Arthur D‘awsjfon Thinks a Painting '."Disfcd\-}‘xe'récl; in
New York Is the \Original Julius II. Instead
of the One Reco&nized Abroad.

the Pittl
2ape collar is much, in evidence, whila
the New York Julius

Bureeaux had inherited the painting
from his father, who was a Parisian of
considerable wealth and the possessor of
an art collection. Where the elder Bur- |

| ceaux got the paintmg is not known, eX-

‘gept that whe hebonght it hs goh with
it o certifloate from M. Sortols, whoever
he may have been, certifying that the
painting was by Sebastian del Plombo,
who, Dawson declares, could not' have
painted it.

ofs.‘ in which. it was
rait of Juliug IT. was

while the. coloring
tn vlew of au the

FESS&. 1fifs sald, exme {nto pos-
P of papting through the mcci-
Bf 2%r, dman’s financial neces-

" Heo hlisband apnears to heve
d mi ts Yan instrument Smaker,
PB Bluz, iwho had a business in
Burcesuy gave Band-
-paintim- as security.
Hssi: ’ke kept t‘le

Y forbidding manner.

The Portraits of Julius.

To see the difference between the Pittl
lus, that in the Uffizi, and the Julius
which Dawson has, 1:: not e&sy ﬂ.&

eap and-red, wool-lined cape of the i’o
seated in & throne. The face I8 thg‘h
ne who is all but done with e
Jtairs, but in each of the copien
difference of expression. R
. In the Uffizi portralt the PG

l.re gearcely visible, and the
the mouth are turned down in &
In the Pittl
‘the whole face hag been softep :
en fdealist. The mouth has bren veﬂb@g@‘

| cence of worldly life.

In the Uffizi portralt the rest m: the
n:- keepmg witb the 4
hose

i from  Miclelangelo,

s The Jull

Iy the othe,m.

ilmost to the point of characleﬂess'inmf i

In the Pittl ploture the eyes are deeply
sunk and slightly dull, while in the Uffizi
portralt they are full of vivaeity.: As one
- writer puts it:

“The whole face of the Uffizl lias the
air ‘of hadpy preserved the dccidents: of
“the mfter’d‘fcatures. while that in the
Pitti seems fo be rather a courtly soften-
ing of unpleasant characteristics. Bul
the autheniic portralts of Raphael show
him to have been relentless in hls natur-
alization.”

It is upon this latter point that Dawson
bases his {daim that the  painting in hig
possession. is the original. Raphael, and
sthat it coltains all the *‘relentless nat-
‘uralization’ of that painter, and the ana-
‘tomical difail which Raphael -acquired
much 'under whose
' was at that time,

IL. which Mrs. Essigke sent
‘for restordion is exactly llke the Pitti

nfluence

dand the Uflizl and like the National Gal- |

Ty ’por‘tr t, which Passavant says is a
eplica of the Uffizi—like them in that
each is su =1y the original or a copy “of

The I"f;w g( ork Julius.

Pat in t}ﬁ,& Jullus ‘in ‘this ciiy there are
-Aany sub‘gls differences. For instance,
tbere s amarked difference in the dis«
between the right: plllar of. the:

§

Ar';lyhur

Dawsom

(the work oﬁ

picture the wool lining of the
in
thisiwool lining 18
hardly. visible at . all,

In the Pitti painting, als
~the: Pope is shown as a v
_delicate -1ember, while
Dawson's  possession relentlessl shows
the aged velns and knuc bones. . Yet
the two hands seem ‘eXactly ailke in size,
pose and shape. The difference is in the
anatomical detail.

The 'samne difference lies betwesn the
two faces.  The almost divine softness ot
the Pope’s countenance in the Pitt! is
somehHow absent from the Julius which
‘Dawson has. Hers' the moldings of the
skuu are painfully eorrect, The lines of
the face are those that come, not from

 tha hand of
¥ slender, and
the - palnting -in-

“divine anticipation but from retrospect of

worldly cares; and tlie mouth, the noss,
the jaw-bones and the sunken eyes all
tell of a man of great age whose mas=
chinery of life is about run down. =
In short, while the pictures are all prage
tically replicas of ome another, be’tween
thig particular Jullus and all othe there”
is ‘a difference of fine detail. Whethes
the painting is genuinely Raphzel's worlk

or not,{the difference seems t¢ be in faver

of the West Point picture;is & maﬁst!o
portrait of the aged Pope. "

The differences of detail, Ifa.wson.-p
out, argue his claim that tie painth
Iiamhael a.nd is an&t::;ajg,l!f

,'Pewglno‘ ! :

which is absent from thémther
and the coloring, while LKe PIOIM
not Piombo's best, Dawson sa¥ve, . and
might well ‘be the attempt of & rtval LQ-

imitate it A
N1, Setnean ' oited cad number,Of aus

thorities to’ show the gvibts—which uave
been ecast upon the'authenticity i
the other paintings of Juiltug
inals of Raphael. While Pas savant lmld
that the Pitti plcture was the’ w‘ig
(found in the Church of St. Mawia

Popolo at Rome), ** Hugene Mantz w
phael,” edited by Sir Walter Ariastrongs
has thls to say of the same paiarting -

A Lost Raphael.

« Every one has heard of this ‘picture,
yet who knows where to find the orige
inal? Many lay claim to the honor, yet
even if we put aside all but the two pree
gerved, the one in the Uffizt and the other
in the Pitti Palace, the problem is stilly
far from being solved.”

JPassavant, in spite of his declara.tltm
for the Pittl painting, séems to have had
| sognizance of - the excellent claims oi’
otliers, particularly thoss for the Juitus
II. in the Tribumne. &

“Men years hence,” he wrote, * pers
haps we shall assist in exalting some new:
olaimant to the vacant homnor.'”

T have shown you,” said Arthur Daw-
gon, * the doubt with which all the well
known portraits are looked upon,; and none
of the writers speak of the influence of
Michelangelo, which must have shown
41 ‘the original portrait as it does in
all of Raphael’s other work of thal
period.

“ The Peruginoesque manner af hflxd
outline, color, and detail is much in avi-
dence, and the great Michelangelo's form
and drawlng are here sufficient to make
us think even that the picturs which. I
have here was executed by Michelangelo
himgelf,

“ By comparison with all of the other
portraits there is hardly a toueh-in any
of them that will hold a’candle to this
great portrait. It is en tively  diffe
and in a far better condition than any o1
j the others, and,

(ormiontsi: 4 miscmeai
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in my opinion, it is the !~
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