Berenson and Harvard
	Mary Berenson, Diary. 1933
Title
                                    Mary Berenson, Diary. 1933
                    
                    
        Description
                                    In a diary entry from 11 November 1933, Mary recorded Bernard&rsquo;s reaction to her &ldquo;A Life of Bernard Berenson&rdquo; (cat. MB.IV.2): &ldquo;Read the Siena chapter of BB&rsquo;s life to [Umberto] Morra and Naima [L&ouml;froth] and BB was really enthusiastic! He says it is exactly the record of himself he wants to leave to his &lsquo;Foundation.&rsquo; I am so glad.&rdquo;
                    
                        
        Source
                                    Biblioteca Berenson, Villa I Tatti - The Harvard University Center for Italian Renaissance Studies. Bernard and Mary Berenson Papers,&nbsp;Series: Research and Writings, Mary Berenson,&nbsp;Unpublished writings
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	Unsigned Editorials in the Harvard Monthly
Title
                                    Unsigned Editorials in the Harvard Monthly
                    
                    
        Description
                                    Four unsigned editorials appeared in volume four of the Harvard Monthly (1887), when Bernard was editor-in-chief. As mentioned in the introduction, he seems to have written the editorials about University Courses in English and about Russian literature; the authorship of the other two remains uncertain.
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Title
                                    Russian Literature
                    
            
        Alternative Title
                                    [Harvard Monthly 4.4 (June, 1887), 161-162]
                    
                
        Description
                                    The rush for things Russian and towards Russian literature is no small indication of the spiritual poverty which is ours today. The Russian writers were most active twenty-five years ago, when we had so much of our own in literature to occupy us and to give satisfaction to our cravings for sympathy that we had no time to hear of [162] their writings. Now, when our literature is very poor, when French literature is poor, and German literature is hopelessly bankrupt, we rush toward Russian and the new-waking Spanish and Italian literatures, as souls after the burial of their bodies rush into the first material that presents itself to them.&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp; It is noticeable that the people thus far most ready to receive foreign literatures, the German people, is the one whose own literature is the least artistic, and the least abiding in its effects, of any of the great literatures. The Germans were ready at any moment to plunge into Persian, into Spanish; although not so ready for Arabic or Italian, which are too artistic for German taste.
[unsigned]
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Title
                                    Methods of Teaching English Literature
                    
            
        Alternative Title
                                    [Harvard Monthly 4.4 (June, 1887), 160-161]
                    
                
        Description
                                    It is interesting to observe that at the same time with the improvements in the English Department at Harvard, radical changes in the methods of teaching English Literature at the English Universities are under discussion. These changes, as everybody knows, were suggested by Mr. Churton Collins in his Quarterly Review article attacking Mr. Edmund Gosse&rsquo;s book, From Shakespeare to Pope. This book, with its almost countless errors in fact and in criticism, was held up to the public as a fair sample of the kind of instruction given at Cambridge, and presumably at Oxford also. But the errors of the book merely served as a peg on which to hang a more general attack upon the University system of instruction in literature.&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp; Mr. Collins&rsquo; theory is that ancient and modern literature can no more be separated than ancient and modern art, history or philosophy; that the Literature of England is indebted especially to Greece and Rome, and that therefore English Literature should be studied in direct connection with the Literatures of Greece and Rome.&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp; There can be no doubt that in theory Mr. Collins&rsquo; suggestions are excellent. Some of the most prominent men in England have though them applicable in practice, and have joined Mr. Collins in advocating the endowment of such a school as he has proposed. But more of those who have written and thought upon the subject, while they admit the force of Mr. Collins&rsquo; arguments, are by no means sure that his plan is practicable, or even desirable. Many and extremely serious objections have been raised against it. Perhaps the most powerful is that only one or two men in a generation could be found [161] willing or able to enter upon so enormous a task. Still more difficult would it be to find a man large enough in every way to occupy so important and extensive a chair. It is manifest that before beginning the study of literature as a connected subject in all ages, a man must be thoroughly versed in the distinct divisions of that into the scheme proposed. But, for those who feel that the time has come for some new system of instruction, it is gratifying to learn that the Oxford Hebdomadal Board has under consideration the establishment of a distinct school of literature. Whether or not it will be formed upon the lines laid out by Mr. Collins, of course it is impossible to say. For our own part, we are inclined to think that the proper method is pursued at Harvard. Facilities for the study of every important literature of the world are provided. No restrictions prevent a man from studying all or any of those literature. If he wishes to reach the goal set up by Mr. Collins, &mdash; the knowledge of literature in all ages, &mdash; he is perfectly free to study it in its separate ages, and no doubt would receive every possible encouragement from the college, if he were inclined and able, by connecting the results of his work in various departments, to attain the knowledge desired.
[unsigned]
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Title
                                    Dramatic club at Harvard 
                    
            
        Alternative Title
                                    [Harvard Monthly&nbsp; 4.3 (May, 1887), 122]
                    
                
        Description
                                    The formation of a dramatic club at Harvard is only a question of time. The interest in acting among the students is shown by the success of the &ldquo;Pudding&rdquo; and &ldquo;Pi Eta&rdquo; theatricals, and by the presentation two years ago of &ldquo;Julius C&aelig;sar.&rdquo; The quality of the acting in the plays given by the college societies proves that there is dramatic ability among the students. We have now, too, an instructor in elocution who has had valuable experience in the presentation of plays. All things, then, would seem favorable for the new club, did not the old question arise: &ldquo;What plays can the students hope to give except the time-worn farces and comedies?&rdquo; The new course in the British Drama which is to be given next year suggests an answer to this troublesome question. Could not a club be formed which should bring out once a year, at least, one of the comedies which won fame for Ben Jonson and the Elizabethans? Let the club amuse and train itself by giving during the year the well-known comedies and farces, but with the purpose to make a success of its production of the seventeenth century play. If the presentation of &ldquo;Julius C&aelig;sar&rdquo; could draw good houses, certainly a fitting revival of some rarely-given play would arouse great interest and curiosity. Some of these old comedies could be given with less trouble that &ldquo;Julius C&aelig;sar.&rdquo; &ldquo;Every Man in his Humour,&rdquo; for instance, would interest both performer and auditor, would offer admirable training, and would present a valuable and instructive picture of the manners of its time. Can not such a club be formed next year? Harvard is the first American university to give a course in the British drama. Shall not her students be the first to reproduce fittingly the work of the great Elizabethan dramatists?
[Unsigned]
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Title
                                    University Courses in English 
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                                    [Harvard Monthly 4.2 (May, 1887), 76-77]
                    
                
        Description
                                    It is fair to presume that a great many students will have read the article on English in our colleges in the April number of Scribner&rsquo;s Magazine, and the article will have been read with distinct complacency because the discussion of matters at Harvard College often precedes their discussion elsewhere; it is pleasant to be first in a discussion or a boat race. Yet, may we not regret, we who are the victims of discussion and experiment, that the examination of this subject should have to begin at so rudimentary a point, and one so remote from our wishes and interests? A student who desires to study mathematics does not find in public print or argument a defence of the multiplication-table; the student of Latin does not have to hew a place to stand on before he can read the works written in that tongue ; those who care for Greek may study that language without doing penance, but the young person who is curious about his own tongue has to begin with proving that his wishes are reasonable, and he has to be satisfied with a form of instruction that in any other department would be a dim memory of primary school.
&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp; All that the article says about the difficulties that beset the path of him who tried to write, is true enough. The writing of English is hard, and a profusion of blunders may be collected from the books of the most successful writers. The long line of writers of English, from Chaucer down to the rawest penny-a-liner, is a perpetual exhibition of confusion and error. The only way of avoiding this unenviable immortality of wrong-doing is by never writing. Yet since mistakes are inevitable, save by silence, may we not ask that we should receive instruction in literature? After all, even the failures of earlier writers would bring fresh examples of avoidable mistakes; but, seriously, can we be expected to content ourselves [77] with the opportunity of knowing more of Assyrian, Arabic, Aramaic, Sanscrit literature,&mdash;to say nothing of Greek, Latin, French, German, Spanish, and Italian literature&mdash;than of our own? All of those are useful, but our native tongue&mdash;ignorant of it as we may be&mdash;is English, and much might be said in defence of knowing what has been written in it.
&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp; What the college needs, besides instruction in the alphabet and the rudimentary laws of composition, is intelligent teaching in English literature. In order to secure this, we must demand not a mere statement of real or alleged facts, but instruction in the manner of studying them to the best advantage. But in fact there is no subject less regarded than this. We are taught not to begin a sentence with but ; we have offered us ample opportunity of cramming ourselves with facts that are supposed to elucidate the three or four writers who, Dei gratia, are classic ; is it not a lamentable thing, however, that our teaching should stop here? Everything that can be said in support of the method might be said with even more truth about the multiplication-table, but it would be melancholy to stop there, and in asking an opportunity to know what the people of our own race have said, we do but ask to have the methods of the education to which we are exposed enlarged, not absurdly, but in accordance with very legitimate curiosity. As matters stand, we are left to pick up for ourselves that part of our instruction which for many is of the most immediate interest, as if English literature had been something trivial, as if any literature could be trivial; whereas it is one of the most important bits of evidence whereby we may learn to know the past and to comprehend the present.
[unsigned]
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        Text
                                    [Harvard Monthly&nbsp; 2.1 (March, 1886), 26-35]
GOGOL&rsquo;S &ldquo;REVISOR.&rdquo;
&nbsp;
We must always bear in mind when we read about Russia, Russian literature, and the Russians, that the awakening to enlightenment began very much later among them than among any other of the peoples of whom we are accustomed to speak as European. Let us remember that not a century and a half have passed since the first beginnings of a literature were made in Russia by Lomonosov, and even then we must pass over three-quarters of a century more before we find traces of a really Russian literature. Until the beginning of the second decade of this century, that is, until Poushkin appears, we search in vain for anything that is Russian in literature. We do find profound, pompous, God-intoxicated odes, with which Bowring has made us acquainted, and all of which might as well be called Chinese literature, were they not written and construed in Russian. One of them, Derzhavin&rsquo;s ode God, is actually said to be inscribed in gold on the walls of the imperial palace of his Celestial Majesty. Anything like spontaneous expression of a people become aware of its own existence, we do not find before Poushkin; and, indeed, in the sense that we find such an expression in England, in France, in Germany, in Italy even, we can not find it yet, nor are we likely to find it for a long period to come.
&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp; Not only has the awakening in Russia been very late in its beginning, but it has been exceedingly slow and unpermeating. This has resulted in dividing the Russian people into two portions: a very small class of well educated, though by no means cultivated people, and the huge mass, counting some eighty millions, of the altogether unawakened peasantry. It is quite evident that until these classes are more nearly equalized, we can not expect a really Russian literature, one that will have its roots in the heart of every true son of Russia.
&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp; When the awakening did begin, in the second decade of this century, what was the sight that greeted, and continued to attract the attention of the awakened? Was it an awakening to a wonderfully glorious and beautiful past, as in Italy; to a consciousness of boundless power, and joyousness, and delight in living, as in England; to a profound insight into [27] the world of thought, and to a tender, inspiring sympathy with the mystic and enchanting that it discovered within itself, as in Germany? It was none of these visions that the few who were roused were greeted with in Russia. They awoke in the midst of the profound and unlovely sleep of Slavo-Tartarism. Outside of their own country, there was little at the time to give them healthy inspiration. There was Byron, to be sure; and his influence was great upon the few awakened. There was enough wretchedness in the dull, dreary skies and scrubby, sandy steppes that extended all about them to inspire them with far more of Weltschmerz,&mdash;the woe of existence,&mdash;than ever Byron had honest cause for. But despair should never be more than a stage in the development of the writer. The Dioscuri of Russian literature, Poushkin and Gogol, succeeded in extricating themselves from Byronism, thanks to the guidance of the writer whose immediate influence has been greater than of any other belletrist of recent times, Scott. These two,&mdash;Poushkin and Gogol,&mdash;turned their attention to what was heroic, if not always beautiful, in their own past; and to the study of the state of society in which they were living, which was the result of the contact of the few awakened with the many unawakened.
&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp; A nature that is at all accessible to the humorous and to the ludicrous finds the humorous and the ludicrous overflowing its whole mind, when it wakes to realized that all its ideals, if, indeed, it had any, all its aspirations, all its occupations of the past, were trivial, low, and soulless. When that nature sees all the world about it, so earnestly, so dutifully intent upon the triviality, the commonplace, the soullessness which it has already discarded; and especially when that very same nature happens to contain within itself some extraordinary contradiction that makes one side of itself seem unspeakably ludicrous to the other side of itself; then, in such a nature, the sense of the humorous, of the comic, is augmented to such a degree that it must, and will, find expression. Such a nature was that of Gogol, and it found expression in all of his writings, and to the greatest degree, perhaps, in the work which we are specially to consider, his comedy The Revisor.
&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp; In 1836, when he completed his Revisor, Gogol had already attained his twenty-sixth year. He was born in the government of Poltova, [28] in the Ukraine. It is well to remember that the Ukraine was for centuries the battle-field of Russian, Pole, Lithuanian, Tartar, and Cossack; and that consequently it really possessed, though to a limited extent, fold-songs and popular traditions. Gogol afterwards studied these popular traditions very carefully, and made good use of them in his writings. He spent his school-days at Poltova, and at a gymnasium in a neighboring town. He accomplished little in either place. His dislike for study was complemented by his passion for reading and theatricals. He began to write at an early age, following the models of Shukovski, a pompous idealist and favorite of the time. Gogol found himself in St. Petersburg before he was twenty, with no profession, and in great want. His first book was a complete failure; and his success began only when he had given up idealism and Byronism, and turned his mind to his native songs and legends. As a result of his studies he wrote Evenings at a Farm House, Tarass Boulba, and Old Fashioned Farmers, all of which merited the success they obtained. There is in them a pathos, a delicacy, a sympathy with nature, an insight into the human heart, a humor, and a wonderful power of description that are, if not extraordinary, at least peculiar, and comparable with what we have in other literaures. His specially satirical and humorous writings began with sketches of official life at St. Petersburg. His laughter is always hearty, to be sure; but it often ends in weeping. The tears on his cheeks do not come from his hearty laughter alone. They are tears of real woe and pity. He laughs as a man would laugh who in the midst of a pitiful and woeful situation , is so overcome by the ludicrous side of it that he cannot restrain his laughter. Finally came his comedy, The Revisor, a model of what a play meant for the stage should be.
&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp; All who witnessed the exhibition of Mr. Elihu Vedder&rsquo;s illustrations to Omar Khayyam at the Art Club in Boston, remember, no doubt, the peculiar symbol that was so plainly visible in the draping and the hanging of the plates, as well as on the plates themselves: a strong, decided swirl, converging into a heavy, whirling point of involution, and emerging from that in ever broadening evolution. The symbol has numberless applications. Let us make use of it as a formulating and descriptive symbol of [29] every artistic work in literature. An artistic literary work should be the whirl of involution of such a swirl. It should be the point of convergence and divergence for everything that bears upon the events and characters under consideration.
&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp; Applying this formula to The Revisor, we find that it fits it remarkably well. Gogol in this comedy puts his characters into a situation that shows in the clearest possible way all that they have been, and all that they are. The unexpected visit of a revisor&mdash;a supervising and auditing officer&mdash;is the event most likely to bring to light the fraud and corruption of a Russian town, through the very effort that would be made by those in power, to smooth over and whitewash things. The letter of a friend informs the prefect of the town of X. that a revisor is to be sent to his prefecture. He assembles the chief authorities of the city, the district judge, the director of the hospital, the rector of the gymnasium, the inspector of police, and the postmaster, to consult with him on this expected emergency. In the opening scene of the play, we find them assembled at the prefect&rsquo;s house. The prefect, who shows himself from the very first to be a coarse, brutal fellow, who has fought his way up, step by step, from the lowest ranks, reads aloud the letter than informs them, to their great surprise and terror, of the intended visit of the revisor. Their city is not worse than others, God knows. Yet it will be a good thing to take all possible measures of precaution. They must, for the time being, stop taking even those little gifts which were given to them by various townsmen as signs of good-will. The judge protests he never takes anything. But he is a great hunter. He talks dogs from morning till night. Indeed, it is the only thing he can talk about. He has read just six books. What they are we are not told. But they seem to have confused his mind in matters of cosmology, and in making precise distinctions between right and wrong, as the prefect things. The latter knows at this moment of terror that it is wrong for a judge to receive gifts even though they be hunting dogs. This is the same prefect, by the way, who has just levied a heavy blackmail upon all merchants of the neighborhood; the same prefect who has appropriated a fund sent by the government for the building of a chapel, which he reported to have been built, and burnt down. Alas! the old times were gone. It was no [30] longer possible for a prefect to act the villain and tyrant. The accursed Voltairians had changed everything. Indeed, a man would be unceremoniously exiled to Siberia, who made any use of his personal discretion in the application of government funds. They must all be on their guard. The judge, Lapkin-Sapkin&mdash;what an appropriate name for a Russian judge! It may be translated &ldquo;Slasher-Dasher&rdquo;&mdash;must not only give up taking gifts of dogs, but keep his court-room clean. It was not quite seemly, also, to keep his hunting whip on the bench. It was a laudable example of economy, the prefect said, to keep geese; but it was not quite the thing to have them running under people&rsquo;s feet in the court-room.
&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp; The director of the hospital must give his hospital a good cleaning. The patients smoked so much, and the place smelt so bad, that it prejudiced one against it. Then the patients must have clean night-caps. Besides, there were altogether too many patients. It was not a good sign to have so many in the hospital. Some must be sent home.
&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp; The rector must keep his school in better order. One of his teachers was continually making grimaces, and that would never do. Then, the teacher of history was too enthusiastic. He could keep cool enough when he spoke of the Assyrians and Babylonians; but, when he came to Alexander his enthusiasm would reach such a pitch that he would smash the chairs that were near him.
&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp; The postmaster, who came in later than the others, is of the opinion that war is about to be declared with Turkey, and that that accounts for the mission of the revisor. Few things, indeed, can happen in a Russian town, no matter how distant from the frontier, which do not in some mysterious way portend war with Turkey. The prefect calls the postmaster aside, and requests him to open letters at arrival and before departure, just to see&mdash;&ldquo;I know it all, I know it all,&rdquo; the postmaster answers, interrupting him. &ldquo;You do not need to teach me my business. I have been doing it for a long time. No state reasons, though! Pure curiosity, I assure you.&rdquo; It is such interesting reading. He has one or two with him that he has kept in his pockets for some time. They were so entertaining. Would not the prefect like to hear one of them read?
&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp; In the midst of this consultation, enter, or rather, fall in, Dobchinski, and Bobchinski, breathless with excitement, tumbling over each other in [31] their desire to be foremost in telling the news, stuttering and ever interrupting each other. They are inseparable companions, created to supplement each other in telling a piece of news. Their assonant and rhyming names, of which, by the by, Russian writers are quite fond, seem, in themselves to indicate their spiritual kinship. They are guileless innocents. Their only vice is gossiping; but it is a boundless vice. They are just coming from the inn, they prevail upon themselves to tell, after interrupting and supplementing each other a countless number of times. They saw there a young man of extraordinary appearance. He had such a mien, such a carriage. And his eyes! They pierced through everything. He even looked into their plates to see what they were eating. He comes from St. Petersburg, as his dress would sufficiently indicate. Then he has everything charged; and although he had been there a fortnight already, he had not yet shown a farthing. Such a person must be some high government functionary. Who should he be but the expected revisor? It need hardly be said that Bobchinski and Dobchinski had heard of the expected revisor long before other people.&nbsp;
&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp; The poor prefect, woe is him, what will he do! The revisor in town for a fortnight! He remembers only too well what he has done during that time: the outrages on the merchants; the corporal&rsquo;s widow who was whipped through the town, because she would not sell herself to him; the streets that had not been swept during that whole time. Something must be done at once. He commands the streets to be swept immediately. His subordinates must attend strictly to his orders. He himself, accompanied by Dobchinski in his droshki, and followed by Bobchinski on foot, repairs to the inn to meet the revisor.
&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp; Chlestakov, the hero of the play, whose acquaintance we now make, was a character common enough through Russia in 1836, and yet more common today, perhaps, than at that time. He is on his way home from St. Petersburg, where he has been sent by his hopeful papa to attain rank and riches. He attains neither of them, of course; but he has attained to a wonderful love of gambling and boasting. Indeed, he was of that calibre of mind that ends by believing its own stories. He has some petty government position at the capital, which hardly suffices to keep him in cravats. His education is of the most superficial kind. He has barely heard of Poushkin, but he boasts of his acquaintance. He knows the names of a few novels, and an opera or two, as Fra Diavolo and The Marriage of Figaro, and boasts to the benighted provincials of being their author. His papa cannot afford to keep him in the capital spending his fortune, and orders his immediate return. On his way home, Chlestakov gambles away all his money, and is left high and dry in the town of X., without a farthing in his pocket. He has now been here a fortnight; and the inn-keeper will not have anything further charged to his account. Indeed, he has eaten nothing all day, and is at last breaking his fast on some food, not from the first table, that the waiter favors him with. It is at that point that the prefect enters his room to see, as he pretends, that strangers passing through the town are properly treated. Chlestakov is terrified. The inn-keeper had no doubt complained of him as a vagabond, and the prefect has certainly come to arrest him. He protests that he is an official. He will not go to prison on the prefect&rsquo;s account. He storms, and easily terrifies the frightened prefect. The latter begs of him to show mercy to him; to remember that he has a wife, a wife and little children. He protests his inexperience, his innocence. He cannot afford to refuse gifts. His salary is so small. As to the corporal&rsquo;s widow, it was all a lie; and of course he should not believe what the traders, rascally Jews and Tartars, charge against him. Chlestakov is dumbfounded. He naturally does not see what his own connection is with the widow and the merchants. The prefect is cunning, however. The revisor wishes to keep incognito of course, and he shall be humored. He succeeds in pacifying Chlestakov, lends him two hundred rubles to pay his bills, and easily prevails upon him to accept quarters in his own house. The prefect was delighted. He had succeeded better than he expected in cheating the revisor.
&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp; After spending a great part of the day in visiting the institutions of the city&mdash;Chlestakov would not go near the prison, however&mdash;they arrived at the prefect&rsquo;s house, where Chlestakov&rsquo;s coming was already expected. Anna Andrayevna and Maria Antonovna, the prefect&rsquo;s wife and daughter, had made minute inquiries of Dobchinski, regarding Chlestakov&rsquo;s eyes, and hair, and general appearance. Then [33] they spend hours in a discordant consultation over the dresses they were to wear.
&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp; After dinner, at which he drank quite unsparingly, Chlestakov began to talk to the credulant provincials. He told them of his numerous friends at St. Petersburg. He was on most intimate terms, he said, with the minister of state. His influence in the capital was extraordinary. And as to literature and music, was he not the author of numerous novels, and the composer of Fra Diavolo? If half he says is true, thinks the prefect, Chlestakov must be the most remarkable man living.
&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp; On the next day he is visited by the chief officials of the city, who come &ldquo;to grease his paw,&rdquo; to use an expressive vulgarism. Their terror is amusing. The judge approaches Chlestakov first. He makes a military salute, holding the little finger of his left hand on the seam of his trousers. He introduces himself, trembling and shivering, as Lapkin-Sapkin, the district judge, at service. In his fright, he drops the money, a good round sum, which he held in his palm, on the carpet. Now, he is lost. No; to his intense relief, Chlestakov demands it as a loan. The other officials follow, and the scene is repeated.
&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp; Chlestakov does not know what to make of this. It must be the Fates at last recognize his merits, and are rewarding him accordingly. His servant Ossip, however, an old peasant, much the superior of his master, sees the situation, and advises him to leave while the coast is free. Chlestakov accedes, but will stay another day, to amuse himself, and to write his wonderful adventure to a friend, a journalist at St. Petersburg. During the time he makes love to the daughter, being on his knees, protesting that, if he does not accept him, he will blow his brains out, when the mother enters, and the daughter retires in confusion. Chlestakov had no doubt heard of idealism. Love is a passion, working from within outward. Its object is a matter of accident. The daughter gone, the mother would do as well; and, while yet on his knees, he makes avowals of his love to the mother. She sorrowfully protests that she is married. But love knows no law, Chlestakov replies. He ends, however, by engaging himself to Maria, to the chagrin of her mamma, to the delight of the prefect, and to the envy of all their friends. Chlestakov then departs on the best horses [34] the post can afford, to return tomorrow, he says, after he has taken a look at his estates.
&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp; The prefect&rsquo;s exultation is boundless. What good fortune! He would now become a general, and reside in the capital, honored, and revered as the father-in-law of a great man. He has the merchants brought to him, who, in spite of all his efforts, succeeded in bringing a petition to the supposed revisor; and reads them a lecture on their impudence. Let us not pity them too much. They are not a whit better than the prefect. Many of them are contractors who have defrauded the government of thousands of rubles. Meanwhile friends are assembling to congratulate him on his daughter&rsquo;s engagement; and last, comes the postmaster, on a different errand. His curiosity led him to open the letter that Chlestakov mailed to his friend at St. Petersburg; and how he reads it aloud to the prefect and the assembled guests. In it a vivid description is given of the prefect, and his friends, in terms that are not always charitable. The scene that follows, I will not attempt to describe; nor the closing tableau, when a gendarme enters announcing the arrival of the true revisor.
&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp; &ldquo;Blame not the glass; the grimaces are all yours&rdquo; says an old Russian folk-saw that Gogol prefixed to his Revisor. The public, that is, the public of St. Petersburg, recognized the grimaces. But it was shameful and exasperating, they thought, that the glass should exist at all. Against a man who exhibited them to the world in the clear light that Gogol used, nothing too bad could be said. They would have been glad enough to prevent the appearance of The Revisor on the stage. But the Quixote of the North, Nicholas, the possessor of so many of the virtues as well as the follies of the knight of La Mancha, insisted that it be brought on the state. Its success was remarkable, in spite of the failure of the actor to comprehend the part of Chlestakov. And since then The Revisor has kept the foremost place on the Russian stage. Indeed, it would be hard to find a better example of the stage-drama as opposed to the closet-drama. Here collectors may hunt in vain for epigrams, gnomic sentences, and &ldquo;rhetorical Caryatides,&rdquo; to add them to their cabinet. There is not a phrase, there is hardly a word here that is unessential to the play.
&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp; [35] The strong opposition made to his comedy by the official classes, and the poor performance of the part of Chlestakov, gave Gogol a disgust for his country, that was, however, not to last long; and he left it for Italy. At Rome he wrote what would have been his greatest work had he finished it. Dead Souls, the book I have in mind, had a like aim with the memoirs of a Sportsman, which was to appear thirteen years later: the emancipation of the serfs. As it is we have only the first half of the work. Gogol, indeed, had completed it; but in a fit of asceticism, penitence and mysticism, he threw it into the flames. The mention of his fits of ascetism reminds me that I must say a word in explanation of the reference I made to a vital contradiction in Gogol&rsquo;s character; and with that I shall close the article.
&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp; As I finished reading Mr. Stevenson&rsquo;s recent story, The Strange Case of Dr. Jekyll and Dr. Hyde, it occurred to me that if we desired further proof for it, we could find it with startling clearness in the character of Nicholas Gogol. From his earliest boyhood, his inner life inspired him with morbid feelings and terrors of future punishment, while the outward world produced in him bursts of ceaseless laughter. One shudders as he reads some of Gogol&rsquo;s letters written as early as his sixteenth year. Later in life he said that he made a special effort to see the ludicrous side of life, to relieve himself of the terrors that opposed his soul. He had succeeded in separating the comic from the tragic element of his being. In his early youth it needed a strong outside force to transfer him from the happier to the gloomier state. But as he grew older, the change became easier, and at last the gloomy and tragic elements became the possessors of his whole existence; the last ten years of Gogol&rsquo;s life were spent in the most torturing penance for imagined sins; in continuous introspection and in ecstatic visions. Well, he had for his reward his faith in a Reality. And would not many of us, at times, be glad to live Gogol&rsquo;s life, if we could have as definite a vision as he did, no matter what the vision be? His death occurred in 1852, at Moscow.&nbsp;
                    
        
Gogols revisor.pdf
	Parker Fellowship Letters
Title
                                    Parker Fellowship Letters
                    
                    
        Description
                                    The three professors who wrote letters of recommendation for Bernard seem to have anticipated difficulties in his application for a Parker Fellowship (cat. BB.II.3). David Lyon, professor of Hebrew, wrote that Bernard is &ldquo;still very young, which perhaps accounts for an apparent change in the direction of his studies, from philological to literary &hellip; I regard him as a man of unusual ability and of brilliant promise.&rdquo; For Adams Sherman Hill, professor of rhetoric, &ldquo;Mr. Berenson is still immature, but he promises to attain distinction as a man of letters.&rdquo; Crawford Howell Toy, professor of Arabic, referred to the &ldquo;general, somewhat undefined character of his proposed work,&rdquo; but &ldquo;[m]y knowledge of Mr. Berenson leads me to believe that he would do something brilliant.&rdquo;
&nbsp;
View document in PDF format.
                    
                        
        Source
                                    Harvard University Archives: UAIII 15.88.10 1890-1968 Box 316
                    
                                                                                                                                                
        Identifier
                                    BB.II.4
                    
                                                            

   
        
        Text
                                    &nbsp; &nbsp; &nbsp; &nbsp; &nbsp; &nbsp; &nbsp; &nbsp; &nbsp; &nbsp; &nbsp; &nbsp; &nbsp; &nbsp; &nbsp; &nbsp; &nbsp; &nbsp; &nbsp; &nbsp; &nbsp; &nbsp; &nbsp; &nbsp; &nbsp; &nbsp; &nbsp; &nbsp; &nbsp; &nbsp; &nbsp; &nbsp; &nbsp; &nbsp; &nbsp; &nbsp; &nbsp; &nbsp; &nbsp; &nbsp; &nbsp; &nbsp; &nbsp; &nbsp; &nbsp; &nbsp; &nbsp; &nbsp;&nbsp;Cambridge, Apr. 25, 1887
&nbsp;
Dear Prof. Child,
&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp; The only man in the list of candidates for scholarships whom I know well enough to write about is Bernhard Berenson. He is still very young, which perhaps accounts for an apparent change in the direction of his studies, from philological to literary. I regard him as a man of unusual ability and of brilliant promise. His standing, 83 &frac12; per cent, measure his work, largely philological, whereas his heart was in work of a different kind. If appointed he will, I think, make the best use of study abroad
&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp; Very truly yours,
&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp; D. Y. Lyon.
&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp; over
&nbsp;
I do not think that he can now have any intention to be a candidate for honors in Semitic

&nbsp;
&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp; Cambridge
&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp; April 29 -87
&nbsp;
Dear Mr. Child,
&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp; I wish to say a word on behalf of two of the applicants for fellowships &ndash; Mr. Yates and Mr. Berenson.
&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp; Mr. Yates&rsquo;s record is excellent both as student &amp; as instructor. I well remember the marked literary taste he showed in the very good work he did in English Composition while in college. As reader of forensics, he has discharged his duties with steady faithfulness, &amp; has brought to the work critical acumen &amp; sound judgment. It will be exceedingly difficult to make good his loss, should he receive the appointment he desires.
&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp; Mr. Berenson is still immature, but he promises to attain distinction as a man of letters. He is at home in several languages, has a wide knowledge of literature, has ideas of his own, &amp; can express them in language usually effective &amp; sometimes striking. It is not often that Harvard has an opportunity to lend a helping hand to a young man whose tastes &amp; talents so strongly urge and so well fit him to pursue a literary career.
&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp; I wish that both Mr. Yates &amp; Mr. Berenson could get what they want.
&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;
&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp; Yours very truly,
&nbsp;
&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp; A.S. Hill

&nbsp;
&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp; Cambridge April 15, 1887
&nbsp;
To the Committee on Parker Fellowships:
&nbsp;
&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp; Gentlemen,
&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp; In regard to Mr. Bernhard Berenson I beg to say that I believe he would be a creditable Parker fellow. During the two years that he has been with me, he has worked steadily &amp; well. His natural gifts &amp; his attainments appear to me to be uncommonly excellent, and I should hope for some very good result from his study abroad. Though he has given much time to Semitic languages, his work in Europe, as I understand from him, would not be in the grammar of these languages, nor wholly in their literature, but in the general field of literature. It seems to me that this general, somewhat undefined character of his proposed work is not objectionable, provided he does it well. We need a scientific study of general literature. My knowledge of Mr. Berenson leads me to believe that he would do something brilliant in that time. His reading is enormous without being superficial. He combines in a very unusual way acquaintance with Eastern &amp; with Western literatures. His study would be earnest and intelligent, and I should expect it to be fruitful. I should hope that he would make some contribution to the comparative study of literatures.
&nbsp;
&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp; Yours very truly
&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp; C. H. Toy
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&nbsp;
&nbsp;
When visitors and scholars walk along the elegantly arranged halls of the Villa I Tatti and across the echoing parquet of the Biblioteca Berenson, they can easily imagine the renowned connoisseur and sage of Settignano in their midst. There were, however, two Berensons at I Tatti. Despite having been relegated to the footnotes of history, Mary Berenson, like her husband Bernard, created a legacy intimately tied to both the Villa and Harvard University. Mary, too, had attended courses by Harvard professors, those given at the Society for the Collegiate Instruction of Women, known familiarly as the &ldquo;Harvard Annex.&rdquo;(cat. MS.II.3)&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;
&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp; Mary&rsquo;s Harvard experience, while similarly formative and influential, differed significantly from that of Bernard. Mary was the privileged eldest daughter of wealthy and established Philadelphia Quakers, and as she would recall many decades later, Bernard &ldquo;did not come out of so hide-bound and anti-cultural a milieu as my own.&rdquo;[2] Mary&rsquo;s literary and intellectual inheritance came from her father, Robert Pearsall Smith, who in turn descended from James Logan; Logan was the secretary to William Penn, Chief Justice of the Supreme Court of Pennsylvania from 1731 to 1739, and acting governor of the colony in 1736. From her mother, Hannah Whitall, Mary received not only the financial security of the Whitall Tatum glass manufacturing company, but also her fierce feminism,[3] determined desire for education, and inherent impulse for writing. Hannah, who had achieved moderate fame through the publication of several books, most notably The Christian&rsquo;s Secret of a Happy Life, had a profound impact on Mary during her youth.
&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp; Hannah trusted that her own pragmatic model provided the best governance, and her approach allowed Mary to receive liberty, trust, and unwavering support without limitations or resistance. A coddled and encouraged child, Mary was constantly surrounded by a large and bustling extended family of cousins. Her parents often invited guests to visit, and the children were encouraged to enter into their intellectual discussions. As one visitor observed, the &ldquo;gifted parents and highly-endowed children exchanged ideas with poets, orators, and travelers, or studied with untiring zest the heavenly ways of God toward man.&rdquo;[4] When Robert and Hannah participated at Broadlands, an Evangelical conference held at the vast British estate of the Cowper-Temples, the Smith children even traveled to Europe, mingling comfortably among the progeny of aristocrats. It was, however, Hannah&rsquo;s insistence that Mary receive the best education possible that indelibly shaped Mary and prepared her for her time in Cambridge.
&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp; Hannah had regretted the lack of educational opportunities available to her in her own youth, and therefore sought for Mary the best schools available. Mary first attended the Howland School for Girls and then the East Germantown Girls School, both under the direction of Dr. Henry Hartshorne. A well respected Philadelphia doctor and instructor, Hartshorne instilled in Mary not only an appreciation for the classics, but also an interest in physiology and medical hygiene. Mary next spent two academic years (1881&ndash;82, 1882&ndash;83) at Smith College, where she became keenly aware of the lack of cultural exposure under her traditional Quaker upbringing. In addition to music lessons, she began studying drawing with John H. Niemeyer and literature with Kate Sanborn. Under the progressive Sanborn, Mary read Ralph Waldo Emerson, Henry David Thoreau, and Walt Whitman, and soon thereafter she aspired to study near &ldquo;literary Boston people&rdquo; in Cambridge.[5]
&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp; While Bernard Berenson had attended Harvard University for three years (1884&ndash;85 to 1886&ndash;87), Mary matriculated at the Harvard Annex for just the first of these, the academic year of 1884&ndash;85. Mary was a &ldquo;special student,&rdquo; defined in the handbook as those &ldquo;who come to our classes with the earnest spirit of the scientific or literary investigator and seek instruction in those lines of study in which they have been before at work.&rdquo;[6] Mary recalled having Bernard pointed out to her at a University concert as the most brilliant student of the sophomore class. Likewise, Bernard remembered seeing her at a Latin play and attending a course of William James&rsquo;s lectures along with her brother Logan (fig. CC.I.13). Nevertheless, they did not meet during their time in Cambridge. This is not remarkable given Mary and Bernard&rsquo;s divergent interests, and consequently, areas of study at the time.
&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp; Two events had significant bearing on Mary&rsquo;s selection of courses at the Annex. Mary&rsquo;s studies in psychology and philosophy at Smith, pursued in answer to her growing religious skepticism, led to her attendance at the fifth annual Concord School of Philosophy in the summer of 1883, which, in turn, confirmed her interest in philosophy. The school offered one of the few opportunities for her, as a young woman, to hear lectures by some of the most prominent philosophic thinkers of the day, including William James (fig. CC.I.7). According to her brother Logan, Mary&rsquo;s parents were already acquainted socially with James. He had been an admirer of Hannah&rsquo;s religious writings and had more than once stayed with the Smiths when he came to Philadelphia in connection with his work.[7] In his Concord series of three lectures on Introspective Psychology, Mary witnessed among other things, James&rsquo;s explanation of the term &ldquo;stream of consciousness,&rdquo; there presented for the first time.
&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp; Mary&rsquo;s introduction to Benjamin Francis Conn Costelloe, a London barrister with determined political ambition, also had a major impact on the direction of her studies at the Harvard Annex. An Irish-born Roman Catholic nine years older than Mary, Costelloe took part in the 1884 meeting in Philadelphia of the American Association for the Advancement of Science. The Smith family was one of twenty Philadelphia hosts to the delegation of scientists, and among the five allotted to them was Costelloe. Educated at Glasgow University and Oxford with honors in philosophy, Costelloe had been actively publishing articles on the state of research in the fields of psychology and philosophy and was therefore very familiar with American philosophers and their work, particularly the two at Harvard actively publishing at the time, Josiah Royce and William James. Costelloe&rsquo;s philosophical knowledge and exceptional rhetorical talent struck a chord with Mary. Her brother recollected that she had been &ldquo;half-convinced by this accomplished dialectician that on the very philosophy, the very science, which had daunted her, they could, by sounding to the darkest abysses, build up together the great edifice of Faith, and thus restore those great watchwords, &lsquo;God,&rsquo; &lsquo;Duty,&rsquo; and &lsquo;Immortality,&rsquo; which were, he added, requisite for her salvation and the salvation of the human race . . . .&rdquo;[8] While Costelloe did not awaken Mary&rsquo;s philosophical interests, he certainly stimulated them.[9] Indeed, after he returned to London, Costelloe began an intimate correspondence with Mary which continued throughout her time at the Annex.
&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp; In the fall of 1884, Mary was one of 55 students enrolled in the Society for the Collegiate Instruction of Women. Her brother Logan had enrolled in Harvard proper and would later credit William James with assisting them to secure lodging in Cambridge with two elderly ladies at 8 Berkley Street.[10] Only a few weeks before Mary&rsquo;s arrival, the Society for the Collegiate Instruction of Women had raised enough funds to be able to purchase the former home of the late Judge Fay to accommodate a small library, laboratory, and classrooms.[11] Mary had planned on taking a course in medicine, but as there were none offered at the Annex, she attended occasional lectures at the Women&rsquo;s Medical College. Mary herself provided lessons to girls at Boston University on hygiene and to friends on anatomy, using the college&rsquo;s papier-m&acirc;ch&eacute; mannequins and models.
&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp; Mary entered the Annex dedicated to the pursuit of scholarship, and later recounted that she &ldquo;nevertheless joined my brother in various crude attempts to penetrate the world of culture.&rdquo;[12] They had, for example, tickets to the symphony concerts in Boston every Friday afternoon. In November of 1884, Mary&rsquo;s family had as their guest Edward Clifford. The British painter had written to Hannah in the hopes that he could make a portrait head of Walt Whitman for his patron John Addington Symonds.[13] Mary had championed the impoverished and scandalized Whitman, and he subsequently became a close acquaintance of the Smiths. Symonds, one of Whitman&rsquo;s first British admirers and author of the seven-volume cultural history Renaissance in Italy, had often commissioned Clifford to copy paintings. After a week in Philadelphia, Clifford traveled to Boston where he copied the head of the Joan of Arc in the Academy and met with and sketched a portrait of Mary.[14] Whitman had supplied Clifford with a note of introduction to Mr. Quincy Shaw, the owner of several Millet paintings, and when he visited the collection, Clifford brought Robert, Mary, and Logan with him. Mary reported to Whitman that she had never spent such a delightful morning and that her memory of the paintings was almost as good as the reality. Her interest in the visual arts continued to grow when she attended the Arts Club exhibition of Elihu Vedders&rsquo;s original illustrations to Fitzgerald&rsquo;s translation of the Rubaiyat of Omar Khayyam. The book had been published in Boston that year, and Mary had learned the poem by heart, concluding that Omar Khayyam was &ldquo;trying to give a sort of religious meaning to the old Persian&rsquo;s praise of wine.&rdquo;[15]
&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp; The most memorable cultural event of the year, however, was one of a series of Lowell lectures delivered by Edmund Gosse (fig. CC.I.6), the renowned British poet and Professor of English Literature at Oxford, which Mary witnessed with her brother and a friend. While reports of the popular lectures were overwhelmingly positive, for Mary and Logan they were nothing short of a revelation. Mary would later recall how when Gosse mentioned &ldquo;the sacred word Botticelli,&rdquo; she turned to her brother &ldquo;with eyes brimming with emotion and excitement&rdquo; and said, &ldquo;O Logan, we are at the very centre of things.&rdquo; (cat. MS.IV.2). Logan would also recall that pivotal moment:
&nbsp;
Of these lectures I have forgotten everything except one pregnant sentence, in which the name of Botticelli first echoed in our ears. &ldquo;Botticelli,&rdquo; the lecturer said, in that cultivated &ldquo;English accent,&rdquo; which was music to us, &ldquo;Botticelli,&rdquo; and with what unction he slowly reiterated those syllables! . . . .The effect of these words upon us was magical. What longings it aroused in us, what delicious provincial aspirations for a world fairer than the world we lived in&mdash;for exquisite, remote, European things! . . . . Would Fate, we deliciously wondered, ever vouchsafe to us to enunciate those syllables of sweet magic and thus win admission to those far-away bright circles of European culture, circles as heavenly in our provincial eyes as those circling rings of angels seen in great Italian pictures?[16]
&nbsp;
Quite simply, the answer would be yes. For unbeknownst to Mary and Logan, there sat in that same audience a young Harvard man named Bernard Berenson, who similarly moved, went out immediately and purchased a reproduction of Botticelli&rsquo;s Primavera.[17]
&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp; Always a voracious reader, Mary's reading list from December 1884 (cat. MS.III.3) provides fascinating insight into her interests and intellectual development during her time at the Annex and demonstrates how she balanced her cultural excursions with five demanding courses.[18] Two of these courses certainly helped in her understanding of Costelloe and his ambitions in British politics: Mill&rsquo;s principles of political economy with lectures on banking and the financial legislation of the United States, given by James L. Laughlin, and the History of constitutional government in England and the United States, with Silas MacVane. Not surprisingly, Mary&rsquo;s other three courses were in philosophy. English philosophy with lectures on Locke, Berkeley and Hume was taught by George Herbert Palmer, a teacher at Harvard since 1872, freshly returned from a year-long sabbatical in the fall of 1884. Palmer, whom Mary deemed &ldquo;a very fine teacher,&rdquo; offered the course as a favor to Mary and assigned her a topic for independent study. After a lecture from Palmer, she reported that &ldquo;it was suggestive and interesting. We are going to dip into Locke tonight . . . . I really feel old, since I came here! To be considered capable of taking a post-graduate course in Philosophy in itself makes me feel old. And then I seem to have a grasp upon the subjects I study, which is quite different to my old parrot way of studying things. I seem to myself more mature and balanced than most girls studying here . . . .&rdquo;[19] Looking back decades later, Mary recalled, &ldquo;I was convinced that the only study for serious people was philosophy . . . and spent most of my effort on that subject getting infected with the philosophy of Berkeley (which in fact I have not had the mental energy to entirely shake off) and being led by Professor Palmer, whose sole female pupil I was, to become a Hegelian (I have almost forgotten now what it was, but I remember a great sense of elation and enlightenment)&rdquo; (cat. MS.IV.2). Of particular note was an essay that Mary wrote for Palmer that surveyed the philosophic history of the Sensationalist school, first the Traditionalists like Hobbs and Locke, and then the Associationalists like Darwin and James Stuart Mill, thus demonstrating her grasp of Empiricism and its evolution. Mary selected for the title the peripatetic axiom, Nihil est in Intellectu quod non fuit prius in Sensu [nothing is in the understanding that was not first in the senses], intimating her involvement in developing and clarifying the aesthetic concepts later published by Bernard Berenson, including &ldquo;tactile values&rdquo; and &ldquo;ideated sensations.&rdquo;
&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp; Although 22 years her senior, George Palmer was not immune to Mary&rsquo;s charm and enthusiasm. According to Logan, Palmer &ldquo;joined himself in a headlong fashion to the band of her wooers, and began to endeavor, by displaying another metaphysic, to replace in her thoughts, and ultimately at the matrimonial altar, the London barrister [Costelloe] to whom, as he knew, she was engaged at the time in a correspondence which much occupied her mind.&rdquo;[20] Besides his interest in philosophy, Palmer shared with Mary a profound love of poetry and possessed a remarkable talent for reading it aloud with the intensity of an actor. Despite his reserved manner, poetry opened him to a world of emotional experience, and his readings were, according to one observer, &ldquo;a revelation of another self, a self of marked dramatic power.&rdquo;[21] While Mary must have found Palmer a kindred spirit, she held little interest in him as a suitor. Nevertheless, Robert and Hannah understood the seriousness of Palmer&rsquo;s intentions, and were so distracted by his overtures that they remained oblivious to Mary&rsquo;s ongoing correspondence with Costelloe. For Logan, this philosophic yet passionate drama &ldquo;did more honor to [Palmer&rsquo;s] temperament than credit to the chair he occupied.&rdquo;[22]
&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp; Mary had also selected two philosophy classes with Josiah Royce, the stocky, red-headed Californian who had been recruited to Harvard two years earlier by William James, then the head of the philosophy department, and a great admirer of his work. It was an important time in the evolution of the philosophy department at Harvard, particularly for Josiah Royce and William James, for each had begun to influence the work of the other. James had been working on his essay &ldquo;The Dilemma of Determinism,&rdquo; published in the Unitarian Review in September 1884, a work that impressed Royce and helped him to relinquish his pessimistic and fatalistic views.[23] Royce was a particularly fitting mentor for Mary at the time as he was actively inquiring into religious questions, the results of which would become his first major publication, The Religious Aspect of Philosophy (1885). Hoping to determine the meaning, value, and origination of religion, Royce arrived at an Idealism that James found &ldquo;the most positive and radical proof yet proposed.&rdquo;[24] Conveniently, Royce did not have reservations about teaching philosophy to women.[25]
&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp; Mary attended two of Royce&rsquo;s courses: Psychology and logic with lectures on mental processes, deductive logic, and Fowlers' inductive Logic, as well as Ethics with a study of English utilitarianism, German ethics since Kant, and ethical theories in relation to modern thought and life. For the latter, Royce began with a definition of Ethics, starting from the assumption that each person makes cognitive distinctions between right and wrong. Mary could not hide her enthusiasm from her parents: &ldquo;The classes promise to be very interesting. I think this year will do more for my mind in original thought than any previous year. I seem to have a grasp on subjects that I never had before. It is delightful, the chance to work, and I feel all in the spirit of it. We aim to decide this afternoon the momentous question of the origin of the distinction between Right and Wrong! I am deep into Hegel, and I am fascinated. I think, if I ever come to know enough, I shall probably be a &lsquo;Hegelian&rsquo;&mdash;which they say, is worse than a Concord Philosopher. Maybe thee will regret thy kindness for letting me come here!&rdquo;[26]
&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp; Although Mary never took courses with James, her family connections made him an important influence. Not only had she had attended James&rsquo;s lectures at the Concord School of Philosophy, but later, when Mary was a student at the Annex, James befriended her father, Robert, and had enlisted his help in the formation of the American Society for Psychical Research.[27] Talk of the society and hopes for it as a fruitful laboratory for the systematic study of unexplained phenomena did not escape Mary&rsquo;s attention. She also tried, in vain, to convince James to offer a course to the Annex. Recalling Mary&rsquo;s grinning face from the back pew of the Concord School he quipped, &ldquo;Where have I seen those eyes before?&rdquo;[28] Although unsuccessful in her attempt to take a course by James, Mary was often invited to his home for tea and other social gatherings, opening the doors to the intellectual and social circles of Cambridge. Mary also discovered that James shared a mutual admiration of Whitman and his close friend Dr. Maurice Bucke.[29] &ldquo;The more I see of Prof. and Mrs. James, the more I like them. They belong to that ideal society of which are sometimes dreams.&rdquo;[30]
&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp; During her last month at the Annex, Mary and her friend Florence Dike set out to investigate the latest Boston craze&mdash;the &ldquo;Mind Cure.&rdquo; Increasing interest in the cure was largely due to Mary Baker Eddy, the founder of the Church of Christ, Scientist, who in 1882 had founded and presided over the Massachusetts Metaphysical College in Boston. In 1862, twenty years earlier, Eddy had consulted Phineas P. Quimby, who believed that physicians relied upon their patients&rsquo; faith to effect cures. Although Quimby had restored Eddy&rsquo;s health, she eventually lost faith in his curative methods and came to believe after a spiritual revelation that healing power came not from the human mind but rather from the power of God. Eddy and other Mind Curists sought to ground their systems in sources more credible than Quimby, and cited Jesus, Swedenborg, Emerson, and later even William James, because they claimed their mystical experiences came without a loss of reality.
&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp; Given her thorough acquaintance with these philosophers, as well as a bold willingness to test boundaries, Mary felt herself in a good position to evaluate the claims made by the Curists. Even at the outset of her study, Mary wrote, &ldquo;I am not a disciple yet, on account of the critical faculty which my philosophical study has developed in me.&rdquo;[31] Interested in knowing Mary&rsquo;s results, her mother and aunt sent Mary all of Eddy&rsquo;s books that they owned. Although a woman similarly able to achieve an influential public position through religion, Hannah remained doubtful and looked to Mary. &ldquo;My only question is this&mdash;Have we a right to expect perfect material conditions in this stage of our evolution? Can this cocoon ever be anything but a perishing thing? I agree with thee that is only extending on to the material plane that which is true on the moral plane; but we have a right,&mdash;there is the question; is it in the divine order? My puzzle lies right here.&rdquo;[32] Although Hannah granted Mary permission to take lessons from Eddy at her College, Mary soon became engaged to Costelloe and never enrolled or further pursued the question.[33] Nevertheless, the Mind Cure was a subject that William James would continue to be interested in long after Mary had left the country, arguing publicly against it in 1898, and publishing on it in his Varieties of Religious Experience (1902).[34]
&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp; In her later collaborative work with Bernard Berenson, Mary would persevere in consulting James&rsquo;s philosophical works, including The Principles of Psychology (1890) and Pragmatism (1907), in an attempt to apply his theories to aesthetic problems. Although Mary&rsquo;s subsequent research would be moderated by the influences of other philosophers, James remained an important early influence to the development of the Berensons&rsquo; theorizing. Indeed, during Mary&rsquo;s 1909 American lecture tour proselytizing the &ldquo;New Art Criticism,&rdquo; she traced the origins of the Berensonian method to European scholars Giovanni Morelli, Gaetano Milanese, and Walter Pater. However, it was the psychological aspect of their system that Mary credited without reservation to the &ldquo;introspection method&rdquo; of her Harvard mentor.[35]
&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp; Regardless of their divergent paths during their shared year at Harvard University, when Mary and Bernard finally did meet in London in 1888, it was the guiding influences and impressions of their time in Cambridge that became the foundation of their life&rsquo;s work together. Looking back Mary would observe that despite their contrastive family origins, they both had been &ldquo;saturated with the Old Testament, both caught by chance into the ebbing tide of Transcendentalism, and both of us formed to some extent by the same outstanding personages of New England, by Emerson, by William James, [and] by Browning (who was at that time a New England hero)&rdquo; (cat. MS.IV.2). At the Annex she had been searching for answers to her growing skepticism, and as a result of the determining forces she encountered there, she eventually arrived at an intellectual life, spent largely in the scientific study of Italian Renaissance art and aesthetics.
&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp; In 1925, Mary began writing &ldquo;A Life of Bernard Berenson,&rdquo; one of the most important sources about the determining years of their work together.&nbsp; In a letter to Eug&eacute;nie Sellers Strong, the earliest reference to the project, Mary outlined a book reminiscing the first ten years of their traveling adventures in connoisseurship, including the evolution of their method and early theories, both crazy and otherwise. &nbsp;&nbsp;While struggling against invalidism, she wrote the largest share of the manuscript from 1931-1933. The title of the first chapter, &ldquo;Ten Years of Preparation for Connoisseurship,&rdquo; echoes the goal of her original plan. In a diary entry of 11 November 1933, Mary recorded Bernard&rsquo;s reaction: &ldquo;read the Siena chapter of BB's life to [Umberto] Morra and Naima [L&ouml;froth] and BB was really enthusiastic!&nbsp; He says it is exactly the record of himself he wants to leave with his &lsquo;Foundation.&rsquo; I am so glad.&rdquo; [36]
&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp; Mary continued to make additions to the biography over the next two years, before abandoning the project. In this same period, however, she made reference to the &lsquo;Foundation&rsquo; in the preface to A Modern Pilgrimage (1933). Here Mary found it fitting to pledge that the library and the villa in which it was housed would be for &ldquo;future students, who, as we hope, will benefit from the &lsquo;Institute for Humanistic Studies&rsquo; which we mean to found under the auspices of our common university, Harvard." [37]
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                                    Long before Bernard and Mary Berenson transformed the study and appreciation of Italian Renaissance art, before they married and moved into a villa outside Florence called I Tatti, they arrived separately as students at Harvard in 1884.&nbsp; Bernard Berenson (1865-1959, fig. BB.II.1) and Mary Whitall Smith (1864-1945, fig. MS.I.2) only met in 1888, after they had both left the United States, though in the draft for her biography of Bernard (cat. MS.IV.2), Mary recalled that, &ldquo;he had been pointed out to me at one of the University concerts, as the most brilliant member of the then Sophomore class.&rdquo;[1] A similar appraisal appears in a 1932 letter of Edith Wharton. After reading Mary&rsquo;s &ldquo;A Life of Bernard Berenson,&rdquo; she encouraged her friend to enrich the first chapter with more details &ldquo;about his Harvard days, when he was &lsquo;stupor mundi&rsquo; to undergraduates and professors.&rdquo;[2]
&nbsp;
Part online exhibition and part electronic catalog, Berenson and Harvard: Bernard and Mary as Students provides a multifaceted view of the future art critics through photographs, documents, early writings by Bernard and Mary, and eleven essays by modern scholars.[3] Two new studies&mdash;Rachel Cohen&rsquo;s &ldquo;Bernard Berenson at Harvard College&rdquo; (cat. BB.I.1) and Tiffany Johnston&rsquo;s &ldquo;Mary Whitall Smith at the Harvard Annex&rdquo; (cat. MS.I.1)&mdash;and two chapters from Ernst Samuel&rsquo;s celebrated biography of Bernard (cat. BB.III.2, BB.IV.2) offer portrayals not only of the two students but also of the institutions they attended. Bernard&rsquo;s nineteen articles published in the Harvard Monthly, and never before reprinted, reveal his remarkable erudition and wide range of interests.[4] Among the unpublished material is the first chapter of Mary&rsquo;s &ldquo;A Life of Bernard Berenson&rdquo; (cat. MS.IV.2), the most important source of information about the Harvard years of both students, Bernard&rsquo;s detailed application for a Parker Fellowship (cat. BB.II.3), and his senior thesis on &ldquo;Talmudo-Rabbinical Eschatology&rdquo; (cat. BB.IV.1). The exhibition includes sections dedicated to the &ldquo;Academic Record,&rdquo; &ldquo;Intellectual Interests,&rdquo; and &ldquo;Writings&rdquo; of both students. Though most of their courses and readings touched only marginally on art history, the university years of Bernard and Mary had a profound impact on their later scholarship.
&nbsp;
The two students overlapped with each other for only one year at Harvard, 1884-1885. After his freshman year at Boston University (fig. BB.I.3), Bernard transferred to Harvard College in the Fall of 1884, and graduated in the Spring of 1887. One reason that Harvard appealed to Bernard was the course offerings in Sanskrit, and the opportunity to study with Charles Rockwell Lanman (fig. CC.I.8), author of the  A Sanskrit Reader. Bernard even brought the textbook to I Tatti, and stored a few pages of notes inside, together with the list of course offerings (cat. BB.III.7). Mary wrote that in 1884, "I had gone to Harvard too, deserting my Alma Mater, Smith College, to join the small band of eight girls who were the first students in what was then called the &ldquo;Harvard Annex,&rdquo; which has since developed into the institution known as Radcliffe College. My brother [Logan Pearsall Smith] came with me to Harvard &hellip; for he felt, as I did, that Harvard was the best college in America." (cat. MS.IV.2)
&nbsp;
Mary left after a year because, as noted on her grade sheet (cat. MS.II.2), she got married on 5 September 1885 to Benjamin Costelloe of Balliol College, Oxford. If Mary kept up with the Harvard Monthly, she might have read Bernard&rsquo;s &ldquo;The Third Category&rdquo;, a short story published in 1887 (cat. BB.IV.20). Here the author described the type of relationship he would develop with Mary soon after. The protagonist, Robert Christie, courted Rosalys Storer, and &ldquo;knew no greater pleasure than to look with her at some drooping, poppysaturated pre-Raphaelite sketch, or at a drawing of the divine Sandro Botticelli.&rdquo; In 1888, when Bernard first met Mary Costelloe n&eacute;e Smith in London, he &ldquo;rapidly sketched the course of European painting from Giotto to Velasquez &hellip; to the last and greatest achievement of art&mdash;the paintings of [L&eacute;on] Bonnat!&rdquo; (cat. MS.IV.2).
&nbsp;
Notwithstanding his appreciation of painting, Berenson recognized his limited knowledge about art. He stated as much in a revealing autobiographical letter: his application for a Parker Fellowship (cat. BB.II.3). Bernard had hoped, in vain, that Harvard would support his dream of travelling around Europe. As he explained to the Fellowship Committee, &ldquo;Art prevails in this programme, because it is there where I feel myself weakest &hellip; And if I am to do what I want to do, I must have at least a fair familiarity with art.&rdquo; What Bernard wanted to do was prepare himself &ldquo;for the position of a critic, or historian of literature.&rdquo; His goal was &ldquo;to address my generation, in the most direct way, that is through the novel, and the story.&rdquo; In his senior year, 1887, Bernard studied with Charles Eliot Norton (fig. CC.I.11), the Dante scholar and first professor of art history at Harvard. As Bernard wrote in his Parker application, &ldquo;I take this year all that Prof. Norton gives, much more because he gives the courses than because they themselves are such as I could work on.&rdquo;
&nbsp;
Mary, despite a burgeoning interest in the arts, had little opportunity for formal training in this field, not yet an established academic discipline in the United States. All but one of the dozen books Mary mentioned in her notebook as having read in December 1884- January 1885 concern philosophy or literature (cat. MS.III.3). In her essay &ldquo;Mary Whitall Smith&rsquo;s Harvard Annex Readings: A Selection&rdquo; (cat. MS.III.7), Tiffany Johnston develops these notes into an intellectual snapshot of Mary during this pivotal moment in her development. In her biography of Bernard (cat. MS.IV.2), Mary states that she &ldquo;was convinced that the only study for serious people was philosophy (with a view to proving the truth of religion).&rdquo; But Mary was not always serious. Shortly before she arrive at Harvard, Mary wrote a friend about the &ldquo;Idiot Club&rdquo; they had created, dedicated to the "Suppression of Dignity and Wisdom." It originally consisted of Mary, her sister Alys, and three other young women. When Mary moved to England this little group, also known as the &ldquo;Ideot Club,&rdquo; also included her brother Logan, and a friend of her husband, the eccentric poet Eric Stenbock. They would write &ldquo;Moral Tales for Ideots,&rdquo; act in plays, and generally enjoy themselves.[5] Two photographs, probably taken in 1886, capture the atmosphere of their meetings: they show, from left to right, Eric, Alys, Mary, and Logan, each holding a fireplace tool. Mary's handmade frame unifies the two scenes, identified as &ldquo;Twilight: The Burnt Worm Spoils the Soup!&rdquo; (fig. MS.III.2), on the left, followed by &ldquo;Dawn: Idiots are the Salt of the Earth&rdquo; (fig. MS.III.1).[6]
&nbsp;
In their university years, Bernard and Mary independently explored many of the same topics. Russian literature, for example, comes up often in their writings. (In an unsigned editorial in the Harvard Monthly [cat. BB.IV.26], Bernard refers to the "rush for things Russian and towards Russian literature."[7]) Three broad themes&mdash; psychology, Arabic poetry, and Aestheticism&mdash;link their early studies and readings with the work that would later make them internationally famous. Both fell under the spell of Professor William James (fig. CC.I.7), author of the highly influential The Principles of Psychology (1890). Brother of the famous novelist Henry James, William was a family friend of the Smiths and chair of the Philosophy Department at Harvard. While Bernard was taking James&rsquo;s course on &ldquo;Logic and Psychology,&rdquo; Mary could not take courses at the College, and James did not teach in the Annex. Nevertheless, Mary visited the professor at his home and attended his lectures given at the nearby Concord School of Philosophy.[8]
&nbsp;
Mary later wrote of herself and Bernard: &ldquo;there we were, two young people extraordinarily different in origin although in both our homes, saturated with the Old Testament, both caught by chance into the ebbing tide of Transcendentalism, and both of us formed to some extent by the same outstanding personages of New England, by Emerson, by William James, by Browning&rdquo; (cat. MS.IV.2). As Alison Brown demonstrates in &ldquo;Bernard Berenson and &lsquo;Tactile Values&rsquo; in Florence&rdquo; (cat. BB.III.4), James&rsquo;s writings had a decisive impact on the psychological approach to aesthetics later adopted by Mary and Bernard during their collaborations. In 1895, when Bernard was developing the concept of &ldquo;tactile values,&rdquo; Mary discussed this with the philosopher Bertrand Russell, who had married her sister Alys; Russell&rsquo;s criticisms evidently led Bernard to study The Principles of Psychology. Bernard&rsquo;s interest in psychology comes across already in some Harvard Monthly articles&mdash;such as a lengthy essay about Muhammed (cat. BB.IV.7)&mdash;as noted by Mario Casari in &ldquo;Berenson and Islamic Culture: &lsquo;Thought and Temperament&rsquo;&rdquo; (cat. BB.III.9).
&nbsp;
In his Harvard fellowship application, Bernard informed the selection committee that, &ldquo;I mean to learn to appreciate the Arabic classics so well, that my appreciation may tempt others&rdquo; (cat. BB.II.3). A quarter-century later, Bernard&rsquo;s fascination with non-European cultures, reflected in his focus at Harvard on the study of Arabic, Sanskrit, and Hebrew, would lead him to acquire non-Western art. He was among the first to exhibit masterpieces of Islamic and East Asian art side-byside with Italian Renaissance works and to compare them in his writings. At Harvard, however, Bernard seemed more interested in literature. Similarly, Mary wrote that she learned by heart The Rub&aacute;iy&aacute;t of Omar Khayy&aacute;m; her inscribed student copy is still at I Tatti. She read the translation by Edward Fitzgerald, who, Mary observed, tried &ldquo;to give a sort of religious meaning to the old Persian&rsquo;s praise of wine&rdquo; (cat. MS.IV.2).
&nbsp;
Both Mary and Bernard were also attentive to the visual arts, and independently they visited an exhibition at the Art Club in Boston of Elihu Vedder&rsquo;s illustrations to the 1884 deluxe edition of Fitzgerald&rsquo;s translation. Bernard commented on a recurring drawing of two interlocking spirals (fig. BH.I.3), in his Harvard Monthly essay about a different book, Gogol&rsquo;s Revisor (cat. BB.IV.4). He admired "the strong, decided swirl, converging into a heavy, whirling point of involution, and emerging from that in ever broadening evolution. The symbol has numberless applications. Let us make use of it as a formulating and descriptive symbol of every artistic work in literature. An artistic literary work should be the whirl of involution of such a swirl. It should be the point of convergence and divergence for everything that bears upon the events and characters under consideration."
&nbsp;
In time, and with the crucial assistance of Mary, Bernard would refine his convoluted prose. (An unsigned editorial in the Harvard Monthly [cat. BB.IV.23], presumably by Bernard, notes that "[t]he writing of English is hard, and a profusion of blunders may be collected from the books of the most successful writers.") Though the meaning of Bernard's comments about Vedder is not completely clear, it stands out as an early attempt by him to draw parallels between art and literature. The Vedder exhibition was not the only cultural event that both Bernard and Mary attended before the two ever met. In &ldquo;Paths Intertwined: The 1884 Lowell Lecture and &lsquo;The Sacred Word &lsquo;Botticelli&rsquo;&rdquo; (cat. MS.III.6), Sanam Nader-Esfahani explores how both of the students went to hear Edmund Gosse (fig. CC.I.6) speak about English poetry. Mary later wrote that when Gosse &ldquo;mentioned the sacred word &lsquo;Botticelli,&rsquo; I remember looking at my brother with eyes brimming with emotion and excitement and saying, &lsquo;Oh, Logan, we are at the very centre of things!&rsquo;&rdquo;(cat. MS.IV.2)
&nbsp;
Painting and sculpture provided these students with inspiration and metaphors. In 1888, when Bernard paid his first visit to Mary, she found him a &ldquo;beautiful and mysterious youth &hellip; for whom nothing in the world existed except for a few lines of poetry which he held to be perfect, and the pictures and music he held to be beautiful&rdquo; (cat. MS.IV.2). Four years earlier, in June 1884, Bernard looked back on his freshman year and wrote in his &ldquo;Greek and Roman History&rdquo; notebook (cat. BB.III.3), "Now that it is passed I look back upon it, reflect on its events. All that was rough, unpolished, angular, is fast disappearing, and already stands before me a marble group, grand, sublime, far surpassing any mark of Phidias or Praxitelles [sic]. Not a trace is left upon its clear sculpture. Not a trace is left of the toil and suffering it has taken to mold and finish this masterpiece."
&nbsp;
At Harvard, both Bernard and Logan read Walter Pater, who had transformed Aestheticism into a new religion. But this worship of the &ldquo;ideal of Beauty,&rdquo; and the mantra &ldquo;art for art&rsquo;s sake,&rdquo; made Bernard a heretic in the eyes of Charles Eliot Norton. The leading authority on campus for questions of culture, Norton probably recognized that Bernard, who had converted to Protestantism in 1885, did not join him in celebrating the morally uplifting qualities in Christian art. Nevertheless, as Bernard wrote in Sketch for a Self-Portrait (1949), Norton held &ldquo;influence not only over the young, breezy and not always high-bred barbarians who already were snobbizing Harvard, but over the marginals like myself, on the ragged edge of the social body.&rdquo;[8] Bernard&rsquo;s Jewish, impoverished immigrant origins also kept him on the margins of Norton&rsquo;s circle and distinguished him from nearly everyone at Harvard, especially his fellow students in art history courses. An exception of sorts, as Alice Parri observes in &ldquo;Two Harvard Friends: Charles Loeser and George Santayana&rdquo; (cat. BB.III.10), was Charles Loeser (fig. CC.I.9), later an important art collector in Florence. He was also from a Jewish, Eastern European family but an affluent one, and it was he, not Bernard, who joined the recently created Harvard Art Club.
&nbsp;
Norton did not write Bernard a letter of recommendation for the Parker Fellowship, and modern-day scholars often assume that this omission proved decisive. The selection committee, however, did not see the applicant as a future scholar of art history, and may not have expected to hear from Norton. James was another prominent professor mentioned in the application who did not serve as referee. More problematic, perhaps, was Bernard&rsquo;s proposal to use his grant money for long periods devoted to art appreciation, even though he wanted to become &ldquo;a critic, or historian of literature.&rdquo; The three professors who did submit letters (cat. BB.II.4) seem to have anticipated difficulties. David Lyon (fig. CC.I.10), professor of Hebrew, wrote that Bernard is &ldquo;still very young, which perhaps accounts for an apparent change in the direction of his studies, from philological to literary &hellip; I regard him as a man of unusual ability and of brilliant promise.&rdquo; For Adams Sherman Hill, professor of rhetoric, &ldquo;Mr. Berenson is still immature, but he promises to attain distinction as a man of letters.&rdquo; Crawford Howell Toy (fig. CC.I.15), professor of Arabic, referred to the &ldquo;general, somewhat undefined character of his proposed work,&rdquo; but &ldquo;[m]y knowledge of Mr. Berenson leads me to believe that he would do something brilliant.&rdquo;
&nbsp;
Some low grades (cat. BB.II.2) did not help Bernard, who observed that in two required courses, physics and chemistry, &ldquo;I gained no more glory than I meant to gain.&rdquo; For a student of letters, the grades of 73 and 48 (out of 100) in those subjects may have been excusable, but a 67.5 in Latin was a more serious matter. These grades did not prevent Bernard from obtaining a diploma &ldquo;cum laude&rdquo; in June 1887 (cat. BB.II.5), but for undisclosed reasons, he was not offered a Parker Fellowship. In the end, Bernard obtained crucial financial assistance from another avid reader of Pater, Isabella Stewart Gardner (fig. CC.I.5), and from other well-heeled Bostonians, including Edward Warren (fig. CC.I.16). Bernard&rsquo;s growing interest in the visual arts may have cost him a Harvard grant, but later led him to fame and riches.
&nbsp;
The views expressed in Bernard&rsquo;s Parker Fellowship application and early writings reveal the influence of the Aesthetic movement. This also imbues the 1898 essay Bernard co-authored with Mary and Logan about a utopian community called Altamura. In &ldquo;Palaces Eternal and Serene: The Vision of Altamura and Isabella Stewart Gardner&rsquo;s Fenway Court&rdquo; (cat. BB.III.5), Robert Colby examines how the concept of Altamura took shape in the intellectual ferment of Boston. The philosophical ideas that inspired Altamura also had a profound and lasting impact on the donation that Bernard later made to Harvard. In his 1956 statement &ldquo;On the Future of I Tatti,&rdquo; Berenson expressed the desire that his estate be transformed into an &ldquo;institute to promote aesthetical and humanistic rather than philological and antiquarian interests.&rdquo; [10] Another passage perfectly expresses the spirit of Altamura, itself so indebted to Pater, &ldquo;Our present western world is harassed, hustled and driven. It excludes leisure, tranquility, permits no unexciting pursuits, no contemplation, no slow maturing of ideas, no perfections of individual style. Therefore my first and foremost wish is to establish fellowships that will provide leisure and tranquility.&rdquo;
&nbsp;
Such sentiments were hardly new to Berenson. Already in a will dated 12 September 1928, Bernard specified that I Tatti should be &ldquo;Headquarters for mature students intending to be scholars in Art who are eager and able to devote four or five years abroad in studying the artistic achievements of past epochs of Civilization, especially in Italy.&rdquo; Berenson wanted them to &ldquo;acquire a more complete understanding and appreciation of the human spirit and of the aesthetic genius as manifested in artistic creation and achievement.&rdquo;[11] Bernard and Mary discussed these plans for decades, and references to the Harvard Center appear in letters they both wrote from at least the second decade of the twentieth century. In the preface to her 1933 book, A Modern Pilgrimage, Mary gave the first published expression of their goal. The celebrated library of I Tatti would be &ldquo;for future students, who, as we hope, will benefit from the &lsquo;Institute for Humanistic Studies&rsquo; which we mean to found under the auspices of our common university, Harvard.&rdquo;[12]
&nbsp;
A few years later, the Fiftieth Anniversary Report of the Harvard College Class of 1887 reported Bernard&rsquo;s intentions for I Tatti, &ldquo;I have built up an art library which 7 students declare to be one of the best known to them. This library, the villa just outside Florence, Italy, that houses it, and the rest of my estate I am leaving to Harvard University to serve as an institute for the study of the art of the Mediterranean world in all its phases.&rdquo;[13]
&nbsp;
The 50th anniversary of Bernard&rsquo;s Harvard class may well have inspired him to create a curious postcard that combines two profile portraits, identified by the captions: &ldquo;B.B. at 21/ Harvard 1887&rdquo; and &ldquo;B.B. at 71/ Settignano 1937&rdquo; (fig. BB.I.2). At his home in Settignano, on the outskirts of Florence, Bernard celebrated his ties to Harvard with words and images. In 1961, two years after his death, and sixteen years after Mary&rsquo;s, the first I Tatti Fellows arrived at &ldquo;The Harvard University Center for Italian Renaissance Studies.&rdquo; In its 50th year of activity, the Center commemorates both Bernard and Mary with an online exhibition.
&nbsp;
This essay is dedicated to the memory of Shona Kelly Wray, a Fellow at I Tatti during the Academic Year 2011&ndash;12.
&nbsp;
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When Logan Pearsall Smith&mdash;brother of the future Mary Berenson&mdash;thought back to his university years in the 1880s, he observed that &ldquo;the atmosphere of Harvard was at that time &hellip; richly coloured by the sense of social differences. The prestige possessed by members of the most exclusive clubs, the delight of being seen in their company, and the hope of being admitted into their select circles, these were the animating motives of life at Harvard as I knew it.&rdquo; [1] One such organization was the literary society known as the O.K. Club (or Orthoepy Klub), which included Bernard Berenson, Charles Loeser, and George Santayana. For their early friendship with Berenson, and for their own considerable accomplishments, Loeser and Santayana deserve special mention in the &ldquo;cast of characters&rdquo; of Bernard Berenson&rsquo;s Harvard years. Later, however, the men parted ways. In 1941, Berenson described Loeser as &ldquo;my most fierce enemy-friend and would be competitor, as well as really fine collector&rdquo;; [2] and as early as 1912 Santayana condemned I Tatti as full of &ldquo;ultra-learned and judging aesthetes&rdquo; and &ldquo;soulful tourists and weary dilettanti.&rdquo; [3] A fitting home, one might think, for a former member of the O.K. Club.
&nbsp;
Charles Alexander Loeser (1864&ndash;1928; fig. CC.I.9)
Loeser was born 11 January 1864 in Brooklyn, New York, into a family of Jewish-German immigrants who arrived in the United States in the middle of the nineteenth century. [4] American by birth, Loeser spent the greater part of his life in Florence, in the villa Torri Gattaia on the hill of San Miniato al Monte, devoting himself principally to the study of art history and collecting. Notwithstanding his scant scholarly output, he worked at many major institutions, such as the Gabinetto Disegni e Stampe degli Uffizi in Florence and the Albertina in Vienna, to study the most important European art collections. His own collection ranged from ancient to contemporary art, with an emphasis on the Italian fifteenth and sixteenth centuries, and included various artistic genres and techniques. [5] Indeed, Loeser was one of the major American collectors of Italian art between the end of the nineteenth to the beginning of the twentieth century. After his death, much of the Loeser collection was dispersed due to the Second World War and through sales at auction. [6] A group of works of art and furniture from the Renaissance, on view at the Palazzo Vecchio, Florence, offers a sample of Loeser&rsquo;s precious collection. [7] Loeser&rsquo;s last will and testament left those works to the city of Florence in 1928 on the condition that the rest of his property could be freely exported by his heirs. He also provided for the donation of eight C&eacute;zanne paintings to the White House, and 262 drawings to the Fogg Art Museum, Harvard University, Cambridge. [8] No in-depth or systematic analyses have been made of Loeser, though some recent studies have focused on specific aspects of his collecting and studies, especially his knowledge of drawings and pioneering discovery of C&eacute;zanne. [9] Surely an important aspect of Loeser&rsquo;s life and work is his connection to Berenson, which was marked by successive moments of unity and opposition.
&nbsp; &nbsp; &nbsp;The lively entrepreneurial spirit of Frederick Loeser, the father of Charles and a magnate in the textile industry, enabled his family to achieve economic success in the United States in a short time. [10] Charles was thus able to complete his initial studies at an international institute in Switzerland, where he mastered both German, his native language, and French. In 1882, he was admitted to Harvard, where he showed special interest in history and philosophy. After receiving his bachelor of arts degree in 1886, with excellent grades, Loeser continued his studies for another two years and earned a master of arts in philosophy. [11]
&nbsp; &nbsp; &nbsp;Firsthand information on Loeser&rsquo;s experience at Harvard is scarce, and much of it comes from the account of his close friend George Santayana (1863&ndash;1952). A common interest in literature, art, and philosophy brought them together: the two friends met, above all, to discuss books or assist at theater and opera performances. [12] Their relationship was intense but desultory because of Loeser&rsquo;s complicated character: young, brilliant, and generous, he was also evasive, impenetrable, and considered a loner. [13] Santayana interpreted this &ldquo;detachment&rdquo; to Loeser&rsquo;s Jewish origins, a heritage he never hid. This must have made Loeser &ldquo;uncomfortable&rdquo; in a university context, where, at the time, most Jews concealed their background and presented themselves as Christians or atheists. [14] Loeser, nonetheless, did not seem to suffer because of his isolation; this resulted not from external forces but his choice to be dedicated totally and exclusively to the world of art and literature. &ldquo;In America,&rdquo; Santayana affirms, Loeser &ldquo;floated on the surface, and really lived only in the international world of art, literature, and theory.&rdquo; [15]
&nbsp; &nbsp; &nbsp;Not surprisingly, a sense of harmony developed between Loeser, Santayana, and Berenson. Berenson, like Loeser, was of Jewish origin; Santayana, a Spanish immigrant, was also considered &ldquo;different.&rdquo; Though Berenson was a bit younger than the others, the three quickly became friends, sharing many aspects of university life and, above all, membership in various cultural circles. They formed part of the O.K. literary society (The Orthoepy Klub), a cultural circle that provided an alternative to the athletics tradition at Harvard. [16] Loeser was among the first members of the Harvard Art Club, which was established in 1873, transformed in 1885, and closed in 1890. [17] The club, complete with a library, was open to all Harvard students interested in the history of art and offered readings and public gatherings devoted to the discussion of art-historical problems. At the first meeting, in which Loeser took part, the architectural merits of the Memorial Hall of Boston were discussed with James Russell Lowell and Charles Eliot Norton (fig. CC.I.11). [18]
&nbsp; &nbsp; &nbsp;Loeser&rsquo;s interest in the art world was precocious. From his early years at Harvard he had been collecting books and paintings, and in 1887&ndash;1888, he enrolled in optional courses in art history taught by Norton. [19] He also appears to have attended William James&rsquo;s course (fig. CC.I.7) in English philosophy and Josiah Royce&rsquo;s course &ldquo;Modern Discussion of the Philosophy of Nature.&rdquo; [20] The list of books he borrowed from the Harvard library not only indicates his interests and the direction of his studies, but also the courses he attended. In 1885, he took a course on moral philosophy with George Herbert Palmer, which included the study of Kant, and another on French literature with Ferdinand B&ocirc;cher and the assistant Adolphe Cohn, which included the analysis of Jean Racine. The book loans also evince Loeser&rsquo;s profound interest in theater. His main field of concentration was, in any event, philosophy, and in 1888, he traveled to Berlin [21] to deepen this direction of his studies. Perhaps he was influenced by Santayana, who was in Berlin between 1886 and the summer of 1888 on a Walker Fellowship.
&nbsp; &nbsp; &nbsp;By 1890 Loeser had moved to Florence, where he remained the rest of his life. There he maintained or established ties with many figures associated with the Harvard art world, including Norton, James, and Jean Paul Richter. Significantly, in light of his later donations to the Fogg, Loeser knew Edward Forbes, several years before the latter became director in 1910, as well as Paul Sachs, a member of the visiting committee, whom Loeser met in Italy in 1914. Loeser maintained an enduring correspondence with both, probably crucial for his decision to make a return trip to the United States between 1922 and 1923. [22] On that occasion, Loeser visited both the Fogg and the Museum of Fine Arts, Boston. His second and last trip in America dates from 1928. On 15 March of that year, Loeser died in New York from a pulmonary infection. His body was brought back to Italy and buried in the Florentine Cimitero degli Allori, where a memorial built by the sculptor Antonio Maraini records Loeser&rsquo;s musical, literary, and artistic interests.
&nbsp;
George Santayana (1863&ndash;1952; fig. CC.I.12)
George Santayana is considered one of the major philosophers of the twentieth century. [23] He was born in Madrid on 16 December 1863 from the second marriage of Josefina Borr&aacute;s, the widow of George Sturgis, with the Spanish government official Agust&iacute;n Ruiz de Santayana. He passed his childhood with his father in Spain, in the city of Avila. In 1872, he embarked on a trip overseas to join his mother, who had moved to Boston with the children from her first marriage. Integration into the new environment was not easy, and at first he had great difficulty communicating in a foreign language. Santayana soon overcame this obstacle, however, and later mastered the English language. Like Bernard Berenson, he attended the Boston Latin School and continued his studies at Harvard University; in 1886, he obtained a bachelor of arts degree summa cum laude and, in 1889, a PhD in philosophy. [24] From that point on, Santayana focused on the development and articulation of his own philosophical theory, expressed in a number of publications written in English. A prolific and versatile writer, he produced work in many genres, including philosophical texts and criticism, essays, and even poems; his first poetic work was Sonnets and Other Verses, published in 1894. His writings enjoyed considerable success, in particular his first essay on aesthetics, The Sense of Beauty (1896), and the philosophical novel The Last Puritan (1936). The most extensive and systematic works, which established his reputation in studies of philosophy, are his five-volume The Life of Reason (1905&ndash;06) and the four-volume Realms of Being (1927&ndash;40). In three significant philosophical-autobiographical texts&mdash;Persons and Places: The Background of My Life (1944), The Middle Spain (1945), and the posthumous My Host, the World (1953)&mdash;Santayana reflected on the important events of his life, describing the many people and places he encountered. He sketches memorable representations, rich in detail, of a few friendships that matured while he was at Harvard, such as that of Charles August Strong. [25] In 1886, the two were in Berlin on a Walker fellowship, which was offered to graduate students who wished to study philosophy in Germany. Santayana&rsquo;s stay there, lasting through the summer of 1888, is documented in letters with his parents, college friends (including Logan Pearsall Smith, fig. CC.I.13), and university professors, above all Charles Eliot Norton (fig. CC.I.11) and William James (fig. CC.I.7). [27] James was Santayana&rsquo;s most influential of Santayana&rsquo;s professors at Harvard, where he also studied with Royce and Palmer. James also directed him to university teaching, [28] despite their different philosophical positions.
&nbsp; &nbsp; &nbsp;A record of Santayana&rsquo;s Berlin sojourn survives at I Tatti: a small pen and ink portrait, by an unknown hand, inscribed &ldquo;G Santayana / Berlin, May 24.88.&rdquo; This small sketch, perhaps a gift of Santayana to Berenson, attests to the lasting connection between the two. [29] Nevertheless, Berenson appears rarely in the memories sketched by Santayana in Persons and Places. He was described as an &ldquo;old friend&rdquo; only when Santayana deals with the theme of his first trips in Italy and of Americans living in Europe. Instead, his autobiography provides useful information on less noted figures and those for whom documentary material is lacking, such as Loeser. The two shared literary and poetical interests, as well as a feeling of &ldquo;isolation&rdquo; from the world that made them both &ldquo;different.&rdquo; [30] The condition of the &ldquo;outsider,&rdquo; a term Santayana used to express his perpetual state of dissonance in Boston society and the Harvard community, remains a constant trait of his personality, as well as &ldquo;philosopher-vagabond&rdquo; and &ldquo;external observer of the world.&rdquo; [31] In spite of this, he found the university campus a familiar, enjoyable, and inviting place. As he wrote in a letter of 26 January 1935, &ldquo;I acted in the Institute and Hasty Pudding plays at Harvard, dressed as a leading lady and a ballet dancer, I was devoted (as a spectator) to football, and had for years, after I was an instructor, many close friends among the under-graduates. I also went a good deal into what was called &ldquo;Boston Society.&rdquo; So that my solitude (which was real) was only latent.&rdquo; [32]
&nbsp; &nbsp; &nbsp;Santayana was registered in eleven clubs in all: he was founder and president of the Philosophical Club; collaborated in drafting the Harvard Monthly, the periodical in which Berenson also had his literary debut; worked as a cartoonist for The [Harvard] Lampoon; and joined the O.K. Club. [33] From his father, who had been introduced to painting by a student of Goya, Santayana developed a passion for drawing. At Harvard, he even entertained the idea of becoming a painter, a thought soon undermined by the desire to continue his philosophy studies. [34]
&nbsp; &nbsp; &nbsp;For Santayana, Harvard was not only the institution where he began his philosophical training, but also the place in which he began his university career. After he earned his PhD with a dissertation on Hermann Lotze, under the supervision of Royce, Santayana was hired as an instructor, later advancing to assistant professor and finally achieving rank as full professor. [35] Although considered a brilliant professor, he did not particularly enjoy university teaching because it was not adaptable to his character and too bound by the conventions of the academic world. These limitations led him to break his relationship with Harvard University in 1912. In that same year, he left the United States for Europe. He stayed in England and in France, frequently visited Italy, and, in his travels to Florence, was the guest of the Berensons at I Tatti. In 1923, he established himself in Rome, and from there he maintained an occasional and irregular exchange of letters with the Berenson family. The bond between Berenson and Santayana turned cold following a meeting in Venice in 1939, when Santayana insulted Berenson for his unbounded social and intellectual ambition. [36] This event, which has been read as an excess of jealousy by Santayana toward Berenson&rsquo;s popularity and lifestyle (&ldquo;like a lord&rdquo;), [37] compromised the subsequent relations between the two friends. Santayana&rsquo;s last visit to I Tatti was in 1921. After that, particularly after the encounter in Venice in 1939, Santayana no longer frequented the salon of Berenson&rsquo;s home. As for Berenson, he never really understood Santayana&rsquo;s disparaging attack and continued, even in the years following, to esteem the philosopher and consider him one of his &ldquo;first college companions.&rdquo; [38] Santayana lived his last years in Rome, in extreme solitude. In 1941, he voluntarily retired in isolation to a convent run by Irish nuns at Celio, where he died on 26 October 1952.
&nbsp;
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In 1884, Bernard began his studies at Harvard College after transferring from Boston University. That same year, Mary enrolled at the Harvard Annex (now Radcliffe) and her brother Logan at the College. Bernard and the Smiths never formally met until 1888 when, through a letter of introduction from a friend, Bernard was invited to the Smith country house in England. Unbeknownst to both Bernard and Mary, however, the points of intersection during their time at Harvard were many: they took classes with and knew the same professors, and they attended some of the same events. One such occasion was the 1884 Lowell Lecture delivered by Sir Edmund Gosse. (For an image and short biography, see fig. CC.I.6)
&nbsp; &nbsp; &nbsp;&ldquo;Life is an ironic thing,&rdquo; writes Logan Pearsall Smith (fig. CC.I.13) in Unforgotten Years, recalling his conversation with Sir Edmund Gosse about his utterance of Botticelli&rsquo;s name years after he had pronounced it at his lecture in Boston. What, for the Englishman, had been rooted in a joke around the family cat and a caricature in Punch Magazine marked a mesmerizing and memorable moment for at least three members of his audience. The lecture itself was on the transformation of English poetry from the Romantic School to the Classical School in the mid-seventeenth century, though what seems to have resonated most strongly with Logan, Mary, and Bernard was not to be found in England, but rather, in Renaissance Italy. In fact, Logan divulges,
&nbsp;
Of these lectures I have forgotten everything except one pregnant sentence, in which the name of Botticelli first echoed in our ears. [&hellip;] &ldquo;Botticelli, that name which is an open sesame to the most select, the most exclusive circles of Europe.&rdquo; The effect of these words upon us was magical. What longings it aroused in us, what delicious provincial aspirations for a world fairer than the world we lived in&mdash;for exquisite, remote, European things! [1]
&nbsp;
While Logan&rsquo;s quote slightly deviates from what is printed in Gosse&rsquo;s talk, &ldquo;[&hellip;] Cyril Tourneur became a kind of watchword of higher culture, like Botticelli,&rdquo; [2] both contexts highlight the significance and power of this name as cultural currency, a power that Logan&rsquo;s reaction, as well as that of Bernard and Mary, immediately confirm. Indeed, Logan goes on to share that &ldquo;among that audience, although my sister and I did not know him at the time, was the future art critic, Bernard Berenson, who, has told us since, went at once and bought himself a reproduction of Botticelli&rsquo;s &lsquo;Primavera.&rsquo;&rdquo;[3] This moment also left a vivid impression in Mary&rsquo;s mind, for reflecting on her days at Harvard in the opening chapter of her unpublished &ldquo;Life of Bernard Berenson,&rdquo; (cat. MS.IV.2) she writes: &ldquo;On one memorable occasion we devoutly listened to one of the Lowell lectures given by Edmund Gosse. When he mentioned the sacred word &lsquo;Botticelli,&rsquo; I remember looking at my brother with eyes brimming with emotion and excitement and saying, &lsquo;Oh, Logan, we are at the very centre of things!&rsquo; We became Pre-Raphaelites and hung photographs of Rossetti&rsquo;s pictures in our rooms.&rdquo; The effect described by Mary, however, went beyond the &ldquo;Botticelli craze&rdquo; that swept Boston in the 1880s. [4] Indeed, she would explicitly recall and evoke the sensations she experienced at this very lecture when she met Bernard for the first time six years later at her family home in Fernhurst:
&nbsp;
Fascinated, I listened to his talk about Proven&ccedil;al poetry, about the Greek anthology, about Russian novels and the operas of Wagner. His enthusiasm made everything he touched vivid and fascinating. Even my dear Quaker Mother listened to his strange doctrines in admiring silence, and we all ordered large photographs of the pictures of Giorgione and Botticelli. At last I felt I was really at the centre of things, not sitting on a bench in Boston listening to a lecture, but partaking, in imagination at least, of the real feast. (cat. MS.IV.2)
&nbsp;
In his articles for the Harvard Monthly, Bernard mentioned both Botticelli and Gosse, but not the Lowell lecture. In his review of a volume by Clinton Scollard (cat. BB.IV.13), Bernard observed, &ldquo;Mr. Gosse&rsquo;s earlier verses have a tangibility, a sanguine glow, an exquisite plasticity, that we find no trace of in Mr. Scollard&rsquo;s With Reed and Lyre, although the title of this book evidently was suggested by Mr. Gosse&rsquo;s On Viol and Flute.&rdquo; And in another early piece, &ldquo;The Third Category&rdquo; (cat. BB.IV.20), Bernard wrote that the protagonist, Robert Christies, &ldquo;knew no greater pleasure than to look with her [Miss Rosalys Storer] at some drooping, poppy-saturated pre-Raphaelite sketch, or at a drawing of the divine Sandro Botticelli.&rdquo; In the same story, we find an intimate tie between art and religion that recalls Mary&rsquo;s linkage between Botticelli and the sacred. Ernest Samuels noted that, &ldquo;Robert Christie&rsquo;s attitude toward Christianity well describes Berenson&rsquo;s own motive in becoming a convert in 1885 &hellip; In all his long life Berenson, though he soon left the church and rejected its theology, never surrendered this aesthetic attitude toward Christianity.&rdquo; (cat. BB.IV.2) Bernard&rsquo;s fascination with the parallels between the beautiful and the divine is expressed elsewhere in his own writings. In a short, unpublished essay, drafted in 1893 and entitled &ldquo;The Religion of Landscape,&rdquo; he affirms that, &ldquo;On the whole, dogmatic religion is merely the uncultivated person&rsquo;s striving for the beautiful, for the harmonizing principle, for reconciliation with all the rest of existence.&rdquo; [5] The weaving together of aesthetics and spirituality that permeate Berenson&rsquo;s mature writings was not a new relationship, but one deeply rooted in his earlier thoughts and experiences, which includes Gosse&rsquo;s memorable presentation. If the 1884 Lowell lecture marked a point of intersection between Bernard and Mary, it also signaled the beginning of a motion, a magnetic pull, that drew them in from the periphery that was the lecture hall to a feast that would be anchored, not in the imagination, but in reality; a gravitation that would see their paths intertwine on other occasions before they finally interlocked at the center of things.
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