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Leaving Germany in 1848, with its failed revolution, Johannes Adam Simon Oertel (1823-1909) arrived in New York, a city unsettled by the cross-purpose tensions of economics and moral beliefs.  The Antebellum period in the United States, in the years leading up to the Civil War (1861-1865), brimmed with acrimonious politics, divided by differing visions for the young nation.  The intensity of that divisiveness mirrored what sparked the American Revolutionary War (1775-1783), when differences of opinions readily escalated into skirmishes of physical violence.  The immigrant artist brought fresh eyes to the underlying issues causing the current unrest, as well as idealism about the American Revolutionary War.  He, like other Germans, believed that the values of that war succeeded, whereas his homeland’s attempts failed.
  Oertel’s Pulling Down the Statue of King George III, New York City, 1852-1853 (Fig. 1, hereafter Pulling Down) uniquely combines a historical event with mid-nineteenth-century contemporary issues, juxtaposing the two, past and present, in one work.  The painting was made during a moment when patriotic imagery, particularly of the Revolutionary War, was especially compelling, as a unifying agent and a set of ideals.
  Oertel creates a hybrid of allegory, portraiture, reportage, history lesson, and ideology, merging two eras of messy revolution and politics.
By overlaying 1850s concerns on a Revolutionary War scene, Oertel challenges the viewer to debate three contemporary political and social issues—Indian Removal Policies, women’s rights, and slavery—and to confront the way the Revolutionary War ideals of equality and liberty were being threatened.
  He used the painting to show that groups of ordinary people can come together to challenge hypocrisies and injustices, allow reasoned discourse and disagreement, and enact a vision for a better nation.  The painting, while mannered in composition, presents multifaceted information.  In order to explore its full meaning, the analysis focuses on three parts: the central action of the painting set in historical context, the ostensible characters involved in the central action, and the allegorical figures used to pose questions for Oertel’s viewers.

Pulling Down commemorates a little known, yet key event of the American Revolutionary War that occurred on July 9, 1776.
  After years of unrest, rebellious acts, and debate over alternatives, thirteen disparate colonies declared themselves united as an independent country, separate from Great Britain.  News of that July 4 agreement took five days to reach New York City, where a broadsheet copy of the Declaration of Independence was read aloud to George Washington’s Continental Army troops mustered at the Battery in lower Manhattan.  
In delirious joy, a mob formed.  Against Washington’s expressed wishes for order, the soldiers and young men associated with the rebel group, The Sons of Liberty, jumped the tall protective fence of nearby Bowling Green Park.  They then tied ropes around the equestrian statue of the English king George III (1760-1820) and pulled it to the ground.  The gilded lead, 3000-pound statue smashed and was then hacked into bits.  A Philadelphia newspaper reported, “The equestrian statue of George III which Tory pride and folly raised in the year 1770, was by the sons of freedom, laid prostrate in the dirt the just desert of an ungrateful tyrant!”
   The lead from the monument was made into bullets in Litchfield, Connecticut, or as one witness described it, into “melted majesty”
 which then was “for the use of the Yankees, when it is hoped that the emanations of the leaden George will make as deep impressions in the Bodies of some of his red coated and Torie subjects.”


Oertel paints a moment of tension, ropes in place at the front of the statue, soldiers pulling, before the sculpture’s collapse.  No longer awed by this symbol of authority, anonymous soldiers and other men in shadow respond to orders to “heave ho!” and cheers of “We will be Free!  Down with the statue!  Down with the emblems of tyranny!”
  The viewer can imagine hearing the straining groans of the men’s efforts and the creaking ropes, pulled taut for toppling the monument.  The setting is Battery Park, established by Sir Henry Clinton’s headquarters,
 the house at the right background, which still stands today.  Also in the hazy rear to the left of the statue, is a glimpse of the Battery itself, with men on top witnessing the event.  One has an arm raised in salute, a toast to bringing the tyrant-king down.  Just to the right of the statue between the rope lines, is the mast of a ship.  Oertel carefully documents this place of strategic importance in lower Manhattan, the point of entry and defense for New York City.

The artist took some liberties with the facts of the event as well.  No doubt to charge the scene with even more drama and emotion, Oertel sets the action at twilight, allowing the scene to be torch-lit, evoking dramatic chiaroscuro with its contrasting lights and darks.
  A bonfire, blocked from view by the foreground group, highlights the king’s last ride and the midground figures.  The full moon peeks atmospherically through the dark clouded sky.  In actuality, the statue was pulled down during the afternoon that was marked by thunderstorms, the account of which may have given Oertel the idea to deepen the darkness of the sky and strengthen the storm metaphor.
  Today, the painting has darkened further, exaggerating the dimness of the nocturnal setting.


Oertel also changed the appearance of King George.  English sculptor Joseph Wilton (1722-1803) memorialized the king by depicting him in a toga, sandals, and laurel wreath around his head, as an homage to the ancient Roman emperor Marcus Aurelius (Fig. 2).  Marcus Aurelius, as one of the five ‘Good Emperors’ and his statue, positioned on Capitoline Hill in Rome, were well known.  The monument established a standard for equestrian statuary since the Renaissance.
  But Oertel chose to show the king in eighteenth-century royal garb, crown on head.  The unseen, but intense manmade light source from the left highlights the king’s cloak and crown (as well as the rear of the horse
, to clarify exactly what caused the treasonous action the artist depicts. 

The circumstances that led New York colony to display a statue of the king lend poetic elegance to the actions of July 9, 1776.  In the 1750s, England brought its war with France to North America.  The English victory set the stage for the Revolutionary War.  To pay for this costly Seven Years’ War (1756-1763),
 in 1766, England levied the first tax, known as the Stamp Act, on its American colonists.  Any paper would now be taxed, which burdened literate colonists accustomed to letter writing and reading broadsheets for news.  American colonists got their first experience of ‘taxation without representation’, which would become one of the rallying cries of the Revolution.
  The resulting outrage included not only debate, but also mob violence.  Acts of intimidation against the tax collectors, men just doing their jobs, included being painfully tarred-and-feathered and ‘ridden out of town on a rail’.  The reviled Stamp Act led to political imagery of tyrannicide, including prints with images of beheadings.
  
In London, Sir William Pitt spoke out in Parliament and persuaded the king to repeal the tax, to avoid further disturbance.  Its repeal deserved visual commemoration, too.  To thank Pitt for his assertions on their behalf, New York colonists commissioned Wilton to carve a marble statue to be erected as the city’s first sculptural monument.  But no politically astute colonist could make such a commission without including an even grander one of the King, who had, after all, been reasonable enough to repeal the tax.  With no colonial sculptor, both commissions went to Wilton, who executed them over the next few years.  Wilton honored the king with the Marcus Aurelius connection, and indeed, the colonists celebrated the installation of the statue in 1770, hailing the king with thirty-two canon shot, a band playing from the fort at the Battery, and a soldier’s procession from the fort, around the statue, and back again.  Spectators drank to the king’s health and for a long-lasting reign.
  
Although colonists wanted William Pitt to have the place of honor in Bowling Green Park, that statue was mounted at the nearby corner of Wall and William Streets.  Wilton similarly dressed Pitt in a toga (Fig. 3), again showing the sculptor’s preference for the current Neoclassical style and thereby honoring Pitt by aligning his image with classical ideals.  Since he was a Member of Parliament, the association to a Roman Senator was natural as well.  When the king’s statue was pulled down in rage, just six short years after its celebratory arrival, English soldiers retaliated with Pitt’s statue, beheading it and knocking its arms off, mirroring the psychological act of dismembering a hero. 
The action of regicide that Oertel puts at the apex of his painting depicts the history, while minimizing the king’s glory.  The king is mounted on a pedestal high above the heads of all the figures in the scene, but is pushed away from the viewer.  He gazes forward, as does Marcus Aurelius, and his rearing horse shifts the king’s gaze upward, symbolic of a visionary leader.  But Oertel takes away the classicizing garb and instead depicts his kingly figure in royal clothing of his day.  The artist chooses for the viewer to see this gilded king, painted in deep gold, as a man caught between tradition and colonial demands, a position vulnerable enough to be deposed.
  Overhead the skies are clear.  The storm may be rolling in from the sea or leaving the rebellious path clear after a downpour.  Oertel leaves the viewer, and the painting’s figures, to decide and to take sides.
The artist places the lighted figures predominantly in the midground, as he does the central action of pulling down the king’s statue.  But by pushing the figures back from the picture plane, the artist suggests that these events are in the past.  Highlighting these figures and the central action of pulling down the statue, though, maintains their importance.   Although in the past, the event represents the ideals of revolutionary action for the noble cause of freedom and equality, conducted by a group, not one heroic individual.    
Several of the figures are identifiable.  Although the painting’s provenance is not clear,
 it was engraved around 1859 (Fig. 4).  Perhaps Oertel was taking advantage of Antebellum patriotic fervor, as well as the popularity of the affordable, small print format.
  The print was accompanied by a key (Fig. 5), as was typical when including portraits of well-known figures.  The key identifies the figure in shadow, with still readable features, immediately to the left of the pedestal, as Alexander Hamilton.  Historical accounts do not place Hamilton at the scene.  The figure to Hamilton’s left clearly was present.  Peter Theobaldus Curtenius was a prime instigator for pulling down the statue.  Curtenius, a Colonel according to the key, issued the order, “Down with it!  Heave ho!  All together!”
  Oertel depicts him in action, although not seemingly in the act of riling up the troops.  Instead the painter has Curtenius, in contrapposto, gesturing toward the statue, while twisted to explain the action to Alderman James Duane, who aristocratically and calmly leans on a cane.  Curtenius also holds a rolled up scroll, perhaps the broadsheet of the Declaration of Independence.  The highlighted trio also includes the Mayor of New York, David Matthews.  All three are cool and rational, as Enlightened men, despite the apparently noisy and chaotic scene around them.
The famous figure clearly missing from the scene is George Washington.  Yet his presence is implied, not only from a Revolutionary dialogue about the nature of leadership and power the new country envisioned, but also in the 1850s when Oertel was working.  Thomas Paine published the widely read Common Sense in January 1776.  In it, he wrote, “a prince whose character is thus marked by every act which may define a tyrant, is unfit to be the ruler of a free people.”
  After the statue of King George was pulled down, Thomas Jefferson asserted, “most that day would have been in agreement” and complained of the king’s “repeated infamies and usurpations.”
  The very nature of governmental leadership was being questioned.
What was the ideal form of government?  Democracy was consistent with Enlightenment ideals of equality.  It removed aristocratic power that emanated from the divine right of kings.  The governance mode of Republicanism emerged out of renewed interest in classical literature and philosophy.  Colonial leaders began experimenting with the idea of a Democratic Republic, and with the success of the Revolution, they developed the concept of an elected presidency.  But during the war itself, questions continued about how freedom, wealth, power, and leadership could be formed, honored, and enjoyed simultaneously. 
  Perhaps at this very scene of toppling the king from his pedestal, discussion might have included making George Washington king and placing a statue of him on the newly vacated place of honor.

Before, during, and after the Revolutionary War, George Washington—both the man and images of the icon—was critical to the formation of American identity.  Wealthy patrons from Washington’s inner circle could commission a portrait or painted replica of a life sitting of Washington by Gilbert Stuart (1755-1828; Fig. 6) or Charles Willson Peale (1741-1827; Fig. 7).
  Many more people purchased prints of Washington as statesman or military hero and also mugs and plates with his image.  Small, plaster busts of the man could be placed on a fireplace mantle.  Women included his face on their quilts, towels, and other textiles.
  Naturally, the colonists would debate placing a statue of Washington on the now vacant pedestal in Bowling Green.  Over time, his image represented the valor of the rebellious cause, the Enlightenment ideals of nobility separated from birth and rank, and the unifying force that suggested this politically experimental, new nation had a future.

Washington opposed mob action.  He chastised his troops for “riot and want of order”
 for their role in pulling down the statue of King George.  The soldiers are markedly and actively present in Oertel’s painting, demonstrated by the central figure and his white x suspenders.  Reasoned men are depicted, too, like Oertel’s left center triangle.  They appear to prefer verbal debate and rational discussion, as modeled by Washington, to acts of violence.  Oertel also inserts the idea of peaceful dissent as part of democracy
 in the scene with two figures on the right.  The man in profile with a tricorn hat on his wigged hair, an old fashioned style by this time, represents the lone dissenter in the scene, a Loyalist who objects to this rebellious act.
  He has a finger raised, mouth open as if in mid-sentence.  While clearly not pleased with the central action, he is logically dissecting the event with the taller torchbearer to his right.  This man wears a casual top hat and has natural-colored, unpowdered hair.  His clothes are not aristocratic, like the finely dressed older gentleman attired in a waistcoat and cravat.  While the torchbearer’s flame may symbolize impending violence and the torch of war, it also stands as a light of the Enlightenment.  Oertel seems to argue that the new nation could tolerate reasoned disagreement, without resorting to violence, by placing the two figures in bright light and closer to the picture plane than the central action of pulling down the statue.
George Washington’s image also embodied this reasoned behavior, with his stoic, noble, even regal demeanor.  In 1783, with the Revolutionary forces’ victory, the Continental Congress wanted to erect a statue of Washington in the nation’s capital, then New York City, on the pedestal left after pulling down the statue of King George.  The form of the statue was debated.  What would be appropriate for a Republic?  Some suggested that Marcus Aurelius was still a good model and advocated for Washington to be shown in ancient dress with a laurel wreath.  Others argued against the imperial imagery in favor of Washington as an orator, statesman, or military leader.  Unresolved, the decision was postponed into the nineteenth century, with the capitol’s move to the District of Columbia and a city named for Washington.  The issue was ultimately avoided altogether by erecting a symbolic monument, an obelisk.
  To close the matter, the empty pedestal was removed from Bowling Green in 1818,
 three years after the second war with England, this time over independence of the seas, the War of 1812 (1812-1815).  No image of Washington would be placed on the former perch of King George III.
By the time Oertel made Pulling Down, the nation had been swept up in celebration of their national icon George Washington.  He represented unity at a time of intense divisiveness, centered on slavery, its role in the economy of the South and North alike, and political power struggles over new territories in the West.  Images like the 1850 daguerreotype Girl with George Washington (Fig. 8) resonated because it connected America’s future, embodied in the young girl, with its now glorified, mythologized past.  The girl in lovely profile contemplates the man and the myth of George Washington, as shown in a Gilbert Stuart painted portrait.  
Perhaps no painting did more to reinforce the mid-nineteenth-century iconic image of Washington than the 1851 Washington Crossing the Delaware (Fig. 9) by Emmanuel Leutze (1816-1868).  Painted just one year before Pulling Down, also by a German-American painter, this work singularly captures all the qualities of Washington as the ‘Father of the Country’.  Monumental in scale, putting the superhuman Washington in military command, while impossibly standing in a boat breaking through an icy river, the painting works as a history lesson for the ages.
  Its sheer size contrasts with the personal, intimate mementos of a daguerreotype, mug, or blanket.  Leutze’s work was made for a country divided.  Although he immigrated to Philadelphia as a child, Leutze made the painting during his studies in Germany in the 1840s, witnessing the struggles and aftermath of the German Revolution with its futile efforts to enact Liberal ideals.  Similarly, America was splitting along sectionalist political lines.  Leutze was called to make a theatrical image of nascent political liberty, even as the United States was maturing into a modern nation-state operating on a global scale.
  The painting provided reassurance, depicting an imaginary past and showing danger overcome.
  The painting implies that Washington could also metaphorically cross the national divide over slavery.
  
Oertel would have closely followed the critical reception of his colleague Leutze’s painting.  The work was initially exhibited in 1851, which roughly coincided with the fiftieth anniversary of Washington’s death in 1799.  More than 50,000 people saw the painting in New York at the Stuyvesant Institute, then in Washington’s Capitol Rotunda.
  It was a critical success as well, tapping into a timely advocacy for grand narrative works.
  The painting was engraved for distribution by the American Art-Union for its middle class subscribers, and later as a chromolithograph, vastly expanded its reach.
  The print’s success and this moment of nationalism may have inspired Oertel to try the same patriotic strategy.  
Nationalistic impulses were sweeping Europe, as well as the United States.  In Germany, the disparate nation-states remained fragmented under different kingdoms and duchies, and one Liberal vision was to unify as a Democratic Republic, with the United States Constitution as its model.  By the end of 1848, however, “Liberalism was exhausted,”
 its military forces were crushed, and waves of Germans immigrated to the United States in search of a place to live according to their ideals.  Oertel’s grandson wrote a biography of the artist, documenting his political flight to and sanctuary in the United States.  Coming out of disillusionment in Germany, Oertel had high hopes for America.

In Pulling Down, Oertel pushes history back from the picture plane, even as it serves as the central action of the scene.  Playing off the patriotic fervor following the splash made by Leutze’s painting, Oertel projects into the image all his frustrations about his homeland’s tragic misfire and his optimism about reasoned disagreement on difficult issues in the United States.
  His refusal to include an instantly recognizable hero like Washington may indicate his awareness that the war was fought by artisans and farmers, mechanics and sailors, and the politically vocal Sons of Liberty.
  It was a war of the middle-class and working man.  Oertel was not painting one hero, but his image of democracy—voices in debate and action.  Even a famous figure like Alexander Hamilton is placed in shadow, subordinate to the lit figure groups.

The key accompanying the engraving identifies less famous figures, seemingly added or identified after the painting was made.  The print version differs from the painting, with figures moved or removed, and identified figures added in to the scene.  Ordinary people had been swept up in historical circumstances, and their presence gave viewers permission to see themselves in history, too.
  Artisans were named, including a blacksmith, his son, and his assistant.  To the left of the Enlightened trio is the shopkeeper William Melbourne.  On the right, the tricorn-hatted figure from the painting who questions the proceedings has been moved in front of the torchbearer and identified as Robert Kenedy (sic), along with his wife and daughters.  The choice to change and name the figures in the print, and to specifically remove the Native American group in the left foreground, signals the political sensitivity of the painting that was ameliorated in the print later in the decade.
Apparently, Oertel was willing to put uncomfortable political and social issues front and center in his painting, while also succumbing to the underlying belief systems of the day.  Anchoring either end of the foreground are two family groups, depicted as pyramidal-triangles.  Each group acts as allegorical figures, representing a key issue of the day.  On the left in shadow is a Native American family, including a boy and a mother holding an infant.  The Indian man looks to the right where Oertel presents a trio of women reacting to the central scene and three children who look as if they tumbled from the women’s skirts.  A golden-locked child gazes back at the Indians.  The two family groups are then linked by glances and their future fates.  In the center midground is another triangular group, this time in struggle.  At the bottom of the triangle, hand protecting his head, is an African American male, stomach down to the ground.  The three pyramids themselves form a triangle, pointing to the central action of pulling down the statue.  They also create a social-cultural web.
That entanglement is what Oertel would have encountered newly arrived to the United States, where he hoped Liberal ideas would have taken root.
  He brought an outsider’s perspective to the Indian and slavery ‘problems’, while seeing the woman-child cluster with European eyes similar to American perspectives.  He used contemporary issues to pull the viewer into the scene, adding the historical backdrop to the contemporary debates taking place.  Oertel also imbued his work with morality congruent to his deep religious beliefs.  As a boy, he was interested in becoming a missionary, but was encouraged by a tutor to develop his draftsmanship talent and an art career.  He studied in Munich with the painter-engraver J.M. Enzingmuller (n.d.), becoming adept at printmaking, as well as learning about large-scale history painting.
  Oertel was attracted to the opportunity to bring his passion for sharing his faith and infusing his paintings with morally-driven ideas.  

The viewer can project what Oertel may have intended when considering the Native American grouping.  He places the family unit in deep shadow, so much so that today the faces dissolve, adding to the sense of a people disappearing.  Behind them is a bonfire, so large that it places them in darkness, which symbolically suggests that the fires of this young, Euro-centric nation have also burned out its native people.  The three figures are shown in a walking stance, moving toward the picture plane and out of the scene of American life.  
As an immigrant himself, Oertel may have been especially sensitive to the effect of migration on native people.  He arrived as the United States was closing out a twenty-five-year set of political posturing, broken treaties, and policies devastating to the Indian populations.  Under President Andrew Jackson (1767-1845), a series of Indian Removal Policies were enacted to ensure all native peoples were moved West to open territories, on set-aside Reservations.  These policies in combination with disease, warfare, and acculturation to the white-European lifestyle resulted in devastation to the Indian way of life and population.
  White Americans were beginning to think of Indians as one people, not individualized tribes, and as part of their country’s past. 
  From the 1820s on, elegiac poetry, drama, literature, particularly by James Fennimore Cooper, and even historical accounts popularized the notion of Indians as a disappearing race.
  By the time Oertel made his painting in the early 1850s, virtually no Indians lived east of the Mississippi River.  
In the painting, he portrays the Indian group as a generic band, as was typical in the 1850s, removing any sense of cultural differences.
  Oertel documents the robe, feathered headdress, fur and feather-trimmed breeches, moccasins, and necklace of the father figure, but then masks him in shadow.  By removing tribal identity, the Indian, even nominally, becomes generalized and allegorical, reinforcing white stereotypes.
  But those stereotypes were complicated and contradictory.  Fueled by both science and progress-oriented Enlightenment ideas and late eighteenth- and early nineteenth-century Romanticism, varying attitudes were formed.  With the idea that white culture represented progress, westward expansion was justified as the white-European Manifest Destiny.  Enlightenment ideas were converted to make Native Americans the enemy to be defeated, even as, ironically, they were used to suggest what was unique about America compared to Europe.
  In contrast, Romanticism celebrated Indians as close to the earth and the mysteries of the universe with its Sublime awesomeness.  Native Americans could also be deemed the ‘Good Indian’ or the ‘Bad Indian.’
  

‘Good Indians’ were friendly, hospitable, noble, brave, independent, and tender in their love for family.  They were simple and innocent.  Oertel depicts his Good Indian family with dignity.  He follows in the tradition of history painters like Benjamin West (1738-1820) in his innovative image that puts contemporary events in the realm of history painting, The Death of General Wolfe from 1770 (Fig. 10).  West depicts the sacrificial death of an English General during the Seven Years War (1756-1763).  The figures form a frieze in the foreground, and West has placed his Good Indian in the conventional, and improbable, pose for Melancholy, contemplating the ‘Great White Chief’.
  The Indian is the epitome of the ‘Noble Savage’.
  West both celebrates the Native American participation in their side of the war, as well as that of the French, and also the exotic Otherness of the figure placed so incongruously and stoically in the chaotic scene.

In contrast, ‘Bad Indians’ were often fodder for low culture amusement.  In pulp stories, advertisements, and cartoons, Indians were portrayed as lecherous, passionate, polygamous, superstitious, and thieving.  They were shown as violent or living in filthy surroundings, drunken and indolent.  The irony of the ‘Bad Indian’ typology is that white colonists used those traits—sneakiness and rebelliousness—along with costumes and war whoops—for acts of civil disobedience, most famously the Boston Tea Party.
  Oertel’s own oeuvre includes The War Party (Fig. 11), an example of the scheming, warring Indian, made after Pulling Down, in 1855.  Pressured for money, the artist apparently made this image for an advertisement.

Visual depictions of Indians evoked immediate associations of both types, no matter how they were actually portrayed.  At the time of Oertel’s painting, some white guilt emerged, due to the unsettling news accounts of and uncomfortable responses to white policies toward Native Americans and their future.  By the 1850s, the Indian ‘problem’ had been reduced to a set of choices for eliminating ‘Bad Indianness’: continue to diffuse the Native threat through drink and violent annihilation, or force assimilation through cultural extraction and education.
  
Oertel, with his devout Christian sensibility, appears to pity these noble people, who have no place in this scene of independence and hope for the future.  Instead, he shows the Romantic tragedy of this dying race fading away before the viewer’s eyes.  As a German, he may have been influenced by the ideas of Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel (1770-1831), who believed that in the struggle for political liberty and freedom, native peoples were doomed.
  By placing the family group immediately in the foreground, the painter also evokes shame for the viewer’s complicity in the Indians’ pitiable state.  Oertel contributes to that disappearance by removing the family group from the print, leaving only one Indian in the scene, mostly covered by a Continental Army soldier.
At the same time, Oertel professes a belief that the American future belongs to white people.  In contrast to the overshadowed Indians on the left, women and children are highlighted in the right foreground, a trio of children cascading from the triangle of women.  One woman, arm raised and waving her handkerchief in approbation, connects pulling down the statue with the toddler she holds.  This revolutionary act makes the future bright for this child.  The other two women clutch hands at one’s heart, imagery immediately recognizable as part of nineteenth-century gendered belief systems.  Oertel, a man of his times, depicts his women in this traditional manner.
During the Antebellum period, the conservative Separate Sphere ideology became an integral part of American culture,
 with the emergence of an urban, middle-class population.  Separate from the Public Sphere of business, politics, action, and leadership, the Private Sphere was considered a natural expression of women’s heart-felt selflessness and service-driven devotion.  The home was perceived as a refuge, a solace from the pressures of the external world.  Effectiveness in both spheres was essential to the well being of the nation, with the morality of the domestic sphere no less important than the productivity of the public domain.  Oertel’s insertion of women and children from the private sphere into his scene of public sphere chaos shows how far he was willing to stray from the fact of mob action to make a moral point.  

During the 1810s, a religious revival in the frontiers of Ohio, Kentucky and Indiana, known as the Second Great Awakening, moved east and south, giving rise to the Cult of True Womanhood.
  This Cult helped establish and separate the middle-class from those less socially and economically well off.  The ideology presumed that a man would support his wife, so she would not have to work and could then assume responsibilities for female domesticity.  Primarily Protestant, the Cult of True Womanhood centered on the belief in the redemptive quality of women, due to their essential female nature of purity and piety.  Oertel depicts the threesome neatly and properly attired in costume that is vaguely colonial, but the yellow-ribboned hat of the squatting woman and bustle of the purplish dress on the standing figure, also hint at Antebellum fashion.  The women then are not defined by the colonial time period and instead become allegorical.  True Women charged with moral responsibility, lending their validation to this scene of man-made mayhem.
Oertel would also have encountered revolutionary thinking about women’s roles.  Traditional women advocated for the Separate Spheres, which promoted the power inherent in the women’s role for preserving the moral home and raising children as the future of America.  Leaders spearheading the nascent women’s suffrage movement, who stood at odds with the Cult of True Womanhood, used that same rationale of women’s power to advocate for women’s rights.  In July 1848, the year of European revolutions and Oertel’s immigration to the United States, 300 attendees to the Seneca Falls Convention, mostly women, signed a Declaration of Sentiments, which included white women’s right to vote.  By placing the women incongruously in the scene, Oertel seems to invite viewer debate on the political future of white women as well as the Native Americans, both groupings aligned in the foreground.  The fate and future of both sets of children are at stake. 
He also shows the all white band of brothers striving together in the midground for the common good of pulling down the statue,
 although they are anonymous and in shadow to the right of the pedestal.  These brothers smash the bonds of “paternal authority.”
  The ritualistic act of destruction in order to create something new takes on added meaning relative to the ritualistic destruction of Native people Oertel foregrounds.  A layer of irony is added to the gesture of regicide and its implied cry for equality and freedom.  The band of brothers concept is also complicated by the twisting trio of bodies just below the statue.  The African American thrust to the ground by antagonistic white figures has meaning in both the colonial context and to the contemporary Antebellum viewer.  Being grounded represents the symbolic position of blacks in colonial society.  They participated in developing the economic stability of the colonies and even in its fight for independence, but were continually suppressed by their white countrymen.
  
Little had improved, and much had gotten worse, by the early 1850s, when Oertel was working on the painting.  Prominent thinkers and ‘Founding Fathers’ like George Washington and Thomas Jefferson were slaveholders and did not address the apparent hypocrisy of that reality in their fight for liberty from England.
  Putting off the national dialogue about slavery no longer worked by the mid-1800s.  In parallel with the women’s movement, reform-minded women, African Americans, Quakers, and other Liberal thinkers advocated for the abolition of slavery.  Oertel was not alone in linking slavery and the Revolutionary War ideals.  Many during the American Revolution had believed that the Declaration of Independence would prohibit the slave trade and free enslaved Americans.  The ultimately successful slave rebellion in Saint-Domingue, leading to the 1804 declaration of a freed Haiti, kept international interest high.
  The anonymous black man chained and on his knees, first shown on the English Abolition Committee’s seal in 1787, asks, “Am I not a Man and a Brother?” (Fig. 12).  The image was advocated by printer Benjamin Franklin and appropriated for American posters and pamphlets.  It enjoyed a long life in American visual culture.

But blacks were at the bottom of both the social and visual hierarchy.  As with Native Americans, images of blacks were generally reduced to types, used liberally in the popular press, advertising, illustrated fiction, and posters for entertainments with wide audience appeal, like minstrel shows.  Women were shown as mammies.  The male types fell into five categories: the obsequious slave contented to serve his master, the comic and carefree buffoon, the exotic primitive, the tragic mulatto who mourns not being white, and the sexualized and brutal young buck.  Black men also excelled at dancing and playing an instrument, particularly the banjo.

The black male stereotype made its way into the higher art form of Antebellum genre painting.  William Sydney Mount (1807-1868) 
 made several images with the grinning, servile, carefree black man.  In 1836, his painting Farmer’s Nooning (Fig. 13) was reproduced as a print for distribution to the middle-class subscribers of the American Art-Union (AAU).  The AAU helped disseminate stereotypes with their aversion to printing any images that might rile either the North or South political viewpoint.
  Mount plays on the familiarity of the stereotype of indolence, although all the men shown are on their lunch break.  The black is placed in contrast to the industrious white man reading his book in the foreground.  A boy tickles the black man’s grinning face with a hay stalk, making him the butt of a joke.  Nineteenth-century images show blacks as victims of practical jokes as a way to emphasize their powerlessness through humiliation, reinforcing the hierarchical divide.

Mount’s imagery develops to show more complexity through ambiguity.  As a New Yorker known to have Southern sympathies on the issue of slavery, Mount continues to use stock characters and themes.  But with the 1847, Power of Music (Fig. 14), Mount characterizes his black figure with individualized features and a dignified stance.  Then as if to contradict himself, he places the jug of hard cider and the unused axe next to the black man, as emblems of drink and laziness.  This man is lost in music, reaffirming his ‘natural disposition’ as typed, but interestingly Mount also puts the figure front and center, isolated by the barn wall from the white men inside.  Mount emphasizes the black man’s Otherness, but also shows an egalitarian vision.
  The artist, as Antebellum politicians advocated, seems to suggest a solution to the ‘race’ problem: equal as long as separate.  These popular images were made into prints, and Oertel was likely to have seen them.  He also was able to see the issue with foreign eyes.  
The tableau of racial struggle he puts in the light at the center of his canvas is the only triangle in the composition in which the figures are actively fighting.  For a mob action that would be one of the first events of the American Revolution, the figures are mostly statically posed and frozen.  Despite the number of figures, the painting has been theatrically composed in a series of triangles, as if Oertel was practicing making a harmonious, Renaissance composition. The only other discord in the painting is verbal, between the men at the far right, behind the cluster of women.  But with the wrestling trio, Oertel has pitted white North and white South above the twisted, recumbent black man.  The barefoot, white figure with his back to the viewer uses one hand to keep the black man down, representing the South.  The other white figure looks up from his fight to the central action of pulling down the statue, as if reminded of the values of freedom and equality.  Although the viewer cannot make out which white man will prevail—the Slaver or the Abolitionist—there is no doubt that the black man is already the victim, and possibly the ongoing loser.  The social pyramid has, perhaps inadvertently by Oertel, been reinforced, with the African American at the hierarchical bottom.  
The black man’s outstretched arm touches the rung of a ladder, crossed with another in the foreground.  Lit by the left-hand bonfire, the ladders have been discarded, after serving their purpose.  The soldiers and Sons of Liberty needed those ladders to climb up the statue and secure the ropes that would pull down monarchy.  Oertel brings these discarded tools to the center of his scene, filling in a potential void.  The void was created by his triangle of contemporary pressure points of the disappearing Native Americans, the women advocating to be central to Public Sphere concerns, and the struggle over the role of slavery in America.  The crossed ladders connect these three tension points of 1850s politics, as an emblem of crossed purposes.  
A little dog bounds over the ladders.  In his characteristically awkward manner, Oertel has inserted another symbol to force viewer debate.  Dogs in art have long symbolized fidelity, for their repeated use in marital portraits, and to question loyalty in American images.  Paul Revere (1734-1818) famously placed a dog at the front of his recounting of the 1770 Boston Massacre (Fig. 15), a pivotal moment in swaying colonial sentiment toward revolt.
  The dog stands on the side of the colonial rebels facing the British redcoats, as if instructing the viewer on which side to choose.  Oertel uses the dog as a device toward the same purpose.  A naturalistic, animated force among the triangular and staged figural tableaus, the dog, front and center, focuses the viewer on which side to choose on each of the American pressure points.  The fate of the Revolutionary War is in the past, and Oertel puts his central action of pulling down the monarchical statue in the midground of the painting.  He instead wants the viewer to think about these contemporary issues, to acknowledge the irony embedded in the Revolutionary ideology, and the Enlightenment ideals on which it was based.  In his heavy-handed use of symbolism, Oertel exposes the colonial hypocrisy regarding equality and liberty and the repercussions that were felt seventy-five years later.  

Leaving such core wounds—toward Native Americans, women, and most centrally, African Americans—untreated, and therefore unhealed, has brought the young nation to this point of tension.  The crossed ladders and frantic dog, not sure which way to go, are surrounded on all sides by issues that challenge the ideals of democracy.  The frenzy would continue to escalate, making Oertel seem to prophesize the Civil War that would erupt eight years after the painting was completed.  Perhaps desperately needing the income, Oertel changed the 1859 print version of Pulling Down.  He diffuses the tension by removing the Indian grouping, as if resigned to its inevitable conclusion.  The black man from the painting becomes basically unreadable racially.  The lone dissenter, the older white man in the painting, has been transformed to a young orator identified as Robert Kenedy (sic), advocating, with one finger raised, for the cause of liberty.  After several more years of brutally contentious politics, Oertel may have wanted to capitalize on the ideas of national unity, embedded in the Revolutionary War and the Cult of George Washington.  Viewers were no longer challenged to take a stand, but instead to remember fondly when right and wrong were so evident, when the cause for liberty was seemingly unquestioned.  This simplified worldview was balm to those exhausted by political debate.
In six years, Oertel moved from challenging his viewer about hypocrisies to resignation for recompense.  History painting was not as readily accepted in the United States as in Europe,
 and Oertel scraped for commissions.  After the Civil War, while he was engaged in decorating the United States Capitol and worked on a large painting called The Rock of Ages (Fig. 16), Oertel said, “art is almost gone from my thoughts.”
  He fought with the Army of the Potomac in the Civil War and after the war, became an ordained Episcopal priest.  Still, throughout his long life, he continued to teach and make art, often with didactic, moral purpose.

With Pulling Down the Statue of King George III, New York City, Oertel was still finding his way, recovering from defeat in his homeland, in a new country with very foreign problems.  While the ostensible subject of the painting is declaring independence from King George and Britain, the painting is really a challenge to the viewer about the convergence of current revolutions at a messy crossroads, in light of the Revolutionary War ideals.  Oertel invites the viewer to remember a historical act of toppling British tyranny for freedom and equality.  In this Antebellum moment, Oertel uses symbols, with easily read literalness, to urge reasoned discourse, to “climb a spiritual ladder,”
 and to be part of forging just paths, instead of bowing to contemporary American forms of tyranny.  How will the diversity of peoples and ideas be brought into ever-stronger unity as a nation?  That this question lingers continue to make Oertel’s painting relevant today.
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Fig. 1.  Johannes Adam Simon Oertel.  Pulling Down the Statue of King George III, New York City.  1852-1853.  Oil on canvas.  Image courtesy of the New York Historical Society.
[image: image2.jpg]



Fig. 2.  Marcus Aurelius.  Erected 175 CE.  Shown in replica on Capitoline Hill, Rome, erected 1981.
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Fig. 3.  Joseph Wilton.  William Pitt, the Elder, First Earl of Chatham.  c1770.  Marble.  Image courtesy of the New York Historical Society.
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Fig. 4. John C, McRae.  After Johannes Oertel Pulling Down the Statue of King George III, New York.  Engraving on steel.  Published by Joseph Laing, Engraver and Print Publisher, London-Edinburgh-New York.  c1859.  Image courtesy of the New York Historical Society.

[image: image5.jpg]" o R R

KEY TO PULLING DOWN THE STA’IUE OF GEORG:

T IIL.

9 Col. P Curtenius.

"Late Mayor,
wor)

17 Gtizens.

H
t
|
|

7 Oliver Woodruff. | |

2 His Son..

3 Joseph Warner.

(PR e R

18 Woman.& Childrep.

| 19 Citizens & Saldiers.

%

& David Matthews.
(3tayor)





Fig. 5.  Key for Engraving.  After Johannes Oertel Pulling Down the Statue of King George III, New York.  Image courtesy of the New York Historical Society. 
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Fig. 6.  Gilbert Stuart.  George Washington (The Landsdowne Portrait).  1796.  Oil on canvas.  National Portrait Gallery.
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Fig. 7.  Charles Willson Peale.  George Washington.  1795.  Oil on canvas.  New York Historical Society.
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Fig. 8.  Southworth and Hawes.  Girl with George Washington.  c1850.  Daguerreotype. 
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Fig. 9.  Emanuel Leutze.  Washington Crossing the Delaware.  1851.  Oil on canvas.  Metropolitan Museum of Art.
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Fig. 10.  Benjamin West.  The Death of General Wolfe.  1770.  Oil on canvas.  National Gallery of Canada.
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Fig. 11.  Johannes Adam Simon Oertel.  The War Party.  1855.  Advertisement from the Newhouse Gallery.
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Fig. 12.  Anonymous.  Am I Not a Man and a Brother?  Seal, English Abolition Committee.  1787.
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Fig. 13.  William Sydney Mount.  Farmers Nooning.  1836. Oil on cardboard.  Museums at Stony Brook.
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Fig. 14.  William Sydney Mount.  Power of Music.  1847. Oil on canvas.  Cleveland Museum of Art.
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Fig. 15.  Paul Revere, after Henry Pelham.   Bloody Massacre.  c1770.  Engraved broadside.
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Fig. 16.  Johannes Adam Simon Oertel.  Rock of Ages.  c1770-1790.  Oil on board.  Several versions.
� In March 1848, protests and rebellions broke out in the loosely coordinated states called Germany.  The Liberal political thinking that was influential throughout Europe was making inroads into Germany, creating unrest over crippling taxation and with the existing traditional, autocratic form of governments in most of the German states.  Another part of the revolutionary vision centered on unifying German speaking states as one nation based on Liberal ideals of freedom and democracy.  Divisiveness among the revolutionary leaders allowed the conservatives to overcome the rebellious factions, and the conservative, often violent, backlash caused mass emigration of Liberal thinkers.  Oertel’s politics aligned with the defeated Liberals, spurring his own emigration to the United States.


� Jochen Wierich, Grand Themes: Emanuel Leutze, Washington Crossing the Delaware, and American History Painting (University Park, Pa: Pennsylvania State University Press, 2012), 4, discusses that during the Antebellum period, history painters avoided what he calls “patriotic bombast” so that American history painting became more like historical genre scenes.  Oertel made this painting during the tiny time window when this kind of painting was appealing.  The work is parlor-sized, not on a grand scale, and presents what Wierich calls “incidents rather than major events.”


� David Carrier, “Was David a Revolutionary Before the Revolution? Recent Poltiical Readings of The Oath of the Horatii and The Lictors Returning to Brutus the Bodies of His Sons" in Jacques-Louis David: New Perspectives, edited by Dorothy Johnson, 108–118. Studies in Seventeenth-and Eighteenth-Century Art and Culture. (Newark, DE: University of Delaware Press, 2006) asks whether viewers of paintings understood allegories and symbols as they are interpreted today.  For this paper, the assumption is yes, mid-nineteenth-century viewers understood and read the painting for its relevant meaning.


� The historical facts of the event are relayed in the New York Historical Society Object File 1925.6 and the article by Arthur S. Marks, “The Statue of King George III in New York and the Iconology of Regicide,” American Art Journal 13, no. 3 (July 1, 1981): 61–82.


� As quoted in Marks, 65.


� The Old Print Shop, Portfolio, November 1942, Vol. 2, No. 3.  Editor Helen Comstock.  New York from the New York Historical Society Object File 1925.6.


� As quoted in Marks, 66.


� Pamphlet from the American Antiquarian Society, 5-6, in the New York Historical Society object file 1925.6.


� Per the pamphlet from American Antiquarian Society, n.d., p 3-8 in the New York Historical Society object file 1925.6.


� Oertel may have been familiar with Caravaggio, his followers, and more contemporary artists like Joseph Wright of Derby and the German Romantic Casper David Friedrich, each of whom used contrasting light and dark to charge their scenes with emotion and drama.  Wright also depicted scenes of the Enlightenment, with a scientific bent, such as Experiment with the Air Pump, c1768, in which women as well as men witness an experiment demonstrating how oxygen supports life.  The candlelight cannot possibly generate the intensity of light in the scene.  Its brilliance stands in for the Enlightenment and the quest for knowledge.  Oertel uses a similar device with the lighting in Pulling Down.


� Oertel may have been influenced by the Romantic tradition in landscape painting, which was informed by Edmund Burke’s 1757 treatise A Philosophical Enquiry into the Origin of Our Ideas of the Sublime.  The idea of the sublime was to heighten tension for the viewer through drama in the scene.  Burke suggested that the viewer experienced a kind of delight and pleasure at experiencing terror from the safety of the spectator perspective.  Storms were one popular trope used by Romantic landscape and seascape artists to evoke that sense of danger.  Their paintings were frequently made into affordable prints and widely disseminated.  Oertel may have been familiar with the Sublime works of Claude Joseph Vernet and J.M.W Turner and wanted to use the Romantic storm trope to heighten the tension in his own work.  Professor Tara Zanardi suggested he may have even have intended the storm metaphor to infuse painting with a rallying cry for viewers to go full force on the issues presented, such as “storming the castle.”


� Marks, 63-64.


� The New York Historical Society has the horse’s tail on display by the painting.  In the 1820s, a farmer tilling his field unearthed long-buried parts of the equestrian statue, including the horse’s tail.  Apparently, Loyalists raided the wagon, filled with statuary remains, while the drivers were resting en route to Litchfield, Connecticut.  Recognizable parts of the statue were buried to save them from being recast as bullets.  From Len Buckwalter, “Treasure Hunting: A Regal Reward.” New York Times. February 4, 1973, sec. Travel, in the New York Historical Society Object File 1925.6.  By positioning the horse’s tail next to the painting, the curators may be humorously hinting at what the event participants may have thought of the English king, and I do not resist that hint in my text either.


� The war was costly for France, too, and the repercussions of those costs, similarly, were one of the causes of the French Revolution.


� The history of the Stamp Act and the causes of the Revolution come from Kevin Phillips, 1775: A Good Year for Revolution (New York: Viking, 2012) and R.R. Palmer, The Age of the Democratic Revolution: a Political History of Europe and America, 1760-1800, Vol. 2 (Princeton, N. J: Princeton University Press, 1974).


� Marks suggests that these prints would have circulated in the colonies, setting up the idea of violent action against the King when colonial rights were violated, Marks, 68-69.  While commemorative images of Pitt and the king could serve a celebratory purpose of victory in abolishing the unpopular tax, incendiary imagery worked on a different level, appealing to a more darkly inspired mob mentality.  Phillips, 2012, writes about the “psychological version of regicide” when he discusses the meetings of the First Continental Congress.  The Congress met in secret because its acts were treasonous, focusing on how to remove the king from political power.


� Marks, 61.


� Although scholars noted that the sculptor Joseph Wilton was working off the Marcus Aurelius equestrian statuary model for kingship, Oertel did choose to change the dress of the king away from classical garb.  That decision may have been informed by awareness of revolutionary actions of pulling down royal statuary during the French Revolution and from the other acts of ‘regicide’ during his own revolutionary period in 1848.  The act of statuary regicide meant the real king was susceptible, too.  Unfortunately, no record of Oertel’s intentions can inform scholars specifically why he changed the dress of the statue’s king.  They have interpreted that placing the king in his own royal garb, versus a timeless toga, made him a man of a specific period.  As a particular person dealing with the challenges of a historic moment, the king was vulnerable to a regicidal act. 


� The New York Historical Society received the painting as a gift from Samuel Verplanck Hoffman in 1925 with no provenance information, including whether the painting was made as a commission.


� Special thanks to Kimberly Orcutt, Henry Luce Foundation Curator of American Art, for sharing this information, as well as what little is known about the painting’s exhibition history.


� The key for the engraving identifies the figure, and the pamphlet from the American Antiquarian Society, 5-6, in the New York Historical Society object file 1925.6, details his significance.


� Marks, 65.


� Ibid.


� Palmer, 145-150, recaps the debates, which included John Adams reverence for the British Constitution, which ultimately served as the basis for the American Constitution.  He also documents the arguments about what forms sovereignty and authority might take.


� New York Historical Society Object File 1925.6, object notes, speculate on “replacing one George with another.”


� Stuart, Peale, and Peale’s son Rembrandt Peale would make lifelong livings off of selling replicas of their life sittings with George Washington.  Stuart famously called the copies his “dollar bills” since he painted the image with great frequency, and it was, in essence, his ‘bread- and-butter’ work.


� Wierich, 2012, also discusses the origin of the nineteenth-century house movement with the restoration of Mount Vernon and houses where Washington slept, 9.


� Wierich, 2001, and Palmer’s 1974 discuss the development of the American democratic revolution.


� New York Historical Society Object File 1925.6 object notes.


� Democracy was seen as the antithesis of tyranny, whether monarchical or The Terror after the French Revolution, Palmer, 1974. 


� The New York colony had the most Loyalists, due in part to economic interests, primarily mercantile, that were intertwined with England’s.  Further, early victories by the British made New York City its war headquarters throughout the Revolution.  Rebels were blamed when arsonists burned the city on September 21, 1776.  Many New Yorkers considered rebellion as acting against their personal interests on several levels, Phillips, 414-430, 450.  In New York, the Revolutionary War was a civil war, pitting brother against brother, as well as the colonies in opposition to the motherland, Phillips, 198, 421-422.  Finally, unlike the lone dissenter in Jacques-Louis David’s sketch of Oath of the Tennis Court, c1789, Oertel’s figure is engaged, empowered, and open to discussion, even in his criticism.  He becomes an image of democracy in action.


� Marks, 72-73.


� Marks, 74.


� Wierich, 2012, 6.


� Jochen Wierich, “Struggling Through History: Emanuel Leutze, Hegel, and Empire” in American Art 15, no. 2 (July 1, 2001): 54-57, 68, writes that Washington Crossing the Delaware captured the dreams of a generation of German immigrants, embodied in this stage-like hero.


� Wierich, 2012, spells out how the painter tweaks the facts of the event, which commemorates one of the first victories of the Revolutionary War.  Up until that point, the war had been marked by repeated defeats of Washington’s troops.  The troops crossing the river to fight near Trenton during the night in rain and sleet not moonlight, as shown in the painting.  Instead of icy crags, the crossing was made by breaking up smooth ice floes. 


� Wierich, 2012, 33-34.


� Carrie Rebora Barrett, Washington Crossing the Delaware: Restoring an American Masterpiece (New York: Metropolitan Museum of Art, 2011): 8, cites the statistics and calls the painting a blockbuster.


� Barrett, 8-9, also relays how the painting fell out of favor at the end of the Civil War, accused of being theatrical, contrived, and beloved by low-brow culture.  The painting did not recover its reputation as an iconic work until well into the twentieth century.


� Jochem Wierich, “The Domestication of History in American Art, 1848-1876,” 1998, Ph.D. Thesis, suggests that history painting becomes domesticated through such populist marketing methods.  He discusses the tension of bringing high-minded ideas of history painting to middle class patrons potentially less exposed to the underlying ideas.  Consequently, artists react by making the symbols and meaning easier to read and understand for a broader audience, often resorting to stereotypes or icons to instantly communicate ideas.


� Theodore S. Hamerow, “History and the German Revolution of 1848.” The American Historical Review 60, no. 1 (October 1, 1954): 27.


� Marks, 78-81; Palmer, 239-240, writes of the hope that the American Revolution gave to European Liberals, including a sense that they were living in a time of “momentous change.”   Revolution and change coincided with Enlightenment thinking with its social contract, freedom of thought, speech, and religion, and separation of powers.  Hamerow suggests that millions of Germans fled outrageous taxes and the crackdown on Liberal philosophy by traditional conservatives.  The immigrants were met with some suspicion in the United States with their foreign language and culture, as the country was going through its own wave of nationalism.


� J.F. Oertel, A Vision Realized: A Life Story of Reverend J.A. Oertel, D.D.  Artist, Priest, Missionary (Milwaukee: The Young Churchman Company, 1917); J.F. Oertel is the grandson of the painter and writes of Oertel’s frustrations and hopes.  I can imagine Oertel’s disillusionment over the 1856 caning of outspoken abolitionist Senator Charles Sumner on the United States Senate floor by Southern Senators.  This event took place between the painting, made in 1852-1853, and the 1859 print and perhaps influenced Oertel’s changes in the print version.  In the print, Oertel minimized the Native American presence and made the race of the central, conflicting triangle indeterminate.  Although no record of Oertel’s intentions about the changes exist, scholars have speculated that making the print less controversial and more overtly patriotic might have been a marketing strategy to increase sales.


� Phillips, 138, 145.


� The painting is not a “grand homme” painting, like those made during the French Revolution.


� Wierich, 2012, 8-9, 12.


� Wierich, 2001, 54-55 discusses how the German immigration wave did influence American Liberal politics, even as Americans resisted German foreignness of language and culture.


� The biographical information on the artist comes from the National Academy of Design, Paintings and Sculpture in the Collection of the National Academy of Design (New York ; Manchester, VT: Hudson Hills Press, 2004), as Oertel was elected to membership in 1856; American, Council of Learned Societies, Dictionary of American Biography, Vol. XIII (New York: C. Scribner’s Sons, 1943); Oertel’s grand’s biography; American Landscape and Genre Paintings in the New-York Historical Society: A Catalog of the Collection, Including Historical, Narrative, and Marine Art (New York: the Society, in association with G.K. Hall, Boston, Mass, 1982); and materials in the New York Historical Society Object File 1925.6.


� Vivien Green Fryd, Art & Empire: the Politics of Ethnicity in the United States Capitol, 1815-1860 (Athens, OH: Ohio University Press, 2001), 159.


� Philip Joseph Deloria, Playing Indian. (Yale Historical Publications. New Haven: Yale University Press, 1998), 63-64, also writes about the vanishing Indian as poetic, becoming the source for wildly popular plays performed from 1828-1838; since real Native people were no longer an issue, the white culture was free to mythologize Indians, as well as make them objects of pity or relegate them to the past.


� Fryd, 157, 159-160.


� Mary Louise Kumrine and Susan C. Scott, Art and the Native American: Perceptions, Reality, and Influences. Papers in Art History from the Pennsylvania State University v. 10 (University Park, PA: The Pennsylvania State University, 2001) explain how Euro-centric depictions of Native people were initially documented anthropologically by the Christopher Columbus and Amerigo Vespucci expeditions, and then later used as an generic emblem for the land and for America itself, which led to a loss of individual tribal representation. 


� Robert F. Berkhofer, The White Man’s Indian: Images of the American Indian from Columbus to the Present. 1st ed. (New York: Knopf : distributed by Random House, 1978), 26; Deloria, 51, explains that as these stereotypes leaned toward the ‘Bad Indian’, the use of Indians as allegories for America lessened in favor of images of Columbus and the abstracted female.


� Fryd, 157, discusses how the race being extinguished was also being exploited as part of a nationalistic effort to determine Americanness, separate from European identity.


� Berkhofter, 28-47, provides the Good/Bad Indian distinction and the basis of the descriptions that follow, as well as the links to the Enlightenment and Romanticism.


� Fryd, 161, also suggests that the Indian in West’s painting was based on the Apollo Belvedere, with his athleticism and physical perfection, another clear association with the ‘Good Indian’ type.


� According to Ter Ellingson, The Myth of the Noble Savage (Berkeley, CA: University of California press, 2001), the first use of the term “noble savage” dates back to a John Dryden (1631-1700) play from 1672 called “The Conquest of Granada.”  Dryden may have read a 1609 travelogue by the French explorer Marc Lescarbot of his experiences in Canada.  One chapter of the travelogue was entitled “The Savages are Truly Noble.”  ‘Savage’ did not mean ferocious, as in our contemporary usage, but instead referred to being wild or primitive.  By the eighteenth-century French Enlightenment period, Jean Jacques Rousseau (1712-1778) wrote of a “state of nature” of the primitive, ape-like human who by forming groups developed into a corrupted society.  That “state of nature” was then associated with pseudo-scientific racial theories emerging at this time and through the nineteenth century.  Rousseau did not use the term “noble savage,” but his thinking was used to justify pseudo-science as enlightened.  Through the influence of Rousseau, the term was then commonly used in the United States, as well as throughout Europe.


� Deloria, 1998, writes a fascinating study of how white European colonialists set up the Noble Savage and Indian Otherness persona to serve their political purposes, especially in revolt against the British.  West was from the Pennsylvania Colony and would have been familiar with this type.  Because he was celebrating a British-Colonist victory and even as Court Painter, he would have readily employed and expected his audience to understand his emblematic usage of the Noble Savage.


� Deloria, 2-8, 17-18; the author recounts other ways dressing up and ‘acting’ as Indians in American history, including parades, carnivals, and May Day rituals, as well as more contemporary forms of various boys and girls clubs and the New Age movement.


� Art Journal, Vol. 26, No. 4 (Summer 1967).


� Berkhofer, 30, 87-88; Roy Harvey Pearce, Savages of America: a Study of the Indian and the Idea of Civilization (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Press, 1953) recounts the 1840 lecture by John Quincy Adams, who laid out ideas for how “the good society could sustain and prove itself only by destroying the remnant of the savage past,” 168, and the “doublemindedness,” articulated by Benjamin Rush, of pity and censure, 151.


� Wierich, 2001, also suggests that Hegel opposed slavery and had more hope for blacks contributing to the future of Western society; but he believed that natives were like unenlightened children living from one day to the next without any higher thought; Oertel may have swallowed these ideas without question. 


� Habermas articulated the distinction between the Public and Private Spheres.  This distinction was appropriated in American and European culture and overlaid new definitions of emerging male and female roles in developing the modern nation.  The Enlightenment ideas that involved equality somewhat countered these distinctions.  For example, Joseph Wright of Derby shows the equal opportunity for women and men to witness a scientific experiment in The Experiment of the Air Pump, c1768.  However, according to Elizabeth E. Barker, Walker Art Gallery, and Yale Center for British Art, Joseph Wright of Derby in Liverpool (Liverpool : New Haven: Walker Art Gallery; Yale Center for British Art, 2007), Wright’s women have gendered responses to the demonstration of lack of oxygen causing the death of a bird.  One hides her face in horror, while being comforted with an arm around her shoulder.  The male scientist who attends to her emotions, also explains his work.  The girl by her side looks upon the dead bird with bemused sadness and horrified fascination.  The other woman turns her face away, more interested in conversation, perhaps flirtatious, with her male companion.


� The discussion of feminism in American art and the history of the Separate Spheres and Cult of True Womanhood are from Whitney Chadwick, Women, Art, and Society. 3rd ed. World of Art, (London: Thames & Hudson, 2002); Ellen Carol DuBois and Lynn Dumenil, Through Women’s Eyes: An American History with Documents. 2nd ed. (Boston: Bedford/St. Martin’s, 2009); and Josephine Withers, “Women and Women Artists.” Art Journal 35, no. 4. College Art Association (Summer 1976): 330–336.  


� Lynn Hunt, and American Council of Learned Societies, The Family Romance of the French Revolution (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1992) distinguishes the American Revolution in her Freudian analysis of the French Revolution, in which a band of brothers literally kills their political father, the king.  She suggests that the colonists were children to English parents, and “If the king was the scapegoat for the community’s fear of its own violence in a time of great change, killing him did not work to displace or transcend that threat of violence,” 88.  George Washington did admonish his troops for the act of violence of pulling down the statue of George III.  She also discusses how the American colonists used language like Sons of Liberty to reinforce the idea of the English parent.  The English press, on behalf of the parent, responded with hostility toward its rebellious youth, 71-72.


� Hunt, 5, and her Freudian analysis of the French Revolution works well in application to the American Revolutionary War and its various acts of regicide.


� Albert Boime, The Art of Exclusion: Representing Blacks in the Nineteenth Century (Washington: Smithsonian Institution Press, 1990), 30-31, details how at first African Americans (and Native Americans) were not allowed to fight for Independence until the British courted their efforts with the promise of freedom if they fought.  The rebels quickly amended their prohibition on blacks fighting.  Thousands of black slaves ultimately fought under George Washington, in every major battle of the war, and were freed in thanks.


� Fryd, 200-201, suggests that these thought leaders were uncomfortable acknowledging the reality of slavery and avoiding the topic continued until the division of the country over the repercussions of that issue. 


� David Bindman and Henry Louis Gates, The Image of the Black in Western Art, Vol. 4, Part 1 (Cambridge, Mass. : [Houston, Tex.]: Belknap Press of Harvard University Press : In collaboration with the W.E.B. Du Bois Institute for African and African American Research ; Menil Collection, 2010) provide the history lesson as well as an overview of the resulting complexity of black imagery.


� Francis John Martin, “The Image of Black People in American Illustration from 1825 to 1925” Ph.D. thesis (University of California, Los Angeles, 1986), 36.


� Jan Nederveen Pieterse, White on Black: Images of Africa and Blacks in Western Popular Culture. (London ; New Haven: Yale University Press, 1992) recaps studies of fiction, film, and paintings that identify the types, beginning with the 1933 Sterling Brown study of types and continuing through the 1970s blaxpoitation movies; Martin examines illustrations in magazines, books, and newspapers to reveal the same distorted types.


� Mount is not the only genre artist to make use of stereotypes and complex, often ambiguous imagery that could be interpreted based on the viewer’s beliefs; he is used to illustrate the point, but is in good company with Eastman Johnson, Winslow Homer, Thomas Moran, and other well-known artists.


� Martin, 31.


� Boime, 93-94.


� Boime, 91-93.


� Phillips argues that the American Revolution, albeit undeclared, started many years prior to 1776, stating key acts of violence like the Boston Massacre; Boime points out the use of the dog in Revere’s print, the more popular and widely distributed of an image he copied off another artist Henry Pelham, John Singleton Copley’s stepbrother.  Boime, 33, also points out that the first victim of the Boston Massacre was Crispus Attucks, a former slave who led the rebellious colonists against the redcoats, ironic since blacks were initially prohibited from joining the Revolutionary armies.


� Edgar Wind, “The Revolution of History Painting.” Journal of the Warburg Institute 2, no. 2 (October 1, 1938): 116–127, and David Rosand, The Invention of Painting in America. University seminars/Leonard Hastings Schoff Memorial Lectures (New York: Columbia University Press, 2004).


� Oertel, 38.


� Dictionary of American Biography, 630-631.


� Oertel, 23, recounts his father’s beliefs in the “holiness of beauty” in the “destiny of man’s soul,” showing that his religious beliefs infused his work and his life.
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