Essays on the Later Work

Edited by Mark Ledbury

Sterling and Francine Clark Art Institute

Williamstown, Massachusetts

Distributed by Yale University Press
New Haven and London



This publication is based on the proceedings of “Jacques-Louis David: Empite

and Exile,” a symposium co-sponsored by the Getty Research Institute and

the Stetling and Francine Clark Art Institute, held 24—25 June 2005 at the Clark

in Williamstown, Massachusetts.

© 2007 Steriing and Francine Clatk Art Institute

All rights reserved .
This book may not be teproduced, in whole or in part,
including illustrations, in any form (beyond that copy-
ing permitted by Sections 107 and 108 of the US.
Copyright Law and except by reviewers for the public
press), without written permission from the publisher.

Produced by the Publications Department of the
Sterling and Francine Clatk Art Institute
225 South Street, Williamstown, Massachusetts 01267

Curtis R. Scott, Director of Publications
Katherine Pasco, Production Editor
Mari Yoko Hara, Publications Intern

Translations by Elizabeth Kieffer (Janzing essay) and
Etiksen Translations, Inc. (Bajou and Kotchane essays)

Copyedited by Laura Hensley

Prooftead by Sharon Herson

Design and production by Diane Gottardi
Composition by Amy Storm

Color separations and printing by
The Studley Press, Dalton, Massachusetts

Distributed by Yale University Press
New Haven and London
www.yalebooks.com

Printed and bound in the United States of Ametica

10987654321

Frontispiece: Detail of The Anger of Achilles (pl. 5)
Page 1: Detail of Leonidas at Thermopylae (pl. 11)
Page 17: Detail of The Distribution of the Eagles (pl. 2)
Page g1: Detail of Sappho, Phaon, and Cupid (pl. 3)

Page 189: Detail of Portrait of Zénaide and Charlotte
Bonaparte (pl. 8)

Page 253: Detail of The Return of Marcus Sextus by
Pierre-Natcisse Guérin (fig. 106)

Page 301: Detail of Portrait of Jacques-Louis David by
Jean-Pierre-Marie Jazet (fig. 118)

Library of Congress Cataloging-in-Publication Data

David after David : essays on the later work /edited
by Mark Ledbury.
p. cm.

“This publication is based on the proceedings of
Jacques-Louis David: empite and exile,’ a symposium
co-sponsoted by the Getty Reseatch Institute and the
Stetling and Francine Clark Art Institute, held 24—25
June 2005 at the Clatk in Williamstown, Massachusetts.

Includes bibliographical references.

ISBN 978-0-931102-69-1 ((Clatk) : alk. paper) — -
ISBN 978-0-300-12151-3 ((Yale) : alk. paper)

1. David, Jacques Louis, 1748—1824—Congtesses.
I. Ledbury, Mark (Andrew Mark)

2

‘NDjs53.D25D33 2007

759.4—dc22
2006038946



The Self in Exile:
David’s Portrait of Emmanuel-Joseph Sieyés

Ewa Lajer-Burcharth




Exile is strangely compelling to think about but tettible to experience. It is the unheal-
able rift forced between a human being and a native place, between the self and its true
home: its essential sadness can never be surmounted. And while it is true that literature
and history contain heroic, romantic, glorious, even triumphant episodes in an exile’s life,
these are no more than efforts meant to overcome the crippling sorrow of estrangement.

—FEdwatd Said, Reflection on Exile

s this twentieth-century commentaty suggests, the condition of exile is not

only materially but also psychologically devastating, Because it uproots and sep-

arates one from one’s own past, exile, according to Edward Said, produces a

fundamentally discontinuous state of being, “one that generates'a need to reassemble an
identity out of the refractions and discontinuities.”"

Yet for Jacques-Louis David, as indicz{ted repeatedly in his statements from Brussels,

where he lived in exile (1816—25) after the final defeat of Napoleon and where he even-

tually died, exile may have been experienced at times as salutaty and even rewarding.* On

2 November 1819, David wrote to his former pupil Antoine-Jean Gros from Brussels:

We will never understand each other, my friend, as long as you are persuaded that one
cannot be happy but in France; as for me, I have good reasons to think the opposite.
Ever since my return from Rome in 1781, I never ceased to be persecuted, tormented
for my works by the most odious means possible, and had it not been for a certain men-
tal strength [une certaine force de t#te] that heaven granted me, I may have well succumbed
to these persecutions. . . . You love me, my good friend, you want nothing but my hap-
piness and my tranquility; well then, be content, your wishes have been fulfilled; let me
enjoy the peace of repose that I am experiencing in this countty and that has been

unknown to me until now.’

Contrary to Gros’s assumptions, which may well be our own, the paintet’s expattiate exis-
tence appeared to him as a kind of respite from what he perceived, in hindsight, as a life |
under - the threat of perpetual harassment in his native France. David’s letters to others
confirm this perception that Brussels provided for him a longed-for opportunity for peace-
ful and productive existence and a fertile ground for the cultivation of his art. The artist
seems to have felt reinvigorated rather than uprooted or deprived: “Me, I work as though I
was only thirty; I love my art the way I did when I was sixteen, and I will die, my friend, brush
in hand,” he declated in another letter to Gros written from Belgium in the spting of 1817.
I am invoking these statements to raise the question of exile as a historically, politi-
cally, but also psychologically specific condition of art making. To be sure, I am not sug-
gesting that we take any of David’s pronouncements at their face value. They ate not sim-
ply a soutce of information ot a document of truth about the artist’s Belgian expetience,

but rather a form of self-ptesentation through which David sought to work out the
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FIGURE 95 Jacques-Louis David, Portrait of Dominigne-Vincent Ramel de Nogaret, 1820.
Oil on canvas, 23% x 18% in. (6o.5 x 47.5 cm). James Faitfax Collection

meaning of this expetience for the benefit of others and for himself. The specific issue
Iwish to pursue is the aesthetic import of the paintet’s new situation.’ How does one paint
in exile? And, more specifically, how does one represeht an exiled self? Whether it sev-
ets ot, on the contrary, liberates one from one’s own past, banishment inevitably raises
the question of the relation between subjectivity and histoty, including one’s own history.
Could such an experience generate a new understanding and a new image of interiotity?

Painted in Brussels in 18 17, David’s portrait of Emmanuel-Joseph Sieyés (pl. 10)
provides a good opportunity to consider these questions.” Among several pottrait com-
missions David teceived in Brussels, the portrait of Sieyés (1748—1836) was special in that
it was a likeness of a fellow exile, one of only three of this kind painted by David. We do
not know the portrait of another former regicide, Chatles-Jean-Matie Alquier, now lost,
but the likeness of Dominique-Vincent Ramel de Nogaret (fig. 95), smaller in scale, was
cleatly not as significant an assignment as was the Sieyés portrait.®
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David and Sieyés had known each other since the eatly stages of the Revolution, 1f not
carlier.? It is tempting to imagine that the two men wete in contact in 1790, on the occa-
sion of David’s work on his panting The Oath of the Tenms Conrt (1790—91), wherein
Sieyes, having been one of the event’s mstigators and principal actots, was featured as a
thoughtful if somewhat impassive presence at the center of the composition. In 1792—93
David and Sieyés wete both membets of the Committee of Public Instruction. David’s
letter written in the spting of 1799 to congratulate Sieyés on having been nominated as
one of the three governing ditectors and another letter, dated 21 June of the same yeat,
attest that the two men had by then known each other reasonably well." But 1t was only
in Belgium that these two former tevolutionaries became close friends. They atrived in
Brussels at about the same time, 111 January 1816."* The community of French exiles was
latge and, as may be expected, far from harmonious: it was divided by political squabbles
about the past but also by the inequalities of social and economic status. Sieyés and David
belonged among the wealthy emigtés living in telative comfott.” They initiated a cazsse de
seconrs (mutual aid society) for their impoverished compattiots, an mitiative that proved
controversial due to political divisions." /

In Brussels, the two men were often seen taking walks together in a park, on a path
that they had called the A/é des venves (Alley of Widows); they also met at the gathering
place of the French exiles, the Café des mille colonnes, and at David’s home on tue
Fossé-aux-Loups. When, not long after his artival, David received an offer from the
Prussian king to become Fitst Painter at his
coutt, 1t was Sieyés who advised him not to
take it." The fact that Sieyés’s nephew may
have served as a model for Agamemnon 1n
David’s Anger of Achilles (pl. 5), painted in
1819, may be construed as another manifes-
tation of the link between the two men. ™

How, then, did David portray his fel-
low expatriate? First, there is an intriguing
questton of appearance. It has often been
noted that David shows a younger Sieyés in
the portrait than one would gather from his

age, stated as sixty-nine in the mscription

FIGURE 96 Johann Heinrich Lips (Swiss, 1758— (about which mote 1n a2 moment). His face

1817), after Chatles Paul Jéréme Bréa (French,  is youthful and he 1s wearting a wig. As
1739~1820), Sigyés, 1789. Engraving, 673 x 3% 1. Chatles Paul Jérome Bréa’s frontispiece to
(15 5 x 9.5 cm). Frontispiece to the Nosice surla the Notuce sur la vie de Sieyés (fig. 96), pub-

vie de Sigyls, and ed. (Patis: Maradan, 1794) lished in 1794, demonstrates, Sieyés was
bald at a relatively eatly stage of his life, an

affliction that, 1n his own description, left
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EANL SOS STEYES

FIGURE 97 Infrared teflectogram of Portrait of Emmanuel-Joseph Sieyés (pl. 10)

his scalp covered by “chalky scales.”'7 His contemportaries desctibed Sieyes as frail,
plagued by illness, and unattractive. As one commentatot put it, he lacked any physical
attributes of greatness.”

David’s portrait does not easily squate with this evidence. But is his treatment an
idealization? One suspects that rendcﬁng Sieyés in metely flattering terms was not the
majot concern of the painter hete. As a portraitist, David was not given to flattery, as the
double chin and neat-butsting belly of Monsieur de Joubert (Musée Fabte, Montpellier),
painted by him in the eatly 1790s, will remind us. One scholat has obsetrved that David’s
Sieyes looks neither as he did when he was younger not as he did in 1817.” I would say
that his appearance manifests a subtle tendency toward abstraction that endows the phys-
ically specific body with a sense of agelessness. It is, then, a kind of tejuvenation that
does not return Sieyes to his younger self as much as it offers him a new one, lifting him
up, as it were, to the realm of these memories that ate vivid yet always somewhat inexact.

Ewa Lajer-Burcharth
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This 1s not to suggest that David painted the portrait from memory. We know of the
lengthy posing sessions that David requited to produce a likeness and of the painstaking
nature of his process. Alexandre Lenoit, whom David pottrayed 1n the same year (pl. 9),
testified that the artist “three times effaced my eyes befote arriving at the expression he
perceived.”*® The comtesse de Vilain 1111 vividly described the tediousness of sitting for
her portrait (National Gallery, London), painted by David in his fisst year in exile. She
reported that it took a fout-hout-long session for David to do just the forehead and the
eyes and another sitting of that length to paint her nose and cheeks.*’ (David’s unfinished
Portrait of General Bonaparte [1797—98; Musée du Louvre, Parts] illustrates what happened
when the sitter lacked the time ot patience to pose fot him.)**

If David worked hatd at Sieyes’s traits, the effort did not leave any visible ot, for that
mattet, invisible traces. The portrait seems to have been painted with a considerable ease
and confidence, a fact confirmed by the most recent infrared examination of the canvas
(fig 97), which treveals no substantial revisions 1n the process of painting, Among the
very few apparent changes are the left collar, which, as the pentimento 1ndicates, was first
painted raised, and the slight adjustment 1n the position of the left arm (Steyes’s right),
which David tucked 1n a bit in the final version.”* The point of the matter is that the end
result, while fluidly rendered and compelling, has little to do with the actual body of
Sieyes, frail as it was and disabled by age.

This (bodily) abstraction coexists here, though, with an unusually strong, almost uncanny
sense of psychological presence conveyed by the way the body is tendered. These ate the
tricks of the trade at which David was particulatly good. Note the many subtle ways 1n
which David secured the effect of depth—not only physical (as 10 volume), but also psy-
chological, multiplying the folds and cteases of the redingoze and slightly lifting the lapels
as 1f to create a breathing space and a kind of inner reserve at once physical and psychic.
On the reverse side of the collar there is an additional internal ctease of the lining that
seems to form a satin folder of the innermost self.

But what 1s perhaps the most striking is the way in which these contingencies of
appeatrance mnteract with the eloquent void of the background. David mastered the use
of this faitly standard device of eighteenth-century portraiture, often using scumbling to
give the blank background a vague sense of spatiality, of inner animation enhanced by
light. This 1s the effect he developed i the pottrait formula e #rois guatre, which he adopted
and transformed 1n his portraits of the eatly revolutionary pertod—that 1s, 1790—g92—
and to which the Brussels portrait harks back. The likeness of Mme de Thélusson of
1790 (Collection of Bayerische Hypo- and Vereinsbank AG in Alte Pinakothek, Munich)
exemplifies the highly finished version of the formula, which David continued to use
throughout the Consulate and the Empire, as the portrait of Cooper Penrose (The Putnam
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Foundation, Timken Museum of Art, San Diego), painted in 1801—2, attests. But in the
portrait of Sieyés, the painter subtly adjusts this model by adopting a more centered,
tight, and up-close mode of presenting the sitter. Rather than being shown at a slight bias,
as was Penrose, Sieyés is rendered more frontally, almost hietatically. The Latin inscrip-
tion above his head enhances the sense of solemnity inherent in such hieratic presentation.

Painted in the uppermost atea of the canvas in light orange majuscules, the insctiption is
split in two parts, with Ewmmmn. Jos. Sieyes. and Aetatis suae 69 (“BEmmanuel Joseph Sieyés in
his 69th year”) flanking the sittet’s head. Such inscriptions are not too frequent in David’s
porttaits. We ate not dealing here with the declarations of authotship for which David
used Latin during and after the Revolution—as in the eatlier portrait of Henriette de
Vegninac (1799; Musée du Louvre, Patis), signed and dated on the bottom right David fhar
anno septimo R [eipublica] Glallicae], and similatly in his pottrait of Penrose.”* We may note
that, in the Sieyés portrait, David’s signature and date, placed on the lower left, ate ren-
deted in plain French, as if to distinguish them from the language of authotity in which
the upper inscription identifies the sitter and his age. A similar type of annotation
appeared in the portraits of Pope Pius VII (pl. 15) and Pius VII and Catdinal Caprara
(fig. 129), both painted by David in 1805. In regatd to ptivate individuals, I can think of
only one precedent in David’s practice, namely the portrait of the Mongez couple,
Antoine Mongez and his wife, Angélique Mongez (1812; Musée du Louvre, Paris), in
which the insctiption functions as a personal note from the artist to his friends: Awicos
Antoninm Monges, et Angelicam nxorem amicus Ludoviens David anno MDCccx1r [1812].%

But the Iinscription on the Sieyés portrait is not a dedication to the sitter, but rather
a form of address directed elsewhere—to the viewer, ot to posterity. Echoing the well-
established custom of late-sixteenth- and seventeenth-century Northern portraiture (see
fig. 98),‘6 which David must have known eatliet, but with which he became teacquainted
during his visits to the museums in Brussels and Ghent, it identified Sieyés as a sitter of
special status—as in the papal portraits, not a private person but rather a histotical persona.

The insctription indicates, then, David’s desite to situate his sitter not simply in rela-
tion to the present—Brussels—but also in relation to the tevolutionary past that defined
Sieyes’s histotical importance. Its laconic form may be seen as a distant echo of those
inscriptions that David had introduced in his icons of the revolutionaty martyrs, Le
Peletier on His Deathbed (1793; location unknown) and Marat at His Last Breath (The Death
of Maray) (see fig. 80), thus defining them as an altogethet new type of image, at once pub-
lic and private, political and personal.”” The writing on the wall in the Sieyés portrait,
then, may also point to the sittet’s and paintet’s shared history.

Ewa Lajer-Burcharth
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FIGURE 98 Pieter Poutrbus (Flemish, 1523/24—84), Portrait of Jacob van der Gheenste, 1583.
Oil on panel. Musées royaux des Beaux-Arts de Belgique, Brussels (inv. 572)

But how much of the revolutionary past did Sieyés and David actually shate? Born in the
same yeat, 1748, they had a similar social background. Sieyeés came from a Provengal fam-
ily of modest means: his father was an agent of toyal administtation in the small town of
Fréjus. David, a Patisian, was the son of a commerjant and a mother whose trelatives “prac-
ticed art.””*® Sieyés was forced by his father to enter an ecclesiastical career without having
any inclinations to do so and, after theological studies at the Sotbonne, 1n 1772 was
ordained as a priest. From the start, though, Sieyes had strong philosophical and politi-
cal interests, and at the outset of the Revolution he was already a well-known author of
political tracts.

We do not know what David would have been forced to do in his life had his father
not died 1n a duel accident when David was nine. His mothet, through her family con-
nections, enabled her son’s careet—not without some 1nitial resistance—in the atea of
his chosen 1ntetest: art.*? But launching it proved difficult for David: we may remembet
that he ttied four times for the Prix de Rome, his misgivings not only causing a petsonal
crisis (he attempted suicide) but also producing a lasting resentment against the Academy,
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FIGURE 99 Anonymous, Sieyés [as a conspirator], n.d.
Engtaving, 8 x 4% in. (21 x 12 cm). Bibliothéque nationale de France, Patis
(Collection de Vinck 2693, t. 16, fol. 50)

which proved decisive for David’s professional vicissitudes. Thus, at the outset of the
Revolution, what the painter had in common with the #b¥é Sieyés was a deep frustration
with the institutions of ptivilege on which the functioning of the Ancien Régime was
based as well as a profoundly petsonal commitment to social change. '
Sieyes’s frustrations had to do with the precatious nature of private patronage on
which he was forced to rely as an aspiring cletic. It was not enough to be brilliant, as he
was; to artive anywhere, you needed 2 protector. Repotting on one of his eatly disap-
pointments with one such protectot, who failed in helping him to obtain a benefice at the
bishopric of Chattres, the young Sieyes wrote to his father in June 1773: “[My protec-
tor’s] lack of success certainly does not hurt him as much as it hurts me. If the thing suc-
ceeded as he had hoped it would, I would have become something instead of which I am

30

nothing”’3® It was Sieyes’s perspicacity to recognize his petsonal frustration as a symptom
of a larger social problem and to transform it into a discoutse of revolutionary discon-
tent with the status quo, a discoutse that led to a watetrshed political and social change. It

is precisely the language of this letter that echoes in the three famous questions opening
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Sieyes’s seminal pamphlet, Whart Is the Third Estate? (1789): “1 What 1s the Third Bstate?
Everything. 2. What has been till now its role in the political order? Nothing, 3. What
does it demand? To become something”?'

These vety questions provided the impetus for the transformation of the Third
Estate into a National Assembly at the momentous meeting of the deputies of that order
at the Tennis Court at Versailles 1n June 1789. Sieyés’s pamphlet thus succeeded in trans-
forming the “nothing” of the Third Estate, with Sieyés as its mouthpiece, 1nto the
“something” of the new political order, one based on the principle of representation, a key
concept in Sieyés’s political theory from then on. Sieyés argued that the political practice
of tepresentation must serve as the foundation of the new society. As he put it in his
speech of 2 Thermidor Year IT (20 July 1794): “Everything 1s representation in the social
tealm. It is to be found everywhere in the private as well as in the public ordet. I will say
more, 1t 1s tnsepatable from the vety essence of social life.”?*

This new pinciple came to intervene 1n Sieyés’s own life, contributing to a majot
change in his career: from a priest to a member of the national representation. He was part
of the National Assembly from its inception and, in 1792, shedding the frock of 2 church-
man, he became a deputy to the National Convention, as did David. Holding different pub-
lic offices and executive posts undet the Directory (1795-99) and the Consulate (1799—
1804), Sieyés was considered to be the key political actor throughout the entire revolutionary
decade, often behind the scenes. A tevolutionary caticature depicting him as a conspirator
swathed 11 a black cape (fig. 99) testifies to the perception of him as a political schemer.
He was the one who engineered Bonaparte’s coup d’état, becoming briefly one of the three
tulets of Prance.?” He ended up, though, yielding power to Bonaparte, who tewarded him
for his setvices with an estate, a title of count, and a small fortune; though Sieyés remained
2 senatot undér the Empire, he effectively retired from political life.

The second key concetn in Sieyes’s political theory was the status of the individual in
telation to the new ideal of collectivity and to the new representative political system that
guaranteed its existence. This was one of the major problems posed by the fledgling
French democtacy. Sieyes was involved in the theoretical and legal definitton of that prob-
lem from the start, mobilized as he was to draft the Declaration of the Rights of Man and
of the Citizen (1792) and later also to help formulate the new constitution. Sieyés’s view
was that political representation was by no means an end in itself. He insisted, “The only
real happiness is that of individuals. Ask Lycutgus what his aim was in founding the
Spartan constitution. He wished to construct a state. Men wete fot him the stones for his
building. For me it is the stone that is all, the end of 2ll, and the building is at its service.”*4

David followed a revolutionary path that was similar to Sieyés’s—up to a point. His
eatly project of The Oath of the Tennis Court served, 1n a sense, as a testing ground for the
problem of teptesentation, both political and visual. What proved most difficult, as his
unfinished édbauche (see fig. 125) for the composition attests (as does the fact that the whole
project, despite David’s tepeated attempts, proved untealizable), was to figure out the

The Self in Exile: David's Portrait of Emmanuel-Joseph Sieyés
241



FIGURE 100 Jacques-Louis David, Studies for “The Oath of the Tennis Conrt,” c. 1791.
Black chalk on papet, 7/ x 474 in. (19.2 X 12.5 cm).
Musée national du Chateau de Vegsailles (inv. MV7800 fols. 15v and 161)

FIGURE 101 Jacques-Louis David, Portrait of André-Antoine Bernard, called Bernard de Saintes, 1795.
Pen and India ink and gray wash, heightened with white gouache over graphite on papet,
diam. 774 in. (x8.1 cm). The J. Paul Getty Museum, Los Angeles



relation between individual and collective forms of representation. In this regard, it 1s
curtous how often in his preparatory studies for Zhe Oath of the Tennis Conrt, such as those
contained 1n a sketchbook now at Versailles (fig: 100), David returned to the figure of an
individual—quite possibly an tmage of Sieyés—who neithet joins in the act of oath tak-
ing not opposes 1t, but rather stands for the aspect of mntense reflection behind 1t.

It would be tempting to say that David ended up choosing the collective over the
individual, both in his political careet, which followed the Jacobin trajectory leading to the
espousal of ditect democtacy (a system that Sieyés repeatedly warned against), and in his
attistic cateer as well, This choice may be seen as epitomized by his Marat: the image of
an 1ndividual as the sactifice of the people. But this would be an oversimplification. The
interests of the individual were in fact at the cote of Jacoblh 1deology.?’ David’s own
Marat may thus be seen as a Jacobin icon precisely insofar as it conveyed a tension
between the quest of the individual and the collective putposes of the Revolution.

This tension resutfaced as an acute personal and artistic problem for David after
Thermidor. His work from ptison, whete he found himself after Robespierre’s fall, man-
ifests, as I have argued elsewhete, an aesthetic ctisis that almounted to a crisis 1n tepre-
sentation.* David’s likeness of Betnard de Saintes (fig. 101), which belongs to a settes of
medallion portraits of the former Jacobin deputies imptisoned with the artist at the
College des Quatte Nations, illustrates the point. To pottray this former Tetrotist known
as the “Iron Pickax” (Pioche-Fer)—for he trav-
cled 1 the provinces with his own portable
guillotine—David adopted the format of the
bust medallion used during the Revolution
to trepresent the new legislative bodies. An
example of this form of representation was a
seties of portrait prints of the membets of the
National Assembly published by Franz Gabrtel
Fiesinget, among which can be found a medal-
lion likeness of Sieyés by Jean Urbain Guérin

P (fig. 102).>7 But David’s attempt to reinsert the
./ 4

& Efernttli. Patinals on 78
({/ﬂ/./})r.}n%w/'é 7 fmw.,\/;yo../)

compromised deputy’s body mto the field of
official teptesentation yielded ambivalent effects.

The decorum of the profile presentation was
FIGURE 102 Jean Urbain Guérin

. breached by the psychological definition of
(French, 1760—1836), Sigyés, c. 1790. the si lified by the disaffected ol
Bngraving, 6% x 4% in. (16.5 X 11 . e sittet, exemplified by the disaffected glance

From Franz Gabiel Fiesinger, de Saintes was shown casting from under his

Portraits de diputés & la Assemblée hat, and by the introduction of a gestute
nationale en 178 (Patis, 1790s) (absent from the traditional format of the bust
medallion)—and with 1t, a sense of subjective
presence that resonated ambivalently 1n the
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context of the populas imagery circulating at the time. This imagery repeatedly described
the former Tettorists as either monstrous and violent or guilty and tepentant. Such was
the case, for example, with an anonymous post-Thermidotian print showing a deputy
wandeting in anguish with his atms crossed on his chest, haunted by memoties of his
past.?® In echoing this gesture, de Saintes’s likeness engages, if involuntatily, with the
ethos of Jacobin guilt. (Note also the way in which de Saintes’s arm cuts like a guillotine
blade through his hand, leaving his slightly uncouth fingess, with their long and visibly
dirty nails, to dangle prominently underneath.) David’s medallions thus offered the for-
mer Jacobin deputies a position in representation while also subtly undermining it.3?

In the portraits of his fellow exiles from Brussels—Sieyeés, Alquiet, and Ramel—
David confronted a problem that was not too diffetent from the one he had dealt with in
the prison medallions. These wete after all the regicides—that is, according to Article 7
of the law of amnesty promulgated on 12 January 1816, the “irreconcilable enemies of
France.” This law sentenced all of them to “exile in petpetuity” and stripped them of
their titles and possessions.*®

Most of the exiles assumed this political and matetial dispossession with dignity.
"Thus, when David asked the intetior minister, Blie Decazes, for 2 passpott to leave the
country, and was given the impression that he could avoid prosctiption, he replied that
he intended to fully submit himself to the law*'—-as did Sieyés.#* David’s cortespon-
dence from Brussels confirms that the artist did not shrink from assuming full responsi-
bility fot his past. “I knew what I was doing, I was old enough to know what I was doing,
I did not do it out of passion; time will reveal the truth. . . . My conscience is cleat,” he
declared with almost audible ptide in a letter written from Brussels to his younger son,
Jules, who was in Patis, in 1819.4’

How does one paint, then, under the weight of a distant and yet freshly present past?
It is precisely the question of individuality—deat to Sieyés—that David’s portrait visibly
tries to negotiate. In the absence of any specific accessoties, it is not the social standing
not the political identity but rather the self itself that seems to be at issue hete, a self
whose age is ostensibly its only defining attribute. And itis, I would say, through this rel-
ative dispossession that the self announces its belonging to history—that of the
Revolution—a history that could not, and need not, be shown to make itself felt.

Thete are, then, no obvious éigns of the Revolution in the portrait. The only acces-
soty, a snuffbox and a checkered monchoir, ate most likely David’s own studio props, used
before in the 1795 portrait of Jacobus Blauw (National Gallery, London). No defining
attributes speak of the sitter’s position in relation to history. There are no specific refet-
ences to the intellectual ot any other personal expetience of the portrayed (e.g., a pam-
phlet, a book, or a sheet of paper and writing implements, as in the portraits of Blauw
or Lenoit), objects that one would expect to accompany this revolutionary intellectual par
excellence, “the doctot of politics,” as another exiled deputy, Bertrand Barére, called
him.** Nor ate there any obvious signs of the comte de Sieyés’s social standing ot his
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wealth, which was considerable, though he reportedly lived in Brussels without any
ostentation, even frugally.** There is none of the excessive sartorial pomp of the portrait
of Comte Antoine Frangais (Musée Jacquemart-André, Institut de France, Patis), the for-
mer chief customs officer from Nantes ennobled by Napoleon, whom David pottrayed
in 1811 in a costume of the Conseiller d’Etat that recalls the elabotate Directotial gown
Sieyés himself once worte.% Not, for that matter, are there any visible insignia of official
recognition (Sieyés was a grand officer of the Legion of Honot), such as those 1 David’s
portrait of Lenoit, painted in the same yeat, 1n which he wears not one but two crosses.*’
Sieyes’s somber costume—the black redingote, black trousers, a starched, crisp white vest,
and a tie wrapped tightly around the neck with 2 neat knot—are reminiscent not of the
priest’s clothes, as 1s often said, but rather of the attire of the Thitd Estate. .

We are looking at a body that seems to be comfottably settled tnto the space of tep-
resentation, its head nestled in the collat’s cr’isp‘ whiteness as if in a half-broken porcelain
cup. Commentaries on the painting have emphasized the sense of majestic serenity
Sieyés exudes.*® His expression seems indeed discreetly self-content and self-contained,
his direct gaze conveying a sense of openness, a sign of an innét life for which this body
is a silent harbor, mute, drawn in upon itself, addressing us but remaining unknowable.
His lips pursed, his coat buttoned, his gesture somewhat retentive, Sieyés looks amiable
but impenetrable. He has little to do with the almost garrulous openness of the sartori-
ally overproduced portrait of the comte de Turenne (fig. 103), painted a year eatlier, with
his face appearing somewhat vacuous—a subjective emptiness that David brilliantly
summed up through the motf of the teversed top hat yawning with 1ts 1ner void.
Sieyes’s body, on the contrary, will not betray its secrets, like the plotter swathed in the
black cape from his caticature mentioned earlier. In David’s portrait this ts not a matter
of sectecy, connoting political intrigue, but rather a matter of silence. The contemporary
description of Sieyés in Brussels as “immobile, enclosed, and 1ndulging more than ever
his stubbotn passion of keeping silent” comes to mind. 4

Silence was, of coutse, the ptivilege of the exiles. Wiiting to his student Joseph
Odevaere, David formulated an exile’s credo: “Silence, contempt, that’s all that’s needed.”*®
Sieyes, too, thought of silence as an exile’s strategy, though 10 a slightly different sense. In
response to his friends’ tepeated encouragements to write memoits, he replied: “Cwi bono?
Our work 1s great enough to dispense with our commentary. Our acts will teach those
who cate to understand our thoughts, and all our warnings would not save from our
etrors successors who will only eatn our wisdom at the ptice of misfortunes like ours.”*"

Sieyes’s dictum returns us to David’s Latin inscription. For its abbreviated forms
conveys a similat reluctance 7o speak for postetity. Who, then, 1s thus speaking? The text’s
majuscules, evoking the carvings on antique tombstones, speak 1n an impersonal, anony-
mous voice—not that of the artist, but of history itself. As such, 1t recalls the disem-
bodied hand writing a revolutionary message on the wall in Villeneuve’s 1793 etching
Lowis the Trastor Read Your Sentence (fig. 104). In Villeneuve’s passionate metonymy, the arm
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FIGURE 103 Jacques-Louis David, Portrait of Comte Fenri-Amédé de Turenne, 1816.
Oil on panel, 44 x 3178 in. (112 x 81 cm). Ny Catlsberg Glyptotek, Copenhagen

of the people breaking thtough the brick wall takes on the role of the divine hand met- -
ing out the king’s sentence.’*

David’s pithy phrase is, too, a kind of a sentence—for and against Sieyes. For it is as if
the insctiption both gave sense to this body and took away from it. The void behind Sieyes,
the blank sheet on which hang the words above him, seems to pull his body up toward the
sphere where it can mean but cannot be. The abstracting rejuvenation of the sitter seems to
be precisely one of its ambivalent effects, at once flattery and subjective evacuation.

Ultimately, then, David both makes his fellow exile present and points toward his
imminent exit. The hatbot of representation that sheltets his contingent body is also a
space of a kind of exile of the self that is being transpotted under our eyes into the tomb
of history. Representation itself can be, then, a space of exile, a space of silence, muting
the self while it speaks for it.’?
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FIGURE 104 Villeneuve (French, active late 18th, early 19th centurtes),
Lowis the Traitor Read Yonr Sentence, 1793. Etching, Bibliothéque nationale de France, Patis
(Collection De Vinck 5209 [31])

Thete 1s no doubt that Sieyés’s existence in exile was not as serene and majestic as
David’s portrait implies. Not was David’s. Notwithstanding the comfort of shared cul-
tute (and language), of relative wealth—one will recall the quip of the envious Pietre
Claude Frangois Daunou, Sieyés’s onetime political tival, that Sieyés lived in exile like La
Fontaine’s “rat in his cheese from Holland”’4— one suspects that these exiles lived under
some duress, for some more psychological than material.*’ One suspects that the shared
pleasures of their pastimes-—Sieyés and David taking theit daily walk on the .4/dée des
veuves, a route of grief par exvellence—were laced with the terrors of recollection.’® David
hinted at 1t when he spoke of how, 1n Brussels, he could only fotget about the world
when he painted. Once he laid down his palette, he would start thinking—about his chil-
dten, his friends, “the good people,” as he put it, refetring, if indirectly, to his past.’”” A
mote dramatic reminder of the persistence of the tevolutionaty memoties could be
heatd in the weak voice of Sieyés who, in 1832, back in Patis and seriously ill with the flu,
whispeted to his butler in high fever: “If Mounsieur de Robespierte comes, you will tell
him that T am not in.”"*®

It took Dalf to provide us, 1n the next century, with a vivid image of what such pet-
sistence of memory can do to the appearance of things.’? David’s portrait of Sieyés can
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only hint at this problem, subtly, indirectly: it offers us an image of an individual as 2 sub-
ject of the past that has at once defined and exhausted him, his position on the border
between comfort and collapse.

Exile, as David never tited of repeating, was a kind of happiness, a belated bonbeur
of the regicide. The bonkenr of Sieyes, as his portrait suggests eloquently, disturbingly, was
the pleasure of having become a subject of history—the pleasute of a kind of death.

T would like to thank my student and reseatch assistant Andrei Pop for his help in the pteparation of this text for publication,
‘The epigtaph is taken from Edward Said, Reflections on Eixife (1984; repr., Cambtidge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 2000),
173. Italics mine.
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