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Preface

Annalisa Fischer (LMU Munich)

Hardly any other picture has been reproduced as often as Leonardo da Vinci’s Mona
Lisa. Many great artists have created their own versions of the painting, among
them the likes of Andy Warhol and Robert Rauschenberg. Marcel Duchamp even
created several variations in his famous L.H.0.0.Q. The image has been printed on
mugs, posters, shopping bags, and numerous other objects of varying artistic value.
For the cover of this volume, we chose a recent work by Lithuanian artist Sartinas
Joneikis, entitled Looking for Mona. In this work the artist examines the relationship
between the well-known visual image, its title and the expectancy this title creates in
the observer. In fact, in 1911, when the painting was stolen from the Louvre, people
were literally “looking for Mona”. When it resurfaced in 1913, the picture was not
identified as the original due to its appearance or an analysis of the canvas, but rather
because of its inventory number. The theft sparked an unforeseen interest in copies
of the absent original, and made the Mona Lisa the famous painting it is today. The
history of Leonardo’s Mona Lisa is thus deeply connected with forgeries, copies,
and disputable originals. In a series of etchings in which the same motif is shown
with slight variations, Joneikis attempts to determine the point at which one of his
prints actually could become the Mona Lisa. By deforming the image in his prints,
the artist emphasises the arbitrariness of the connection between title and image.
Hence, every version he creates effectively becomes a kind of Mona Lisa.
Forgeries are a universally current topic. In the last few years the art market
was shaken by forgery scandals surrounding the works of Max Ernst and
Alberto Giacometti, creating a great amount of public interest. Documentaries
and movies such as Stefan Ruzowitzky’s Oscar-winning film The Counterfeiters
are being produced to critical acclaim, and in contemporary art research, forgers
and their work are a topic of continuing interest. See, for example, Christopher
S. Wood’s Forgery, Replica, Fiction: Temporalities of German Renaissance
Art (2008) or Thierry Lenain’s 2011 study Art Forgery: The History of a Mod-
ern Obsession. Forgeries are an omnipresent part of contemporary culture, and
closely related to historically and culturally informed ideas of authenticity, legality,
authorship, creativity, tradition and innovation. Current interest revolves around not
only the concept of faking, but an interrogation of the categories ‘authentic’ and
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‘fake’. The international conference Faking, Forging, Counterfeiting: Discredited
Practices at the Margins of Mimesis, held in Autumn 2015 at the Ludwig Maxi-
milian University of Munich by the International Doctoral Program MIMESIS,
aimed at expanding the horizon of research in this area. In this conference publi-
cation, different approaches to the concept of forgery are brought together to high-
light the notion that forgeries have to be understood as productive mimetic process-
es and seen in the context of their time. To reach a broader understanding of what
such a perception entails the editors chose essays from different scholarly fields
such as art history, literary studies, media studies, and theatre studies. The contribu-
tions describe the practice of forgery not as the inability on the part of the artist to
create an original, but rather as a creative act in itself. They focus on various imple-
mentations of forgery such as faked traditions, pseudo-translations, imposters, iden-
tity theft, and hoaxes in different cultural and historic contexts. By opening up the
scope of the aesthetic implication of forgeries, this anthology aims to consolidate
forgeries in the aesthetic discussion as an autonomous mimetic method of creation.

In lieu of an introduction, in his essay Henry Keazor (Heidelberg University)
discusses the theory of ‘six degrees of separation’ that can be discerned between
what is commonly referred to as the ‘original’ and as the ‘forgery’. Hereby, it be-
comes evident that most of the practices that can lead to a forgery are in themselves
legitimate and even well established in every day art practice. It is only the way in
which their results are presented that can make them become forgeries. In the second
part of his text, Keazor goes on to discuss cases in which the boundaries between a
“hoax” and a “fake” are blurred, thus demanding the implementation of new, fitting
notions which can cover both phenomena. He coins the term ‘foax’, a compound
neologism melding forgery and hoax, and emphasises how such forgeries develop a
life of their own. Keazor proposes to understand these not merely as deceptions but
as entities that challenge our understanding of originality and authorship.

Friedrich Teja Bach (University of Vienna) takes a more critical approach with
regard to forgeries as an independent art form. Whilst discussing several recent
cases of forgeries and relaying his own experiences as an expert on Constantin
Bréncusi, Bach examines strategies of unveiling forgeries, and in doing so scruti-
nizes the interdependence of the forger and the art market. By discussing the stories
behind forgeries, he emphasises the narrative as a possible key to uncover a forgery.
In this way, he characterises forgers as storytellers rather than as artists.

In a case study Jacqueline Hylkema (Leiden University) explores the 17%-
century discourse in which painters and playwrights identified themselves with
the figure of the mountebank — a character which by the late 1500s had become
a byword for all types of forgery and fakery. Hylkema discusses three artworks
by Hendrick Goltzius, Ben Jonson, and Gerrit Dou, which use the mountebank
as a vehicle to explore the illusionary nature and dynamics of their own métier.
She then argues that the Earl of Rochester’s Alexander Bendo handbill (1676) is
a continuation of this particular discourse but takes the identification between the
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mountebank and artist one significant step further and thus challenges the bound-
aries between art and forgery.

Through a reading of 19"™-century Voltaire pastiches, Manuel Miihlbacher
(LMU Munich) explores the transition from the early modern to the modern para-
digm of authorship in France. While the emerging discipline of bibliography and
the editors of Voltaire’s collected works strive to enforce new publishing conven-
tions, Miihlbacher argues, such figures as the notorious pastiche writer Nicolas
Chatelain continue to subvert the ideal of identifiable authorship. Playing with mul-
tiple identities and questioning the concept of personal style, 19"-century pastiche
writers seem strangely faithful to Voltaire, who was himself a master of literary
mystification and deceit.

Margaret S. Graves (Indiana University Bloomington) focuses in her essay on
pre-modern Islamic art objects and their inauthentic modern ‘completions’. In the
19" and early 20" centuries, an enormous number of objects without secure archae-
ological provenance were sold. In her study of the Andarz-nama manuscript and
certain mina’l ceramics, Graves examines and problematizes the techniques by
which dealers fabricated complete objects to meet the demands of the market.

Tina Ocal (Heidelberg University) proposes a reading of the forgeries of
Giovanni Bastianini against the background of Italian risorgimento. She stipulates
that Bastianini’s forgeries embody the transculturation process of the European-
American gaze of the 19" century into early Renaissance art. Ocal argues that these
forgeries can be perceived not only as a falsification but also a way of preserving
the culture by merely selling duplications instead of the original. Both essays also
examine the cultural and spatial transfers these objects have been subjected to.

With Klaus Benesch’s essay we both leave the forgery of art and art objects
behind and take a leap into the 20" century. Benesch (LMU Munich) argues that
William Gaddis’ 1955 novel The Recognitions, in response to the abundance of
fake art in contemporary society, sets out to redefine the act of repetition itself.
The essay reads Gaddis’ novel together with Kierkegaard’s philosophical narrative
Repetition (1853) and thus identifies Gaddis’ handling of various repetitions and
recognitions in his text as the re-capturing or unfolding of an existential truth in
Kierkegaard’s sense.

Florencia Sannders (LMU Munich) focuses on a different aspect of repetition.
In her essay, she explores the grey area between literary experimentation and plagia-
rism. Sannders takes a look at Pablo Katchadjian’s 2009 novella El Aleph engordado
(The Fattened Aleph). Since this book adds 5,600 words and thus ‘fattens’ Jorge
Luis Borges’ short story ‘El Aleph’ from 1949, Borges’ widow, who is also the heir
and copyright holder of his literary estate, considered the work an act of plagiarism.

Laura Kohlrausch (LMU Munich) then proceeds to contextualize and scruti-
nize i.a. Borges’ own acts of forgery in her essay. Taking a theoretical approach,
she aims to show how literary texts since antiquity have invented their own sources
by referring to or even quoting from fictitious texts. Kohlrausch points out that
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in these instances of feigned intertextuality texts are not forged in the traditional
sense but rather non-existing sources are referenced and thus effectively brought
into existence.

Yola Schmitz (LMU Munich) explores yet another kind of forgery with James
Macpherson’s Poems of Ossian (1765): the feigning of a translation. Schmitz
examines what many consider to be one of the most sensational literary forgeries of
all time, discussing how Macpherson achieved these poems’ apparent authenticity,
and how he managed to convince so many readers, including linguists, of their
veracity — in spite of the absence of ‘original’ texts.

Laura Fenelli’s contribution (Kent State University/Richmond College in
Florence) addresses the faking of miraculous images and relics. The icon of St. Do-
minic of Soriano in the 17" century created a cult which rapidly spread from
southern Italy to Spain and the Americas. Yet, this image was in fact shown to be
a late 15"-century painting, only later promoted as a miraculous icon for political
and economic reasons.

Contemporary practices that could be considered forgeries are explored by
Daniel Becker (LMU Munich) in his paper on imitation in new media art. He dis-
cusses how strategies similar to those of forgers were used by artificial intelligence
and avatars to disguise their bodiless existence. Becker addresses the dimensions of
deception and counterfeiting on an interactive level, from Alan Turing’s theory of
the ‘Imitation Game’ to contemporary art works that deal with questions of the au-
tonomy and agency of computer software and data. His paper retraces such strate-
gies and points out their consequences for a modern concept of forgery.

Simone Niehoff (LMU Munich) also focuses on 21%-century strategies of
forgery, specifically examining hoaxes. She defines the hoax as a mimetic practice,
which employs forgery as a means of parody, subversion, and, more recently, po-
litical activism. Niehoff reads the infamous Dreadnought Hoax from 1910 as a
precursor to more contemporary artistic interventions expressing critical political
views. She contrasts this approach to recent fake political campaigns by The Yes
Men and the German Center for Political Beauty.

This conference collection could not have been realised without the support and
kind encouragement of the directors Christopher Balme and Tobias Doring and our
friends and colleagues at the International Doctoral Program for Literature and the
Arts MIMESIS at LMU Munich. The editors especially would like to thank Silvia
Tiedtke who as coordinator of the IDP quickly responded to our every question.
Our gratitude also goes to the Elite Network of Bavaria which not only funds the
IDP itself but also generously financed the conference as well as this publication.
We would also like to thank the Center for Advanced Studies (CAS) of the LMU
Munich for kindly hosting and supporting our conference. Furthermore, we thank
all those who contributed to our conference and thus enhanced its cooperative
and pleasant atmosphere. The cover image of Looking for Mona was kindly made
available to us by Sariinas Joneikis.



Six Degrees of Separation
The Foax as More

Henry Keazor (Heidelberg University)

PART |: Six DEGREES OF SEPARATION

It is not coincidental that the title of this article references the stage play by John
Guare from 1990, specifically its film adaptation, directed three years later by Fred
Schepisi and starring Will Smith, Donald Sutherland and Stockard Channing.!
Interestingly, the premise of Six Degrees of Separation is implicitly connected
with the idea of forgery. The main character, Paul, presents to his hosts, the couple
Ouisa and Flan Kittredge — who happen to be professional art dealers — an in-
vented, forged existence. It turns out that he is actually not who he pretends to be:
among other things, he claims to be a friend of their children at Harvard University
and the son of a man who is directing a film version of the Broadway musical Cats.
Ultimately, both the viewer and the Kittredges can only speculate about Paul’s mo-
tivations for forging a false existence, but in doing so, he presents a mirror to the
art dealers’ privileged and only apparently liberal existence, since he has modelled
his invented character as a reaction to their expectations and way of behaviour.’
This is an important aspect of forgery: it is often created in response to something
which already exists, and therefore can be considered reactive rather than purely
active. Moreover it is very closely modelled on the expectations, hopes, fears and
the behaviours of those whom the forgery aims to convince of its originality. In the
end the fake ‘Paul’ also serves as a link in the ‘six degrees of separation’: before
approaching the Kittredges, he had already deceived other couples who were also
members of the New York upper-crust, and because Paul has a profound, baffling
effect on each couple he encounters, he links them in their shared experience.

1| Six Degrees of Separation, USA 1993, D.: Fred Schepisi. See also:
Plunka 2002, Chapter 8: 186-202.

2| See Plunka 2002: 191: “Flan and Ouisa are essentially con artists — up-
per class hustlers. Through elegance and erudition, Flan und Ouisa have
mastered the art of the deal but have no idea of their hypocrisy [...].”
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However, the title Six Degrees of Separation actually refers to an unproven theory,
developed in 1929 by the Hungarian author and translator Frigyes Karinthy in his
short story Ldncszemek [‘Chains’ or ‘Chainlinks’].> According to this theory, any-
one or anything on the planet can be connected to any other person or thing through
a chain of acquaintances that has no more than five intermediaries. Thus, everyone
is six or even fewer steps away, by way of introduction, from any other person in
the world. Any two people on the planet are therefore connected by a chain of a
friend of a friend statement from each other in a maximum of five steps (Newman/
Barabdsi/ Watts 2006; Barabdsi 2003). I have borrowed the title for the first part of
my article since I want to show that what we today call ‘the original’ is only five
degrees of separation from what we conceive of as a ‘forgery’.

Thus we have:

1. The ‘original’

II. The replica or replication

II1. The copy

IV. The pasticcio/pastiche

V. The stylistic imitation (or stylistic appropriation since here somebody
takes on the style of somebody else)

VI. The ‘fake’ or ‘forgery’.*

3 | See for this among others: Newman/Barabasi/Watts 2006, Chapter
2:9-11 as well as 21-26 with a reprint of the English translation of Karin-
thy’s short story.

4 | There has been a tendency to distinguish between the two notions,
so for example by the curator Colette Loll who in 2011 organized the
exhibition Intent to Deceive or by the author Noah Charney. But the claim
that these terms (according to Loll) are properly used when applying
‘fake’ to an exact copy of an already existing work, which is then passed
off as the original, and ‘forgery’ to a work that is not an exact copy, but
rather done ‘in the style of’ (stylistic imitation), which is then passed off
as an original, or (according to Charney) to apply ‘fake’ to the “alteration
of, or addition to, an authentic work of art to suggest a different au-
thorship”, and ‘forgery’ to “the wholesale creation of a fraudulent work”,
is unjustified because these uses are (as the contradicting definitions
of Loll and Charney already show) utterly arbitrary, since not covered
by any etymology. No wonder, thus, that in the art world (for example
in art technology which is occupied with fake-busting) the distinction
has not been established so far. For the distinct use of the terms by Loll
and Charney see the CBS-News-report by Mason 2014 on one of Loll’s
touring exhibition stops, where from 1:18 to 1:30 min., the supposed dif-
ference is explained, and Charney 2015: 17.



Six Degrees of Separation

I want to demonstrate these steps in the following.

I place the terms ‘original’, ‘fake’ and ‘forgery’ in quotation marks for two reasons:
firstly, in order to distinguish them from the other four manifestations, which in a
certain way are more objective terms inasmuch as one does not have to argue if
something is a replica, a copy, a pasticcio or a stylistic imitation, because there is
a series of criteria for settling this. However, the question if and when something
is an ‘original’ and/or a ‘fake’ is more open to discussion, and this is related to the
second reason why I put these notions into quotation marks.

The ‘original’ is something that is throughout the ages each time culturally negotiat-
ed and defined anew: we can see this by the fact that in Western antiquity ‘original’
or ‘authentic’ meant something different for a Greek than for a Roman — and for
both again something slightly different than to us. Since the object in question was,
when declared ‘original’ or ‘authentic’, in ancient Greece less associated with the
particular name of an artist or even a workshop than in Rome; it was related to the
material and to the way something was technically made.’

Later, in early modernity, a client or an expert again had very different expec-
tations from a single artist and/or his workshop or studio than today, depending in
particular on how the contract was stipulated: did the artist pledge that he would
personally work with his own hands at the work of art, and to what extent? Or did
he just pledge that the artwork would be executed in his studio and under his super-
vision? (Keazor 2015: 32-33) How differently one and the same object can be judged
becomes clear when we look at the case of a long-lasting legal battle, only recent-
ly concluded, about the second version of the painting Ready-Made de I’Histoire
dans Café de Flore by the German painter Jorg Immendorff, which today is in a
gallery in New Zealand. A private client had bought a second version in 1999 from
a workshop assistant of Immendorff in his studio for 30.000 Marks (15.000 Euro)
and received a certificate of authenticity. After Immendorff’s death in 2007, his
widow Oda Jaune claimed that the second version was actually a forgery: according
to her, it is just a copy executed without any authorisation by her late husband and
then fraudulently sold as an original. She also stressed the fact that the signature
on the certificate had been produced mechanically. In 2012 the district court, the
Landgericht Diisseldorf, agreed to her point of view and ordered the destruction of
the painting. However, in August 2014 the Higher Regional Court, the Oberlandes-
gericht Diisseldorf, decided that the client had bought the second version legally
in the studio of the painter and therefore could expect him to know of this deal,
especially given that the production and the direct selling of such copies via stu-
dio assistants had occurred before in Immendorftf’s workshop. Thus, it would have
seemed as if the painter had agreed to this practice and hence to the release and the

5| See i.a. Keazor 2015:32.

13
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valorisation of such pictures as part of his ceuvre. Consequently, the plaintiff could
claim neither the destruction of the painting nor its identification as a forgery. The
court, however, emphasised that it would not be able to make a statement concern-
ing the actual status of the work as an ‘original’ or a ‘copy’. Thus, the court refused
to comment on its artistic value.®

In a way, here we witness the clash of two conceptions of the artist: the first
stems from the early modern era, in which the artist had at his disposal a workshop
and assistants working in his style and under his name, who were therefore allowed
to sell replicas or copies with the Master’s agreements as originals. The second is
the modern, contemporary conception according to which only works which have
been directly created by the artist himself can be sold as originals.

To turn to an artistic trend which came to the fore in the 1960s, the so-called Fake
or Appropriation Art consists of artworks which repeat motifs and elements from
other works and nevertheless claim to be ‘original’ and ‘authentic’, whilst simulta-
neously baptising themselves ‘fake’” Of course, given that the works are presented
and understood under this heading, the works presented are of course not true fakes,
since a fake intends to deceive whereas these artists here aim at asking critical and
provocative questions concerning what actually lies at the heart of art, what makes a
work of art ‘original’ and ‘authentic’. Is it the idea in the first place or the manual exe-
cution by the artist himself? Art which employs appropriated imagery or labels itself
‘fake’ thus illustrates that art always references art which already exists.

Or, to shift our perspective to non-Western cultures, such as for example Japan
or China, we encounter a different idea of ‘forgery’. Here, imitations and replica-
tions of an already-existing object are highly esteemed because, firstly, ‘originality’
is not conceived, understood and defined in such a material way as in our culture,
but rather in a conceptual way; and secondly, there is a greater cultural appreciation
of the craftsmanship which is needed to repeatedly manufacture an object. Thus,
the ‘original’ has a very different status than in our culture.®

Since ‘original’ and ‘fake/forgery’ are terms which refer to each other, because
without the original there is no forgery, the concept of faking is relative if the concept
of the ‘original’ is already relative. Indeed, it is also culturally negotiated, depending
on the culture and the precise context, what a forgery is (see the above mentioned Im-
mendorff-example). Now we will see that each of the degrees between the ‘original’
and the ‘“forgery’ are steps which all can be considered as legitimate — or if, misused,
tampered with or misread by society, as activities which can result in something that
can be used as a forgery. Therefore I will demonstrate the ‘six degrees’ or steps, sepa-
rating the original from the forgery, by reference to certain art works.

6 | See the news report by Muller 2014 and Keazor 2015:91-92.

7 | See, for example, Rdmer 2001.

8 | See, for example, Fraser 2013, Shan 2002, Barboza/Bowley/Cox/
McGinty 2013 and Effinger/Keazor 2016.
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Thus, we have the ‘original’ or the prototype (I) which can be replicated (II)
by the artist himself. If the artist redoing the work is not identical with the original
author, we have the case of the copy (I11). The French Master Nicolas Poussin paint-
ed the picture Camillus and the Schoolmaster of Falerii (Pasadena, Norton Simon
Museum) in 1635, based on a story passed on by ancient authors such as Plutarch
and Titus Livius (Thuillier 1994:254, No. 109). Two years later the Parisian Lou-
is Phélypeaux de La Vrilliere commissioned a replica of the painting, which was
executed by Poussin himself and sent to Paris (Paris, Musée du Louvre) (Thuillier
1994:255, No. 122). However, we also know of instances where Poussin’s paintings
were copied by other artists such as in the case of his Plague of Ashod, painted
around 1631 for the Sicilian nobleman Fabrizio Valguarnera (Thuillier 1994:251,
No. 81). Possibly while the original painting was still unfinished, he ordered a copy
by the Italian painter Angelo Caroselli (London, National Gallery), who, probably
also in order to emphasize the function of the picture as a copy, altered various
aspects of it. These alterations included the size of the painting, measuring rather
squarely 148 x 198 cm in Poussin’s version, and an oblong 129 x205 cm in Carosel-
li’s version, but also details such as the architecture and colours (Keazor 2012: 56).
The next step away from the original is the pastiche or pasticcio (IV) where individ-
ual elements from several works of an artist are assembled by another artist into a
new composition. The Italian term — meaning literally ‘pie’ — is borrowed from
the art of cooking, since it was common in the early modern period to bake pies, the
filling of which consisted of a mixture of various ingredients, which only formed
a whole when baked together in such a pie. Such a pasticcio, based on Poussin’s
paintings, can be observed for example in a composition designed for the packag-
ing of an instant cappuccino in the 1990s, sold by the Italian company Lavazza
(fig. 1) (Keazor 2007: 95). Here, the female lute player in the left foreground is taken
from Poussin’s Bacchanale with Lute-Player (Paris, Louvre, 1627/28) (Thuillier
1994:248, No. 55), the woman with the basket directly behind her comes instead
from his Adoration of the Shepherds (London, National Gallery, 1633) (Thuillier
1994:252, No. 92), the musicians on her left come from Poussin’s Triumph of David
(Dulwich Picture Gallery, 1632/33) (Thuillier 1994:252, No. 91) while the group
of dancers on her right, apparently moving to the sound of the wind players, in turn
stems from Poussin’s Adoration of the Golden Calf (London, National Gallery,
1635) (Thuillier 1994:253, No. 100). Finally, the man in the right foreground, clad
in a green garment, is taken from his Death of Germanicus (Minneapolis Muse-
um of Arts, 1629) (Thuillier 1994:249, No. 58). One can thus see that the anon-
ymous painter of the pasticcio has chosen paintings which Poussin did between
1627/28 and 1635, thus covering a more or less coherent artistic and stylistic period
which also adds to the impression of a certain consistency the pasticcio gives — and
which could be treacherous if the painting was presented as an alleged original.
The penultimate step is the stylistic imitation (V): here, an artist does not refer with
such precise and identifiable quotes from another artist’s work as in the case of

15
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Figure 1: Pasticcio (after Nicolas Poussin) for the packaging of an Italian brand
of instant cappuccino, around 1999.

the pasticcio, but the resulting art work instead stylistically points to a distinctive
artistic manner of an individual artist or an era. For example, the German Romantic
painter Johann David Passavant in his Self-portrait in Front of an Italian Land-
scape (Frankfurt am Main, Stiddelsches Kunstinstitut, 1818, fig. 2) heavily refers
via the costume worn by him in the painting, the composition and of the prospect
onto a landscape, to typical Ttalian Renaissance portraits of the 16" century such as
Raphael’s Portrait of a Man (Florence, Uffizi, 1503/04, fig. 3). Passavant’s picture
could easily be confused with this painting at a first superficial glance. The painters
of the Romantic era with their reverence for Italy in general and for Raphael in
particular were longingly looking back to the Renaissance. However, Passavant did
not paint such works with the intent to deceive (Keazor 2015: 35).

Thus, all these forms of imitation are not only perfectly legitimate, but also
traditional and well-established tropes in the history of art: until photographic re-
production, a copy of the work was the only way to produce the (coloured) image
of a painting a second time. Learning to reproduce an original was also an impor-
tant means of gaining the technical skills of painting or drawing. By copying, a
young artist learned the manual techniques of artistic execution, and even the
pasticcio or the working in the style of somebody else was an accepted practice in
artist’s studios: the assistants of a Master very often had to execute entire paint-
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Figure 2: Johann David Passavant, Figure 3: Raphael, “Portrait of
“Self-portrait in Front of an Italian a Man” (Francesco Maria della
Landscape”, Frankfurt am Main, Rovere?), Florence, Uffizi, 1503/04.

Stidelsches Kunstinstitut, 1818.

ings in his manner and therefore needed to be able to paint in the Master’s style.
They sometimes even executed compositions which were only roughly sketched
by their Master and hence they had to be able to finish the detailed composition
by combining known elements from other works in the way of a pasticcio. How-
ever, all these legitimate, well-established, and traditional forms can also become
‘forgeries’ if they are passed off as supposed ‘originals’. Although it would seem
as if even the category of the ‘replica’ could hardly threaten the ‘original’, since
in both cases they are done more or less by the same author, i.e. respectively his
studio and the Master himself, it suffices to refer to the Immendorff-case. Here,
the question as to whether the disputed work was an ‘original’, a replica or a copy
shows that such things can quickly get difficult. It thus becomes clear that the one
and the same object can assume very different states, depending from the context
in which it is seen each time and the viewpoint of the beholder.

The act of ‘forgery’ can thereby be perpetrated by presenting a copy (III) as an
alleged original. Giorgio Vasari’s life of Andrea del Sarto tells the story of a copy
done by the painter after a portrait by Raphael, with the purpose of substituting
the original which the Medici were supposed to give away, but which they kept by
swapping the original with the copy (Vasari 2004: 143). A pasticcio can also be
misused when it is fraudulently displayed as an original: the painting Christ and
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the Disciples at Emmaus (Rotterdam, Museum Boymans-van Beuningen, fig. 4),
done by Han van Meegeren in 1937, not only adopts the style of the Dutch painter
Jan Vermeer, but combines it with references to Caravaggio, thus presenting a thor-
oughly mixed pasticcio (Kilbracken 1967:47-51). However, van Meegeren present-
ed this imaginative composition as an original by Vermeer which not only delighted
art historians with a newly-discovered work by Vermeer, but which moreover gave
them one of the rare religious paintings by the artist. Eventually, the work, via the
Caravaggio references, even seemed to confirm the previously purely speculative
connections between Vermeer and Italy. The fakes of the German forger Wolf-
gang Beltracchi launched into the art market from the middle of the 1980s onwards
(Koldehoff/Timm 2012), appear to be primarily stylistic imitations. This seems
to be in accordance with the fact that Beltracchi was always very proud to point
out that he never copied.” But on closer inspection it becomes clear that they also
rely on the techniques of the copy and of the pasticcio. His painting Liegender Akt
mit Katze (Reclining Act with Cat), executed in 2003 and passed off as a painting
done by the German painter Max Pechstein in 1909 (fig. 5), is actually a painted
and amplified copy of an original drawing by Pechstein (Berlin, Briicke-Museum,
1909, fig. 6) (Keazor/Ocal 2014: 35). That Beltracchi practised this kind of forgery
already earlier in his career can be shown by the origins of the picture Energie
entspannt (Energy Relaxed; fig. 7). This painting was done in 1985 and aimed at
appearing to be an original by the German painter Johannes Molzahn from 1919.
However, Beltracchi only copied a woodcut by Molzahn from 1919, titled Energien
entspannt (Energies Relaxed, fig. 8), and colourised it (Keazor 2016: 14). But Bel-
tracchi also worked with the technique of the pasticcio: his infamous forgery Rotes
Bild mit Pferden (Red Painting with Horses) from 2005, apparently created by the
German painter Heinrich Campendonk in 1914 (fig. 9) and which ultimately led

9| See for example his statement in an interview with the German
news-magazine Der Spiegel where he claims that (using the metaphor
of music) he wanted to “create new music” (in the original: “Jedes Phil-
harmonie-Orchester interpretiert nur den Komponisten. Mir ging es da-
rum, neue Musik dieses Komponisten zu schaffen. Ich wollte das kreative
Zentrum des Malers so erreichen und kennenlernen, dass ich die Entste-
hung seiner Bilder mit seinen Augen und eben auch das neue, von mir
gemalte Bild mit seinen Augen sah—und zwar bevor ich es malte”). A
few lines later he heavily objects to the assumption that he would have
used technical devices in order to copy (in the original: “Auch wenn im
Verfahren Gutachter anderes behaupteten: Ich habe bei keinem einzigen
Bild technische Hilfsmittel benutzt. Keine Projektoren, keine Raster. Ist
ja lacherlich. Warum soll ich eine Skizze umstandlich projizieren, wenn
ich sie aus der Hand malen kann?*“). For the interview see Gorris/Roébel
2012:131.
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Figure 4: Han van Meegeren, “The Supper at Emmaus”, forgery in the style of
Jan Vermeer, Rotterdam, Museum Boymans-van Beuningen, 1937.

to Beltracchi’s exposure in 2010, selects and re-combines several motifs from the
original Campendonk painting Paar auf dem Balkon from 1912/13 (Couple on
the Balcony, Penzberg, Stadtmuseum, 1912/13, fig. 10). The horses on the left in
the original are shifted to the right in the forgery, the boat below the horses in
the forgery can also be found on the right in the original, and the house is posi-
tioned behind the horses in both works (Keazor/Ocal 2014: 32). Here again, a look
at other forgeries done by Beltracchi shows that this practice is not exceptional in
his body of work, since for his forgery in the style of Fernand Léger Kubistisches
Stillleben (Cubistic Still-Life, apparently a work of the French cubist from 1913,
fig. 11), he took up elements from two original works by Léger and combined them.
Whereas the Léger painting Nature Morte aux Cylindres Colorés (Still-Life with
Coloured Cylinders; Riehen, Fondation Beyeler, 1913, fig. 12) provided him with
the idea for the machine-like arrangement of the mechanical looking elements (in
Beltracchi’s case they form a steam-engine), the picture Contraste de Formes (Con-
trast of Forms; Riehen, Fondation Beyeler, 1913, fig. 13) served him as a model for
the colours of the composition (Keazor/Ocal 2014: 30).

19



20 Henry Keazor

Figure 5: Wolfgang Beltracchi, “Liegender Akt mit Katze” (1909), forgery, based
on a drawing by Max Pechstein, 2003.

Figure 6: Max Pechstein, “Liegender weiblicher Akt mit Katze”, Berlin, Briicke-
Museum, 1909.
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Figure 7: Wolfgang Beltracchi, “Energie entspannt” (1919), forgery in the style of
Johannes Molzahn, 1985.

Figure 8: Johannes Molzahn, “Energien entspannt”, woodcut, 1919.
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Figure 9: Wolfgang Beltracchi, “Rotes Bild mit Pferden” (1914), forgery in the
style of Heinrich Campendonk, 2005.

Figure 10: Heinrich Campendonk, “Paar auf dem Balkon”, Penzberg,
Stadtmuseum, 1912/ 13.
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Figure 11: Wolfgang
Beltracchi, “Kubistisches
Stilleben” (1913), forgery,
combining elements from
paintings by Fernand Léger,
before 2006.

Figure 12: Fernand
Léger, “Nature Morte
aux Cylindres Colorés”,
Riehen, Fondation
Beyeler, 1913.
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Figure 13: Fernand
Léger, “Contraste
de Formes”, Riehen,
Fondation Beyeler,
1913.

The boundaries between these categories are not always so distinct; they can be
also fluid. A forgery such as the so-called Tiara of Saitaphernes (Paris, Louvre), a
seemingly ancient crown made around 1895/96 by the Odessa-born, Jewish gold-
smith Israel Dov-Ber Rouchomosky, had allegedly been conceived by its author as a
pure stylistic imitation with no intent to deceive. According to Rouchomovksy, it was
only the merchants who had commissioned the Tiara who then passed it off — with-
out his knowledge — as an original.!® However, the Tiara is not only a stylistic imi-
tation, but also a pasticcio of different motifs taken from antique artefacts.! And
the Tiara brings us to other techniques which can be legitimate, but which can
also be involved in cases of forgery. Thus, we observe at the Tiara what we could
call an ‘objective falsification’: the Tiara in itself, as a production of Rouchomov-
sky, was manipulated and falsified insofar as the goldsmith subsequently inserted
old antique pegs into it. When the Tiara was examined, these pegs, together with
the stylistically old appearance of the tiara and its many visual as well as textual
references to antiquity, conveyed a misleading impression as they seemed to
suggest the likelihood of it being an antique object (Keazor 2015: 55). Rouchomov-
sky claimed that he had been told by his clients to put these pegs into the Tiara,
but one could then ask why Rouchomovsky did not get suspicious concerning the

10 | See Rolle/Herz 1990 and Keazor 2015: 51-53.
11 | For the various sources, combined here, see Keazor 2015:52.
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purpose of the Tiara since a pure stylistic imitation could and should have done
without such ‘original’ and misleading elements.

Such manipulations, however, can be also executed without any intent to de-
ceive; see for example the changes made to paintings such as Albrecht Diirer’s
Paumgartner Altar (Munich, Alte Pinakothek, 1498/1503). It was heavily over-
painted with additions and changes in costumes and personnel in 1613 in order to
adapt it to contemporary taste, and was only restored to its original appearance
in 1903 (Bayerische Staatsgemildesammlungen 1986:170-71, No. 706). Another
example is Joshua Reynolds’s portrait Mrs. James Paine and Her Daughters Char-
lotte and Mary (National Museums Liverpool, 1765), where the mother was over-
painted at the end of the 19" century, possibly because an art dealer thought that
it might sell better if the painting only showed two young girls — an intervention
which was only removed in 1935.1

In each case, these manipulations were carried out to suit contemporary tastes,
and since there was no urgent need to change these elements, one can not call these
interventions ‘restorations’ in the proper sense of the term. However, such changes
can also either be carried out with the intention of restoring the appearance of an
art work, or to pass it off as something different.

I therefore briefly want to discuss the painter and restorer Joseph van der Veken
who tampered with damaged copies and mediocre early modern paintings in a
way that made them afterwards appear as alleged originals of art-historical inter-
est. For example, he manipulated an anonymous and artistically rather poor copy
(fig. 16) of the late 15™ or early 16™ century after Rogier Van der Weyden’s Ma-
ria Magdalena from the so-called Braque Triptyque (1452) (fig. 14) in such a way
that it was considered a copy done by the German painter Hans Memling, who
had spent some time in Van der Weyden’s workshop (fig. 15). Since van der Veken
thus ‘upgraded’ art works without, however, making his interventions perceiv-
able, his method is today known as ‘hyperrestauration’, because this practice goes
way beyond a mere ‘restauration’ (Lenain 2011:247-48; Keazor 2015:38-40). The
same holds true in an even more extreme way concerning an alleged Portrait of the
Princess Maria Josepha the Younger of Saxony, attributed to the circle of the
French painter Louis de Silvestre, appearing on the art market in 1992 and subse-
quently acquired by the Deutsches Historisches Museum in Berlin (fig. 17). It turned
out to be a heavily manipulated portrait of Maria Josepha the Elder of Saxony,
Queen of Poland (fig. 18), which had been overpainted in the late 19" century by a
French interior designer with a more appealing portrait to adorn Ochre Court, the
summer residence of Ogden Goelet, then one of the richest men in the United States
(Deutsches Historisches Museum 2000; Keazor 2015: 168-71). Luckily for the Ber-
lin museum, the painting turned out to be not just a work from the circle of Louis de
Silvestre, but to be a previously undiscovered work by Silvestre himself, before only

12 | See for example the entry under Liverpool Museums.
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Figure 14: Rogier Van
der Weyden, “Maria
Magdalena”, from
the Braque Triptyque,
Paris, Louvre, 1452.

Figure 15: Copy,
formerly attributed
to Hans Memling,
actually manipulated
by Joseph Van der
Veken, Belgian State.
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Figure 16: Photography
of a copy after Rogier
Van der Weyden’s
“Maria Magdalena”,
showing its original
state in 1914, prior

to Van der Veken’s
manipulations, Archive
Max Friedldnder.

Figure 17: Circle of
Louis de Silvestre,
“Portrait of the
Princess Maria Josepha
the Younger of Saxony”,
Berlin, Historisches
Museum, 1747150,
overpainted condition
between 1892 and 1992.



28

Henry Keazor

Figure 18: Louis de
Silvestre, “Portrait

of Maria Josepha the
Elder of Saxony, Queen
of Poland”, Berlin,
Historisches Museum,
1743, present condition
after cleaning.

Figure 19: The painting,
illustrated in Fig. 17
and 18 in the process

of cleaning and
restoration.
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known because of an engraving, and it could be returned to its original state by
removing the overpaint bit by bit (fig. 19). But if there is an ‘objective’ falsification,
there must also be its counterpart, the ‘subjective’ falsification. The case of John
Drewe and John Myatt can be recalled as such an example of this practice: between
1985 and 1995 the supposed physicist John Drewe (actually an impostor born as
John Cockett), smuggled forged documents into museum and gallery archives in
order to give forgeries executed at his request by the painter John Myatt a credible
history and provenance (Salisbury/Sujo 2010; Effinger/Keazor 2016: 72-174).

Thus, as we have seen:

* manipulated originals (such as mediocre early modern paintings van der Veken
tampered with)

* copies

* imitations

can all be used as fakes.

But the issue becomes even more complicated since we also have to discern
the purpose for which these forgeries have been created. As we will see, some forg-
eries are made and used with the clear intention to have them unmasked sooner
rather than later as a means to test the awareness of a group of experts or society.
Others are made with the clear objective to deceive experts and society as long as
possible — ideally forever.

PART IlI: THE Foax AsS MORE

Two notions can be assigned to the two phenomena just described: objects which
are produced with the clear intention to deceive experts and society as long as pos-
sible can be called fakes or forgeries, whereas things which are made up in order
to have them unmasked sooner rather than later, as a means in order to check upon
the awareness of a group of experts or of the society, should be more properly label-
led as ‘hoaxes’. This term describes something that is often intended as a practical
joke or to cause embarrassment, or to provoke social or political change by raising
people’s awareness of something — all reactions for which it is necessary that the
hoax is at a certain time unmasked, be it by its producers or by the target audience.
But since ‘hoaxes’ work with fakes, i.e.: deliberately fabricated falsehood, it is easy
to mix the two of them up and to take the one for the other. This is exactly what
happens for example in Jonathon Keats’ recently published book Forged: Why
Fakes are the Great Art of Our Age (Keats 2013). As provocative as Keats’ title
might sound, the author actually falls short of the thus raised expectations, since
where he talks about fakes, he merely rehashes the already well-known biogra-
phies of six forgers — Lothar Malskat, Alceo Dossena, Han van Meegeren, Elmyr
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de Hory, Eric Hebborn and Tom Keating. It is moreover extremely arguable if
any of their forgeries can be considered ‘great art’ since it suffices to refer as an
example to the forgeries by Lothar Malskat or Van Meegeren which today are
seen as works which have not stood the test of time and now look rather corny.
And where Keats talks about ‘great’ respectively ‘new art’, he actually talks about
Appropriation Art or about hoaxes. Hereby, one could discuss Keats’ definition
of ‘great art’ in the first place since it seems to boil down for him to works which
are ‘provocative’ and ‘scandalous’ — see for example his quote: “No authentic
modern masterpiece is as provocative as a great forgery” (Keats 2013:4). As a def-
inition of ‘great’ or ‘new art’, this seems rather one-sided and even old-fashioned
since it smacks more of the effects of the avant-garde in the early 20" century
than of contemporary art practice. Among the Appropriation artists mentioned
are Marcel Duchamp, Elaine Sturtevant and Sherrie Levine, none of whom did
produce fakes with deceptive intentions, but on the contrary intend for the be-
holder to realise that they are subverting and undermining the classical under-
standing of creativity. Among the hoaxes cited by Keats is an Internet project by
the Italo-American artist-couple Franco und Eva Mattes, who in 1998 created a
fake website of the Vatican which copied and mimicked the appearance of the
real site.”® The Mattes’ enriched their Vatican website with provocative content
such as quotes from pop songs, the exaltation of free love, soft drugs, “brother-
ly intolerance” between religions and the oblivion of the senses. The success of
student movements was invoked and the member of the Vatican claimed their
own “duty to civil and electronic disobedience”. In the “Intermediatic Decree
on Communications Tools”, the “Great Cathodic Church” explained its “Total
Domination Plan” in terms of “Technomoral Law” and “Telesalvation” and dur-
ing those months the Pope absolved sinners via email in the name of the “Free
Spirit Jubilee”.'* It was clear that the endeavour wanted to be recognised and un-
derstood for what it really was: a hoax intended to offer a satirical critique of the
extremely conservative position of the Vatican. If the hoax had failed, the Vati-
can suddenly would have been perceived by the society as progressive and open-
minded, thereby having a positive effect on its public image.

Fakes and hoaxes are not only linked by the fact that the hoax relies on the
fake, but both can blend and mutate from one into the other. When the hoax is not
understood as such and unmasked, it unintentionally — or even in certain cases,
deliberately — becomes a fake. On the other hand when a fake is unmasked, it is
sometimes perceived as a hoax.

13 | See http://0100101110101101.org/files/vaticano.org/ (last accessed
on 12 June 2017).

14|See the description by the Mattes themselves under http://01
00101110101101.org/vaticano-org/ (last accessed on 12 June 2017).
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Alfred Lessing’s seminal article What is Wrong with a Forgery from 1965 de-
veloped and defended a view of fakes according to which it does not matter for the
beholder if he or she knows that he or she is standing in front of a fake or an original
(Lessing 1965). However, the blurring of the lines between fake and hoax reveals
his position to be highly disputable. Context always matters — we never perceive
things objectively. Thus it affects our appreciation of something if we realise that
we have been standing in front of a hoax or in front of a fake, especially if we re-
alise that what we thought was a fake is actually a hoax and vice-versa.' In order
to clarify my arguments I would like to give two known examples for each case.

The first example is from 1973, when the young art critic Cheryl Bernstein pub-
lished an exhibition review under the title The Fake as More in an anthology with
the title /dea Art, edited by the American art critic Gregory Battcock who collected
several theoretical texts on conceptual art in this volume (Bernstein 1973). After
having introduced Bernstein with a short biography, the text mostly deals with the
importance of a painter called Hank Herron, who for his exhibition in a New York
gallery had assembled copies of all the paintings his colleague Frank Stella had
executed between 1961 and 1971. Bernstein discusses the conceptual meaning be-
hind Herron’s exhibition, which did not show new works in the individual style of
an artist, but were mere copies of another artist’s work. The young art critic accord-
ingly judges Herron’s endeavour, reminiscent of the still-young Appropriation or
Fake Art, as a ‘fake’ on several levels: in her view Herron had committed an act of
piracy since he had, without getting Stella’s permission, copied his paintings and
put them into a show carrying his own (Herron’s) name. But by exposing Stella as
the real author behind these repetitions, Herron also effectively ‘forged’ an exhi-
bition, since he denied the visitors’ satisfaction of their usual expectations upon
entering an exhibition: to see something new.

Nevertheless Bernstein defends Herron’s approach, since by copying only the
outer appearance of Stella’s paintings without any regard to their original context,
grouping all of them then together in one single gallery space, and moreover by, so
to speak, condensing the timeframe of their creation (Stella had painted his works
in a time-span of ten years whereas Herron copied them within a year), Herron
gave these copies new meaning within his exhibition concept. Bernstein therefore
sees a “radical new and philosophical element” (Bernstein 1973:44) in Herron’s
emancipation from the original context and time of Stella’s paintings, as well as
from the imperatives of the art business which continuously demands formal as
well as stylistic innovations and creative developments from an artist. Instead of
obeying this precept, Herron created a paradox: by simply repeating and then re-
grouping something already existing, he did something new and innovative which
broke with art world tradition. Through his disinterest in the visual appearance and
original context of Stella’s works, Herron made the intellectual process, the concept

15 | See for this also Keazor 2014.
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or ‘idea’ (a notion that has an essential part in the title of Battcock’s volume) behind
this procedure all the more evident. Therefore Bernstein concedes that the ‘fake’
committed by Herron creates a certain added value to the work, which is why she
titles her review The Fake as More.

Bernstein’s text has proven to be seriously consequential because as far as I can
see, it was the first defence of the fake — since 1884, when Paul Eudel cursed fakes
and forgeries as something only harmful and destructive.' Bernstein’s text instead
presents the notion of the fake as something positive.

Bernstein’s essay had an even more interesting afterlife. Some aspects of the
text may have struck the attentive reader as somewhat odd: for example the fact that
this apparently intellectually precocious young art critic obviously did not know
about the American artist Richard Pettibone, who had not only begun to copy and
repeat the works of famous artists such as Robert Rauschenberg or Andy Warhol
in the sixties, but who in 1965 had also started to copy a series of works that Stella
had painted between 1960 and 1971.17 Thus, Herron’s concept was not as ‘new’ and
daring as it appears in Bernstein’s review. Moreover, Pettibone had resolved a prob-
lem that Herron apparently had not: since Stella’s works are mostly of a remarkable
size, Pettibone had copied them in scale-down versions; Bernstein, however, leaves
the reader uncertain as to how Herron managed to cram all the same-scale copies
after Stella’s huge originals stemming from a fertile 11-year-period into one single
gallery space.

Maybe such inconsistencies were intended as warning signs for the attentive
reader in order to make him or her aware of what he or she was actually reading,
because, as it turns out, neither was there an art critic called ‘Cheryl Bernstein’, nor
was there a painter named ‘Hank Herron’. Both were inventions of the American art
historian Carol Duncan and her husband Andrew Duncan, who created this hoax
with the complicity of the editor Gregory Battcock. The text was intended as a cri-
tique of the contemporary art-critical discourse which, in the view of the Duncans
and of Battcock, was too weak and indulgent before art that seemed to circle only
around itself without really involving the audience or, more generally, society. Their
special target was obviously the Appropriation Art and the positive critical reaction
it got, causing art critics to focus on abstract theories such as those voiced by their
‘Cheryl Bernstein’ in her review, instead of, as the Duncans would have preferred,
raising questions about the political meaning of such art for society.'®

16 | Eudel 1884. See for this context also Lenain 2011: 252-54.

17 | See Berry/Duncan 2005:84-87 and 174, Nos. 97-103. Interestingly,
an exhibition of the Appropriation artist Mike Bidlo, who often respects
the size of the originals he copies, was reviewed by Levin 1988 under
the title The Original as Less, thus appropriating and varying the title of
Bernstein’s review.

18 | See for this and the following Crow 1986.
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The Duncans had originally thought that their hoax would be quickly unmasked
and the inherent critique understood. They had even put in some humorous hints
and distorted quotes from then-fashionable French philosophers, but still no-one
objected to this intellectually lofty and solipsistic text. In a way, the Duncans’ cri-
tique was thereby implicitly confirmed, even though it had not yet been exposed
since no one took Bernstein’s text for what it actually was, a parodic hoax.

The Fake as More thus became a fake, until it was finally exposed thirteen years
later by the art historian Thomas Crow in his 1986 essay The Return of Hank Her-
ron."” However, even he only knew of the hoax because Carol Duncan had made him
privy to the secret behind ‘Cheryl Bernstein’, ‘Hank Herron’ and his exhibition. Now
it became clear that the title The Fake as More revealed yet another level of meaning
since it not only appeared as programmatic for the text’s own nature (a fake, used as
a hoax). But it also presented ‘more’ by actually providing less: from an invented art
critic, who reviews a non-existent exhibition of an equally fictitious painter, the text
raises fundamental issues about the reality of the art world and its business.

This was the theoretical side of a hoax being a blind shell. In order to also
present a practical example, [ would like to refer to Tom Keating and his so-called
‘time bombs’. Keating was a painter and restorer who supposedly forged more than
2.000 paintings by about 100 different artists.* He was unmasked in 1976 by the
journalist Geraldine Norman in an article she wrote for the Times. He was arres-
ted the following year and accused of fraud, but the accusation was subsequently
dropped. This was partly due to his poor state of health, but partly also because
Keating always had intended his forgeries as hoaxes, meaning that he had always
left clear traces of their inauthenticity. For example, he wrote messages in lead white
for his restorer colleagues on the canvas before applying the first layer of paint for
the forged composition. He expected the writing to become visible once the work
was examined with X-rays. Furthermore he incorporated deliberate mistakes into
his forgeries, such as too many fingers or crude anachronisms, or he executed them
with modern materials, even if they pretended to have been created in the early
modern era. With these ‘time bombs’ Keating speculated that sooner or later the
traces would be detected, his forgeries would be unmasked and thus the weaknesses
of the art market would be put into evidence, which would be irritated and destabi-
lised. He was motivated by his contempt for what he considered to be the corrupt
and gallery-dominated art market, where American art critics and dealers dictated
the taste and were only keen to make a profit at the expense of naive collectors as
well as impoverished artists. Keating could publicise such views in 1977 when Ge-
raldine Norman, the journalist who had unmasked him, published together with her
husband Frank Norman a biography of Keating with the title The Fake’s Progress:

19 | Ibid.
20 | See for this and the following Norman/Norman 1977 and, for the
context Effinger/Keazor 2016: 171-72.
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Tom Keating’s Story. The book’s title alludes to one of William Hogarth’s ‘moral
subjects’ from 1733-1735, The Rake’s Progress; but whereas Hogarth’s Tom Rake-
well falls from fortune and social favour and ends up in a mental asylum, Keating
experienced a social and financial ascent. After his exposure and Norman’s book,
which featured a catalogue of Keating’s works (Norman 1977), Keating became
a celebrity and even hosted a British television series between 1982 and 1983, in
which he explained the techniques of the Old Masters. To a certain extent, it could
be argued that the forger became the expert who he had previously been fighting
against, and he ultimately became a servant of the system he had first protested.

What is important, however, is that just as in the case of the Duncans’ ‘Cheryl
Bernstein’ hoax, Keating’s hoaxes became forgeries since, instead of being rapidly
unmasked, they were taken for the real thing for a long time, and thus deceived
more people and for a longer period than planned by Keating.

A variation of this ‘hoax turned fake’ is the case of the above-mentioned Han
van Meegeren, who initially intended to expose the incompetence of the art crit-
ics and experts who had derided the work van Meegeren had presented under his
own name (Kilbracken 1967). But when he realised that he had successfully fooled
them, he saw the comfortable side of his success in the money he earned. Therefore,
instead of exposing his forgery and thus embarrassing the experts with his hoax, he
decided to keep the illusion of an allegedly newly discovered Vermeer masterpiece
and of further Vermeer rediscoveries intact in order to gain more and more money.

As stated above, there is also the second situation where a forgery is later de-
clared to have been partly or even exclusively intended as a hoax. I would like to
present one example of this.

The Hungarian forger Elmyr de Hory (apparently born in 1905 as Elemir Horthy
in Budapest)*! — made famous by Orson Welles’ stunning documentary F for Fake
from 1973 — began to forge after the Second World War. He emulated drawings
and paintings by masters of classical Modernism, such as Pablo Picasso, Amadeo
Modigliani, Chaim Soutine or Henri Matisse. When de Hory was exposed in 1967,

21 | So the Norwegian director Knut W. Jorfald in his documentary “Al-
most True. The Noble Art of Forgery” (aka “Masterpiece or Forgery? The
Story of Elmyr de Hory”) from 1997. Recently, Forgy 2012:316 referred
to inquiries in the archives of the “Association of Jewish Communities” in
Budapest and reported that in a book, dated to 1906, one could find the
entry concerning a “Elemér Albert Hoffmann” which he, without giving
any reasons why, identifies with EImyr de Hory. Because of this lacking
explanation and since Forgy also does not further specify what kind of
records the book (described by Forgy only as “records” in “a coffee-
table-size book dated 1906”) represents, | am here following the up to now
more plausible and transparent identification furnished by Jorfald 1997.
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he claimed that one of his motivations was to unmask the incompetence of the ex-
perts, critics and art dealers who had judged de Hory’s own creations in a negative
way. At the same time, he asserted that it had been among his aims to show how
mediocre some acclaimed artists were, such as Henri Matisse, who in de Hory’s
view was actually a bad and highly overrated draughtsman. According to de Hory,
forging Matisse’s work presented quite a challenge for the (allegedly) highly talent-
ed de Hory, forcing him to disguise his talent in order to be able to draw as badly as
he claimed Matisse did (Irving 1969:233).

All this shows that there are cases in which hoax and fake blend with each
other into indistinguishability. Again we can recall ‘Paul’ from Six Degrees of Sep-
aration, since in his case it remains unclear whether he is ultimately an exposed
con man (a forger) or somebody who, by being ‘unmasked’, actually reveals the
self-righteous lifestyle of those who apparently debunk him.?? I have suggested
calling the objects involved when hoax and fake blend in such a manner ‘foaxes’, a
mix of ‘fake’ and ‘hoax” which sounds like the French word for fake, faux (Keazor
2015: 15).

Adapting the title of ‘Cheryl Bernstein’s’ review, I believe there are cases in
which one could see the ‘Foax as More’. Firstly, in a very banal way adding the foax
creates a third element, a ‘more’ which complements the two notions of the ‘fake’
and the ‘hoax’.

Secondly and still rather simply, the criteria which are applied to the fake and
the hoax also apply to the ‘foax’. It holds up a mirror to society and raises questions
such as ‘How do we see what we think is an original?’, ‘As what, in which way
do we see it?” and: ‘“What does this say about us?’ Analysing a fake, a hoax or a
foax can be highly informative and telling about us, how we encounter art, how to
contextualise it and what to expect of it. One could thus say that fakes, hoaxes or
foaxes are in some ways like caricatures: they single out and then emphasise, con-
dense, concentrate in the object and charge it with what we perceive as typical of
something. This could be an artist’s style such as Beltracchi’s Campendonks or Van
Meegeren’s Vermeers; or how we assume an old artwork should look; for instance,
slightly damaged, but not too much (e.g. Spiel 2000: 54). We can also understand
the fake /hoax/foax as a form of wish-fulfillment since they represent what we wish
should have survived and how we wish an art work should have survived. This con-
cept is reflected by Wolfgang Beltracchi’s ascription of the origin of his forgeries to
his wife’s grandfather Werner Jégers’ art collection. According to this web of lies,
this collection hosted and preserved precious pieces from the collection of Alfred
Flechtheim which normally would have been associated with ‘looted art’, but by
claiming that Jagers bought the art works from Flechtheim in time before the Nazis
could take them, Beltracchi purified the paintings from such a negative association
(Koldehoff/Timm 2012; Keazor/Ocal 2014).

22 | See here note 2 above.
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This subterfuge was carried out in order to convince us, but after its exposure
it can cause us to question ourselves critically about the reasons for the fraud’s
success. The herefrom arising issues might include questions after the weaknesses
in ourselves and in our systems, in art history, at the university, at the art market,
in our society: which shortcomings have thus become visible and understandable?

Thirdly, it is exactly the ‘foax’ that prompts us to reflect upon the different and
difficult-to-distinguish aggregate state.

And last but not least, it reveals the creative and performative potential that lies
in hoaxes, fakes and foaxes — see again the case of Bernstein’s The Fake as More
with its invented art critic who writes an invented review of an invented exhibition
of an invented artist. We are close here to what Jean Baudrillard called “the simu-
lacrum” (Baudrillard 1995), a phenomenon that appears to be real, but actually has
severed almost all of its ties to reality. There is, indeed, something real from which
the whole invention stems — a real art business with painters who paint the way
‘Hank Herron’ does and with critics who write the way ‘Bernstein’ does, but what
has been newly invented on this basis has then been emancipated from these real
phenomena and has developed a life of its own.

One could ultimately say that more or less the same happened in the case of Bel-
tracchi. Based on real masterworks which were once in a real collection of mod-
ern masterpieces, he conceived paintings which were then substantiated with
faked historical evidence asserting that they were once part of a collection of
masterpieces — which, however, had never existed. In this case, too, the whole
scam started from things which really existed, such as the person of Werner Ja-
gers, the grandfather of Wolfgang Beltracchi’s wife Helene, the collector Alfred
Flechtheim, or the paintings that had once been in his collection but had van-
ished until then, and of course the painters who had created them.

Again, the whole invention developed a life of its own, up to the point that
Beltracchi even created alternative versions of the artists he forged. Because he did
not entirely follow their known style, but here and there digressed from them and
instead added some new stylistic elements, he even created new stylistic patterns
and phases of the painters he forged (Keazor/Ocal 2014: 31-34). This was precisely
the same strategy used by Han van Meegeren decades earlier, when he had present-
ed a Vermeer in his forgeries who began apparently to detach himself stylistically
more and more from the known Vermeer paintings through which Van Meegeren
had first oriented himself — and instead began to paint increasingly the way Van
Meegeren had done under his own name.? In both cases, this led to the paradox
that new works appearing on the art market were increasingly compared not to the
actual known works of the artists apparently behind these creations, but instead

23 | Kilbracken 1967:125: “He painted less and less in the manner of
Vermeer [...]—and more and more in the manner of van Meegeren.”
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with those allegedly genuine works that had recently been discovered. This meant
that the proof for authenticity in the case of Van Meegeren or Beltracchi became the
previous forgeries by Van Meegeren and Beltracchi.

In summary, as we have seen, the fake, the hoax and the resulting foax can
actually add in some way something ‘more’ to our reality by opening up “a parallel
universe” via an “art of the second degree”, or “second power” as Koen Brams calls
this in his book The Encyclopedia of Fictional Artists, edited in 2000.2* Of course,
one has to keep in mind that not all fakes, hoaxes or foaxes are automatically, as
Jonathon Keats maintains, “great art”, and one also has to observe under which
conditions they are launched. This is because we perceive works through different
preconceptions, which also shape the relationship of the agents in the art world: that
is between the artist, the client and the viewer, all of whom agree to an unspoken
understanding that each knows the difference between an original and a fake.

However, as we have seen, having our traditional ideas about originality shaken
up is, especially in a globalised world, not something that should automatically
be shunned. Because sooner or later we will be confronted with the phenomenon
again, we should learn to be not reactive, but active in our response to the fake, the
hoax and the foax.

The fake, the hoax and the foax are ‘more’, insofar as they can be conceived
and taken by us as a chance to question our way of dealing with art, of reflecting
upon it and therefore perhaps better explaining and understanding it. Or, to phrase
it in the words of the French neuroscientist Jean-Pierre Changeux who carried out
significant research on how we perceive art: “Understanding does not equal loving;
but a better explanation will make for a better understanding, and more understand-
ing will, perhaps, make for a better loving” (Changeux 1994: 13, my translation).?’

WoRks CITED

Barabasi, Albert-Laszl6 (2003): Linked: How Everything is Connected to Every-
thing Else and What It Means for Business, Science, and Everyday Life, New
York: Plume.

Baudrillard, Jean (1995): Simulacra and Simulation, Ann Arbor MI: University of
Michigan Press.

Bayerische Staatsgemildesammlungen (ed.) (1986): Alte Pinakothek Miinchen,
Miinchen: Lipp.

24 | Brams 2000. The German version—Brams 2003 —describes the
book on the back of the slipcase as dealing with “a parallel universe” via
an “art of the second degree” or “second power”.

25| “Comprendre n’est certes pas aimer; mais plus expliquer fera mieux
comprendre; et plus comprendre fera, peut-étre, mieux aimer.”

37



38

Henry Keazor

Bernstein, Cheryl (1973): “The Fake as More”, in: Gregory Battcock (ed.): Idea Art,
New York: Plume, pp. 41-45.

Berry, Ian/Michael Duncan (eds.) (2005): Richard Pettibone. A Retrospective, exh.
cat. The Frances Young Tang Teaching Museum and Art Gallery at Skidmore
College/Laguna Art Museum, Sarasota Springs, New York: Frances Young
Tang Teaching Museum.

Brams, Koen (2000): Encyclopedie van fictieve kunstenaars, Amsterdam: Nijgh &
Van Ditmar.

— (2003): Erfundene Kunst. Eine Enzyklopddie fiktiver Kiinstler von 1605 bis heu-
te, Frankfurt am Main: Die Andere Bibliothek/Eichborn.

Changeux, Jean-Pierre (1994): Raison et plaisir, Paris: Odile Jacob.

Charney, Noah (2015): The Art of Forgery, London: Phaidon.

Crow, Thomas (1986): “The Return of Hank Herron”, in: Yves-Alain Bois (ed.):
Endgame. Reference and Simulation in Recent Painting and Sculpture,
exh.cat., Institute of Contemporary Art, Boston, Cambridge/London: MIT,
pp- 11-27.

Deutsches Historisches Museum (ed.) (2000): “Marie und Marie”. Der Weg ei-
nes Gemdildes durch 250 Jahre europdischer und amerikanischer Geschichte,
Deutsches Historisches Museum Magazin, Volume 10, No. 25.

Effinger, Maria/Henry Keazor (eds.) (2016): Fake — Fdlschungen, wie sie im Bu-
che stehen, exh.cat. University Library Heidelberg, Heidelberg: Winter.

Eudel, Paul (1884): Le truquage. Les contrefacons dévoilées, Paris: Librairie
Moliere.

Forgy, Mark (2012): The Forger’s Apprentice. Life with the World’s Most Notorious
Artist, Leipzig: Amazon Distribution GmbH (print on demand).

Fraser, Sarah E. (2013): “Notes from the Field: Mimesis®, in: Art Bulletin, vol. XCV,
No. 2, June 2013, pp. 200-01.

Irving, Clifford (1969): Fake. The Story of Elymr de Hory, the Greatest Art Forger
of Our Time, London: Heinemann.

Jorfald, Knut W. (1997): Almost True. The Noble Art of Forgery (aka: Masterpiece
or Forgery? The Story of Elmyr de Hory), documentary, Norway.

Keats, Jonathon (2013): Forged. Why Fakes are the Great Art of Our Age, Oxford:
Oxford University Press.

Keazor, Henry (2007): Nicolas Poussin, Cologne: Taschen.

— (2012): “Die Kopie als Risiko und Chance: Nicolas Poussin — Re-produktive
versus dokumentarische Kopie”, in: Ariane Mensger (ed.): Déja-vu? Die Kunst
der Wiederholung von Diirer bis YouTube, exh.cat. Kunsthalle Karlsruhe, Bie-
lefeld/Berlin: Kerber, pp. 54-63.

— (2014): “Aesthetics Versus Knowledge? A Re-Examination of Alfred Lessing’s,
‘What is Wrong with a Forgery?’”, in: Studiolo. Revue d’histoire de Uart de
I’Académie de France a Rome — Villa Médicis, 11, pp. 41-51.



Six Degrees of Separation

Keazor, Henry/Tina Ocal (2014): “‘Faire (I’) Epoque’. Die methodische und hand-
werkliche Dramaturgie der Beltracchi-Félschungen in ihren kunsthistorischen
Dimensionen”, in: Henry Keazor/Tina Ocal (eds.): Der Fall Beltracchi und
die Folgen. Interdisziplindre Filschungsforschung heute, Berlin: De Gruyter,
pp. 15-57.

Keazor, Henry (2015): Tduschend echt! Eine Geschichte der Kunstfilschung,
Darmstadt: Theiss.

— (2016): ““Forging ahead’: Von Filschungen und Biichern”, in: Effinger/Keazor
2016, pp. 9-25.

Kilbracken (John Raymond Godley) (1967): Van Meegeren. A Case History,
London: Nelson.

Koldehoff, Stefan/Tobias Timm (2012): Falsche Bilder, echtes Geld. Der Fidl-
schungscoup des Jahrhunderts — und wer alles daran verdiente, Berlin:
Galiani.

Lenain, Thierry (2011): Art Forgery. The History of a Modern Obsession, London:
Reaktion.

Lessing, Alfred (1965): “What is Wrong with a Forgery”, in: The Journal of
Aesthetics and Art Criticism, vol. 23, No. 4, Summer, pp. 461-71.

Levin, Kim (1988): “The Original as Less”, in: The Village Voice, 26.1.1988,
pp. 83-84.

Newman, Mark/ Albert-Laszl6 Barabasi/Duncan J. Watts (eds.) (2006): The Struc-
ture and Dynamics of Networks, Oxford/Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Norman, Geraldine (1977): The Tom Keating Catalogue. Illustrations to “The
Fake’s Progress”, London: Hutchinson.

Norman, Frank/Geraldine Norman (1977): The Fake’s Progress: Tom Keating’s
Story, London: Hutchinson.

Plunka, Gene A. (2002): The Black Comedy of John Guare, Newark/London:
University of Delaware Press.

Romer, Stefan (2001): Kiinstlerische Strategien des Fake. Kritik von Original und
Félschung, Cologne: DuMont.

Rolle, Renate/Wilhelm Herz (1990): “Betrachtungen zur ‘Tiara des Saitapher-
nes’”, in: Frank M. Andraschko/Wolf-Riidiger Teegen (eds.): Gedenkschrift
fiir Jiirgen Driehaus, Mainz am Rhein: Philipp von Zabern, pp. 251-63.

Salisbury, Laney/Aly Sujo (2010): Provenance. How a Con Man and a Forger
Rewrote the History of Modern Art, New York: Penguin.

Shan, Guogiang (2002): “3eFEE G JE IR [The technique of cloning national
treasures]”, in: XK Hll [Cultural Relics World] 12, pp. 60-65.

Spiel, Jr., Robert E. (2000): Art Theft and Forgery Investigation: The Complete
Field Manual, Springfield, I11.: Charles C Thomas.

Thuillier, Jacques (1994): Nicolas Poussin, Paris: Flammarion.

Vasari, Giorgio (2004): Das Leben des Raffael, ed., translated and commented by
Hana Griindler, Berlin: Wagenbach.

39



40

Henry Keazor

ONLINE SOURCES

Barboza, David/Graham Bowley/Amanda Cox/Craven McGinty (additional
reporting) (2013): “A Culture of Bidding: Forging an Art Market in China”,
in: New York Times, October 28, online under http:/www.nytimes.com/
projects/2013/china-art-fraud/?emc=etal (last accessed on 12 June 2017).

Gorris, Lothar/Sven Robel (2012): “Gesténdnis eines ewigen Hippies (Interview
mit Wolfgang Beltracchi)”, in: Der Spiegel 10,5.3.2012, pp. 126-36, also online
under: http://www.spiegel.de/spiegel/print/d-84251252.html (last accessed on
12 June 2017).

Liverpool Museums: Artwork highlights: Mrs James Paine and the Misses Paine,
by Joshua Reynolds, online under http://www.liverpoolmuseums.org.uk/
picture-of-month/displaypicture.aspx?id=357 (last accessed on 12 June 2017).

Mason, Anthony (2014): Masterpieces of deception: Some fake art worth real
money, 16.4.2014, film report, online under http:/fine-art-review.com/master-
pieces-deception-fake-art-worth-real-money-cbs-news/ (last accessed on 12
June 2017).

Miiller, Bertram (2014): “Angebliche Falschung. Immendorffs Witwe unterliegt vor
Gericht”, in: RP Online, 6.8.2014, online under http:/www.rp-online.de/nrw/
kultur/immendorffs-witwe-unterliegt-vor-gericht-aid-1.4432152 (last accessed
on 12 June 2017).



Forgery: The Art of Deception

Friedrich Teja Bach (University of Vienna)

Translated by Joel Scott

For many years now, the Berlin art historian Horst Bredekamp has been interested
in the relationship between art and science, and has become an advocate for the
significance of a thought that thinks in images, of the hand that draws as an organ
of thought. Beginning in 2005, this interest led him to his work on an edition of Ga-
lileo Galilei’s Sidereus Nuncius that had come onto the market in New York. Bre-
dekamp was convinced that this copy of the Starry Messenger, which contains ink
wash illustrations of the moon in place of the etchings of the definitive edition, was
Galileo’s proof copy of the book, and analysed its drawings as a crowning example
of the connection between scientific thinking and image production. Doubts about
its authenticity had been expressed here and there in different places, but neither
Bredekamp, nor the interdisciplinary research team that he put together, nor the in-
stitutions supporting him — such as the Max Planck Society, the Rathgen Research
Laboratory, the Stuttgart State Academy of Art and Design, the Federal Institute
for Materials Research and Testing and the Technical University of Berlin — had
been able to confirm them.

In 2007 Bredekamp published his results in the wide-ranging monograph
Galilei der Kiinstler. Der Mond, die Sonne, die Hand (Galileo the Artist: The
Moon, the Sun, the Hand). An extensive report on the research project appeared
in 2011, published in two volumes under Bredekamp’s editorship as Galileo’s O
(Bredekamp/Briickle/Hahn 2011; Bredekamp/Needham 2011). In spring 2012 it
was then discovered that the New York copy of Sidereus Nuncius was a forgery,
organised and carried out — like the forgery of other writings by Galileo — by
the Italian Galileo scholar Massimo De Caro. As director of the famous Bib-
lioteca dei Girolamini in Naples he had been responsible for the embezzlement
and counterfeiting of incunabula and valuable books on a grand scale (Schmidle
2013). It is a case that can teach us a great deal about materials and technical pro-
cesses, about the psychological dispositions of its participants, the self-stylisation
of researchers and forgers, the success of the “cloaking strategies” of forgers, and
the interaction of the humanities and science in an era when forgers and their
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international networks are able to make use of laser and digital technologies and
techniques. But just one point will be of special interest to us here. In the third
volume of Galileo’s O, published in 2014 under the title Forgery: Unmasking the
New York Sidereus Nuncius, Paul Needham, the librarian for rare books and spe-
cial collections at Princeton University, who was heavily involved in Bredekamp’s
Galileo project, writes the following remarkable sentence: “Consider: from the
time that a serious problem with the authenticity of SNML [the New Yorker Side-
reus Nuncius, F.T.B.] arose [...] to the time absolute proof was found that SNML is
forged, only three weeks passed, 10 to 31 May 2012” (Needham 2014: 95). In other
words, from 2005 to 2012 an entire staff of experts pored over this book — and
then, once a serious suspicion was raised, it took just three weeks to establish that
it was a forgery.

How can that be? To elaborate briefly focusing on one technical detail: the pa-
per of the New York copy being of decidedly lower quality than all other copies
of this work that have hitherto come down to us, was suspect from the very begin-
ning — too raw and in fact unsuited to illustration. But the supposition that the New
York manuscript represented Galileo’s proof copy, and that the watercolour illus-
trations were the work of his own hand, seemed to explain — indeed, to necessi-
tate — this divergence in the quality of the paper. Moreover, the X-ray fluorescence
analysis of the paper showed nothing unusual, while in the absence of any initial
suspicion, an invasive examination of the material — which would mean damaging
the book by removing paper fibres for examination — was out of the question. After
all, in all scientific tests of authenticity, something like a principle of proportionali-
ty must be observed. Only once suspicions had been raised did an invasive analysis
take place and reveal a cotton content which was much too high for the early 17
century.

Thus, what Paul Needham’s remark about the “three weeks” illustrates above
all else is the decisive effect of an initial suspicion — of a change of perspective that
it introduces. It demonstrates the truth of the phrase from Max Friedldnder’s On
Art and Connoisseurship that serves as an epigraph to the third volume of Galileo’s
O: “The eye sleeps, until the spirit awakes [sic] it with a question” (after Brede-
kamp 2014: 5). In their introduction to this volume the leading members of the team
carrying out the research into the New York Starry Messenger identify the reason
for their failure: “the evidence of authenticity seemed so unequivocal that none of
the authors thought them questionable. All participants had used the method of
negating the possibility of forgery, instead of attempting to confirm the opposite”
(9). Logically speaking, these seem to be equivalent — the attempt to exclude the
possibility of forgery and the attempt to demonstrate it. But in reality, and as work-
ing processes, they are fundamentally different.

The second case of forgery to which we shall briefly turn is the Beltracchi/ Spies
affair. In Autumn 2011, Wolfgang Beltracchi and three co-defendants appeared
before a court and were sentenced in relation to a number of forged paintings that
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they were proved to have created.! The case achieved particular prominence not
only on account of the scope of Beltracchi’s activities as a forger — according to
his own avowals having forged the works of around 50 modernist artists — but also
because the seven Max Ernst paintings he produced between 1994 and 2004 had
been examined and authenticated by Werner Spies, Director of the Musée National
in Paris 1999-2000, and one of the world’s most renowned experts on the work of
Ernst.

Let us compare two versions of the 1927 painting The Horde by Max Ernst,
one of them an original, the other forged by Beltracchi (fig. 1 and 2). Naturally it
is impossible to properly address the question of whether something is an original
or a forgery merely by looking at reproductions, but one dimension of the question
can nevertheless be adumbrated here. Would it have been possible or necessary to
arrive at an initial suspicion in this case? By what criteria could one’s attention have
been guided in order to arrive at such a suspicion, beginning merely at the level of
stylistic analysis? Above all, criteria which result from tensions between the sub-
ject of the picture and its painterly execution. The subject of The Horde implies a
menacing ferocity — and something amorphous, a basic undefinedness.

Thus, in comparing the two images, our attention would be directed above all
towards the different levels of determinacy and articulation: the legibility or illegi-
bility of the “figures”, the degree to which they are articulated as human, as male or
female, and the corporeality of their depiction, which is to say: towards the spatial-
ity and plasticity of the orifices of the body, the application of colour and shadow
to delineate the respective figures, and the qualities of the outlines, the shading and
the internal line-work and of the ground of the painting. And of course, in encoun-
tering differences one would have to consider which aspects might be due to the
difference in the format of each painting, and a potentially related difference in the
status of the two works.

Studying these differences, one could notice the sexualising quality of the cor-
poreality of the second figure from the left in figure 2. This sexualisation in the way
the figure is portrayed has an explicitness, a definiteness in the form, which is not
present in figure 1. Does this quality appear in comparable works painted by Max
Ernst around 1927? In particular, is it to be found in paintings that bear explicit
references to sexual themes in their titles? And in others, such as The Horde, for
which this is not the case? If you pursue these questions, then you will find that
this fleshly tactility does indeed stand out. This need not imply that the picture
shown by figure 2 wasn’t painted by Max Ernst. But the obviousness of such a detail
could generate something like an initial suspicion which would have to be pursued
further. A good magnifying glass would in that case identify acute problems like
the ‘craquelure’, the quality of the small cracks on the surface of the paint. And the

1| On Beltracchi more generally, see, for example, Koldehoff/Timm
2012; and the autobiography Beltracchi/Beltracchi 2014.
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Figure 1: Max Ernst, “The Horde”, 1927, oil on canvas, 115 x 146 cm,
Stedelijk Museum, Amsterdam.

Figure 2: Max Ernst, “La horde” (forgery by Wolfgang Beltracchi), 1927,
oil on canvas, 65.4 x 81.2 cm, European Collection.
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Figure 3: Page of the Auction-Catalogue “Impressionist and Modern Art”
(with a detail of Peter Paul Rubens, Rape of the Daughters of Leucippus on
the left side), Evening Sale, Christie’s London, 20 June 2006, pp. 174/75.

Figure 4: Wolfgang Beltracchi, untitled (framing: F. T. Bach), drawing, undated.



46

Friedrich Teja Bach

analysis of the material to which this would have to lead would reveal pigments that
were simply not available in 1927. Although one should add that there are also other
reasons why, in the case of Max Ernst around the year 2000, analysis of the material
would have been an urgent necessity, even in the absence of initial suspicions.

I don’t wish to speculate on why these analyses weren’t carried out. An equally
interesting question is why the forged Max Ernsts were so readily accepted. Consid-
er a brief addendum on this point: in the Christie’s auction catalogue Beltracchi’s
Max Ernst was accompanied by a reproduction of Rubens’ Rape of the Daughters
of Leucippus on the opposite page (fig. 3). In its marketing strategy, by including a
reproduction of Rubens’ Rape as a point of reference, the auction house has com-
pletely succumbed to the detail which we examined earlier. That means that the
sexualising shift that Beltracchi applied to Max Ernst’s The Horde corresponded
to one of the trends of contemporary taste, which — as one can discover from one
of his early drawings (fig. 4) — was always also decidedly his own. In other words,
it is not just the “historicity of the gaze” that determines the forgery, just as it does
art, and, with time, reveals it, but also the psycho-physical disposition of the artist
or forger, and their relation to the taste of their time.

An initial suspicion is a necessary, but not a sufficient, condition if forgeries are
to be rooted out. The work of expert identification is characterised by a combination
of the forensic methods of the sciences of materials with the expertise of the con-
noisseur of style. Beyond these, competence in a specific, narrowly defined area
needs to be complemented by an attention to the strategies of forgers as they come to
light — because they set precedents and serve as models for successors. The New
Yorker Ely Sakhai became famous by his trick of selling a work twice, while for some
time now whole catalogues have been forged in order to prove that today’s forgeries
appeared in historical exhibitions of Russian avant-garde works that never in fact
took place. Such references show that Beltracchi was not the first to work with
forged museum and gallery labels. The British forgery duo John Drewe and John
Myatt became famous for their sophisticated ways of forging a work’s provenance.
Before a work was placed on the market, John Drewe would manipulate archival
materials in leading London institutions like the Tate, the Victoria & Albert Museum
and the Institute of Contemporary Art, so that the experts researching a work would
actually find it in historical catalogues and documents (Salisbury/Sujo 2009). Be-
fore this method of forging provenance became known, institutions had been care-
ful to ensure that scholars, or people claiming to be scholars, were unable to carry
anything out of their archives — they had not paid attention to what was brought in.

We shall not pursue these more narrowly technical problems here, but turn instead
to consider whether and to what degree forgeries can lead to fundamental questions
and insights concerning art. In discussing the significance of an ‘initial suspicion’
we have already alluded to such an insight: namely into our perception and how it
is formed. It is an everyday experience that something that was able to fascinate
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us just last year now leaves us peculiarly cold, while something else to which we
have hitherto been indifferent is suddenly of the greatest interest. Through this
experience of the changes of our perception, we can gain a sense of the forces that
form them.

But in cases where we vacillate in our judgment between recognising some-
thing as an original and deeming it a forgery, this shift in perception acquires a
particular intensity and Evidenz.? Reflecting on these changes, we can look on, as
it were, while our gaze shifts, we can see how an emotional investment in it that
would otherwise remain unconscious reveals itself in an abrupt alteration. In such
cases, we catch a glimpse of something which is in fact continually taking place but
usually goes unnoticed, namely the formation of what we see by the horizon of our
expectations. The experience of a relatively sudden replacement of one horizon of
expectation by another allows us to catch a glimpse of a quality of our seeing that is
of decisive importance for the work of the art historian more generally: the power
of the quality of projection that has always already determined our seeing.

There is hardly anything of more significance for the understanding of our pow-
er of sight and the insight into the necessity of its being double-checked than the ex-
perience of such a relatively sudden switch between the expectational horizons that
ground vision — the experience of the achieved closure of a new horizon of expec-
tation, which through a rapid switch establishes itself as just as ‘evident’ as the one
preceding it. We need to remember, however, that in dealing with a questionable
work, the task we are faced with is a double one. It is fundamentally necessary
to work in two directions simultaneously. In the words of Max Friedldnder: “It is
indeed an error to collect a forgery, but it is a sin to stamp a genuine piece with the
seal of falsehood” (after Hoving 1996:209).

A second fundamental question has already been alluded to through our dis-
cussion of ‘initial suspicion’: the relationship between the whole and its details.
In the case of Beltracchi’s Horde, it was a detail that ought to have aroused an
initial suspicion. This ought to have been pursued until it either showed itself to
be unfounded or was confirmed. The sexualising, almost voluptuous and tactile
articulation of the figure’s buttocks ought to have drawn attention to itself given
the thematic context, essentially defined, as it is, by formal indeterminacy. But is
it not also the case that details that disturb the unity of the structure of a whole
and thus draw attention to themselves, that indicate a contradiction or at the least a

2 | Evidenz has no simple translation in English. It is a common topic of
enquiry in German-language art theory and visual cultures, and refers
to the ways in which images take on an evidentiary character, in part
through material and visual qualities of the images themselves, but also
through their embedding in cultural discourses and practices which
imbue them with specific meaning and function, and which are in turn
shaped by the function of these images. [Trans.]
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tension between the thematic conception and the execution — that such details also
appear in authentic works of art, in ‘strong’ works? We can recall, for example, the
peculiarities of 15"-century Italian annunciation scenes to which Daniel Arasse has
drawn attention, such as in Franceso del Cossa’s The Annunciation in the Gemilde-
galerie Dresden (fig. 5; Arasse 2003). In the imposing construction of this painting,
the two main figures of which are placed on either side of a monumental central pil-
lar, arranged diagonally and drawing the eye into the depth of the perspectival field,
there is one detail that is altogether out of place: the snail in the foreground. Its pres-
ence can, at a pinch, be justified iconographically as a symbol of the Virgin Mary,
however its position and exaggerated size “remain disconcerting, indeed, almost
shocking” (87).3 Positioned on the bottom edge of the picture, the snail is not paint-
ed into the fictional space, but rather onto the image, or its frame, “onto the border-
line between our space and the space erected by the perspective of the painting”
(88). It is a detail — though I will skip the particulars of Arasse’s argument — that
by means of its “divergence” indicates “the disproportion of the divine”, that shows
that “the perspectival structure, as ‘symbolic form’, is a symbol, not for the infinity
of the world, but rather for its commensurability — and that the infinity of God is
incommensurable with the world” (89).

What distinguishes the way a detail in a painting that turns out to be a forgery
becomes suspicious from the ‘conspicuousness’ of a detail in an authentic work?
Certainly not the degree to which it lends itself to interpretation. The two examples
which we began with make clear how sophisticated forgeries often offer ‘interpre-
tability’ as a bait, so to speak, with which to tempt the expert. But if interpretability
is not the distinguishing mark, then what is? We cannot define a universal criterion;
criteria of authenticity can only be made precise in each particular case. Which
does not mean that attention to forgeries will not allow us to open up important
insights into the relationship between the whole and the detail — for as long, that is,
as this relationship remains foundational for thinking about art.

In different ways, forgeries raise the problem of boundaries. It is not just that the
concept of a forgery already implies the distinction between original and forgery.
Work in the field of the question of original and forgery always ultimately pre-
supposes a judgment about the scope of the quality of an artist’s work in a given
period — and a given medium. Because it is much more probable that a hastily
scribbled drawing, in spite of its questionable quality, would be the product of
a quality draughtsperson’s “weak moment” than that a sculpture requiring six
months work would diverge markedly from the standards of the work created by
a sculptor around the same time, and yet nonetheless belong to his ceuvre. But
forgeries also raise the question of the boundary in a yet more fundamental sense.

3 | With regard to the reading flow all German quotations have been
translated.
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Figure 5: Francesco del Cossa, “The Annunciation”, 1470/72,
tempera on poplar, 139 x 113.5cm, Gemdldegalerie, Dresden.
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Art, especially in its modern and contemporary forms, increasingly understands
itself as the attempt to push beyond boundaries. These are simultaneously the
locus and the object of experimental artistic practices which investigate the mini-
mal conditions of art, which ask which of its traditional characteristics are ques-
tionable or dispensable. In the context of neo-structuralism and postmodernism, a
broad discursive field has formed in which the relationship between original and
forgery appears in a new light. This field encompasses the interrogation of the
qualities of authenticity and repetition, of artistic piracy, and of allegorical pro-
cedures and procedures of appropriation and the critical revision of the concept
of originality. Beyond that, it encompasses questions around and approaches to
the affirmation of the phenomena of forgery, the questioning of the dichotomy of
the original and the fake, which in the course of this volume will be discussed
extensively by others.

Understood as a radical form of art’s own self-reflection, a forgery certainly
stands in a certain proximity to avant-garde forms of art that throw basic assump-
tions of our traditional understanding of art into question. Indeed, in some strands
of contemporary discourse, the phenomenon of forgery seems to have filled the
space vacated through the obsolescence of avant-garde art and the ebb of the neo-
avant-gardes. Let me illustrate this by the example of one of Jean Dubuffet’s Cows
from the mid-1950s (fig. 6). Hubert Damisch reflected on works of this kind in an

Figure 6: Jean Dubuffet, “Vache la belle queutée (ou Vache au pré rose)”, Nov.
1954, oil on canvas, 97 x 130 cm, The National Museum of Western Art, Tokyo.
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early text from 1967 (Damisch 1998: 28-40). What if — this, according to Damisch,
is the line of questioning intended by Dubuffet — what if our culture is constituted
in such a way as to hinder our perception of art? How could art possibly remain
fixed in the place to which culture, with all its signs and pointers, assigns it, reduc-
ing it to a museum object? Art is a cognitive process, an undertaking of the mind; it
no longer recognises itself in the mirror that culture holds up to it, in the degenerate
and caricatured form of the knowledge of the cognoscenti, the connoisseur. Culture
itself must rather be interrogated, its personnel and its institutions challenged in the
name of art. According to Damisch, Dubuffet’s art seeks to break out of the circle
of culture by activating the order of the bestial.

But if the aim is to throw culture itself into question, to break out of its circle,
then why should this breakout accept the framing of the traditional category of
the original? Wouldn’t the escape be more radical if it liberated itself from this
cultural prison too? There are about half a dozen Dubuffets forged by Drew and
Myatt (Salisbury/Sujo 2009: 106, 205). Are these not much more radical artistic
statements than Dubuffet’s own painting? There are a number of variants of con-
temporary discourse which suggest this. Forgery is claimed as a sort of replace-
ment for the avant-garde, even if this claim is not explicitly made the object of
reflection.

As can be seen from the collages of Karl Waldmann, such thinking can pro-
vide a basis for acts of curatorial self-aggrandisement that play into the hands of
the forgery industry (Steinfeld 2015:9). In the summer of 2015 eleven collages by
Waldmann were shown as part of the exhibition Kiinstliche Tatsachen/Boundary
Objects at the Galerie Kunsthaus in Dresden. The collages reveal interesting com-
binations of Dadaist techniques with those of the Soviet avant-garde (fig. 7). They
are works by an artist who was discovered in 1990 and has since been in demand
on the international art market, with 149 works sold since 2001. His virtual mu-
seum is represented, among others, by the well-known New York art dealer Wal-
ter Maibaum. If you’re not acquainted with this artist, you’re in good company.
Nobody knows him. As it turns out, the existence of Karl Waldmann is no less
uncertain than the provenance of his collages. As the chorus of doubt concerning
the authenticity of both artist and work swelled in volume, the head of the Dresden
Kunsthaus tried to deftly get out from under her predicament. She transformed the
life and work of Karl Waldmann into conceptual art, and stated that it was also
possible “that we are dealing with a contemporary artistic project that works with
fictional strategies” (after id.:9). At the same time, the curator responsible for the
exhibition described her own activity as “working curatorially at the boundaries of
(hegemonic) canonisations — and, contrary to the scholarly paradigm, continually
expanding those boundaries” (after id.: 9).

It is possible to speak here — along with Thomas Steinfeld from whose article
in the Siiddeutsche Zeitung 1 have drawn these references — of “a determined rejec-
tion of the museum as institution”. Steinfeld continues:
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Figure 7: Karl Waldmann, “20 Mark”, undated, collage on cardboard,
32 x24.5cm, Galerie Pascal Polar, Belgium.
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[Until now] one of the most important functions of this institution has con-
sisted in checking, evaluating and declaring the provenance of what it
exhibits. Those who refuse to do this [...] transform every possible object
into a potential work of art and elevate [...] even economically motivated
kitsch to the status of an object belonging in a gallery for ‘contemporary
art’. Their methodical doubt asserts itself in the form of a moral ressenti-
mentthat is effectively more hegemonic than any assurance of authentic-
ity. It stands as the basis of a curatorial practice that by doing nothing
and knowing nothing assures itself of always being in the right. (9)

A few decades ago, the invention of a “Karl Waldmann” might actually have been
an artistic project that worked with “fictional strategies”. Today, this dissimulation
has become a sales strategy. That which once served the avant-garde critique of the
fetishisation of the original work and the artistic ideologies of the cultural sector
has long since become an element of this sector. The line along which exhibitions
like that of the Dresden Kunsthaus are curated is one of the market.

Where, then, do we stand in our reflections on forgery, what is their real context?
In his 1996 book False Impressions Thomas Hoving estimates that in the decade
during which he was director of the New York Metropolitan Museum, 1967-1977,
questionable works and fakes made up a good 40% of the works that he investigat-
ed. He also assumes that at the time of the publication of his book, this portion had
risen to 50% (Hoving 1996: 17). This estimate was, as I have said, formulated in
relation to high-level museums and does not address the even more acute form of
the problem in the “emerging markets” of Russia, China and eBay. In a single raid
in 20009, the State Office of Criminal Investigations in Stuttgart seized around 1000
forgeries of works by Alberto Giacometti, an artist who only produced some 500
sculptural works (Rost 2015: R3). The picture we get of the art of the Russian Revo-
lution is also horrific (Lorch 2013: 13; 2015: 17). The market for this art has largely
collapsed since the beginning of the 1990s on account of a flood of fakes, the pro-
duction of which has for some years now taken on an industrial character, with its
own galleries, experts, marketing systems and research institutes. The most recent
high-point in this development was a case brought before a court in Wiesbaden in
February 2017, after investigators of the Federal Office of Criminal Investigations
seized more than 1500 dubious works in the style of the Russian avant-garde. In
situations like these, Steinfeld’s analysis rings especially true, that “at some point,
art history and the study of art just stop working” (2015:9).

It is by no means the case that these sorts of practices only end up harming the
art market and speculators, for whom our sympathy may, with some justification,
be limited. Art history and the study of art, not to mention the general public, are
affected too, and seriously. Exhibitions are prevented from taking place, certain
books are unable to be published, others, including catalogues, are only financed,
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written and published in order that two or three doubtful works can be included
and in this way “authenticated”. Thus there exists no catalogue of the drawings of
Constantin Brancusi, one of the ‘founding fathers’ of modern sculpture. Nor will
there be one in the foreseeable future, despite the fact that such a catalogue would
be indispensable for the investigation of this side of his creative activity. This lack
amounts to a long-term impairment of study and curatorial work in the area, and
obstructs our understanding of it. However the large number of forgeries in this
area, which makes the prospect of producing a catalogue a long and difficult busi-
ness, is not the only hindrance. It is even more the conjunction of the difficulty
of the work with the juridical context in which it would have to take place that
is decisive. Particularly in the USA, a stage has been reached where in the case
of several leading modern artists, nobody can any longer be found who would be
willing to provide an expert opinion concerning the authenticity of a newly dis-
covered work, for fear less of the juridical ramifications of an error than of being
sued for compensation for decreases in value resulting from a negative evaluation
of a work. The interaction between the scale of forging practices and the legal con-
text in which this practice takes place is something that requires attention — much
more than is possible here.

The reason for emphasising the scale at which forgery is now carried out is that
only in this way is it possible to appreciate the real damage done by this form of
“mimesis”. In the catalogue to the legendary exhibition Fake? The Art of Decep-
tion, held at the British Museum in 1990, editor Mark Jones summarised this
damage as follows:

When a group of fakes is accepted into the canon of genuine work
all subsequent judgements about the artist or period in question are
based on perceptions built in part upon the fakes themselves. [...] This,
finally, is our complaint against fakes. It is not that they cheat their
purchasers of money, reprehensible though that is, but that they loosen
our hold on reality, deform and falsify our understanding of the past.
(1990: 16)

In this respect I retain a measure of scepticism vis-a-vis the title of this conference
collection Faking, Forging, Counterfeiting. Discredited Practices at the Margins
of Mimesis, which suggests, at the very least, that forgeries are ultimately unjustly
discredited. Accordingly, the title I have chosen for my own essay, Forgery: The
Art of Deception, is also meant ironically. Of the hundreds of forgeries with which
I have had to do in the last 25 years, or more precisely, of the hundreds of works
with which I have had to do in the last 25 years of which one was required to ask
whether or not they were authentic works by Brancusi or perhaps merely falsely
attributed to him, or indeed forged, perhaps only 1 in 100 was even in the slightest
‘artistically productive’.
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A recent article on contemporary art claims that the replicative practices of con-
temporary art go to show that the basic assumptions of the concept of forgery are
problematic. When, in summary, the author claims that “in light of the adaptations
carried out by conceptual artists, the authenticity of the original itself — and with it
also of its counterfeit — are revealed as ‘deceptive phantasms’” (Frohne 2006: 368),
then that is accurate — for the works of contemporary art being described. What is
problematic about this stance is the way the author’s ultimate formulation implicitly
extends the idea of the deceptive character of the conceptual dyad of original and
forgery, making it into a universal determination. It is necessary to make distinc-
tions here. Not because these things bear no relationship. Of course, the way we
think about past practices of forgery is affected by what forgery has become today,
in an era of the global counterfeiting both of commodities and of reality itself.
But if it is true that in modern and contemporary art — since Duchamp, roughly
speaking — the basic meaning of the idea of originality and thus also the cate-
gorical difference between original and forgery has sometimes been subverted in
artistically and theoretically interesting ways, that does not mean that this is simi-
larly true for a painting by, say, Monet, or for the relationship between a drawing
by Monet and a Monet drawing as forged by Eric Hebborn. The conceptual dyad of
original and forgery is an historical one and must be grasped in its specific quality
in every particular case.

As you will have presumably noticed I decided to write this essay in a narrative
mode. I would like this mode to be understood as a reminder that the world of
forgeries is itself powerfully determined by stories, by narrative framings. Not-
withstanding the predictable topoi and framing clichés that accompany any new
work that turns up, such narrative fabrics usually have a particular weave that can
give us important insights into a forger’s strategy and the quality of the work pre-
sented. In the case of doubtful sculptures from Romania attributed to Brancusi, for
example, such stories usually say that the piece was buried in order to keep it out of
reach of the state apparatus and was therefore — unfortunately — recently cleaned.
This “explains” why in recent decades the piece in question has never appeared in
official contexts and why its surface now looks like it does. In short, it is a story that
uses an apparently unquestionable historical context to deprive experts of the op-
portunity to base their judgments on questions of provenance and on the quality of
the surface and patina. The way these basic elements are presented and connected
with others can be extraordinarily informative.

Experience shows that it is better to take a serious interest in this narrative fab-
ric, in its stories, legends and thematic stylisations, in order to be able to tear it open
from inside, as it were, rather than attempting to avoid it altogether. Because the
danger is that in trying to sidestep this fabric, one will become all the more hope-
lessly entangled in one of its threads. It is here, in the invention of contextualising
stories and placement strategies, and not in the theoretical provocation and material
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execution of the forgeries themselves, that the often truly productive aspect of the
forgery industry ultimately lies; or, to return once more to the ironic formulation of
the title of this text, its ‘art’.
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The Artist and the Mountebank
Rochester’'s Alexander Bendo and the Dynamics
of Forgery and lllusion in 17!"-Century Art

Jacqueline Hylkema (Leiden University)

In July 1676, a new mountebank arrived in London, set up shop in Tower Street and
promptly published a handbill to advertise his services. In itself this was nothing
new or particularly noteworthy, but Alexander Bendo’s advertisement was extra-
ordinary, in the sense that it addressed the very notion mountebanks tended to
avoid mentioning: deception. In Early Modern Europe, mountebanks — doctors
who travelled from town to town and would usually present their medicines and
skills on a small stage — were generally thought to be guilty of a multitude of
different deceptions, most notably the selling of useless cures with the aid of
invented exotic persona, forged diplomas from imaginary universities, and let-
ters of recommendations from invented persons of note. In fact, mountebanks
were so commonly associated with fakery that they soon became a byword for
deception.!

Alexander Bendo, however, claimed to be the genuine article: “if [ appear to any
one like a counterfeit”, he wrote, it could only be because as an honest man, he is
“the counterfeit’s example, his original [...]. Is it therefore my fault if the cheat by
his wits and endeavours makes himself so like me, that consequently I cannot avoid
resembling of him?” (Rochester 1676:2-3) Despite these protestations, Alexander
Bendo was a counterfeit, but not in the sense that he was a deceiving mountebank:
he was in fact the creation of the Baroque poet and playwright John Wilmot, the
Earl of Rochester. The handbill was part of an elaborate imposture that according
to Gilbert Burnet, Rochester’s first biographer, had seen Rochester: “set up in the

1|1 am very grateful to the Stichting Fonds Catharine van Tussenbroek,
whose grant for my Occasional Studentship at the Warburg Institute in
2011 enabled me to start the research for this study there. | also thank
Professor Caroline van Eck and Dr. Joy Burrough-Boenisch for reading
the text and providing me with their valuable comments.
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Tower-Street for an Italian Mountebank, where he had a Stage, and practised Phys-
ick for some Weeks not without success” (1680:27).

The Alexander Bendo episode has proven to be irresistible to Rochester’s later
biographers (it has appeared in every biography since Burnet’s as a testimony to
Rochester’s eccentricity and outrageousness) and literary historians alike. In recent
decades, the handbill has found its way into academic studies, where it has been
discussed in the context of satire and Restoration politics. This paper will not argue
with this particular approach — the handbill very obviously includes an exercise in
political satire — but wants to propose that the text is also part of a very specific dis-
course in which the mountebank served as a vehicle for Baroque artists to explore
the dynamics of deception in their work. The concept of deception was fundamen-
tal to Baroque aesthetics and there was no greater acclaim for the Baroque artist if
his virtuosity managed to deceive the eye of his audience — a notion reflected in the
very name of one of the most popular genres in Baroque painting, the trompe [l'oeil.

All over Europe, Baroque artists — painters and playwrights in particu-
lar — would explore and discuss this trait in their work, particularly by drawing
sustained comparisons between themselves and the mountebank. Although some
of these comparisons have been discussed in isolation, very little attention, if any,
has been paid to how they relate to one another. This article will attempt to provide
a first sketch of the illusionist artist/ mountebank discourse, which I will introduce
with a drawing by the Dutch artist Hendrick Goltzius, the mountebank scene from
Ben Jonson’s comedy Volpone (1606) and Gerrit Dou’s painting The Quack (1652).
Rochester’s handbill, I will argue, is a continuation of this artist/ mountebank dis-
course, in the sense that it draws comparisons that are similar to those found in the
works of Jonson and Dou but also takes them further, in an intricate game with
representational boundaries and his readers’ expectations.

THE ARTIST AND THE MOUNTEBANK

The mountebank was a particularly popular subject in Early Modern Europe, espe-
cially in the Dutch Republic, the Southern Netherlands, Britain, Germany, France
and Ttaly.? He appeared in many different genres, ranging from the stages of

2 | A small study conducted by six students (Oliver Antczak, Thomas
Giacoletto, Rian van den Dool, Damiét Schneeweisz, Mariam Orjonikidze
and Jack Lindsay) in my Research Clinic “Faking It: Political Deception
in Early Modern Art and Culture” at Leiden University College yielded
dozens of visual and textual representations of the mountebank for all of
these countries in the period between 1600 and 1800. The visual repre-
sentation of the mountebank appears to have been particularly popular in
the Dutch Republic, Britain, Germany, France, and Italy but much less so
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Moliere and Thomas Asselijn to a multitude of cheap prints, as well as paintings
by artists as diverse as Jan Steen, Jean Tassel and Giovanni Domenico Tiepolo.?
Although there appear to have been some cultural differences in the approach to
the subject, the emphasis in these representations was usually placed on the notion
of the mountebank’s deceitful nature and the audience’s gullibility. The relation-
ship between these two is, for example, expressed succinctly in the satirical English
print The Infallible Mountebank or Quack Doctor (ca. 1688-1705, fig. 1). In the text
that accompanies the image, the mountebank presents his audience with a long list
of obviously false claims, which he concludes: “Read, Judge and Try. And if you
Die, never believe me more.”

However, this wealth of visual and textual representations of the mountebank
hides a much smaller and rather more sophisticated discourse in which artists
would compare their own craft with that of the mountebank and use him as a vehi-
cle to explore the dynamics with their own audiences.* Hendrick Goltzius’ drawing
“The Children of Mercury”, from his 1596 The Children of the Planets series, pro-
vides a particularly good introduction to this discourse.’ The drawing, which was
turned into a print by Goltzius’ former student Jan Saenredam (fig. 2), depicts Mer-
cury along with the professions associated with him. However, rather than show-
ing Mercury as the protector of merchants, as had been common in the Children
of the Planets tradition, Goltzius presents him in the context of rhetoric, the art of

in Eastern Europe and Russia. The discourse in which artists compared
themselves to the mountebank seems to have been limited mainly to the
Dutch Republic, Britain, France and ltaly.

3 | Steen, Tassel and Tiepolo are just three of the many artists who paint-
ed quacks and their audiences in the 17" and 18" century but they have
in common that they made several versions of the subject. Jan Steen
painted his between 1650 and 1660 and all versions are simply known as
De Kwakzalver—the best-known of these is part of the collection of the
Rijksmuseum in Amsterdam. Jean Tassel painted at least two, extremely
similar, versions of his Le Charlatan, one of which is to be found at the
Musée Massey in Tarbes. Neither version is dated but they were probably
produced in the 1650s or early 1660s. Giovanni Domenico Tiepolo paint-
ed several versions in the 1750s, including // Ciarlatano (1751-52), which
can be found in the collection of the Louvre in Paris.

4 | It must be noted that this discourse is in fact part of a wider one in
which artists identified with other types of tricksters. For a particularly
good example, please see Gianlorenzo Bernini’s only surviving play L'Im-
presario (ca. 1643) and Donald Beecher’s excellent article on it: “Gian-
lorenzo Bernini’'s The Impresario: The Artist as the Supreme Trickster”
(1984).

5| Also see my brief discussion of this image in Hylkema 2014:6-7.
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Figure 1: Anonymous, “The Infallible Mountebank” or Quack Doctor, ca. 1688-
1705, engraving, British Museum, London, © Trustees of the British Museum.
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Figure 2: Jan Saenredam, “The Children of Mercury”, ca. 1596, engraving after
a drawing by Hendrick Goltzius, British Museum, London, © Trustees of the
British Museum.
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persuasion, which he emphasizes by placing two rhetoricians in the foreground. To
Mercury’s left, we see the painter holding a palette and maulstick, and the sculptor,
busily carving a human figure. In the background, an orator is addressing a crowd
and to the right, a theatrical performance is in progress. In between the stage and
the painter, another of Mercury’s children is found: the mountebank, presenting a
bottle of medicine.

These professions have in common that they all deceive their audiences, a
notion that Goltzius emphasizes by placing a weaving shuttle between the quack
and the painter. This shuttle is a reference to the early modern Dutch word
‘webbe’, which meant a woven tissue but was also used for literary texts and in the
phrase ‘een webbe van leughens’, which literally translates as ‘a tissue of lies’ or
‘ein Liigengewebe’. But what lies do Mercury’s children tell their audiences? The
mountebank tells a multitude of lies but in the end, they all serve the same purpose:
to persuade his audience that the bottle he is holding up contains a potent medicine,
rather than mere water — or worse. This indeed is similar to the kind of lie Mer-
cury’s artists tell their respective audiences: theirs is the lie that occurs when a work
of art transcends its representational frame and the viewer experiences and treats it,
however briefly, as that which it represents. We reach out to touch a hand or shoul-
der, only to touch cold marble and realize that we have fallen for the sculptor’s lie.

Drawing on the anthropological work of Alfred Gell, Caroline van Eck has
theorized the process in which the viewer forgets the “demarcations between art
and life” and experiences a sculpture as alive as the “living presence response” (van
Eck 2015: 11). In Baroque sculpture, the eyes played a particularly important part
in achieving this effect: Claude-Henri Watelet wrote about Bernini’s gift to convey
“the illusion of life”: “the ‘living’ eyes of the statue fix the viewers and bring to the
soul of the viewer an idea of life, and the sensation of gratified desire” (van Eck
2015: 65-66, translation by van Eck). The trick to this effect lies in what Hannelore
Hiégele has described as the process of carving in the gaze. This entails adding a
focused pupil to the sculpture’s eye and this is exactly what Goltzius’ sculptor is
doing in “The Children of Mercury”: sitting on the floor, he is cutting a pupil into
one of the eyes of female head in front of him. Higele writes:

As the beholder’s eye follows the path of the glance to its object, he an-
ticipates a fuller measure of eye-tugging and darting, just as in real life.
A quickening sensation is thus effected in him partly by what he sees,
but more by what he senses may happen were the frozen image to be
quickened into motion. (2014: 136-37)

That response is the moment when the artist succeeds in making the spectator
believe that this is flesh and blood rather than cold marble, and it is the ultimate
victory of Baroque mimesis, in which the work of art is experienced, however fleet-
ingly, as alive and as that which it represents, rather than a mere representation.
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It is important to note that Goltzius’ drawing does not dismiss or condemn
Mercury’s deceptive brood. In this respect, it would set the tone for the many com-
parisons that would be drawn between artists and mountebanks in the century to
come. Contrary to neo-Platonic and Calvinist debates about the deceptive nature of
the imitative arts, these comparisons celebrated the artist’s ability to create illusions
and discussed this in terms of craftsmanship and virtuosity as well as the pleasure
that it gave audiences. In this sense, this discourse was strongly related to the 17"
century’s renewed interest in the story of the contest between the Greek painters,
Zeuxis and Parrhasius, in which the latter deceived his rival by painting curtains
that were so lifelike, that Zeuxis tried to open them and lost the contest as a result.
In his Inleyding tot de Hooge Schoole der Schilderkonst (1678) the Dutch painter
and art theorist Samuel van Hoogstraten concludes his praise of the achievement of
Parrhasius with the remark that the perfect painting is “like a mirror of nature, that
makes things that are not there appear as if they are, and as such is deceptive in a
permissible, entertaining and praiseworthy manner” (25, my translation).

THE PLAYWRIGHT AND THE PAINTER:
BEN JONSON AND GERRIT Dou

In the theatre, the mountebank was regularly used as a vehicle for the exploration
of the dynamics between the performance and its audience, a notion beautifully
illustrated by the mountebank scene (Act II, scene 2) in Ben Jonson’s comedy
Volpone.In this scene, the villainous Volpone impersonates an Italian mountebank
by the name of Scoto of Mantua and in this guise addresses a crowd on stage. The
performance is witnessed by two characters — Sir Politic and Peregrine — who
provide a running commentary on their reception of the mountebank. Scoto’s
speech confirms Sir Politic’s belief that mountebanks are “great general scholars”
and “excellent physicians” (Jonson 1995:35) whereas Peregrine will not be con-
vinced and mocks Sir Politic and the rest of the crowd for falling under Scoto’s
spell.

It must be noted that the mountebank scene in Volpone is hardly the only case
of deception in Jonson’s work: from Every Man in His Humour (1598) to The
Magnetic Lady (first staged in 1632), almost every single one of Jonson’s comic
plots is driven by imposture, forgery, hoaxing, and other kinds of trickery. However,
the mountebank’s formal performance within the actual performance does offer
Jonson the opportunity to explore the mimetic relationship between deception and
truth through a series of implicit comparisons. What Jonson presents his audience
with is in fact the performance of an actual deception, Volpone’s impersonation of
Scoto Mantua. And what a glorious deception it is too: apart from Peregrine, Scoto’s
audience is completely taken in by the mountebank’s rhetorical virtuosity and are
persuaded of the effectiveness of Scoto’s potion. More importantly, everyone falls
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for the actual deception: Volpone’s impersonation of Scoto. Even Peregrine, who
prides himself on his scepticism, does not for a moment wonder whether Scoto of
Mantua is who he claims to be.

Mimesis plays an important part in this success. At the beginning of the
scene, as Scoto’s stage is erected, Sir Politic and Peregrine both describe their own
general views of the mountebank: whereas Politic admires them, “They are the
only knowing men of Europe!”, Peregrine has heard “that they are most lewd im-
posters; made of all terms and shreds” (Jonson 1995:35). Scoto’s speech confirms
both these views, in the sense that Volpone understands exactly what constitutes
a mountebank in his audience’s eyes, creates its likeness and then brings it to life
before them. This notion echoes a remark by Francis Bacon that Jonson would
later quote in Discoveries (1640): “deceit is the likeness of truth” (Jonson 1892: 66).
Without ever pointing out the comparison explicitly, the mise en abyme structure of
the mountebank scene gives Jonson the opportunity to show his audience what he
does as a playwright: he understands what constitutes their truth and then imitates
that on stage to make them believe his illusion.

Half a century later, the Dutch painter Gerrit Dou would present a very similar
point in his painting The Quack (fig. 3), albeit in a rather more explicit manner.® At that
stage Dou was celebrated throughout Europe for his gift to produce extraordinarily
lifelike paintings. The Dutch poet Dirk Traudenius assured his readers that if Zeuxis
were to see Dou’s work, “[he] would be deceived all over again. Here it is not paint
that lies on the panel/but life and spirit” (1662: 17, my translation). In fact, Dou would
often include deceptively real curtains in his paintings, as in the Rijksmuseum’s Man
Smoking a Pipe (ca. 1650), to allude to his status as the modern Parrhasius. He was ob-
viously proud of his extraordinary mimetic powers, a notion that is abundantly present
in The Quack, in which he, as Eric Jan Sluijter writes, “presented with remarkable wit
his unconcealed pride in the ‘deceit’ he was able to produce” (1998: 195).

In Dou’s Quack, the mountebank takes centre-stage, literally, and is shown
presenting his captivated audience with a bottle of medicine. He is accompanied
by all the exotic props traditionally associated with mountebanks: a monkey, a
parasol, and a medical diploma so outrageously grand that it cannot be real. How-
ever, whereas other artist/ mountebank comparisons are abstract, like Goltzius’, or
implicit, like Jonson’s, Dou makes his specific and personal by including a self-
portrait in the image. In fact, Ivan Gaskell points out that “the scene is set at the
Galgewater in Leiden, where Dou had his studio” (1982: 18). The painter is shown
hanging out of the window of his studio directly behind the quack, holding a palette.
The symmetry in how the figures of the mountebank and Dou present the attributes
of their respective professions immediately establishes an explicit comparison be-

6 | A shorter discussion of this work was included in my article “The
pleasure of being deceived: spectatorship in the arts and other decep-
tions in eighteenth-century England” (Hylkema 2014).
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Figure 3: Gerrit Dou, “The Quack”, 1652, oil on canvas, Museum Boijmans
Van Beuningen, Rotterdam, © Stichting Museum Boijmans Van Beuningen.
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tween the two. Dou, however, is not watching the mountebank but directly confronts
the viewer’s gaze. This creates a relationship between spectator and painter that
explicitly resembles that between the mountebank and his audience. I, Dou appears
to tell his viewer, am doing exactly to you what he is to them: I am deceiving you.

THE POET: ROCHESTER AND ALEXANDER BENDO

Although Gerrit Dou’s painting has, to my best knowledge, never been connect-
ed to any of the many other works in which the artist compares himself to the
mountebank, it is quite possibly the most discussed example of this discourse on
artistic deception. Rochester’s Alexander Bendo, however, has so far escaped such
attention, even though elements of the handbill clearly deal with the concept of
mimesis and deceit. What makes the Alexander Bendo case particularly intriguing
is that Rochester takes the comparison one step further: whereas Dou went beyond
Jonson’s implicit comparison by literally inserting himself in the work, the line
between Rochester and Bendo is very thin indeed.

Although accounts of the Bendo episode vary, most agree that he started the
imposture in the summer of 1676 in order to escape being arrested and charged
with the murder of his friend Captain Downs.” On 17 June that year, Rochester
and several friends had become involved in a drunken brawl in Epsom that ended
in Downs’ death. It has never become clear what happened exactly, but Roches-
ter, who had fled the scene, was widely held responsible. With a possible murder
trial hanging over his head, Rochester decided to lie low in London, disguised as
Alexander Bendo (Greene 1974:106; Johnson 2004:250). Several years after
Rochester’s death, his former servant Thomas Alcock published The Famous
Pathologist or The Noble Mountebank (1687), which greatly elaborated on the
account of the imposture in Gilbert Burnet’s biography. Claiming that he had
assisted Rochester in the imposture, Alcock describes how carpenters had set
up a stage for Rochester at his lodgings in Tower Street, where he lived and
practised as

the noble Doctor Alexand’ Bendo, in an old overgrown Green Gown
[...] —lined through with exotick furrs of diverse colours, an antique Cap,
a great Revernd Beard, and a Magnificent false Medal sett round with
glittering Pearl, rubies, and Diamonds of the same cognation, hung abt
his Neck. (1961:29)

7 | One notable exception is Vivian de Sola Pinto, who does not connect
the imposture to the events at Epsom but dates the Bendo imposture one
year earlier, to 1675, in his introduction to Alcock’s pamphlet (de Sola
Pinto 1961: 13-14).
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The story of the Bendo imposture has become a firm fixture in Rochester’s biog-
raphy: it has proven irresistible to all of Rochester’s subsequent biographers and
featured prominently in Laurence Dunmore’s film about Rochester’s life, The Lib-
ertine (2004). The imposture has also found its way into academia, for instance in
Kirk Combe’s article “Making Monkeys of Important Men: Performance Satire and
Rochester’s Alexander Bendo’s Brochure” (2012), which approaches the weeks that
Rochester lived and practised as Bendo as “a prolonged period of performance art”
(56). Combe’s analysis, which he mainly bases on the handbill, Alcock’s account
and — as he readily admits — “educated guesswork™ (ibid.), is intriguing and very
relevant in the context of the artist/mountebank discourse. The problem, however,
is that there is not a shred of evidence that the imposture actually happened. As
Germaine Greer points out in her book on Rochester’s life and works, there is no
mention of Alexander Bendo in the transactions of the Society of Apothecaries,
which she argues must mean that “Alcock’s tale can hardly be true” (2000: 66).

Kate Loveman also casts doubt on the authenticity of the imposture by pointing
out that it is strange that Alcock was the only individual “to claim to have witnessed
the cheat by so notorious a courtier. If the stage performance and the laboratory
visits had indeed occurred, we might expect to find more people claiming to have
been present, or at least telling stories about others who had fallen for the trick”
(Loveman 2008: 15). Loveman concludes: “On the basis of the current evidence
then, and rather regretfully, it seems necessary to concur with Greer’s judgement
that no prolonged impersonation occurred” (ibid.). The story of the imposture does
indeed seem to be too good to be true and not particularly likely in the light of
Rochester’s predicament in the summer of 1676: when trying to avoid being arrest-
ed for murder, one would hardly try to attract attention in the manner described in
Alcock’s pamphlet. Indeed, the motto Alcock included in his title page “Si popu-
lus vult decipi decipiantur” (if people want to be deceived, let them be deceived)
may well have been a warning to his readers rather than a reference to the alleged
victims of Rochester’s deception.

The imposture may be such stuff as Ben Jonson’s comedies are made on but
Rochester most certainly did produce the handbill. The British Library keeps its
surviving copy (fig. 4) in a folder with genuine 17"-century mountebank advertise-
ments, and it is so similar to the others that it is easily overlooked. The title page, in
which Bendo identifies himself and greets his audience, “To all Gentlemen, Ladies,
and others, whether of City, Town, or Country, ALEXANDER BENDO wishes
all Health and Prosperity” is certainly typical of the genre. On closer inspection,
there are some differences: at eight pages, it is longer than most genuine handbills
and is perhaps more elegantly printed. However, on the whole, Alexander Bendo’s
handbill looks authentic, to the extent that it could be defined as a forgery in terms
of its appearance. A forger, however, would have tried to make his creation indistin-
guishable from authentic mountebank handbills and that is definitely not the case in
Rochester’s handbill — on the contrary.
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Figure 4: Rochester, John Wilmot, 1676, Earl of, front page of To all gentlemen,
ladies, and others, whether of city, town, or country: Alexander Bendo wisheth
all health and prosperity, British Library, London, © British Library Board,
General Reference Collection C.112.£9.(41.).
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The handbill opens with a discussion about fraud, continues with a shorter sec-
tion on the deceitful nature of politics and then embarks on a lengthy advertise-
ment of Alexander Bendo’s medicines and treatments. The opening alone may have
raised suspicion in Rochester’s readers: although mountebanks did compare their
skills and medicines to those of their competitors, they were generally careful to
avoid mentioning the concept of deception. Bendo, however, introduces it immedi-
ately, in a sustained attack on his fellow mountebanks. As Greer notes: “A mounte-
bank who persists in reminding people that they are being practised on by a ‘Bas-
tard race of Quacks and Cheats’ will hardly do well” (2000: 65).

The unusual opening of the handbill may have given Rochester’s readers reason
to doubt the handbill’s authenticity but the second part of the text decidedly lacks
any resemblance to real advertisements. Bendo embarks on a comparison between
the mountebank and the politician, in which he concludes that:

The politician (by his example no doubt) finding how the people are taken
with specious, miraculous, impossibilities, plays the same game; pro-
tests, declares, promises | know not what things, which h€s sure can
néer be brought about. [...] So you see the politician is, and must be a
mountebank in state affairs; and the mountebank no doubt, if he thrives,
is an errant politician in physic. (Rochester 1676: 3)

Academic discussions of the handbill appear to have focused exclusively on the
satirical section of the text and ignored its opening and, particularly, the third and
by far longest part of the text, in which Bendo advertises his medicines and skills. I
would, however, argue that these two parts firmly place the text in the artist/ moun-
tebank discourse. Like Jonson’s mountebank scene and Dou’s painting, Roches-
ter’s handbill reflects on the illusionist nature of its art, and like Jonson and Dou,
Rochester uses the mountebank as a vehicle to demonstrate his own virtuosity in
fooling his audience. There are however several crucial differences between the
three works, the first of which is found in how their respective audiences encounter
and experience the works.

Jonson’s mountebank scene and Dou’s painting are explicitly offered as works
of art and Jonson and Dou are explicitly identified as their creators. Scoto’s speech
is so clever in imitating real mountebanks that the play’s audience may have for-
gotten briefly that they are in the theatre, but the experience is only temporary. Be-
fore and after they have been seduced by the illusion of the performance, the audi-
ence knows that they are in the theatre, and will place and appreciate the experience
in this context. The same applies to Dou’s painting: even though the tapestry on the
quack’s stage looks deceptively real, the viewer is aware that it is offered within a
painting. The moment the viewer is fooled and reaches out to touch the fabric does
not last: like Zeuxis, he or she will feel oil on canvas, and then remember that it was
a painting all along.
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The reader’s experience of Rochester’s handbill is entirely different. Contrary
to Dou’s viewer and Jonson’s audience, Rochester’s reader sets out thinking that the
text is authentic but the author then deliberately spoils this effect with the ambiguity
of the opening. Rochester’s reader realizes that he or she may have been fooled, and
that the text in front of him or her may be satirical fiction rather than an authentic
handbill. In other words, whereas the illusionist effect in Jonson’s and Dou’s re-
spective works is achieved when their mimetic virtuosity makes their audiences
and readers forget, however briefly, that what they see is representation, Rochester
manages to frame his work in such a way that it deceives his reader from the very
start — and then he stops the deception himself by revealing that it is fiction.

Another difference is found in how these works relate to their respective
creators. Whereas Jonson’s comparison between the playwright and Scoto the
mountebank is abstract and implicit, Dou inserts himself in the image, making
the comparison explicit and personal. Rochester, however, takes this further, par-
ticularly in places where the text seems so authentic that the boundary between
the authorial voice and Bendo appears to dissolve. This holds particularly true for
the part that critics usually ignore, in which the text moves from obvious political
satire to an advertisement of Bendo’s skills and medicines. This section takes up
more than half of the handbill and, like the opening, it is marked by ambiguity.
In most ways, the text is remarkably similar to authentic handbills and treatises
on mountebank remedies of the period: all the illnesses that Bendo mentions, for
instance, can be found in authentic handbills. These include barrenness, venereal
diseases, inflammations and obstructions, bad breath, obesity and scurvy, of which
he writes:

First, | will (by the leave of God) perfectly cure that Labes Britannica, or
grand English disease, the scurvy; and that with such ease to my pa-
tient, that he shall not be sensible of the least inconvenience whilst | steal
his distemper from him; | know there are many, who treat this disease
with mercury, antimony, spirits, and salts, being dangerous remedies,
in which | shall meddle very little, and with great caution, but by more
secure, gentle, and less fallible medicines, together with the observation
of some few rules in diet, perfectly cure the patient. (Rochester 1676: 4)

Scurvy was rife in England at the time and Bendo’s observations on the illness
sound sensible as well as knowledgeable — mercury and antimony were indeed
used as remedies against scurvy in 17"-century England (Baron 2009:319) and
Bendo is absolutely correct to point out that they were dangerous.

The fragment also closely mimics authentic handbills in other ways, for in-
stance the structure of an authentic mountebank’s text: it introduces an illness
and then focuses on the effect of the treatment on the patient, often comparing
it to the remedies used by competitors. In several places, Bendo’s advertisement
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emphasizes the safety of his remedies: he promises that if he, Bendo, is unfa-
miliar with an illness, a patient need not be afraid of “having experiments tried
upon him; a privilege he can never hope to enjoy, either in the hands of the grand
doctors of the court and town, or in those of the lesser quacks and mountebanks”
(Rochester 1676:5).

This emphasis on safety was a common feature in authentic handbills, as was
the assertion of the mountebank’s exotic qualifications. “Many quacks,” writes
Tobias B. Hug, “advertising through handbills in the late seventeenth and early
eighteenth centuries claimed to have travelled through various places in Europe
and ‘beyond seas’, to have cured kings or to possess medicines from abroad” (Hug
2009: 54). Bendo includes these claims too, after a long list of his particular medical
accomplishments: “The knowledge of these secrets I gathered in my travels abroad
(where I have spent my time ever since I was fifteen years old to this my nine and
twentieth year) in France and Italy” (Rochester 1676: 7).

Finally, Bendo concludes his handbill:

They that will do me the favour to come to me, shall be sure from three of
the clock in the afternoon till eight at night at my lodgings in Tower-street,
next door to the sign of the Black Swan, at a goldsmiths house to find
Their humble servant, ALEXANDER BENDO. (Rochester 1676: 8)

This too strongly resembles the final part of authentic bills. One genuine handbill
published anonymously in London sometime between 1660 and 1685 closes with
the remark that the doctor’s residence is “in Holborn, within 3 doors of Brownlow-
street, next door to an Apothecarys, and over against the signe of the Magpy,
who is to be spoken with from 8 a clock in the morning till 12 at Noon” (Anon.
1660-85: 2).

If Rochester’s handbill had consisted merely of the advertisement, it would not
only have persuaded his readers that Bendo was a genuine mountebank but also that
he was knowledgeable and sincere. However, this persuasive quality does render
the text ambiguous again: the writing is much better, in terms of its wording and
structure, than that of authentic mountebank handbills. The effect of this ambiguity
is wholly deliberate and very much in line with how Jonson and especially Dou use
the mountebank as a vehicle to show off their illusionist virtuosity. In the opening
of the handbill Bendo claims:

All | shall say for myself on this score is this, if | appear to any one like
a counterfeit, even for the sake of that chiefly ought | to be construed a
true man, who is the counterfeits example, his original, and that which
he employs his industry and pains to imitate and copy. Is it therefore my
fault if the cheat by his wits and endeavours makes himself so like me,
that consequently | cannot avoid resembling of him? (Rochester 1676: 2)
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In the context of the opening, Bendo is of course comparing himself to cheating
fellow mountebanks, but when the reader goes back to this fragment after he or
she has read the satirical part, in which the text reveals its fictional nature, and the
highly persuasive advertisement, it takes on a whole new meaning. Now that the
reader has realized that Bendo cannot be anything but the fictional representation
of a mountebank, Bendo’s remark becomes a reflection on the nature of artistic mi-
mesis as well as a showing-off of Rochester’s genius as a writer. If the counterfeit
is understood to be the artist, who “employs his industry and pains to imitate and
copy”’, then the creation of Bendo is a true triumph, in the sense that Rochester, with
his superior wits and endeavours, has created a character that is so convincing that
Bendo not only appears to be real to the reader but also the ideal mountebank, of
which real mountebanks appear to be mere copies. The effect implied here is simi-
lar to that of living presence, in which the work appears to the reader to be the living
original, “a true man”, rather than the fictional representation.

Bendo’s handbill is commonly referred to as satire, possibly because of the
traditional critical emphasis on this section of the text. This, however, is a shame
because this perception neglects the text’s opening and the advertisement, neither
of which are satirical or place the handbill as a whole firmly in the artist/ mounte-
bank discourse. From its highly deceptive title page to its equally deceitful sign-off,
Rochester’s handbill bounces back and forth between forgery, highly persuasive
textual illusionism, and obvious literary fiction, thus creating a game between him
and his readers that is more complex than the comparisons drawn by Jonson, Dou
and other playwrights and painters. Where they compare themselves, either implic-
itly or explicitly, to the mountebank, the boundaries between Rochester and Bendo
dissolve — to materialize again when the author reveals himself to assert his illu-
sionist virtuosity. As such, Rochester’s handbill echoes the motto that Jan Saen-
redam added to his print of Goltzius’ image: “Me dys commendat facunde gratia
lingue, Et varias rudibus monstro mortalibus artes” — The grace of my eloquent
tongue recommends me to the gods, and I show the crude mortals various arts.
In Latin, ‘artes’ refers to arts as well as tricks, and the ambiguity not only serves
Goltzius’ image beautifully but also turns the motto into a rather apt description of
Alexander Bendo’s handbill and Rochester’s virtuosity in deception.
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Aping the Master

19"-Century Voltaire Pastiches and
the Anxieties of Modern Authorship

Manuel Miihlbacher (LMU Munich)

The Souvenirs de la Marquise de Créquy, published in 1834, relate the following
anecdote: in Ferney, Voltaire receives the visit of a young clockmaker who has
recently been convicted of adultery. Voltaire makes fun of him, giving him the
nickname “Monsieur le Fornicateur”. Not understanding Latin, Voltaire’s servants
mistake “Fornicateur” as the clockmaker’s surname and begin to call him by the
same name. The clockmaker believes that they are deliberately aping Voltaire’s
joke and rebukes them harshly: “est-ce que vous prétendez imiter votre maitre et
singer M. de Voltaire?” (Courchamps 1834:218) Without consciously doing so, the
servants have imitated Voltaire’s way of speaking, his personal style. In the termi-
nology of literary criticism, such imitation is called a pastiche.

Since the early days of his celebrity, many writers have imitated Voltaire and
tried to have their works attributed to him. The Souvenirs de la Marquise de Cré-
quy are no more innocent in this respect. Not only are the memoirs themselves
apocryphal (Courchamps tried to pass them off as being by the Marquise), they
also contain an apocryphal Voltaire letter (209-11). For those readers who believed
the Souvenirs to be authentic, the apocryphal Voltaire letter might have appeared
s0, too. And even if the reader did not regard the letter as authentic, this pastiche
might have distracted his or her attention from the bigger forgery in which it stands.
It goes without saying that the anecdote about “Monsieur le Fornicateur” is as un-
trustworthy as the letter.

Despite the huge number of acknowledged and unacknowledged pastich-
es in Voltaire’s style, it is only recently that Voltaire scholars have begun to
address this corpus.! In order to further explore it, this article will pay attention to a

1| Joseph Patrick Lee (2004) develops some categories for under-
standing how texts can be attributed to Voltaire and cites interesting
examples of apocryphal texts that found their way into editions of Voltaire’s
collected works. Nicholas Cronk recently studied 18"-century Voltaire
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specific and little known group of Voltaire pastiches: the apocryphal Voltaire letter
in Courchamp’s Souvenirs de la Marquise de Créquy shows us that such pastich-
es continued to proliferate after Voltaire’s death. According to Paul Aron’s and
Jacques Espagnon’s Répertoire des pastiches et parodies littéraires des XIX* et
XX¢ siecles (2009:520), Voltaire remains one of the most imitated and parodied
authors of French literature in the 19" and 20" centuries.? This article will argue
that the 19"-century reactions to Voltaire’s practice of publishing and to the pas-
tiches written in his style reflect a fundamental change in conceptions of author-
ship. I will focus on some Voltaire pastiches written between 1800 and 1855, and
in particular on the outstanding case of the pastiche writer Nicolas Chatelain.
Furthermore, I will exclude parodies from the corpus and concentrate on two
particular categories in Gérard Genette’s classification of intertextuality, the
pastiche and the forgery (1982:37). The former is the admitted imitation of an
author’s style without satirical intent. The forgery differs from the pastiche only in
so far as it breaks the “contrat de pastiche” (93) with the reader and tries to delude
him or her into taking it as an original. In order to understand why Voltaire pastich-
es come to take on a new meaning after 1800, though, one must adopt a historical
approach.

AUTHORSHIP AND PASTICHE WRITING:
FrRoOM THE 18™ 17O THE 19™ CENTURY

As studies in 18™-century authorship have shown, to publish one’s texts anony-
mously or under a pseudonym was rather the rule than the exception before the
French Revolution (Tunstall 2011: 674). In fact, “Voltaire” is a pen name of the man
called Francois-Marie Arouet. But even in the context of Ancien Régime publish-
ing, Voltaire’s multifarious conception of authorship sticks out. As the catalogue
of the French National Library tells us, Voltaire devised more than two hundred
pseudonyms to sign his works (Catalogue général 1978:162-66). Furthermore, he
was soon extensively and successfully imitated — Georges Bengesco’s bibliography
of Voltaire’s works lists some 140 erroneous attributions (1890:273-380) — and to
make things even more complicated, Voltaire indiscriminately denied the author-
ship of any text that was attributed to him, including his own. If we take into con-
sideration the sheer mass of his writings, it is easy to imagine what reading Voltaire
in the 18" century was like: except in the case of some famous works, there was
often no way of making sure whether a text had actually been authored by him or

apocrypha (2013) and published some seminal articles on Voltaire’s
practice of authorship (2007; 2009; 2011).

2| The claim | make is based on the number of entries in the index of
imitated authors.
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not. For instance, an apocryphal sequel to Candide, probably written by Henri Jo-
seph Du Laurens, was read as an original throughout the 18" century and succeeded
in making its way into the 1880 edition of Voltaire’s complete works as compiled
by Louis Moland.? Nicholas Cronk has argued that Voltaire himself considered his
“fakability” as a highly welcome side effect. According to Cronk, Voltaire “does
not want to own his ideas; on the contrary, he wants to disown them, and so share
them as widely as possible. Voltaire creates a distinctive style and voice that em-
body a distinctive worldview, and his name comes to stand for a style of thinking
that reaches beyond him” (Cronk 2013:573). Even those who successfully imitated
Voltaire magnified his voice and disseminated his ‘brand’, as defined by a certain
manner of writing, but also a set of ideas. Fakes thus increased the reach and the
impact of the Enlightenment campaign run by Voltaire. For this enlightened print-
ing machine to work, the recognisability of the trademark was more important than
authenticity.

This authorial practice clashes with the paradigm of modern authorship as it
emerges at the beginning of the 19" century. The contrast between Voltaire’s and
Rousseau’s conceptions of authorship, often discussed with regard to 18"-century
publishing conventions (Sgard 2016: xxii), is equally insightful when considered
retrospectively through the eyes of the 19" century. In contrast to Voltaire (and
unlike most 18"-century authors), Rousseau signed his texts with his “real” name
and thus turned his striving for personal transparency into a publishing practice.
As Geoffrey Turnovsky writes with regard to Rousseau, “anonymity was an aber-
rant, senseless gesture once the book was conceived as a medium whose primary
function and value lay in its capacity to project an image of its author before a
reader” (2003:395). Whereas Voltaire’s strategy of systematic disorientation is firm-
ly rooted in the “somewhat chaotic freedoms of the publishing world of his time”
(Cronk 2013: 575), Rousseau anticipates the modern conception of authorship: after
the introduction of copyright in France in 1791, authors had an interest to sign their
books with their real name in order to protect their intellectual property, but also
to meet certain ideals of Romantic aesthetics as defined, for instance, by Germaine
de Staél’s De I’Allemagne in 1810 (Carpenter 2009: 11). One can thus speak about
the advent of a new aesthetic and legal paradigm in the early 19" century. Through
owning its texts and expressing its personality in writing, the author-subject rises to
power (Edelman 2004: 378).

As a corollary, it becomes increasingly difficult for the readership to digest
a work of literature without knowing the author’s name and identity. As Michel

3 | According to Patrick Lee (2004:267), Du Laurens’ apocryphal sequel
to Candide had originally been included in volume 32 of Moland’s edi-
tion, but was then cut out. Until the completion of the Oxford edition of
Voltaire’'s works in 2018, the one by Moland remains the best available
reference for many texts.
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Foucault remarks, “[1’Janonymat littéraire nous est insupportable” (1994: 800). In
this respect we are all children of the 19" century. The desire to have certainty
about the author’s identity seems to be significantly stronger in the 19" century
than ever before. The emerging discipline of bibliography meets this need and is
firmly committed to enforcing identifiable authorship. One of its most important
tasks is to identify anonymous authors and to unveil literary mystifications, usually
called supercheries littéraires. Although the first dictionary dedicated to anonymous
authors, Vincentius Placcius Theatrum anonymorum et pseudonymorum, dates
back to 1674, the first one in French is Antoine Alexandre Barbier’s Dictionnaire
des ouvrages anonymes et pseudonymes (1806-1809).* Barbier lays the foundations
for a never-ending series of similar dictionaries: In 1834, Louis-Charles-Joseph de
Manne publishes his Nouveau recueil d’ouvrages anonymes et pseudonymes. The
major 19"-century bibliographer, Joseph-Marie Quérard, joins in the campaign
some ten years later with his five-volume dictionary Les supercheries littéraires
dévoilées. Georges d’Heylli’s more accessible Dictionnaire des pseudonymes, fo-
cusing exclusively on contemporary authors, went through three revised editions
between 1868 and 1887. The bibliographer and Voltaire editor Adrien-Jean-Quentin
Beuchot is also a major figure in this movement.

This network of newly emerging concepts and disciplines — intellectual proper-
ty, identifiable authorship and bibliography — has a common epistemological foun-
dation, which one could identify, following Jacques Ranciére, as the aesthetic regime
of the arts (2000: 31). According to Paul Aron, it is within this regime that the pas-
tiche arises as a genre in its own right (2008: 101). Since the pastiche is defined as an
“loJuvrage ou I'on a imité les idées et le style d’un grand écrivain” (Littré 1889:999),
the history of the concept of style provides a suitable perspective to retrace the rise
of the pastiche in the modern sense. The predominant notion of style in the 18"
century was a rhetorical one, the appropriateness of verba in relation to res. Voltaire
himself is a good representative of this conception of style: “Rien n’est [...] plus
difficile et plus rare que le style convenable a la matiere que 1’'on traite” (1879:437).
Throughout the 18" century, however, the concept of individual style gains currency.
While Marmontel and Mercier are forerunners of this conception (Diaz 2010:47-
48), the first entry in a French dictionary defining style as something personal
dates from 1798: “On dit d’Un Ecrivain, qu’ll n’a point de style, pour dire qu’Il n’a
point une maniere d’écrire qui soit a lui” (Dictionnaire de I’Académie frangaise
1798: 603). Even though these two connotations of ‘style’ — the generic and the indi-
vidual — coexisted for a rather long time, the personal conception of style becomes

4 | In his preface Barbier refers to a number of precursors, but also notes
that the study of anonymous authors has been widely neglected in France
(1806:xiii). The term “bibliography” becomes current at the end of the
18" century, when the discipline undergoes an increasing professional-
ization (Malclés 1956:75-84).
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more predominant around 1800. The increasing number of pastiche collections at
the end of the 19" century would be inconceivable without this transformation.

Juxtaposed against the background of modern authorship, the pastiche remains
riddled with paradoxes. As an original and identifiable creator, the author imprints
his style on the text like an individual minting (“empreinte de 1’ame”, “cachet”;
Diaz 2010:48). But just as coins and seals can be forged, so can a personal style
of writing. Having become an autonomous genre in the context of modern aes-
thetics, the pastiche also threatens to subvert the assumptions that made it possible.
The pastiche, as an imitation of individual style, is the disquieting other of modern
authorship. Charles Nodier, who played a crucial role in distinguishing the pas-
tiche from other practices of mimetic writing such as plagiarism, argues that one
can only imitate “les tours familiers d’un écrivain”, but not “la succession de ses
idées” (2003: 89) — an argument already put forward by Marmontel in 1781 (Aron
2008: 100). Concerning only the superficial level of elocutio, the pastiche would
be unable to mimic the overall intellectual structure of longer texts, even though
Nodier is aware of some notable exceptions such as the apocryphal sequel to Ma-
rivaux’s unfinished Vie de Marianne by Marie-Jeanne Ricoboni. Quérard tries to
solve the same problem by maintaining that what can above all be imitated are
the deficiencies of a literary text (1847: XXIX). But why, if this is true, have such
supposedly excellent authors as Voltaire or Victor Hugo been most successfully
pastiched? Given that it subverts the relation between author and text, the pastiche
becomes the Achilles’ heel of 19®-century authorship.

VOLTAIREAN AUTHORSHIP BETWEEN
BIBLIOGRAPHY AND ROMANTICISM

When bibliographers such as Quérard and Beuchot set out to establish the canon
of Voltaire’s works, they are bound to encounter a resistance inherent within
Voltaire’s conception of authorship and in his publishing practices. While Voltaire
aims to create “the illusion of collective authorship” (Cronk 2013:572), the task
of his 19™-century editors is to obliterate this fact by creating an order centred on
the individual. And yet the task of exhaustively cataloguing all the texts belonging
to ‘Voltaire’ imposes itself not only for epistemological and aesthetic, but also for
political reasons: with his ‘panthéonisation’ in 1791, Voltaire had become a part
of the national heritage and his work was now considered to contribute to French
cultural prestige. The numerous connections between politics and bibliography
are by no means coincidental: Barbier, for instance, was nominated Napoleon’s
personal librarian in 18075 As for Quérard, his La France littéraire, published in

5] On Napoleon’s personal endorsement of bibliography see Malcles
1956:77.
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1827, is the first national bibliography of France and therefore “un monument” to its
literary wealth (1827a:1X). Modern authorship, bibliography and nation-building
form an alliance to clear up the disorder the Ancien Régime book market has left
behind.

Voltairean techniques of blurring identities pose a threat to such an enterprise.
This is the reason why Quérard takes issue with Voltaire in the preface of his monu-
mental dictionary Les supercheries littéraires dévoilées:

Vint ensuite le dix-huitiéeme siecle, et avec lui Voltaire qui, en le traver-
sant, a jeté prés de deux cents pseudonymes dans la littérature de son
époque, et a fait naftre un grand nombre de singes.

L'admiration pour Voltaire au XVIlIe siecle fut si grande, qu’on imita jus-
gu’a sa manie de travestissements. [...] Le dix-neuvieme siecle compor-
te encore assez d’'imitateurs de Voltaire, en moins grand nombre, a la
veérité, sous le rapport de l'esprit, que sous celui de sa manie de se
déguiser. (Quérard 1847:LI)

Even though Voltaire is not the first literary mystificator, Quérard regards him as
the model of those who resist the standard of identifiable authorship. Seen from
the viewpoint of a 19™-century bibliographer, Voltaire thus becomes the founding
father of authorial mystification. In this case, the ‘original’ is already constituted by
procedures of faking and counterfeiting, namely the blurring of stable relationships
between author and text. The very act of forging Voltaire thus involves a twofold
process of imitation: one in terms of style and one in terms of authorial practices.
The fact that Voltaire’s highly recognizable style invites pastiche also elicits a
certain amount of irritation from modern readers outside the field of bibliography.
In his Tableau de Paris, Louis-Sébastien Mercier dedicates a chapter to Voltaire,
entitled “Ecrits de Voltaire”. The account Mercier gives of Voltaire’s writing is not
a flattering one: “Brillant, ingénieux, vif, plaisant, gracieux, il n’a aussi aucune sorte
de profondeur; il ne touche jamais quaux superficies” (1994: 1440). Mercier then
relates Voltaire’s supposed superficiality to his brilliant style: “Les idées étroites de
I’age de vingt ans le dominaient a soixante: il ne travaillait pas sa pensée, mais son
style” (1443). Voltaire’s counterpart — implicit here, but explicit in other texts — is
once again Rousseau, whom Mercier exalts for his “génie méditatif” (1766: 103).6
Mercier thereby inaugurates a whole series of comparisons between Rousseau and
Voltaire, which predictably result in the disparagement of the latter. Bernardin de
Saint-Pierre’s and Louis-Claude de Saint-Martin’s comments on both authors are

6 | On Mercier’s life-long allegiance to Rousseau see Rufi 1995:69-115.
As Quérard’s entry on Voltaire in La France littéraire shows, the compar-
ison between Voltaire and Rousseau becomes a commonplace around
1800 (Quérard 1827b:429).
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couched in exactly the same terms and oppose Voltaire’s protean superficiality to
Rousseau’s profound and steady genius (Saint-Pierre 1818:111-20; Saint-Martin
1807:319-31).

The stylistic criticism directed at Voltaire thus hinges on the concept of depth,
which plays a crucial role in German literature of the Romantic period” and which
Germaine de Staél imports into France. In De L’Allemagne, Voltaire’s brilliance
constantly serves as a point of contrast to highlight the profundity of German
poetry: “Le poéte francais [= Voltaire] a su mettre en vers I'esprit de la société la
plus brillante; le poéte allemand [= Goethe] réveille dans I’dme par quelques traits
rapides des impressions solitaires et profondes” (Sta€l 1958: 182). Seen through the
lens of Romanticism, Voltaire’s writing can be characterised thus: a vivid style cov-
ers a lack of intellectual and emotional depth. Voltaire’s writings are thus associ-
ated with certain aesthetic shortcomings (stylized, superficial), which make them
appear akin to what a pastiche — according to certain preconceptions — can do. A
pre-modern kind of authorship and an inferior literary genre end up in the same
category at the lower end of the aesthetic hierarchy. This also implies that Voltaire’s
texts should perfectly lend themselves to stylistic imitation because they fit neatly
into the domain of the pastiche as traditionally described.

At this point, the aesthetic ideology of Romanticism seems to converge with the
facts of literary history: Voltaire, a widely and successfully imitated author, writes
in a light and superficial style. However, this might also be a case of wishful think-
ing: as a matter of fact, a major Romantic author like Victor Hugo turned out to
be at least as imitable as Voltaire, judging from the enormous number of pastiches
and parodies written in his style (Aron/Espagnon 2009: 505-06). One could thus
reverse the perspective and argue that Voltaire simply takes advantage of a possibil-
ity inherent in every recognizable style, namely that it is liable to being pastiched.
Voltaire is not by nature more imitable than many other famous authors, but he is
one of the few to deliberately exploit the fact that any individual style can give rise
to deceptive imitations. Yet this is exactly what arouses the anxiety of a certain
form of Romantic aesthetics. The analogy between Voltaire’s style and the pastiche,
based on the common denominator ‘shallowness’, should not be taken for granted: it
rather serves to suppress the fact that any personal style, not only Voltaire’s ‘super-
ficial’ brilliance, can be forged. Voltaire thus comes to represent everything the
new regime of the arts attempts to exclude. What is at stake in imitating Voltaire,
then, is not only a random case of pastiche writing, but a powerful subversion
of modern aesthetics.

7 | Vera Bachmann (2013:12, 25-26) shows that depth is increasingly
conceived in relation to a surface around 1800 and that it becomes a
pivotal metaphor for the literary text. The earliest example analysed by
Bachmann is Schiller’s “Der Taucher”, written in 1797, only a few years
before M™e de Staél’s visit to Weimar.
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MOMENTS OF UNCERTAINTY:
NicoLAs CHATELAIN’S VOLTAIRE PASTICHES

The sheer number and diversity of 19"-century Voltaire imitations — they include
stylistic parodies, explicit pastiches as well as forgeries — would surpass the limits
of this study. The purpose of this article, however, is less to give a comprehensive
account of this corpus than to examine some cases that pertain to the concept of
personal style and to its implications for modern authorship. A glance at Aron’s and
Espagnon’s Répertoire des pastiches tells us that the majority of the texts imitating
Voltaire in the first decades of the 19" century use him either as a mouthpiece of dif-
ferent political claims (Delisle de Sales 1802) or as an easy model for writing fiction
(Sewrin 1809), but do not aim at a convincing or even deceptive stylistic imitation.

The interest in writing Voltaire pastiches seems reinvigorated in 1828, when
Scipion Du Roure, president of the French Bibliophilic Society at the time, publish-
es his Réflexions sur le style original, the first collection of pastiches in the modern
sense of the term, which also features a parody of a Voltairean conte philosophique.
One has to wait until 1842, though, to see the first hoax based on an imitation of
Voltaire’s style, Arseéne Houssaye’s “L’Arbre de science”. Appearing anonymously
in the Revue de Paris, this compelling pastiche of a conte philosophique is a so-
phisticated literary mystification. An ‘avant-propos’ tries to clarify the question
how a conte by Voltaire could have remained unknown for such a long time and
how it was rediscovered. But Houssaye seems to have been aware that what had the
potential of a publishing sensation was not quite convincing. He therefore attenu-
ates the claim of authenticity by mentioning his own “doutes renaissans” (Houssaye
1842:75) and states that he simply submits his discovery to the public judgment. At
any rate, Joseph-Marie Quérard was not deceived. The corresponding entry in La
littérature frangaise contemporaine cites “L’Arbre de science” as being by Hous-
saye and as being “mis sous le nom de Voltaire” (Quérard 1848:324). But even if
we can assume that Houssayes’s pastiche is a hoax, intended to be unveiled after a
certain time, it involves the possibility of being read as a text written by Voltaire.
Although Houssaye’s pastiche neither ends up contaminating the canon nor aims to
do so, it produces a moment of uncertainty and blurs the boundary a bibliographer
such as Quérard strives to render as watertight as possible. And even after the mo-
ment of bibliographical demystification, uninformed readers might have continued
to wonder whether it is authentic or not.

In the case of Nicolas Chéatelain (1769-1856), these moments of uncertainty are
much more pervasive than in Houssaye.® Chatelain made a literary career of writing
pastiches. Given that Quérard extensively takes issue with Chatelain’s hoaxes in the

8 | Paul Aron (2008:125-30) gives a short overview of Chatelain’s work
as a pastiche writer. | will focus on those of Chételain’s pastiches that
involve questions of authorship.
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preface to the Supercheries littéraires dévoilées (1847: XX VIII-X X XII), one could
even consider him as the most famous literary pasticheur in the first half of the 19
century. Born in Holland, he settles in Switzerland in 1812 and acquires “une sorte
de réputation bizarre et passagere” (Thierry 1911:211). In the highly specialised
domain of literary mystification, Chatelain’s pastiches have repeatedly attracted
critical attention. Augustin Thierry depicts him as the archetypal pastiche writer:
“il dérobe constamment sa personnalité sous un masque d’emprunt” (210). He is
erudite, witty and has a strong sense of irony, but he fundamentally lacks imagina-
tion and is “[ilmpuissant a créer” (211). Measured against the paradigm of origi-
nality, the pastiche writer must appear as a bizarre and deficient character, even
though one cannot dispute him a certain skill. As someone who plays with masks
and identities, he is also close to his Voltairean model.

Chatelain achieved his major supercherie littéraire in 1837 when he anony-
mously published a Voltaire pastiche, the Lettres de Voltaire a M™ du Deffand au
sujet du jeune Rebecque, devenu depuis célébre sous le nom de Benjamin Constant.
Again a preface undertakes to prove the authenticity of the letters. Chatelain’s para-
textual strategy is much more firmly rooted in history than Houssaye’s, but no less
spectacular: The four apocryphal letters from Voltaire to M™ du Deffand concern
Benjamin Constant, whom Voltaire — according to the preface — met in Ferney in
1774. Voltaire gives Constant a letter of recommendation to M™ du Deffand and
subsequently corresponds with her on the subject of the young Constant. The letters
then pass to Horace Walpole, Benjamin Constant himself and finally to the editor.
The preface discusses a further problem of plausibility: The editor maintains that,
according to the testimony of two relatives, Benjamin Constant was born in 1759,
whereas the Bibliographie universelle indicates 1767 as his date of birth. As a last
proof, the publisher of the letters announces that the original letters can be found
“chez M. Chevillard pére, notaire, rue du Bac, n° 15” (Chéatelain 1837: 10).

The reaction of the public best shows how convincing Chételain’s pastiches
of Voltaire’s style are. Not only were several newspapers and erudite readers de-
ceived,’ but the supercherie itself could only be unveiled when Beuchot undertook
to go to the rue du Bac: “J’étais tenté d’aller a Morges faire mes remercimens a
I’éditeur anonyme; mais avant de faire le voyage, je suis allé a I'adresse ou 1'on
disait qu’étaient les originaux” (1838:126, 1317). Since the notary did not exist, the
supercherie was evident. Given that Beuchot was editing Voltaire’s complete works
at the time, his scrutiny prevented him from inserting four apocryphal letters
into his edition. As Beuchot’s key role in unveiling the hoax shows, supercheries
littéraires in the 19" century are based on a three-part relation between the fraudu-
lent author, the public and the bibliographer. But instead of being antagonistic, the
relationship between author and expert seems rather symbiotic. If the mystification

9 | E.g. the Revue Britannique and Alexandre Vinet, see Thierry 1911:210,
224.
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were never discovered, it would be absolute and therefore inexistent. This might
be the reason why Chatelain chose to construct his supercherie in such a way that
it could be unveiled: Such compromising details as the mistake in Constant’s date
of birth and the address of the notary could easily have been replaced by a more
likely story.

The fact that Chatelain’s hoax could only be uncovered by recourse to extra-
textual points of reference is deeply unsettling for those who proclaim a general dis-
tinguishability between original and pastiche. Augustin Thierry, for example, puts
Nodier’s dictum that one can imitate an author’s style, but not her or his train of
thought, as a disclaimer at the beginning of his chapter on Chatelain. The pastiche,
generally conceived as playful and unserious, becomes threatening as soon as it can
no longer be distinguished from what it imitates. In the case of the Lettres de Voltaire
a M™ du Deffand, Sainte-Beuve was maybe the last to be undeceived: it was only in
1862 when he noticed that he had quoted Chatelain’s pastiche as being by Voltaire
in his Portraits littéraires (Aron 2008: 125-26). Even bibliographical demystification
does not prevent the supercherie from exercising its power over decades.

In 1855, one year before his death, Nicolas Chatelain publishes his last
collection of pastiches: Pastiches ou imitations libres du stye de quelques écrivains
du XVIIE et XVIIF siecles, a series of pastiches in the style of Rousseau, d’Hol-
bach, d’Alembert, Voltaire (of course) and some others. As apparent from the title,
Chatelain this time concludes a contrat de pastiche with his readers. The preface
thus seems to serve exactly the opposite purpose than in the case of a supercherie
littéraire: In a very humble manner, Chatelain pays respect to the inimitability of
these great authors. He distinguishes two kinds of pastiche writers: Some are driven
by an “amour-propre excessif” and hope to equal their model, whereas others write
pastiches only as an innocent amusement. He himself, the reader is to understand,
belongs to the innocent class and merely pays a tribute to the “magie de leur style
qui nous séduit” (Chatelain 1855: VI). In addition, Chatelain develops a theory of
personal style which takes individualism to an extreme:

Le style [...] n'est autre chose que I'expression fidele des conceptions
intellectuelles et morales de I'individu, manifestées au dehors et aussi
nettement rendues qu’'un cachet en cire représente en relief la ciselure
d’'une intalgie, 'empreinte d’'une cornaline, ou de toute autre pierre pré-
cieuse. Or cette intalgie, cette image intérieure, nous I'avons au dedans
de notre esprit, nous la portons pour ainsi dire au fond de notre ame, et
en écrivant, bagatelle ou chose importante, nous ne faisons que la mani-
fester dehors, la rendre en relief. (VII)

Given that a writer, according to this stylistic hyper-determinism, cannot imprint
anything other than his static character, one might wonder how a pastiche can be
possible. Does the pastiche writer subsequently become all the authors he imitates?
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He does not, Chatelain answers, and this is the reason why he will never equal his
model, with whom he can only ‘identify’. One could conclude that everything is
now ordered in the way a bibliographer desires it to be: a domesticated pastiche.
The boundaries of individuality are strictly preserved since “Chatelain” is printed
on the title page and since he openly explains his purpose. This might be why
Quérard’s review of the book lavishes praise on the Pastiches. Chatelain possess-
es “une habileté singuliere a saisir le cachet distinctif de chaque style” (Quérard
1855:562). After two decades of hoaxes and pseudonymous publishing, Chételain
seems to have given up the trade of mystification.

Yet all of Chatelain’s commentators overlook one decisive passage at the end of
the preface and take for granted his claim that the Pastiches are only an innocent
“exercice de style” (Aron/Espagnon 2009: 129). It seems a lecon d’humilité when
Chatelain writes that he has inserted some unmarked originals among his own pas-
tiches:

Enfin pour ménager a la sagacité du lecteur un plaisir piquant, celui de
découvrir de temps en temps une page des originaux mémes, j'en ai glis-
sé quelques-unes qui prouveront mieux que chose au monde que, quoi
que l'on fasse, on demeure toujours, comme l'a si bien exprimé M™ de
Sévigné, a neuf cents lieues d’un cap, auquel on avait follement essayé
d’atteindre. (1855:1X)

The deep irony of this announcement, however, becomes apparent when the reader
undertakes to distinguish the Voltaire pastiches from the original letters in the col-
lection. The Lettres de Voltaire a M™ du Deffand have sufficiently proved that Cha-
telain’s imitations of Voltaire’s letters cannot be distinguished from the originals on
the basis of the text alone. In the case of the best pastiches in the recueil — those of
Voltaire and M™ de Sévigné — the presence of original letters among the imitations
effects just the opposite of what Chatelain announces in the preface. His Voltaire
imitations do not show that he remains “neuf cents lieues d’un cap”, but rather that it
is impossible to distinguish his pastiches from the original. Thanks to the Electron-
ic Enlightenment database, today it is easy to track the originals. Two letters from
Voltaire to the Comte de Schouwalow are indeed authentic (11 August 1757 and
23 September 1758; Chatelain 1855:70-72, 77-80). Since the letters in Chatelain’s
Pastiches are not dated, it seems unlikely that any 19"-century reader would have
been able to do this without a considerable expense of time.

Chatelain’s Pastiches thus turns out to be just the opposite of what it seemed
to be. It announces itself as a collection of controlled pastiches, which clearly
acknowledge their inferiority to the original. The name “Chatelain” on the cover,
however, is laid as a trap to reassure and then deceive the reader. Given that Voltaire
himself frequently published volumes of mélanges, where the authors of the un-
signed texts were no longer clearly distinguishable (Cronk 2013:575; 2011:781-
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82), Chatelain’s puzzling mixture of originals and pastiches is based on a highly
Voltairean device. In the age of Quérard’s Supercheries littéraires, the format of
the recueil also offers the advantage of escaping the demystifying grasp of the bib-
liographer. In the absence of bibliographical certainty, the reader has to make her
or his own decision — at the risk of false attribution.

Due to such figures as Chatelain, the 19™ century has been called the century
of mystification (Dousteyssier-Khoze/ Vaillant 2012). Even if this claim has never
been empirically proven, most bibliographers of the time lament an increase in
literary hoaxes. Obviously, the standard of identifiable authorship and the prolif-
eration of literary fakes are two sides of the same coin. As Scott Carpenter writes,
“transgression is entirely dependent on the presence of a line to cross” (2009: 11). It
is the rule of identity that produces its own violation. Pastiche writers like Chatelain
therefore represent the uncanny double of modern authorship. And Voltaire, who
seems so close to the 19"-century aesthetics of fraudulence, becomes the patron
saint of literary mystification in modernity.
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