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We have not yet had occasion in this course to turn to Spanish art largely because it 

did not play a formative role in the neo-classical and romantic movements with which 

this course begins. During the eighteenth century the Spanish Colonial Empire lost 

ground rapidly to France and England, and the Spanish Monarchy, unlike many 

European monarchies, did not respond to the ideas of the Enlightenment. But 

eighteenth century Spain inherited a great tradition of painting from such masters as 

El Greco (Fear in the House of Simon*), Velasquez (Pope Innocent X*), Zurbaran (St 

Jerome*) and Murillo*. It was a painterly tradition, and it was this painterly tradition 

which Francisco Goya inherited. In his work, the painterly fluency of the Baroque, the 

Rococo and of the Venetians, survived the neo-classical attack upon painterly 

painting. Goya has often been called the last of the old masters and the first of the 

new. That is a trite statement because, firstly, the past always survives in the present, 

and, secondly, because there is nothing new under the sun. But the statement is 

illuminating in one way, at least; it does point to the fact that Goya achieved the 

greatest distinction in two rather distinct fields. In the first place he is, in a purely 

traditional way, one of the greatest of all portrait painters; an artist who combined 

exquisite subtly of colour and grace of paint with a most penetrating psychological 

insight into the character of his sitters. And after the death of Tiepolo in 1770 he was 

the only painter in Europe, I believe, who could handle history painting with the 

natural ease of the great post-Renaissance tradition without adopting the formal 

rhetoric of neo-classicism.* That was the traditional side of Goya’s genius—Goya’s 

hand, we might say. But Goya’s mind and heart were fashioned in large measure by 

the ideals of the Enlightenment. More than any other painter of his century, with the 

possible exception of Hogarth, Goya was a rationalist. And like other great 

rationalists, like Dean Swift and Bertrand Russell, human kind sometimes brought 

him close to despair. He was certainly not a romantic. The twilight world of dreams 

fascinated him as the vision of Hell fascinated the medieval imagination, but he did 

not look for artistic salvation in the subconscious. The surrealists, and others, have 

misunderstood him in this. In his great graphic cycles he is a modern. Perhaps he is 

more like Hogarth than another painter, both in the beauty, grace and insight of his 

portraiture, and in his graphic, satiric, conte  morales.* but the beauty and the power 

of his work goes, I think we must admit, considerably beyond Hogarth. 

 

Francisco Jose Goya y Luceientes was born in Fuendetodos, a small village near 

Saragossa in North Eastern Spain in 1746, the son of a gilder. He went to school in 

Saragossa, and at the age of 12 moved there to study under the painter Jose Luzan, an 

artist who had been court painter under Phillip V in Madrid and had acted as artistic 

censor for the Inquisition. By 1776 he was in Madrid working under Francisco Bayeu, 

whose sister he married. Four years before, Giovanni Battista Tiepolo had arrived in 

Madrid with his four sons and was still painting the huge ceilings of the Royal Palace 



at Madrid when Goya arrived. Tiepolo’s style became one of the foundations of 

Goya’s art. In 1771 he paid a short visit to Rome and then returned to Saragossa 

where in 1771-2 he painted religious frescoes in the Cathedral of El Pilar, and in 1774 

frescoes in the Carthusian church of Aula Dei near Saragossa. Years later in 1798 he 

painted another series of religious murals for San Antonio de le Florida in Madrid. It 

was his chief work in this field. Here is one of the murals, St Anthony Reviving a 

Dead Man*. It is in the tradition of the Spanish baroque, but it has already something 

of the light palette and fluent handling which we associate with Tiepolo. It was 

natural enough that Goya’s first patron was the church. 

 

His second patron was the court. After completing the Aula Dei frescoes at Saragossa 

he moved in 1775 to Madrid, and from 1776 began producing tapestry cartoons for 

the Royal manufactory. As his religious murals are essentially baroque, so these are 

essentially rococo. The Blind Man’s Buff* cartoon reveals that during his visit to 

Rome Goya had responded to French painting, for here, a lively little party are 

enjoying themselves in an outdoor setting, in the spirit of Watteau* or Lancret, though 

the very light tone is more in the manner of Tiepolo, and there is already two qualities 

typical of Goya: a spirited vigour (the Guiloir*) in his figures despite their formal 

postures, and a feeling for subtle and delicate pastellate transitions of colour. This 

may be remarked also in our next slide, La Vendimia (the vintage), with its blue-green 

and buff tones and light decorative treatment reminiscent of Boucher. But already an 

excellence of handling, the child’s head against its white ruff, the luminous shadow 

against the green and the beautifully painted sash, which is beyond Boucher. 

 

Goya made his way quickly in Madrid society. His genius was recognised and he 

attained his social ambitions without delay. He was an active, vigorous and attractive 

man and his life from youth is surrounded by legends of amours and knifings, and if 

none have been proven, none are out of character. Certainly the Duchess of Alba 

found him interesting, but just how far that particular affair went we are never likely 

to know. But the visual evidence of the series of drawings known as the San Lúcar 

Notebook which Lopez Rey has reproduced for us in full would suggest that it went 

quite some distance, further than Lopez Rey, a scrupulous historian stepping carefully 

from one documented fact to the next, would dare claim. 

 

But the Casanova in him was less than half the man. He enjoyed the company of 

learned men, and in his mature years, at least after 1787, he read and wrote French 

and some Italian, and by 1812 had assembled a personal library of several hundred 

volumes. Lopez Rey, a reliable authority, characterises him as a man at ease whether 

in a hunting party or in a salon. He frequented both aristocratic and literary salons and 

he came into direct personal contact with several of the most brilliant men of the 

Spain of his day. Notably the poet Juan Valdes who interpreted Winckelmann’s ideas 

in a celebrated poem, the art historian Cean Bermudez, who quoted Goya’s opinion 

on art with respect, and Jose Luis Munarriz, who translated Joseph Addison’s 



Pleasures of the Imagination  into Spanish, and above all, Jovallanos*, an active 

social and political reformer and one of the finest of eighteenth century Spanish 

humanists. From such as these Goya was no doubt greatly indebted in the formation 

of his political and philosophical beliefs, who helped to make hum a liberal and 

rationalist. He rose quickly  in his profession. In 1780 he became a member of the 

Academia de San Fernando, Deputy Director of the Academy in 1785, painter to the 

King in 1786 and Principal Painter to the King in 1799. 

 

One of Goya’s great claims to fame is his superb portraiture. He claimed proudly that 

nature, Velasquez and Rembrandt were his only teachers, but he appears to have 

learnt something from English portraiture in the matter of composing, through the 

medium of engravings (Senora Sebosa Garcia*, Hogarth, Mrs Salter*). He is 

probably the greatest of the portraitists of the eighteenth century, combining in his 

work the colouristic finesse of Gainsborough (Mrs Graham*), with the psychological 

insight we sometimes meet in Reynolds, and that sense of the living presence of the 

sitter which marks David’s portraits at their best. 

 

Here is an early portrait of Francisco Bayeu, his teacher and brother in law. Notice 

first that it has strong neo-classical affinities in the simplicity of the background and 

directness of presentation, and the reduction of colour to a simple silver grey and 

grey-blue scheme. The treatment is painterly yet precise, the characterisation is 

superb. It recalls David more than anyone else. But the physical touch of the paint 

upon the canvas is lighter, somewhat reminiscent of Gainsborough. His cool mastery 

of surface and texture reveals his rococo affinities. Notice that he paints one hand 

only. 

 

Similar in treatment is his portrait of Dr Andres Peral who happened to be the 

financial representative of the Spanish Government in Paris. He wears the cravat, the 

coloured vest, the high-necked cut-away coat, and the bobbed hair of a citoyen of the 

First French Republic. Painted about 1797, Peral is presented like Bayeu with a three-

quarter figure and turned almost full face. He has avoided both hands this time, and 

David’s portraits are again evoked. But within the demure structure there is great 

vigour of painting: slashing impasted strokes with a broad brush define the cravat and 

lower portions of the vest. The colour is vigorously defined with a black line. Sir 

Charles Holmes, a former Keeper of the National Gallery, wrote that this portrait was 

almost disquieting in its revelation of personality. Notice the keen suspicious glance, 

the somewhat tough look common to many portraits painted during the days of the 

Directorie. 

 

 The Peral portrait is very French in feeling. By contrast his portraits of women are 

much more Spanish in character. Consider the portrait of the Duchess of Alba, for 

example, which he painted in 1797. Admittedly it is linked to the earlier portraits by 

the large and simple neo-classic vertical-horizontal arrangement of the masses. But 



the line is never broad and heavy, as in Blake and Reynolds say, but sharp, sensitive 

and feathery. Goya has posed the Duchess in a pert and rather provocative manner, 

and she is dressed in the manner of a maja. Lepez Rey is particularly enlightening in 

these matters, and I must quote him: ‘the word Maja designated a brash and gaudy 

young woman of the Spanish lower classes. It was not unusual for the ladies of the 

time, the Duchess of Alba among them, to affect the maja’s costume as well as her 

grace,  wit and brazenness. Those who did no wore an embroider jacket or bodice, a 

full skirt which did not hide the smart slippers, and a three cornered shawl … thrown 

around the shoulders and crossed over the chest; occasionally they threw a lace 

mantilla over the hair which was pertly fastened up by a bodkin or high comb called a 

peineta. The ladies wearing it made themselves more conspicuous by wriggling their 

shapes [I think Mr Lopez Rey means their bottoms] and ogling the men loitering on 

the Prado, Madrid’s fashionable promenade. Highborn men also aped the ways and 

costumes of the majo, the female maja’s male counterpart, wearing fanciful doublets, 

colourful sashes, full breeches and a large cloak slung over the shoulder. 

 

In the portrait the Duchess points with her finger directly to Goya’s name written on 

the ground at her feet. Goya painted the portrait whilst he was staying with the 

Duchess in Sanlucar de Barrameda in the south of Spain. She wears a black patch at 

her temple, a contemporary fashionable ornament known as a passion spot, and she 

wears two rings inscribed respectively Goya and Alba. The Duchess had left Madrid 

in June 1796 following the death of her husband, and Goya was her guest for several 

months at her estate at San Lucar. They had met two years before n Madrid. She was 

thirty-five, childless but extremely fond of children, Goya made a drawing of her 

nursing the little black servant girl Maria de la Luz, of whom she was fond. Goya was 

just over fifty, ill and very deaf. When she made her will early in 1797 she left 

legacies to the children of several of her friends, including one to Goya’s son Don 

Francisco. It is clear that Goya was greatly taken by the Duchess, but her part in the 

affair may not have gone beyond friendly affection. We do not know. We do know, 

however, that contemporaries spoke of her as the most beautiful woman in Spain and 

that she was impish. In a letter from San Lucar to his friend Zapatar, Goya wrote, 

‘you’d better come and help me paint the Duchess of Alba. She barged into my studio 

to have her face painted on by me, and she got her way. To be sure, I like this better 

than painting on canvas’. But whatever the nature of the affair it ended sourly for 

Goya. In at least three of his Caprichos he represents the Duchess as fickle (A Dream 

of Lying and Immodesty(?) 1793). It is not unreasonable to assume that the two-faced 

woman with the butterfly wings who clings to Goya with one face, and to a double-

faced servant and a curious fellow with her other face is intended to represent the 

Duchess. This supposition—and it is only a supposition—is heightened by the fact 

that the plate was destroyed and the print never published with the set—only one 

proof existing.* I have dealt with the affair of Alba not simply for its intrinsic interest, 

but because it may well b one of the reasons why traditional Goya of the murals, 



tapestry cartoons, and portraits became the modern Goya of the great graphic cycles. 

But first let us look a little further into the nature of his portraiture. 

 

In 1799 Goya became principal portrait painter to the King and completed two 

portraits of the queen and two of the king in that year. For his portrait of Charles IV, 

now in the Prado, he presents the king against a plain background so unlike the rich 

accoutrements of office, which would surround a baroque portrait. Charles is 

presented realistically, but not unkindly, as an elderly man standing somewhat stiffly 

and leaning slightly on a cane. He has a rosy amiable face, slightly projecting chin, 

thin lips, and small somewhat sunken eyes. A great deal of Goya’s virtuosity has gone 

into painting the colonel’s regimental uniform that the King wears. This portrait is 

probably a preliminary to the full dress portrait of the Royal Family, which he painted 

a year later in 1800. The portrait of Queen Maire Luisa* is equally engaging. Goya 

presents her heavily bejewelled, as a gay hostess rather than a queenly personage. 

Henry Swinburne, an English traveller had described her some years earlier in 1776 as 

not handsome but lively and genteelly shaped’ and prophesised correctly ‘If she lives 

to be queen I dare say she will render this court a very gay one’. It is worth noting 

how beautifully Goya has related the green tones of the background curtain with the 

green flesh tones. 

 

In 1800 he painted the well-known portrait of the Royal Family* now in the Prado. It 

derives much both from Velasquez’s Las Meninas** (The maids of honour) and in its 

lighting effects from Rembrandt’s Night Watch. The frank realism of the painting is 

something that we have come to expect in Goya’s portraits and in the best neo-

classical portraiture of the time, David and Ingres particularly. There is no need to 

posit a satiric intention on Goya’s part, though Charles has gone down in history as a 

fool and his wife as a whore. When Theophile Gautier first saw the painting he 

remarked that the king ‘looks like a grocer who has just won the big lottery prize with 

his family around him’. And yet the family said they liked the portrait and Goya 

remained on good terms with the king. Indeed when the Inquisition found his 

Caprichos objectionable, Goya offered them to the king as the best way of preserving 

them, and they were accepted, and in return Goya’s son Francisco, then nineteen, was 

given a royal fellowship to study painting abroad. This would suggest that no satiric 

intention was intended wither in the paintings or the acquatinits. The fact is rather that 

Goya invariably painted people—unlike Reynolds and Gainsborough, unlike David 

when he painted Napoleon—as he hound them. This is why he is one of the greatest 

of all portrait painters. H was never outfaced, or bluffed into hypocrisy by rank or 

station. You always know where you are with Goya. Take a detail from the Royal 

Family portrait, the head of Maria Josefa,* the elderly infanta and sister of the king. It 

is superb observation, but not I think caricature or satire. Though he seems to have 

given her a whacking great passion spot for good luck. 

 



We can conclude this brief consideration of the portraits with this fine portrait of the 

Dona Isabel Cobos de Porcel painted about 1806, a remarkable Spanish beauty. She 

wears a rose-coloured satin dress almost covered by a black mantilla, and when one 

studies the luminous beauty of the flesh tones we realise the truth of Goya’s own 

statement that his great teachers were Velasquez, Rembrandt and nature. 

Gainsborough might have painted something as beautiful, but never so vital, and 

Gainsborough could never have painted the Two Old Women Eating Soup** which 

Goya painted 12 years later in 1818, for he was too gentle for that. Goya, we might 

say, had range. 

 

The old women bring us to the darker side of Goya’s art. As I said earlier, Goya’s 

genius was recognised early, bit there was nothing odd about the nature of his genius 

before 1792. In that year he was stricken with a long and painful illness which left 

him weak in health and completely dead. His illness, it would seem, effect his art, and 

he began to use it to enquire more closely into the nature of humankind. During the 

1790s, too, his political opinions became more radical and rather anticlerical; due 

partly perhaps to the influence of Jovellanos, the educated and cultivated Minister 

whose sympathies with France led to his assassination in 1812. Shortly after his 

illness, Goya painted his procession of The Flagellants. Whatever its intention, its 

mood was certainly far from the gay spirit of his tapestry cartoons, and foreshadows 

the mood of his graphic work. In 1793 he painted a Madhouse scene, as Fuseli and 

Blake had done. It is however, in his great cycles of etchings that he provided us with 

his view of the follies and weaknesses of human nature. The first, the Caprichos, 

appeared in 1799 in eighty sheets, the second, the Disasters of the War, in eighty-five 

sheets between 1810 and 1813, the Tauromaquia (bullfights), in forty sheets in 1815, 

and another series of 18 etchings first published in 1850, originally entitled 

Disparates (curiosities), though they are sometimes known as the Proverbios, or 

Suenos (dreams). 

 

As we have seen, Goya’s first patron was the church, his second was the court, and 

here, in his graphic cycles, he was appealing to a third patron, the more intelligent 

among the middle classes and the liberal intelligentsia of Europe. And in the graphic 

cycles, his statement was a personal one, he had to find a less expensive medium than 

painting to get his ideas across, just as Hogarth in his narrative satires and Blake with 

his illuminated books had done, in developing the personal idea of their art. 

 

The originality of Goya’s graphic work is beyond question, but here again, as so 

often, tradition was the midwife of originality. Frederick Antal in his important book 

on Hogarth, indicates important links between Goya and Hogarth’s narrative satire, 

and Hogarth’s narrative satire, and Hogarth’s theory of caricature in the Analysis may 

well have influenced Goya’s thought. His drawing is linked with baroque 

draughtsmanship, especially Tiepolo’s Capricci*, Jacques Callot’s war scenes*, and 

Rembrandt’s etchings. But what is new in Goya is the dramatic emphasis and startling 



reduction and economy of the drawing.* Take his Procession of Monks. The subject is 

startling enough, but consider the economy of means, this is the heritage of the neo-

classic demand for simplicity, bit here the line is not even and fluent as in a Flaxman 

design but highly nervous and expressive. 

 

Goya himself explained the theme of his Caprichos in the publication statement he 

wrote in 1799. 

 

‘Since the artist is convinced that the censure of human errors and vices may 

also be the object of painting, he has chosen as subjects adequate for his work, 

from the multitude of follies and blunders common in every civil society, as 

well as from the vulgar prejudices and lies authorised by custom, ignorance, or 

interest, those that he has thought most suitable matter for ridicule as well as 

for exercising the artificer’s fancy.’ 

 

And at the end of the announcement he uses as an argument the idea of general use to 

justify a high-minded ideal art in order to justify an art or caricature and fantasy. 

‘Painting’, he writes, ‘chooses from the universal what it considers suitable for its 

own ends:  it reunites in a single fantastic personage circumstances and characteristics 

that nature has divided among many. From such a combination, ingeniously arranged, 

results the kind of successful imitation for which a good artificer deserves the title of 

inventor and not that of servile copyist. 

 

There can be little doubt that Goya did not produce the Caprichos romantically and 

‘half in love with easeful death’ but from the standpoint of a rationalist of the 

Enlightenment. The last plate of the series was entitled by Goya ‘The Sleep of Reason 

produces monsters’ and his own commentary on the aquatint reads ‘Imagination, 

deserted by reason, begets impossible monsters. United with reason she is the mother 

of all the arts, and the source of their wonders’. Lopez Rey has suggested that Goya 

may have been influenced by a remark by Joseph Addison, hose Pleasures of the 

Imagination was translated by Munarriz, one of Goya’s Friends. Addison wrote 

‘When the brain is hurt by an accident or sickness, the fancy is overrun with wild, 

dismal ideas and terrified with a thousand hideous monsters of it own framing’ It is 

necessary to be on one’s guard in approaching an artist like Goya against those who 

would interpret his art by means of psychologies not available to him during his day. 

It seems clear that in his dreamlike compositions Goya sought to represent what he 

thought unbecoming to man’s human stature. The Prado holds a series of nine 

drawing depicting the visions of a night dream. He numbered them the first, a 

burlesque vision,* then another the same night,* then the Third the same night, an 

ugly looking little girl with a cat-like face,* then this apparently was replaced by a 

fourth vision of a soldier with a tiny sabre but an enormous head.* This dream 

sequence appears to be related to the Caprichos but it is not known when they were 

drawn. 



 

Lopez-Rey’s book on the Caprichos is by far the best introduction to Goya’s graphic 

art, and you should study them there. But let us look at a few of them now. The 

second plate has marriage* for its subject. Goya entitled it: ‘They answer Yes, swear 

to be faithful, and stretch out their hands to the first comer’. And he added the  

explanation: ‘The ease with which many women consent to marry hoping thereby to 

enjoy more freedom’. We see a young comely woman who wears two masks a 

domino mask in front and an ugly mask at the back of her head is being led to the 

altar by two unpleasant looking persons, probably her parent. In Goya’s Spain the 

freedom of an unmarried woman was limited in many ways. One contemporary 

English writer remarked ‘as soon as she is married, she may go where she pleases’. 

The third Caprichos is entitled ‘Look Out, Here comes the Bogey Man.’ Goya here 

passes from the deceits of marriage to the deceits of childhood and adds the remark: 

‘Deadly abuse in early education. To Bring up a child to fear a Bogey man more than 

its own father, and force it to be afraid of something that does not exist’. Goya 

appears to have been sympathetic to the ideas of the great Swiss educationist, 

Pestalozzi. When a Pestalozzian Institute was opened in Madrid in 1806 Goya painted 

its sign, and he designed the title age for the Spanish translation of Pestalozzi’s A.B.C. 

of the Art of Sense-Impressions. 

 

The twelfth Caprichos is entitled Tooth-Hunting. Here Goya deals sorcery. Although 

she finds it extremely unpleasant, the young woman is anxious to obtain the hanged 

man’s teeth. She want s them for a witch’s potion. Lopez Rey has traced evidence in 

Spanish literature of the practice, and Goya wrote, ‘The teeth from a hanged man are 

most efficient for bewitching; without such an ingredient one cannot do anything 

good.’ And then adds, ‘Pity that common people would believe such nonsense.’ 

 

In Caprichos 39, Goya attacks literary pretensions. This is called As Far Back as His 

Grandfather* and satirizes the dull-witted aristocrat who affects scholarly leanings. 

The coat of arms on his desk reveals his ancestry. And Goya adds the comment: the 

poor animal has been driven mad by genealogists and heralds. He is not the only one. 

 

Caprichos 14 satirises the portrait painters who only make facile imitations of their 

sitters and the unintelligent sitters who desire only a flattering likeness. The monkey, 

symbol of slavish imitation paints the ass. Goya entitled the preparatory drawing ‘You 

will not Starve’. He has given the ass a wig to ennoble him. And Goya adds he 

comment on the aquatint: ‘He is right in having his portrait painted. Thus, those who 

haven’t seen him will known who he is.’ 

 

Goya’s use of animals to satirize humans gives me cause to mention what was in all 

probability a most important source for the Caprichos. Like Fuseli and like Blake, it 

would appear that Goya had knowledge of the physiognomical notions of the Swiss 

philosopher and minister Johann Kasper Lavatar. Lavatar was one of the most 



influential theorists of his day and is of great importance for any study of portraiture 

and caricature during the late eighteenth and early nineteenth century. Lavatar was a 

physiognomist; to put his theory as imply as possible, he believed that you tell what a 

man was by looking at him, and he worked his theory out in the greatest detail. It 

certainly led him to some odd notions, such as, that the beautiful were good—but he 

had a host of qualifications to get him out of that one. Lavatar was fascinated by the 

facial similarity between people and animals, and analogies between man and 

animals, both physically and morally is most important to out understanding of Goya. 

 

Here,* for example, is a chalk drawing by Goya of a woman before a mirror. The 

symbolism of the servant and the scythe, symbol of time, and the woman who has 

many visual affinities here with the serpent, such as the small eyes and spotted dress, 

is complex. But here Goya has certainly painted a snake-like woman, as in other 

drawings he painted frog-like and cat-like men—all very much in line with Lavatar’s 

notions. 

 

Most Spanish liberals including Goya sympathised with the new French Republic, and 

were thus placed in an acute dilemma when Charles IV declared war on France in 

1793. In 1808 Napoleon invaded Spain driving out Ferdinand VII and replacing him 

with Joseph Bonaparte. The French troops behaved with the greatest savagery. With 

his own ideals and ideas in a condition of ferment, Goya portrayed the atrocities in the 

series of etchings called the Disasters of the War, produced between 1810 and 1813 

and the two paintings called the Second of May (Dos de Mayo) and the Third of May. 

 

The Second of May is a monumental battle piece in the full baroque manner, that links 

Rubens with Delacroix, who admired Goya, and reveals again what a complete master 

Goya was of the whole post-Renaissance tradition. The Third of May is more grimly 

Rembrandteque, with its dramatic lurid lighting. The first picture records the uprising 

of the people of Madrid against the French mameluke troops, and the Third of May, 

the execution of the leaders of the insurrection. As Jansen rather finely puts it: 

 

The Blazing Colour, broad fluent brushwork, and dramatic nocturnal light are 

more emphatically neo-baroque than ever. The picture has all the emotional 

intensity of religious art, but these martyrs are dying for liberty, not the 

Kingdom of Heaven; and their executioners are not the agents of Satan, but of 

political tyranny—a formation of faceless automatons, impervious to their 

victim’s despair and defiance. The same scene was to be re-enacted countless 

times in modern history. With the clairvoyance of genius, Goya created an 

image that has become a terrifying symbol of our era. 

 

I will conclude with a few final slides showing some different aspects of his works. 

Here are two of his most famous aquatints from the Disasters of War series. He was 



the first artist to adopt a thoroughly Pacifist approach to the subject of war, as a 

careful study of the series will reveal. 

 

1. What courage* 

2. Tampoco* (Nor This): a French soldier contemplates the victims 

 

Others include: 

 

3. They Do Not Want To (#9) 

4. Is This What You Were Born For (#12) 

5. And There Is No Remedy (#15) 

6. They Equip Themselves (#16) 

 

This drawing of an old man with a lantern, entitled You Won’t Find Him* is obviously 

a representation of Diogenes going about looking for an honest man with a lamp in 

broad daylight. 

 

A similar despair of humankind is revealed in his Saturn*, which he painted on the 

walls of his own house in 1818. This too is a pessimistic view of human nature. 

 

His drawing Divine Reason Don’t Spare Anyone* indicates the difficulties his rational 

humanism might logically land him, but Reason is here represented as a comely 

wench, much more attractive than the black crows she is beating, and this cannot be 

taken as an attack upon rationalism. 

 

That he remained committed to the philosophical principals of the Enlightenment is 

indicated, to my mind, by the admittedly enigmatic aquatint the Colossus* etched in 

1818, in which a giant towering above two small cities on a plain is partly lit by the 

dawn. 
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