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When Walter Benjamin wrote in 1936 that the work of dmageishes its “aura” in the
age of technological reproducibility, he identified priakimg as a central technology in this
development. The theorist mentions the print’s invention in Migldle Ages and then quickly
jumps to the advances of lithography in the nineteenth geratirely ignoring the eighteenth
with its proliferation of engravings and etchirfg$ndeed, the practices of printmaking and print
collecting in the eighteenth century run counter to 8em’s central thesis. The majority of
prints in this period were reproductive and allowed fordiheulation of “originals” of both
nature, such as landscapes, events, or natural hsggecymens, and works of art. Rather than
diminishing the originality of their antecedent, or remugthe category of uniqgueness obsolete

in some way, reproductive prints carried with them t&enticity and uniqueness of their

! Benjamin describes the aura as the “here and notiieofiork, its “authenticity,” and its “authority.” Hgresses
photography and film as the media that go the furthed¢value the aura, as they reproduce without the human
hand, and he later contrasts these “technical’ repramutgchniques to more “manual” ones. Yet, his section one
clearly includes engraving and etching as among the “teglimhedia. See Walter Benjamin, “The Work of At i
the Age of Its Technological Reproducibility,” Walter Benjamin: Selected Writings]. Michael W. Jennings,
251-83 (Cambridge, MA: The Belknap Press of Harvard UsisePress, 2003). As Jacquelynn Bass rightly points
out, Benjamin’s arguments themselves need to be “sulojeciticism” and historicization. For a reading of
Benjamin in his own context, and a critical evaluatibhis essay, see Bass, “Reconsidering Walter Benjdiftire
Age of Mechanical Reproduction” in Retrospect, Time Documented Image: Visions in Art Histag, Gabriel P.
Weisberg and Laurinda S. Dixon, 337-48 (Syracuse: Syracuserkltyeress, 1987).

2 According to Benjamin, the difference between lithpgsa photography, and film and earlier means of
reproduction is their mass circulation and their insireaspeed of production: lithography can keep pace with dai
news, while photography and film can record at thedspésound and electricity, for example. This increased
circulation and speed had the effect of changing percepifars, destroying the concept of authenticity, and
replacing cult value with political value. Benjamin cpBas every century prior to the nineteenth, identifging
single function for art, that of the ritual. He doesamatount for the third and shifting term of thecial function of

art, which I have tried to explore in the eighteenth agntBenjamin’s binaries between ritual and politigak-
modern and modern are highly reductive, and not onlgédaiods prior to modernity. Art continued to be produced,
received, and evaluated with respect to its authenticilye modern era as well, despite the possibilitysof i
reproduction. The masses’ identification with technolaigicedia, moreover, did not seismically alter the
categories of art; in fact, they were considered gejpamately from high art in the nineteenth and early tietn
centuries. For a critical re-evaluation of Benjarsinarrative and a more accurate account of the history
reproductive media up to the twentieth century, see,Bfs44.



“original.” This is especially clear when they inclu@atual inscriptions that identify the
person, place, or thing that the print reproduced and cieclla€ounter to Benjamin’s claim, the
eighteenth-century reproductive print was collected peclsecause of its ability to transmit
these “auras” and preserve them for postériithough a number of scholars have contested
Benjamin regarding periods prior to the nineteenth centibeyexisting literature has not
sufficiently explored the role of print collectingtine discourse on originality and reproductfon.
Whereas the print’s function as a transparent link torganal object has often been observed,

its connection to an “original collection” remains ® fieshed out.

In 1729, Pierre Crozat, one of the most important chs and promoters of art in early
eighteenth-century Paris, completed the first volafnieis publication commonly referred to as
the Recueil de Crozat. The title page of this album reads: “Collection of priaft®r the most
Beautiful Paintings and the most Beautiful DrawingErance. In the Cabinet of the King, in
that of the Monseigneur le Duc d’Orleans & in other @ats (fig. 1).” Each of the eighty-eight

reproductive prints presents the viewer with a captionléiels not only its title, artist,

% This is articulated in a number of sources includingRieueil de Crozabut appears in and is most often quoted
from Roger de Pile#brégé de la vie des peintres, avec des réflexions surdaurages, et un traité du peintre
parfait, de la connoissance des desseins, et de I'utilité despss 2™ ed. (Paris: J. Estienne, 1715), 77-90.

* On rethinking Benjamin’s arguments on reproduction, seeekScott, “Chardin Multiplied,” itChardin, ed.

Pierre Rosenberg, 62-3 and 68 (New York: Metropolitan Musef Art, 2000); Margret Stuffmann, “Les Tableaux
de la collection de Pierre Crozat. Historique et destdign ensemble célébre, établis en partant d’'un tairen
apres déces inédit (17408 azette des Beaux-Artg, ser. 6 (1968): 37; and Anthony Hughes, “Authority,
Authenticity, and Aura: Walter Benjamin and the Case mhiéangelo,” inSculpture and its Reproductiores].
Anthony Hughes and Erich Ranfft, 29-45 (London: Reaktion Bat¥@7). Hughes’ focus on sculpture brings up
the point that a similar argument about meta-colleatmdd be made for sculptural reproductions like casts.
Francis Haskell and Nicholas Penny explore this thentfeai national context of the French crown collectiniipita
culture through casts, and briefly mentions the intexfasidividual collectors towards the works in specific
collections. See Haskell and Penmgste and the Antique: The Lure of Classical Sculpture 1500{MNs8Q

Haven: Yale University Press, 1981), 37-42 and 60.

® Recueil d’Estampes d’aprés les plus Beaux Tableaux et d’as s Beaux Desseins qui sont en France. Dans
le Cabinet du Roy, dans celuy de Monseigneur le Duc d’Orleans, &ddauises CabinetgParis: Imprimerie
Royale, 1729-1742). Pierre Crozat was a banker from Toulolsemaeved to Paris around 1700 and became a
significant figure in the art culture of the first haffthe eighteenth century. His home on the Rue dedReu was
not only the site of an impressive art collectiort thaluded paintings, drawings, and decorative works, buast w
also the venue of regular social gatherings for artsshateurs, and other important cultural figures lilat&du,
Rosalba Carriera, the Comte de Caylus, Mariette, eaid the Regent le Duc d’Orleans. See Stuffmann, 22-23.



printmaker, and medium, but also the collection in Whie original work is founfl. The text
size and format of these captions constructs a hierafanjormation. Just beneath the title in
prominent type are listed the important figures of aatist collectof. It is worth noting that
while the revered Raphael is the most prominent amtiste album, his name appears next to and
of equal status with that of collectors like Crozag.(2 and 3). Providing a reproduction that
might be studied for its subject, style, and compositach print also offered links to a known
collection and an example of the taste and aesttlisiernment of a known collector. The
Receuil de Crozatherefore, made possible and desirable the collectingeoith collections.
This paper will attempt to explore the role of prirdsoljects of mediation or meta-
collection in eighteenth-century France. Not only abvidlual art objects circulate from one
collection to another, but through the reproductive piira,collection itself was able to circulate
and be collected. This meta-collection through pringghiribe compared to practices in Asian
art, in which the identities of collectors are offgrsent on the works themselves in the form of
seals and colophofisWhile European paintings do not engage in similar practicesks on
paper such as prints quite often do. This, in turn, habcatins for a reevaluation of the
concept of originality—or to use a period term “inventietin eighteenth-century France.
Although this notion was a source of value for worksrgfiawas not synonymous with

singularity. A reproductive print could present a collaboreof different originalities. It

® According to Walter Benjamin, captions only becarbkgatory for photographic reproductions in the press,
which did not occur until the late nineteenth centurgr dighteenth century prints like those in BRecueil de
Crozat,|l would argue that the captions were if not obligatorgntentirely necessary, which counters Benjamin’s
argument. See Benjamin, 258.

" This format deviates slightly in certain prints. Ifew, the original collection is not a private cabijrit a church
like the Cathedral of Rheims. In others, foreigiemtions are cited, such as that of the archbishop lain\ind the
Duke of Grafton in England. In still others, no captippears at all. Yet, the vast majority follows thigriat.

8 See Yang Xin, “Approaches to Chinese PaintingTlinee Thousand Years of Chinese Paintity,Yang Xin et
al., 4 (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1997).



simultaneously carried traces of the creativity o&dist, the interpretive skill of a printmaker,
and the admirable connoisseurship of a collector.

Because of this last level of “invention,” a reproducivint that identifies a collector
presents a complex interconnection between produatidic@nsumption. With regard to
practices of collecting, these notions overlap, and thleg of choices in consumption can be
seen as productive.An owner of original works of art like Crozat, whitearly a consumer,
was also a producer of both his collection and, posgtblgjrculation in the form of prints.
Crozat’s paintings and drawings provided material forgelamumber of the prints in tiecueil
(figs. 2 and 3) This was likewise the case for the Duc de Picquigny edmmissioned prints of
his thirteen painted overdoors by Jacques de Lajoué (fij. Bch painting was an allegorical
image of the arts and sciences. As inRleeueil de Crozathe size and layout of the textual
captions call attention to the role of the Duc aseoddlr, but here without being coupled to the
name of an artist: below the title of the paintifgg phrase “taken from the cabinet of the
Monseigneur le Duc de Picquigny” stands alone. Cropatgehier, was more than the producer
of an album after his own collection. He also orgahire involvement of other collectors and
the numerous artists necessary to reproduce their wlnkszat preferred that his artists work
directly from the paintings and drawings onto the engraviaig ptherefore, he installed four
printing presses in his house and gained permission to bameow of the works of art for his
publication project® Certainly enjoying the temporary expansion of his owtectibn during
this process, Crozat likewise made possible a wider cqtsumof these collected works

through the production of their reproductions.

® Jean-Christophe Agnew, “Coming Up for Air: Consumer @elin Historical Perspective,” iSonsumption and
the World of Goodsd. John Brewer and Roy Porter, 19-39 (New York: Routledge, 1993)

19 Marianne Roland Michelajoiie et I'art rocaille(Neuilly-sur-Seine: Arthena, 1984), 32 and 37.

Y Francis HaskellThe Painful Birth of the Art BoalNew York: Thames and Hudson, 1987), 24.



Once a print aloum like thRecueilwas purchased, owners obtained an object with
various relations to originals in known collections, nBnmonic or pictorial, textual, and
synedochal, as in a part that references the origolliekction as a whole. At the same time,
these buyers could themselves act as a producer torcoégheir own collections into which
they would insert the loose prints or the bound albunmudber of period theorists allow print
collectors a great deal of agency within their coitew, which was of course part of the
enjoyment of their creatiolf. The cataloguing and viewing experiences of the printsomasn
which its collectors could have control, as they arp@mered to define the objects’ location,
classification, and display. The portability of primiscontrast to a painting provided greater
freedom for their collector as well.

In this period in France, a desire for the consumptfdarous collectors and collections
can be observed among the educated elite. Estateatallegties, such as those compiled by the
dealer Edme-Francois Gersaint, often mention prings aft from the Barbarini or Farnese
palaces, as well as the VaticinThere is also a tradition of paintings and printerafollections
and exhibitions, including images wfinderkammeror the Paris Saloff. Even Crozat’s

private salons appeared in two known paintings by LaftrBut the most frequently collected

2 De Piles, 78. See also A.J. Dézallier d’Argenvillesttre sur le choix et I'arrangement d’un cabinet cuxié
Mercure de FrancéJune 1727)1295. In this letter, he gives advice to the collect@rband natural history and
makes the same suggestion of freedom in designing one’satvimet.

13 Edme-Francois Gersairtatalogue Raisonné des diverses curiosités du cabinet de fQueawitin de
Lorangere(Paris: Jacques Barois, 1742%4.

14 See for example, the Museum of Fernando Cospi, the MusieDfe Worm, the Museum of Ferrante Imperato,
and the Museum of Francesco Calzolari as reproduced irodythlan Shelton, “Cabinets of Transgression:
Renaissance Collections and the Incorporation oNine World,” inThe Cultures of Collectingd. John Elsner
and Roger Cardinal, 183, 196, and 2D@ndon: Reaktion Books, 1994). On images of the Paris Salootlaed
exhibitions, see David H. Solkin, edrt on the Line: The Royal Academy Exhibitions at Somerset House 1780-
1836(New Haven: Yale University Press, 2001), 2 and 16.

15 Stuffmann, 24-5.



collections in eighteenth-century France were the samedentified in the title of th®ecueil
de Crozatthat of the King and the Duc d’Orleatfs.

Other sources of the consumption of collectors angaans were the estate sale
catalogues themselves, which were collected items indiva right. They were usually of a
much smaller, more portable format that allowed forassa guide during the sale. Although
they rarely included illustrations of actual objects falesthese catalogues quite often presented
their readers with a portrait print of the colleciespecially later in the century. These images,
usually in an allegorical composition, celebrated tHectmr’s contribution to the arts. The
frontispiece for the 1775 sale of Pierre-Jean Margitellection depicts a sculpted bust of the
amateur resting above figures of History, Drawing, Tastd, Study who gather in Mariette’s
cabinet'’ In another frontispiece from a sale in 1782, two muitiivn the roundel portrait bust,
while below symbolic figures of the arts weep over tss lof the collector. The caption reads,
“The arts in crying honored his memory / His love farm will live in their history.*®

TheRecueil de Crozagn the other hand, presents works of art from a nunflexisting
French collections, many of whose collectors wetklising.'® The albunthus promotes
French art culture not through work produced by Frenchsrhst through the contemporary

collections of French collectof$. Colin Bailey’s recent studyatriotic Tasteconvincingly

16 See Edme-Francois Gersai@igtalogueraisonné des differens effets curieux & rares contenus dans le catinet
feu M. le chevalier de La Roquiearis: Chez Jacques Barois, 1745), 191G@adlogueraisonné des bijoux,
porcelaines, bronzes, lacgs...& autres effetaudt€osizé, provenans de la succession de M. Angran, vicomte de
FonspertuigParis: Pierre Prault, 1747), 272 and 287, as well asQeatelus, “Thémes Picturaux dans les
Appartements de Marchands et Artisans Parisiens au Xailtde,” Dix-Huitiéme Siécl® (1974): 314-15.

" Emile Dacier, “Les Catalogues de ventes illustrés dlilX siécle,” Le Portique3 (1946): 108.

'®bid., 110-11.

19 An exception to the “living” collector was the Duc dl€ans, who died in 1723 after the commencement of the
project, but before it was published. The year belopajs XV had been crowned, displacing the Duc d’Orlees1s
Regent. The introductory text includes the provenarsteryiof each item, but the prints themselves oriigllthe
current location.

% Francis Haskell downplays the importance of Frenclecidns in théRecueilin order to emphasize its broader,
international scope. What began as a record of pgsin French collections, he writes, grew to includefge as

a whole and its "works of all Nations.” See Hask&he Painful Birth of the Art Book2. There is evidence of this



claims that it was only later in the century whennéfrecollectors came to value French art;
indeed, the artists represented inRezueil de Crozadre Italian. Yet, th®ecuellis evidence
that a different kind of “patriotic taste” was presenFrance at a much earlier date: by the time
of its publication in 1729, French collectors were celedgt@nd their collections were widely
admired® For example, the forward of tiRecueilpraises the judgment of the King and then
goes further with regard to the Regent: “We will enjdyeasure so precious in the riches of the
Cabinet of Monseigneur le Duc d’Orleans, Prince whose ladnye in painting passes that of a
simple amateur®® This reverence is found regarding Crozat as well. &i®house was
featured inL’Architecture Frangaisen 1727, and his art works within it were described in detail
in the 1719 publication by the Abbé du BRéflexions critiques sur la poésie et la peintiire.
TheMercure de Francdrom May 1728 praised him as a “famaddsrieux; who was “always
attentive and full of zeal for the advancement ofAhts of Drawing,” and whose “Cabinet,
known by all the Artists & the Amateurs, is one of tldest in Europe® Clearly, there was
an audience in eighteenth-century France that appeddia¢ inventive feat of procuring an
admirable collection.

At times this desire for contact with known collecBomas satisfied through an actual

visit. Gersaint notes that “the title 6firieuxgives [one] entry into the most famous cabinéts.”

shift beyond France, but the preface of the 1729 volleaglg states its focus on France. Haskell also draws
attention to the “failure” of the project and it€amplete status. | am instead attempting to evaluageidcesses in
light of French collecting. See Haskell, 54. Barbarettslaims that the purpose of tRecueilwas to make the
Italian school of painting more widely known. Without digpg this claim, | wish to raise the possibility of eth
functions as well. See Barbara Scott, “Pierre Grgg&Maecenas of the Régencépollo97 (Jan. 1973): 14.

2L Colin Bailey states that the Crozat albums privilegedi§in schools of art and therefore did not fall under the
trend of the “go(t patriotique.” Yet, the preface af #ibums presents the desire to celebrate Frencletoofidor
their artistic taste, which, | would argue, is an altéweabut no less important form of patriotism than coltegt
French art. See Bailelpatriotic Taste(New Haven: Yale University Press, 2002), 18.

22“Nous joindrons & un tresor si precieux les richesdar@abinet de Mgr. le Duc d’Orleans, Prince dont les
connoissances en Peinture passoient celle d’'un simpiteani Sedrecueil de Crozaiy.

3 stuffmann, 30 and 37-8.

24 Mercure de FrancéMay 1728): 1002.

% See Gersaint,orangére 2.



And whereas the Louvre pieces remained inaccessibte toublic, the holdings of the late Duc
d’Orleans were put on display in the Palais Royal in £72W®hile each painting on display
would have contributed to the visual literacy of this auckethe role of the Regent as a
collector was also something of which visitors took note pimblishing industry, at the same
time, brought these collections to a wider audiencel 72V, Dubois de Saint-Gelais wrote a
description of the Palais Royal exhibition as both a enufrom the public exhibition and as a
replacement for those unable to attend, while more gkgeidebooks outlining the attractions
of Paris included careful descriptions of the city’s peveollections’ Nonetheless, there was a
belief that the beauty of a collector’'s works ofaats translated more faithfully through images
than through words. According to tRecueil de CrozatThere is not a discourse that is
able...to designate a Painting in the imagination of one @annot see it, ” but “the Art of
Printing...can spread in all countries and transmit fotuz@s to come what is most precious
and most divine in the work$® The promotional article for tHeecueilin theMercure de
Francefrom 1728 concurs: printed images can “transport” the view&the most beautiful
Cabinets..with infinitely more benefit and satisfaction tharhiey were reading the simple

descriptions of it.*

% Thomas CrowPainters and Public Life in Eighteenth-Century P4N&w Haven: Yale University Press, 1985),
41.

2" Dubois de Saint-Gelaifescription des Tableaux du Palais Royal avec la Vie desrBeia la téte de leurs
Ouvrages dédié a M. le Duc d'Orleans Premier Prince du $Bags: Charles-Maurice d’'Houry, 1727). The
popularity of this publication can be noted in that it isuded in a number of library inventories in the Getty
collection, such as that of the late M. Lancelothef Academy Royale des Belles-Lettres from 1741 and th&llate
Angran Vicomte de Fonspertuis from 1748. For an exampeRafris guidebook, see Luc-Vincent Thiébyide
des Amateurs et des étrangers voyageurs a Radlis] (Paris: Hardouin et Gattey, 1787).

24| n'y a pas de discourse qui puisse...dessiner un Tablemilimagination de celuy qui ne I'a point v(.” See
Recueil de Crozati,

% Gersaintlorangére 40 andMercure de FrancéMay 1728): 1003.



Thus, it was presumed that the print could translate tsomgeof the work of art from its
original collection®® Prints in theRecueilnot only circulated an “aura”—that is what is most
“precious and divine’—from the original work, but theyaatserved to build up auratic
significance around collectors and their collections,taigdcomplicates the notion of
uniqueness along with originality. Produced as multiplelsvatued as such, prints are not
singularly unique in the same way as a painting or diawifet, rather than rejecting the
category of uniqueness in light of multiples like mjrthis category needs to be qualified and
historicized. Once a print entered a collection, f@maple, it was seen as a representative of
uniqueness on several levels. As noted in a published fiette 1727 advising readers on how
to form a collection, the same print might be cokelctultiple times because of its multiple
referents, which could include not only artist, styléhject, and design, but also an original
collection and its collector appreciated for his persandltherefore unique connoisseurship and
taste?!

Furthermore, theories of collecting often discuss bwprocess of collection removes
the object from its original context and recontextediit. However, the role of reproductive
prints in eighteenth-century France questions this éteat assertion. Created for the market,
these prints did not themselves possess an originabtontstead the print served as a referent
to the context in which its antecedent was found, ancctmgext travels along with the print.
Thus, the reproductive print in a particular collectieweals a layering of contexts, rather than a
simple or unilateral recontextualization. The naveatf the reproductive print involves not only

its current place in a collection, but also its linkatether physically distant collection.

30 As Katie Scott notes, “reproduction does not descriiengle or single relationship...touch and uniqueness —
commonly associated with painted originals — also playgedrt in reproduction.” See Scott, 68.
31 Dézallier d’Argenville, 1303.



With these ties to a distant collection are paréilisl to its collector, offering an outlet for
social exchange as well. Prints in publications likkeRbcueil de Crozanade possible an
indirect dialogue between the collector of the origingéot and the collector of its reproductive
print3? The purchaser of the print might be emulating, payisgeet to, and/or modeling his
taste on the known collector. This purpose ofRkeueilis stated in the 1728 promotional
article in theMercure

We do not believe we are risking anything to guarantee...thtagomy taste and love

that thisRecueilwill excite....Without spending a lot, one can form a ctetgpCabinet

in which one reunites what created the ornament of aketrers, & which had been

placed with care and immense spendihg.

Not only can thesamateursbring together the masters of art through a print codla, but they
can also gather the possessions of the most revedesleaithy collectors in France. As
Genevieve Warwick argues, “a collector’s choice of objgots may be understood as an
affirmation of identity...as narratives of an ideal smifstructed by the collectot®” In

collecting reproductions, the collector might participatan act of social self-fashionirg.

Indeed, the circulation of French collections and ctdles through prints proceeded in part from

32 Organized by Crozat, tHeecueilwas intended for sale on the open market. It was adwkitisbeMercure

1721 and 1728 and sold by subscription. The subscribers wenespdoa dedication page in the publication,
although this page was never incorporated. In 1728, it Wislatned that subscribers would pay eighty livres for
the first sixty prints, and then when the rest wereliiei they would pay another eighty livres for the remgini
sixty prints as well as the lives of the artists dralwritten descriptions. They could be bound by their psesisa
except for English buyers, for whom the bound volume wasgigked due to lower import duties on books versus
prints. The extent to which these plans were actoallsied out is not entirely clear. Subscribers names teebe
listed and individually inscribed in each volume, and tla¢gegl were to be destroyed, neither of which occurred. S
Mercure de FrancéMay 1728): 1002-1014 and Haskdlhe Painful Birth of the Art Book0-2.

3 Mercure de FrancéMay 1728): 1002.

34 Genevieve WarwickThe Arts of Collecting: Padre Sebastiano Resta and the MarkBréwings in Early
Modern EuropgCambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2000), 3.

% An over-simplified claim of consumption through emulatieeds to be guarded against. As Colin Campbell
argues, consumption cannot be reduced to a single métiseharacter-action approach seeks to define motives
for consumption by looking for conscious choices anwagistifications by consumers. In this study, | am
exploring several motives for the collection of priafter known collections, emulation being one of théee
Campbell, “Understanding Traditional and Modern Pattefr@@onsumption in Eighteenth-Century England: A
Character-Action Approach,” i@onsumption and the World of Goodd, John Brewer and Roy Porter, 40-57
(New York: Routledge, 1993).
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the desire to inform, influence, and spread artistic £sRoger de Piles, a widely-read period
theorist, writes:

By the means of Prints, you can see laid out obla.tathe works of different Masters,

and form of them an Idea, and judge them by comparisormakd choices among

them, and contract by this practice a habit of good Taste.
And what better way to establish taste and judgmenthfi@mulating known and respected
collectors? It was this aspiration that lay athkart of projects like CrozatRecueil®

In conclusion, | want to return to the issue of pcmitecting in Benjamin’s “age of
technological reproducibility.” Although reproductions ae,Benjamin argued, “more
independent” than their originals, and can reach “sitnatwhich the original itself cannot
attain,” does this independence necessarily negate ¢nhe amd now” of the original? When, in
Benjamin’s words, the “cathedral leaves its site” art@érsrithe studio of an art lover,” it looses
something of its authenticity. Susan Stewart, a more recent theorist on colgcpiarallels
Benjamin’s assertion. She writes, in a section osh&lyOn Longingentitled “context
destroyed:” “The collection seeks a form of self-enatesvhich is possible because of its
ahistoricism. The collection replaces history witassification”*® Like Benjamin with the

destruction of the “here and now” which substitutes &ssnexistence for a unique existence,”

Stewart defines the collection as something that seweesiginal context and replaces it with a

% In his study on the private cabinBhiley asserts that private collections did not clerfunction as “a school or
public repository for the forming of taste.” In this pgpdrope to have cast doubt on this assertion by exploring
how the private collection could circulate through theadpctive print, thereby influencing taste. See Colin R.
Bailey, “Conventions of the Eighteenth-Century Cabide Tableaux. Blondel d’Azincourtis Premiére idée de la
curiosité,” Art Bulletin69 (1987): 445.

37 “par le moyen des Estampes, vous pouvez sur une tabkans peine les ouvrages des différens Maitres, en
former une Idée, en juger par comparaison, en fairehwig, @t contracter par cette pratique une habitude e bo
Golt.” See de Piles, 82-3.

% Crow, 34 and 112.

39 Benjamin, 254.

0 Susan Stewar©n Longing: Narratives of the Miniature, the Gigantic, the Souyémé Collection(Durham:
Duke University Press, 1993), 151.
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new ahistorical reality® For both, the destruction lies in a binary substitutithis for that.”

The eighteenth-century collection of reproductive prihtavever, is an exception to this rule.
Not only are multiple images produced in these printsirultiple originalities, uniquenesses,
and contexts, procuring a “thesd that” relationship instead. In an album of reproductivetpr
after art from known collections like thiecueil de Crozatuthority is not diminished, contexts
are not destroyed, history is not ignored. On one léheRecueilcirculated and enhanced the
authority of original works of art. On another, itestéd its owners the “aura” of famous French

collectors and their collections, producing for consuampé collection of collections.

University of Southern California

“1 Benjamin, 254.
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Fig. 1. Title page from thRecueil de Crozat, 729. 55 cm.
Research Library, The Getty Research Institute,
Los Angeles (1366-334).
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Fig. 2. Print from thdRkecueil de Crozafter Raphael's paintinaint George.
The first two lines of the caption read: “Saint Geordg®gpres le Tableau de
Raphael qui est dans le Cabinet de M. Crozat.” Resédcdry,
The Getty Research Institute, Los Angeles (1366-334).
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Fig. 3. Print from th&kecueil de Crozaifter a drawing by Raphael for
the paintingSchool of Atheng.he first two lines of the caption read:
“Estudes pour le tableau de 'Ecole d’Athenes. D’apres Isinlele
Raphael d’Urbain, qui est dans le Cabinet de M. Crorasearch
Library, The Getty Research Institute, Los Angeles (1366-334)
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Fig. 4. Print after a painted overdoor by Jacques de Lajon&the collection of the
Duc de Picquigny, 1741-44. 39 x 47 cm. The first two lines otépion read:
“L’Histoire, Tiré du cabinet de Monseigneur le Duc de Piggyi”
Research Library, The Getty Research Institute, Lingefes (P980005).

16



