saint-Germain-en-Laye 1985, no. 154

shown in Paris only
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Brussels vase with Breton scenes (cat. 24). Thus, The Breton Shepherdess brings
together several of the subjects systematically explored by Gauguin between 1886
and 1887. An entry in his sketchbook of 18886 — “Fauché [cow and sheep] 150" —
very likely refers to this painting, which Gauguin probably sold for 150 francs to
Léon Fauché, a future exhibitor at Volpini’s café. For some time the canvas
belonged to Gustave Fayet who owned several ceramics by Gauguin (cats. 25, 36,

39, 211).—c.E.-T.
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Gauguin, sketches for The Breton Shepher-
dess, Brittany Sketchbook, pages 101, 107
and 110 [The Armand Hammer Collection]|

18
Young Breton Woman Seated

63



1. Jirat-Wasiutynski 1978, 52-33.

2. C. Lloyd, in London 1981, 157.

Gauguin, Pot with a Breton Shepherdess on
the Cover, 1886-1887, unglazed stoneware
[ex. collection Ulmann, Paris|

1886
328 x 483 (1278 x 187%)

charcoal and pastel selectively worked with
brush and water on laid paper; watermark,
Lalanne

dedicated and signed at upper right, a Mr.
Laval/Souvenir/PG:; inscribed on the verso,
Ce dessin ci-contre a été utilisé par/
Gauguin pour décorer une jardiniére en /
céramique par Chaplet. / Ce renseignement
a été donné a la / Galerie Choiseul par
Lenoble gendre de Chaplet/ le 15 avril 28. /
Cottereau!

The Art Institute of Chicago, Gift of Mr. and
Mrs. Carter H. Harrison

EXHIBITIONS
Chicago 1959, no. 76; Paris 1976, no. 71

shown in Washington and Chicago only

1. “This sketch on the reverse was used by/

Gauguin to decorate a ceramic/jardiniere by

Chaplet./ This information was given to the
Choiseul Gallery by Lenoble, the son-in-law
of Chaplet/15 April 28./ Cottereau.”

2. Rewald 1938, no. 6.
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This sketch, finely set off with watercolor, is a study for The Breton Shepherdess
(cat. 17) of 1886. The work seems to have been executed after a model, who
probably posed especially for it.! Like Degas and Pissarro,®> Gauguin, by 1886,
could call forth a series of poses and gestures, which he used from one work to
another and expressed in a variety of techniques. Thus, this figure in the same pose

reappears in two ceramic pieces created in Paris during the winter of 1886-1887
(G 27 and cat. 25).—C.E.-T.

19
Seated Breton Woman

While the position of this Breton woman is similar to that of cat. 18 in reverse, this
pastel is more audacious both in its composition and in its use of an overhead view.
This treatment does not seem to have been employed by Gauguin in his paintings,
but it appears again in a vase (cat. 24) on which Gauguin collaborated with the
ceramist Ernest Chaplet, and in the right portion of the fan (cat. 23) representing
seated Breton women. The position of the head, thrust backward, is repeated on
the reverse side of a ceramic of 1889, Sea Monster and Girl Bathing (cat. 82). The
dedication of this work to Mr. Laval leads one to believe that the sketch was given
to him at an early date, before the departure of the two friends for Panama and
Martinique in April 1887.2—C.E.-T.



1886
465 x 320 (18V1 x 12%)
pastel

signed with initials and dated, P.G. 1886;
annotated at lower right, a m Newman
souvenir affectueux

private collection, Switzerland
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20
Breton Woman and Study of Hand

Like cat. 21, this sketch is a study for a painting now in Munich, Four Breton
Women (W 201), one of the most important canvases of the artist’s first stay in
Brittany. The artist’s dating of this study provides a valuable reference point and
makes it possible, on the basis of technical and stylistic analogies, to reconstitute a
group of sketches of the same period (cats. 18, 19, and 21).

In addition, a third preparatory sketch for the Munich painting shows a
Breton girl seen from the back, with hands on hips (Pickvance 1970, no. II). In
these three equally sized sheets Gauguin used the same pastels and the same solid
form of the model. The hatching, which conveys a sense of mass, is reminiscent of
Pissarro’s technique in his pastels of peasant women of the 1880s. Already evident
here is Gauguin’s tendency to establish firm outlines. Forcibly impressed by the
traditional costume of these Breton women, as he will be by those of Martinique,
Gauguin is careful to convey the rustiticy of the clothing and to bring out the
contrasting delicacy of the headdress.

The repertoire of forms perfected in 1886 was to serve the artist again
during his second stay in Brittany in 1888. In Breton Women and Calf (W 252) a
figure is seen from the back, head in profile, combining the positions of the model
exhibited here and of the Breton girl with hands on hips.

Mr. Newman, the person to whom this work is dedicated, remains a mys-
tery. Perhaps he was an American painter working at Pont-Aven at the time, but no
trace of him has been found.—c.k-T.

65



1886

440 x 311 (1874 x 123%)

charcoal and pastel on laid paper
signed at lower left in charcoal, PEO

the property of a gentleman
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21
Breton Girl, Head in Profile, Facing Left

This pastel is a study for the figure at the right in the background of the painting
Four Breton Women (W 201). While here shown standing in three-quarter view, in
the Munich painting she partly disappears, hidden by a low wall. There, too, she
has a more thoughtful expression, her eves almost closed.

The same Breton woman reappears in simplified form on the Brussels
vase with Breton scenes (cat. 24).—c.F.-T.



1886
460 x 380 (18 x 15)

graphite and pastel squared in graphite and
blue pastel on laid paper

from the collection of Mr. and Mrs. Paul
Mellon, Upperville, Virginia

EXHIBITION
(?) Paris 1906, no. 124

shown in Washington and Chicago only

1. See Pickvance 1970, 23, pl. 18.

2. Jamot 1906, 466.
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22
Breton Woman Gleaning

More than a preparatory sketch for the Breton Shepherd Boy (cat. 42), this large
sheet is a work in its own right, executed in 1886, during Gauguin’s first stay in
Brittany. Two years later Gauguin used it for his painting.! The Breton peasant
woman with headdress, picking up a branch, is not necessarily a gleaner; she
might be a firewood gatherer. She makes an extended gesture that dates back to
the figures of Jean-Francois Millet, highlighting her big skirt and her immense
white headdress whose sinuous design stands out against her velvet bodice. Here
one sees, in both subject and execution, what Gauguin owed his master Pissarro
and, through him, to Millet, the painter of The Gleaners (1857, Musée d'Orsay).
One can imagine how, two summers later, sensing the need to heighten the green
and the somewhat monotonous harmony of Breton Shepherd Boy, Gauguin took
this sketch out of a portfolio and, using the same dimensions, painted from it the
person on the right. When adding the Breton woman, who is somewhat large and
disproportionate in relation to the child, he strengthened the idea of her
headdress and made it more precise, more decorative, and the focal point of his
painting.

This sketch was exhibited in the Salon d’Automne of 1906. In his account
of the exhibit, the critic Paul Jamot reported the “unquestionable signs,” more
than those of Pissarro, “of the influence exercised on Gauguin by the most re-

”2

nowned draftsman of our time, Mr. Degas.”?—¥.c.
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1886-1887

185 x 410 (7V4 x 16Y%)

watercolor and gouache over graphite
private collection

EXHIBITION
Paris 1960, no. 27

CATALOGUES
W 202; Gerstein 10
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23
Fan Decorated with Three Seated Breton Women
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This fan again uses various elements of the formal vocabulary Gauguin developed
during his first stay at Pont-Aven and draws them together in an essentially deco-
rative composition. The two peasant women seated in the center, the young boy,
the trees, and the bush are taken from Four Breton Women (W 201). Together with
the cow they are all seen again on the ceramic jardiniere of 1886-1887 (G 41). The
Breton woman at the left is the principal decorative subject of a vase dated to the
same years (G 18), and the Breton woman seated at the right is the same as the
one found in a sketch (cat. 19) and on the Brussels vase with Breton scenes (cat. 24).

The semicircular form of the fan inspired the artist to create an unusual
composition with subtle symmetry around the central axis of the tree. The fact
that the compositional elements of the fan can be pieced together from various
other works suggests that this was a souvenir of impressions of Brittany, executed
with great freshness after the artist returned to Paris.—C.k.-T.

Gauguin, Jardiniere with Breton Women,

1886, glazed stoneware [Musée du Petit
Palais, Geneval



1. Berryer 1944, 17.
2. Bodelsen 1964, fig. 154.

winter 1886-1887
height 29.5 (11%4)

glazed stoneware, with incised decoration
and gold highlights

signed in lower section, at base of tree, P Go;

Chaplet's stamp on underside, along with
the number 21

Musées Royaux d'Art et d’Histoire, Brussels

EXHIBITION
Brussels 1896, no. 77

CATALOGUES
G45,B9

shown in Paris only

3. Berryer 1944, n. 1.
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24
Vase Decorated with Breton Scenes

This vase is one of the few authenticated pieces to have emerged from the collab-
oration between Gauguin and Ernest Chaplet during the winter of 1886-1887. In
contrast to other ceramics modeled at this time by Gauguin himself (cats. 27, 28,
36), this vase bears Chaplet’s stamp on its underside; hence the basic pot must
have been thrown by Chaplet on a wheel, and the glaze subsequently added by
Gauguin.!

The middle part of the vase is covered with a white slip, to which the
incised, glazed decoration has been applied. The base and upper section have
been left with the original earth tone. Other examples of this highly individual
technique were produced by Chaplet in his workshop in the rue Blomet in Paris
before he moved to Choisy-le-Roi at the end of 1887.2

Gauguin’s use of a simplified, incised contour, with gold highlights for his
decorative motifs, has led this vase to be dated to 1888-1889,3 when the artist’s
interest in cloisonist and synthetist styles was at its height. There is a technical
analogy between the vase and a ceramic (G 64) also made by Chaplet and deco-
rated by Gauguin, dated by Gray to about 1889. More convincing, however, is the
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Gauguin, Breton Girl, 1886, colored chalk
[Glasgow Museums & Art Galleries, The
Burrell Collection]

4. Bodelsen 1959.
5. Bodelsen 1964, figs. 12, 16, 40a.

Gauguin, sheet of sketches with study for
Jardiniere, 1889, pencil [The Art Institute of
Chicago, Arthur Heun Fund]|

1. d'Albis 1976, 91.
2. Gray 1963, 156.
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hypothesis derived from a comparison between this vase and the paintings, pas-
tels, and sketches of Gauguin’s first period in Brittany, dating this ceramic to the
winter of 1886-1887. The piece is seen as a key work in the artist’s shift toward
cloisonism.*

The two main figures are based on Gauguin’s painting of four Breton
women (W 201) now in Munich. The woman seen from the back figures in a pastel
(P II) that served as a study for the Munich painting. Likewise, the woman seen in
profile may be found in another contemporary pastel (cat. 21). The seated figure
viewed from behind is almost identical to a Breton woman featured in a pastel
(cat. 19). As for the sheep and geese, these appear several times in Gauguin’s
Brittany sketchbook,” as well as on another ceramic (G 18) from the same period.

A comparison between the drawings and their motifs transposed on the
vase shows that the technical considerations raised by working with ceramics —
such as the avoidance of any mixing of colors during the firing process by the use
of incised decorative outlines — probably led Gauguin to simplify his motifs and to
interpret them in a more synthetic style.

Finally, it is intriguing to note that Gauguin left Chaplet to do as he wished
with the vase they had made together, as if its fate were not a matter of great
personal interest to him. Chaplet later exhibited the piece at the Troisiéme Ex-
position de la Libre Esthétique in Brussels in 1896, where it was purchased by its
present owner.—C.FE.-T.

25
Jardiniere Decorated with Motifs from The
Breton Shepherdess and The Toilette

The rectangular form of the jardiniere gave Gauguin the opportunity to use bar-
botine decoration in simulated bas-relief. There are two known pieces of this type,
both decorated with Breton subjects. The first (G 41), probably made somewhat
before the one presented here, has fully glazed decoration and repeats motifs from
the painting Four Breton Women (W 201). The presence of Ernest Chaplet’s seal
with the initials of the Haviland company! on the bottom of this ceramic indicates
that it is one of the rare pieces known to have been executed by Gauguin in
collaboration with the great ceramist.

Although the jardiniere exhibited here does not have Chaplet’s distinctive
symbol, a little engraved rosary, it bears sufficient resemblance to the earlier
jardiniere to place it among the small group of pieces jointly executed by the two
artists during the winter of 1886-1887. Several works from this group, including
this jardiniere, belonged to the collection of Gustave Fayet, a great admirer of
Gauguin who bought it from Schuffenecker in 1903 for 600 francs.

The body of this jardiniere, decorated with mat barbotine, contrasts with
the base, which is covered with a shiny glaze of various shades of red. This dif-
ference of treatment well illustrates Gauguin’s attempt at this early date to explore
the range of technical possibilities of ceramics. In the jardiniere with motifs from
Four Breton Women, the colors had run and become mixed, which would explain
the artist’s change in technique for this piece, and offer a reason for dating it a
little later, at the beginning of 1887.2



1886-1887
27 x 40 x 22 (10%8 x 15%1 x 8%)

stoneware decorated with barbotine,
partially glazed

signed on short end, P. Gauguin
Mille Roseline Bacou

EXHIBITION
Paris 1906, no. 54

CATALOGUES
G44,B10

shown in Paris only

Gauguin, The Toilette, 1882, low relief on
pear wood [private collection, Paris]

3. Merlheés 1984, no. 99.
4. Bodelsen 1964, 30.
5. Loize 1951, no. 436.
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On one of the long sides is the seated figure of The Breton Shepherdess
(cat. 17) of 1886, while the short ends are decorated with geese and a sheep,
familiar subjects of the first Breton paintings. A fragmentary study of the other
long side of the jardiniere appears on the back of a drawing at the Art Institute of
Chicago. The decoration of this side repeats the motif of the pear-wood bas-relief
La toilette (G 7), carved in 1882. Exhibited uncatalogued at the eighth impres-
sionist exhibition in 1886, this bas-relief probably attracted Chaplet’s attention. A
little later Gauguin wrote to his wife: “Delighted with my sculpture, he asked me
to do some works with him if I wished, this winter; if sold, the proceeds would be
divided equally.”?

In this jardiniere one can see a point of departure in Gauguin’s activity as a
ceramist.* It is also one of the clearest examples of the close connection between
the concerns of the painter, the sculptor, and the ceramist, since the same motifs
are found in works executed in each of these techniques. “I acquired a superb
ceramic jardiniere from Gauguin,” Gustave Fayet wrote to Gauguin’s friend, the
painter Daniel de Monfreid, on 2 October 1905.% Fayet exhibited the piece, to-
gether with the numerous Gauguin canvases in his collection, in the retrospective
dedicated to the artist at the Salon d’Automne of 1906.—C.F.-T.
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winter 1886-1887
height 13.6 (5Y4)
brownish red unglazed stoneware

signed beneath left handle, P Go, and num-
bered 49

Museum of Decorative Art, Copenhagen

EXHIBITIONS
Copenhagen, Kleis 1893; Copenhagen 1948,
no. 78

CATALOGUES
G 36,B28

shown in Washington and Chicago only

1. Album Briant, Louvre, Département des
Arts Graphiques, 25.

2. Cogniat and Rewald 1962, 98.

3. G 31, 32; Bodelsen 1964a, nos. 5 and
27 (?).

26
Vase with Figure of a Breton Woman

This tiny vase, polychromed in slip retouched with gold, is one of the rare ceramics
that was numbered by Gauguin. In marked contrast to the vase with Breton motifs
in Brussels (cat. 24), it was modeled by hand. Executed during the winter of
1886-1887, it differs from other ceramics from the same period through its more
simplified, almost massive form, which is alleviated by three decorative, dark
brown handles. Unglazed, it combines decorations in relief — a highly stylized
figure of a Breton woman, scen from the back with arms raised — and other motifs
that have simply been engraved into the clay, such as the woman’s feet and the sun
forms on the sides.

The polychromy, made of colored slip retouched with gold, is very subtle,
in keeping with the deliberately rustic stvle Gauguin sought in his early ceramics.
The motif of the Breton woman with arms raised appears on a sheet in the Album
Briant in the Louvre,! among sketches for ceramic projects, and on a page from a
Brittany sketchbook.® The same motif appears in two vases from the same
period,? one of which was, like the vase exhibited here, purchased by the Museum
of Decorative Art in 1943 after having belonged to Mette Gauguin.—C.FE.-T.



winter 1886-1887

height 21 (8%)

glazed stoneware

signed, P GO; inscribed in relief, ANNO

Mr. and Mrs. Herbert D. Schimmel,
New York

EXHIBITION
Tokyo 1987, no. 26

CATALOGUES
G34,B24

shown in Chicago and Paris only
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27
Vase Decorated with Three Breton Girls

This little piece bears the same decoration of small Breton girls with raised arms
as may be seen on its counterpart in Copenhagen (cat. 26). This motif forms the
main decorative element in several vases (G 31, G 32, G 33) made in the winter of
1886-1887 and appears in several sketches for ceramics executed by Gauguin
during the same<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>