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An Aspect of Mid-seventeenth Century Chinese
Painting: The “Dry Linear” Style and
the Early Work of Tao-chi*

(A Summary)

. I‘h’cf‘bduction: I-min painters and i-min painting

One purpose in studying i-min SEE painting is to investigate the effects of dynastic change
from Han-Chinese to non-Han Chinese rule on the painting styles of painters who survived
from the previous Ming dynasty into the Ch’ing. Among the so-called i-min painters, the
individual personalities and circumstances of each are actually quite complex. That is one
reason, for instance, different modern scholars choose to include such different i-min painters
in their separate discussions. This complexity of individual circumstances of the i-min has
much to do with differences in age and degree of involvement in the government before the
change of dynasty. Some painters, for example, became i-min only in the last few years of
their life; conversely, some became i-min just a few years after they were born. Some served as
officials during the Mlng dynasty, and then retired undel the new; government some actually

and some were professional painters “under both dynasties. Therefore, the consciousness of a
surviving painter-about his position as an i-min, and any reflection of this consciousness
through his painting differs widely.

There were at least three types of painters whose painting styles were not very much
influenced by the dynastic change. (1) Painters of the orthodox school. Those painters who
belonged to the so-called orthodox school were mainly interested in the revival of certain older
styles and schools through the great masters of the past. Thus their primary energies were
centered not on the present—the Ming dynasty and its political downfall—but rather on the
artistic past and what essential elements and new inspiration that the past could provide for
their own art. The two elder Wangs, Wang Shih-min (1592-1680) and Wang Chien (1598-1677),
for example, are often included among the i-min painters. But the painting styles of these two
Wangs did not undergo any significant changes as a result of Manchu over-rule. Even if we
compare their styles with those of the two younger Wangs, Wang Hui (1632~1717) and Wang
Yuan-ch’i (1642—1715), who basically continued their work, we ee no real signs of

*Based on a talk delivered at the Symposiu
for full citations.
tYale University.

Ming I-min; see Chinese text
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stylistic change in their art caused by the dynastic upheaval. (2) Professional painters. The
works of painters, such as Lan Ying, who were relatively more professional and whose styles
were more decorative show no signs of being affected by the political change. (3) Painters
interested in new forms of expression or techniques. Painters who were working in the new
trends of realism and who painted in relatively detailed styles—in some way related to Western
influence—were not fundamentally affected by the dynastic change. Among these were some

of the painters of the Chin-ling school, such as Fan Ch’i.

Generally speaking, then, painters who were involved in arfistic problems, such as
mastering the expression of a new technique, or the synthesis of ancient styles, had goals to
guide them which were primarily artistic in nature. Their paintings oni=political in
content, and their styles did not reflect political changes,. the most part, their
intellectual interests and emo 'onal cono d'd not lied phere.

by aff by the dynastic change. The most
significant examples were t] who happened to be members of the former imperial family.
Whether they were politically oriented or not, they inevitably became involved in the fact of
dynastic change. Nonetheless, once the Ch’ing government took control, the strict censorship
in the early years of the dynasty prohibited the overt display of any loyalty to the Ming at the
risk of one’s safety. Thus, even those painters who had deep loyalist sentiments could not
express them openly. If they did, there were two possible ways of expression. One was through
subject matter in painting. The real content in a painting could express the inner feelings of the
painter and also be “hidden” in a way which could be understood by those who could read
it. Two such examples may be given. Chang Feng, for example, liked to paint the portrait
of Chu-ko Liang ##2%, the famous strategist and minister of Shu in the Three Kingdoms
period. One of Chang’s inscriptions on a painting reads, “The former emperor knew how
trustworthy I was.” This statement contains the meaning that the painter’s loyalty was to the
previous dynasty, but the words appear to come from the mouth of the portrait subject.
Chu-ko as subject was unique to Chang Feng, however. A more, p%pul ubject became the
ideal of the hermit’s life. This was actually an old theme whit ve been used by any
painter at any time withou i-mip_connotation. Nonetheless, it is undeniable that during
this time, many more painter se to paint paintin ated to this subject. There were two
favorite themes within this category,-both of which centered on the archetypal hermit, T’ao
Ch’ien (365-427). One was T’a0’s portrait and/or portraits of him in different activities of his
hermit’s life. Two i-min painters especially fond of this subject were Ch’en Hung-shou (1599-
1652) and Tao-chi (1641-¢.1710). A second aspect were depictions of the famous description
of an idealized land, the “Peach-blossom Spring,” composed by T’ac Ch’ien; this subject
could represent a form of spiritual refuge or escape for these painters.

There were, however;:

Beyond subject matter another specific means of expressing i-min sentiments was through
the application of color in painting. Hsiang Sheng-mo (1597-1658), for example, painted a
landscape background to a self-portrait in which he used only red pigment. In Chinese, “red”
is pronounced “chu 4 which can mean both “red color” and “the surname of the Ming
royal family.” Through such a device, the painter could express his loyalty to the Ming
and also escape censorship.

These several means to express loyalty are related to subject matter an
techmcal dev1ces they have little to do with style. Yet ‘We canno

10’ 4" painter’s
there did arise

work used for depletlon. The g pressed a certain iaiamness a melancholy and often bleak
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and lonely feeling; it is ‘this style which 1 have chosen to focus on in my discussion here.

II. “The Echo” as point of departure

At the 1967 Michigan Exhibition of Tao-chi’s painting, several scholars and connoisseurs
showed some doubt about a Tao-chi painting titled The Echo (Zlywj\g&&). This doubt
was reflected in Professor Richard Edwards’ report on the show, “Postscript to an Exhibition”:
“Although much admired for its sensitive touch, some opinions—particularly among Japanese
scholars—saw signature and seal as interpolations. Whlle accordm to:this view it could well
be a seventeenth century painting, it would be it fate'it with a different artist.
Ch’a Shih-piao was suggested o
Not only Ja »

scholar: nd Eastern scholars and connoisseurs doubted
it; some even th ht that it might have been painted by Tai Pen-hsiao (1611-1691?) or
Ch’eng Sui (160! 1).-Since there were so many doubts, it deserves a closer examination.
The painting is*small—less than a foot square—and is now mounted as a hanging scroll.
The brushwork is not clearly visible from a distance. Seen close up, the ink is not pale, but dark
and extremely dry. The most visible parts of the landscape are the mountain top, the upper
right corner, and the two lines of inscription with painter’s seal (Fig. 1).

The mountain is described with long, almost parallel strokes. The brushtip is centered,
chung-feng ¥18%&, and it turns and twists making lines which suggest full volume. The mountain
base is rounded and appears to hang above the water. The mountaintop is flat-headed and is
made by rubbing strokes of dry dark ink. The white cloud encircling it is outlined with a few
wavy brush strokes. A very fine brush and a trembling outline are used to add a few bare
trees. In the upper right section, the painter used the same heavy dry ink strokes as the moun-
tainhead to outline and model the layers of riverbank around the mouth of the stream. Then
he used his fine brush again to draw the bridge, finally adding more bare, lonely trees. Here is
the inscription: “An echo returns with a whisper/ And startles the white cloud on the empty
mountain.” In the last six characters of ‘the’ mscrlptnon, which identifies the couplet by Su
Shih, the painter u fine: brushtlp with'very dry ink, so that the writing appears quite faint.
But the lines of th graphy are strikingly similar to the distant trees on the mountaintop
and near the bridge. They are not only similar, but it is quite clear that the calligraphy and the
trees were drawn with the same hand and the same brush. The calligraphy, therefore, was not
added later, as some scholars suggest.

Could Cha Shih-piao, Tai Pen-hsiao, Ch’eng Sui or even someone else have painted this
landscape? If so many names can be suggested as authors, then there is indeed confusion about
styles of painters from this period. This confusion can be cleared up once we recognize that
during the mid-seventeenth century there were many scholar-painters who were painting in a
manner seen in The Echo which can be described as being “dry’ or “parched’ and “linear”
(k’o-pi kou-lo B%E43%)). In this light, the problem of the authorship of The Echo involves
an important issue of period style. The purpose of this study is to focus on the mid-seventeenth
century “dry linear” style: to first identify it as one of the major periods styles of late Ming-
early Ch’ing painting, and then, to confirm The Echo as a work from the period and as a
genuine Tao-chi, further clarifying his early style. :

1 Oviental Art, Vol. 1
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TIL. The tradition and theoretical background to the “dry linear style”
A. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

The dry linear style has a tradition and theory behind it.2 Scholar-painters of the Sung and
Yuan such as Li Kung-lin ( ¢. 1049-1106?) and Chao Meng-fu (1254-1322), followed by the
late Yuan masters, Ni Tsan (1301-1374), Huang Kung-wang (1269-1354), and Wang Meng,
each developed their own distinctive linear style, bringing this tradition to a high point of
development.

In art theory, dry ink was recognized as one of the five or si
seventeenth century art cr1t101sm a certain mood and feel

rs of ink. In mid-
tion and melancholy

j trokes as best expressing
the feeling of the artist 1 e Ch'ing Jerlod?lt was said that a painter who could
master the dry brush tec e was mare han ha f~competent. Besides that, dry brushwork
had several technical ad ges-for the amateur painter: it was easier to control than wet,
it required less time in-compléting a painting, and it made a painter’s style look older and more
mature.

The second aspect of the dry linear style was the “linear” or “outline’” method, kou-lo,
which is close in concept to “simplified” &2 or “eliminated”” brushwork %2, But simplifica-
tion itself was not the final goal of the painter; if the brushwork was simplified, it was done in
order to convey certain ideas and feelings. Among the late Yuan masters, Ni Tsan and Huang
Kung-wang were the most crucial artists in the development and influence of this expressive
aspect of the dry linear style. The continuity of the tradition they established can be seen
through the persistent imitation and adaptation of the Ni-Huang styles on into the early and
middle Ming.

B. THE IMPORTANCE OF NI TSAN AND.

After Tung Ch’i-ch’ang (1555-1636), Huang Kung-wang’s position among the Four Great
Yuan masters was solidified.® Tung Ch’i-ch’ang admired Huang Kung-wang and said he was
the first to chi-lo yii-hua 25553 : “lodge joy in painting.”” Moreover Huang Kung-wang was
able to i-hua wei-chi IAERE “to express himself through painting.” This idea of creativity—to
take pleasure in painting as a form of self-expression—was one of the most influential attitudes
among literati painters in the 17th century. Huang Kung-wang’s notes on painting, Hua
shan-shui-chueh, were also influential to the same painters. The element of spontaneous, direct
participation in nature is reflected in Huang Kung-wang’s energetic brushwork, which consists
essentially of dry linear ts’un in long parallels, supplemented by rubbed textures and touches
of wet ink.

Ni Tsan’s position among the Four Yuan masters was not as stable as Huang Kung-wang’s
historically, but the influence of his personal and artistic image was even greater.* Ni Tsan did
not serve the Mongols, but his suffering during the political unrest at the close of the Yuan,

2 The Chinese text to this paper contalns ap hmm ry study:to: thi will not be detailed here.
Please see nn. 3-6, 20-29 of th ce're

3 See nn. 7-13 of Chinese te:
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and the reflection of his pure spirit and love of cleanliness in the quality of his painting made
Ni Tsan and his situation the ideal for the late Ming i-min artists to adopt as a model.

Stylistically, the simplicity of Ni’s landscape forms also suited these amateur painters:
a few sparse trees, two or three layers of riverbank and an occasional pavilion were easily
borrowed motifs, and the absence of human figures suited many amateur painters because they
could not paint figures. Ni Tsan did not leave an essay on painting like that of Huang Kung-
wang, but it is clear from his comments that he followed the scholar-amateur theories of the
Sung painters, especially Su Shih: Ni Tsan painted for amusement and to express himself and
his ideas; physical resemblance to nature was not his goal.

IV. Ming-Ch’ing painters of ‘the ea:r yle and their works

The continuity of th before the late Ming can be seen in the works of several
important painters..The general tendency in their styles was toward simplification. As an early
Ming painter, Wang Fu (1362-1416) came closest in spirit and form to Ni Tsan of any of the
masters before late Ming. His painting dated 1401 in the Ch’eng Ch’i collection, Tokyo, is the
earliest exact imitation of Ni’s style.

In the middle Ming, Shen Chou (1427-1509) could be considered one of the best inter-
preters of Ni Tsan, even though his teacher Chao T ung-lu #[#% criticized his work as being
heavy-handed and over-done. But precisely because his brushwork was so strong and direct,
Shen Chou could simplify form and still have a forceful statement. He therefore played a key
role in the trend toward simplification. In addition many late Ming painters learned the Ni
and Huang styles through him.

Shen Chou’s follower Wen Cheng-ming (1470-1559) usually painted in a finer style than
Shen Chou, but Wen also used a dry linear style. Several of Wen’s descendants and followers,
such as Lu Chih, Wen Tien, and others, carried on thlS trend toward ‘dry brushwork and
simplified form into the late Ming early Ch’ing. )

With the seven century and Tung Ch’i <ch’ang, Chmese pamtmg came to a turning
point. Tung Ch’i-ch did paint in'a wet style after the Tung-Chii and Mi-Kao X% tradi-
tions, but one critic noted that much of Tung’s influence came from his dry-style works after
Ni and Huang. For example, a work after Ni Tsan (which Tung mentions in his inscription on
the painting) in the John Crawford collection, New York, is painted almost entirely with dry
ink lines, even though the rocks look like Wang Meng. In an album by him in The Art Museum,
Princeton University, Tung was so proud of two leaves after Ni that in his inscription he called
them the “bonemarrow” of Ni Tsan’s paintings. Quite important in Tung Ch’i-ch’ang’s
relation to Ni Tsan is an instructional manual by Tung Ch’i-ch’ang in the Museum of Fine
Arts, Boston (Fig. 2). The renderings show Tung’s most simplified style. Actually, since they
were demonstrations for students, they are unfinished works, close to fen-pen ¥4 or rough
drafts. Later painters liked this incomplete, sketchy idea and adopted it as a finished style.
The simple, linear fen-pen style found in this album, plus the influence of Tung Ch’i-ch’ang
as a theorist, contributed in large part to the formation of the dry linear style.

The Hsiao-chung hsien-ta /NREXK album of reduced COplCS in the National Palace
Museum, Taipei, now generally accepted to be by Wang Shih-min, was’ also an influential
work at the time. Wang Shih-min was a dire 11nk ffxamfthﬁa gacy of Tung Ch’i- -ch’ang.
This album of reduced-eppies cont ) s in Ni Tsan and Huang
Kung-wang style, test to'the numerous pamtmgs by them extant in collections in the Wu
area. All of the pain were hlghly influential to contemporaries, especially those of the
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orthodox school beginning ith the Four Wangs. In one of his inscriptions to the album,
Tung Ch’i-ch’ang says how scholars in the Chiangnan area judged someone’s refinement
or vulgarity on the basis of whether he owned a Ni Tsan painting or not. This observation
shows how popular and exclusive a symbol the Ni Tsan image had become.

Ch’eng Chia-sui (1565-1643), a younger contemporary of Tung Ch’i-ch’ang and one of
his ““Nine Friends of Painting,” was praised by Kung Hsien in the inscription to one of Kung’s
own handscrolls. Kung says that Ch’eng was the founder of the T’ien-tu K#g, or Huang-shan
#ili, school of painting, and that Ch’eng’s works are close to Ni Tsan, while Li Yung-ch’ang’s
#xk & works look like Shen Chou imitating Ni Tsan; later painters like Hung-jen BA=,
Wu Shan-t’ao £ili, Wang Chih-jui ¥ 2%, Sun | $33%, Ch’eng Sui ﬁ% and Cha Shih-piao
#EAZ all learned painting from Ch’eng and Li.* This descrif “Huang-shan school
by Kung Hsien is slightly different from our present&concept 01 but it shows how
important Ch’eng Chia-sui ne. F |
shan school was in Ni Ts & A

Li Liu-fang (1575-16 as ten years younger than Ch’eng, and also one of the “Nine
Friends.” Some of thei,r_pamtmgs“{ire quite similar, probably because Li admired Ch’eng and
used to watch him paint.® Li Liu-fang’s style is wetter, but it is still basically linear and founded
on Ni Tsan’s image.

Lan Ying (1585-c. 1664) was a versatile painter and on occasion painted in a dry linear
style. His follower Ch’en Hung-shou was a typically linear painter, and when he worked on
paper, he used a dry technique with both his figure and landscape styles. This technique was
also continued by his son Ch’en Tzu (see the latter’s album in the Chih-lo-lou collection).

Wan Shou-ch’i (1603~1652) was one of the few i-min painters who actively resisted the
Manchus. A true loyalist, he later became a Buddhist monk after the fall of the dynasty. His
painting is most representative of the dry linear style and the i-min sentiment it is possible to
convey without any overt symbolism. Wan’s compositions are tightly constructed, and his
ink line is often of a single tonality with little additional use of wash His style is:sevére with an
mtrospectlve lonely feeling. The handscrol! in three sect1 —10 lou collectlon

5). In his inscription to an a in Princeton; Chang Feng sald that he was afraid his brush-
work was not pale enough, a it although he tried his best, his brushwork was still too dense.
Tsou Chih-lin (¢. 1585-1654) concentrated on re-interpreting Huang Kung-wang’s style
in the late Ming and early Ch’ing, and in fact hoped to be his reincarnation. In a colophon to
a work in the Chih-lo-lou collection (Fig. 6), Tsou says that every time he obtained one of
Huang Kung-wang’s paintings, he treasured it like the eyes of his head and the marrow of his
brain; he strived hard to be Huang Kung-wang’s reincarnation in order to rescue his school
from oblivion. In his copy of the Fu-ch’un handscroll in the P. C. Wong collection, Hong Kong,
Tsou simplified form to a skeletal outline (Fig. 7), and in his album in the Wango Weng
collection, New York (Fig. 8), he developed the style to an extreme of dry outlines punctuated
by dots. Few could surpass Tsou Chih-lin in this kind of simplification. It is quite possible also
that the tendency toward simplification seen in works like this was intensified by the fact that
many amateur painters were influenced by linear wood-block illustrations in printed books.

i
e

5 For the original text to this inscription, see Chinese text preced1 g 135 The eoll n and whereabouts
of the handscroll are not known; 1i Photographic “‘Archives, Princeton
University. [Editor’s note: The jon'of the Fogg Art Meseum.] -

8 See n. 36 of Chinese text.
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Yiin Hsiang (1586-1655) was praised by contemporary critics as being the best painter
after Shen Chou. Yiin often wrote critical comments on his own paintings. In one work (Fig. 9),
he says that people commonly confuse simplification with Asieh-i—but an idea cannot be
expressed only by simplified brushwork. This comment reflects the trend at the time: many
painters must have been painting simplified works and calling them Asieh-i; this irritated a
painter like Yiin Hsiang who could offer something more. In another leaf, Yiin Hsiang says
that what people commonly consider kung or fine work, is really the work of decorative crafts-
men working in gold. He says wisely that Huang Kung-wang’s pamtmg finished in a day
is not inferior to Li Ssu-hsun’s ten-day effort.”

The early work of Kung Hsien (c. 1617—1689) as Profess
suggests, was strongly influenced ng’
early Manual of .P dry. p
formations. Kung if one redraws the outllne several times, one does not need texture
strokes; if one st11 §:them, then one need only add strokes in one or two places where the
form does not get the light. Kung also said (Fig. 11) that painting by scholars does not need to
have modeling strokes—only redrawing the outline was sufficient; if the second outline is
drier, then it will look like ts’un. (From these leaves, there is a strong possibility that this early
style of Kung Hsien influenced the young Tao-chi, an observation which deserves further
study.) Kung Hsien presented a strong theoretical position to support the dry linear style.
In several inscriptions to a small album of landscapes in The Art Museum, Princeton, Kung
said that “Less is better than more, which is the advanced stage of a painter,” and “Only if
one is afraid of producing a painting which is too obvious is one competent as a painter.”

Ch’eng Sui (1605-1691) was one of the major exponents of the dry linear style, expanding
it with the addition of dry dots. The painting in the Chih-lo-lou collection (Fig. 12) was painted
in his mid-eighties. The trembling old-age brushwork shows lines which have become almost
dots, without the use of texture strokes. With Ch’en i mlnd, we should recall the
suggestion of Ch’eng as the author of The E

Cahlll’s excellent artlcle

strokes. Ch’eng Sui ;

Fang I-chih (¢ 160 --1671) became a monk at the fall of the Ming. His style is characterized
by firm solid brushwork, and he is one of the strong exponents of the dry linear style. He was
not very well known as a painter, but his work is certainly not inferior. Two paintings (Figs.
13 and 14) contain interesting inscriptions related to Ch’an Buddhism.

Wang Chih-jui (active 1649-1653) and Sun I (active 1643-1657) were counted with Cha
Shih-piao and Hung-jen as the Four Masters of Hai-yang. Both painters’ works are quite rare.
Wang Chih-jui’s compositions are not outstanding, but he does represent a typical painter of
the dry linear style. Sun I, like Wang Chih-jui, was also mentioned by Kung Hsien as belonging
to the Huang-shan school. A painting dated 1657 in the Richard Edwards collection, Ann
Arbor, shows how close both his painting and calligraphy style were to Hung-jen.

Hung-jen (1610-1663) was one of the major painters of the period who developed a
distinctive personal style. In his larger scrolls he used dry rubbing stro as well as outline;
but, in smaller works, the dry, suggestive outline dommates Hu c
varied, inventive, and architecturally constructed. \
and could convey a monumental feeling in the Sp

7 For the original text is inspriptioh,'see Chinese text preceding n. 49,
8 For source references, see Chinese text and nn. 54-60.
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Works by Cha Shih-piao (1615-1698) (Fig. 18) may be different in scale and show two
distinct aspects of his brushwork. Cha often uses a simple composition of the Ni Tsan-type,
but modifies it with wet ink and casual sweeping brushwork; his brush tip is usually slanted.
Cha Shih-piao was suggested as the author of The Echo, but with his broad, wet and careless
style, he could not have been the painter. Cha did have a dry style, but the brushwork is still
entirely different from The Echo: the line is flatter, with less emphasis on its linearity and
more on its texture; the compositions are still more frontal and stable, unlike the rounded and
bulky shapes of The Echo. Cha Shih-piao could not be the author of The Echo either.

K’un-ts’an (1612—c. 1685) also painted in a manner related to the dry linear style. The
brushwork and composition of his works are invariably full and dense, but the approach is
basically linear, using mostly dry ink. -

Cha Chi-tso (1601-1677) was a rare and in
original thought, with a slante groundplan »
elements. The rocks are shape \sxcally by outlines and dry texture strokes on the edges of
the forms.

Tai Pen-hsiao (1612~169 ) was also suggested as the possible author of The Echo.
Tai was a good friend of Tao-chi, and they saw each other in Nanking quite often; it is indeed
possible that there was some mutual influence in their painting styles. According to Tai’s
inscription on a work in the Chih-lo-lou collection (Fig. 20), he painted it after a Ni Tsan
work he saw with a “full” composition. Tai was also suggested as the author of The Echo,
but Tai stresses flat, dry rubbing strokes on the edges of the forms, not the rounded parallel
strokes of The Echo. Even though the mountains in Tai’s paintings are often slanted, his
rock forms tend to be angular and built up on a fundamentally stable composition. Tai Pen-
hsiao could not be the author of The Echo.

Mei Ch’ing (1623-1697) was Tao-chi’s close older friend during his period in Hsuan-

ch’eng before the 1680s, and between them there was probably also some mutual influence.
In details from two album leaves (Figs. 21, 22), we see the dry, parallel texture strokes Tao-chi
liked to use, but Mei Ch’ing’s strokes have a softer feeling. . = =

In a scroll by Wu Shan-t’ao (1624-c. 1710).in The Art Museum Prmceton University
(unpublished), Wu says that m inters who\pamt after Huang Kung-wang do not know that
Huang’s own source was Tung Yuan; only Tsou Chih-lin captured his subtle and divine aspects.
In painting this, Wu says he felt he captured some of Tsou’s simplicity, but he still could not
enter the inner chamber of the Sung and Yuan. Wu Shan-t’ao admired Tsou Chih-lin and went
beyond him in simplifying form. What is left is really only a skeleton, and represents the extreme
of the dry linear tradition. As Professor Wen Fong said, this was an artistic “dead end.”

In an album of landscape leaves such as those in the Crawford Collection, New York
(Fig. 23), Chu Ta (1626-1705) followed Huang Kung-wang’s style through Tung Ch’i-ch’ang,
but simplified his means further and developed his own landscape shapes and balance of
elements. Chu Ta could simplify without loss of content, and he does so almost to the point
of abstraction. Chu Ta painted in both wet and dry styles, but the brushwork in his landscapes
was usually on the dry side—supplemented by washes.

The painters mentioned above were older than Tao-chi, but the last painter in our dis-
cussion, Chiang Shih-chieh (1646-1709), was five years younger. Chiang admired Tao-chi
and inscribed several of his pamtlngs he learned the art of Ni Tsan s_landseapes ‘mainly

compositions show

sting artist. (F;g

present in late Ming—early Ch’i

dry linear style, and it developed _natltural internal cdﬁrse in the history of painting. Begun
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by Sung scholar-amateur painters with Ni Tsan and Huang Kung-wang playing a key role,
the dry linear style came to be practised by so many artists by the mid-seventeenth century
partly because of the increase in amateur painters in general in the late Ming, and partly
because the political change of dynasty from Ming to Ch’ing caused large numbers of i-min
to turn to painting and other forms of art as a means of personal expression and as a vehicle
for loyalist sentiments. The dry linear style became an important expression of loyalty to the
fallen dynasty. In addition, Huang Kung-wang and Ni Tsan became the embodiments of
those painters’ artistic ideals, and their painting styles likewise became a natural vehicle for
personal feelings of despair at the disruption of socnety b sover-rule. Many of these
painters also subscrlbed to the amateur theor where training in calligraphy

feelings among 4

From this
Echo: the dry linear style was a common feature of scholar-amateur painting in the late
Ming-early Ch’ing, and The Echo can be seen to be a product of this period. But we have
not yet found the appropriate author for it.

V. Tao-chi’s dry linear style and “The Echo”

If we return to The Echo and compare it to other works by Tao-chi in the dry linear style,
we will come to a firmer conclusion. From Tao-chi’s various comments, we know he was aware
of the drybrush technique. In an inscription to one of the leaves from an album in Los Angeles,
dated 1694 (Fig. 24), Tao-chi mentions many of the painters we have Just discussed. He also
notes their special expressive qualities and brush techniques, such as kao-ku, ch’i-ku, ch’ ing-i,
kan-shou, lin-li, and hao-fang. Such qualities_as. kao-ku (“lofty anthulty”) ch’i-ku (“extra-
ordinary antiquity”), and ch mg-zn(‘\‘pure elusweness ?) are related to kan-shou (“dry leanness”).
These were qualiti ich "Tao-chi himself sought in his painting. In addition to kan-shou,
Tao-chi also menti ko-pi, “parched brushwork.”

Tao-chi associated distinct qualities with wet and dry brushwork in his early period. In a
leaf to an album dated 1682 (Fig. 25), he says that when the brushwork is dry, it is refined ; when
wet, it is ordinary. In another inscription from the same 1682 album (Fig. 28), Tao-chi says
that in order to write good calligraphy, one has to use the brush the way one “writes in the
sand.” “Writing in the sand” (hua-~sha) has two related meanings: one is the use of the centered
brushtip, which produces a rounded stroke; the other is the use of a dry heavy brushline, the
kind of brushwork which he himself demonstrates in the leaf he inscribes. From these in-
scriptions, it is clear that Tao-chi was fully aware of the expressive range and technical possibi-
lities of dry brushwork.

If we compare this latter leaf (Fig. 28) with The Echo, we can see the same artistic
mentality: the composition with the overhanging rock dominates the space, and there is the
same small mouth of the stream; the space is slightly tilted, and the bulk of the form is built
up by dry parallel strokes. Comparmg the rounded “han&m f\ T in the fmegmund for

oin, Sci

boulders composed o
interior and exterior:

Another importagt“ ainting to compare with The Echo is the dated 1673 Flght-leaf
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Album,? which shows se\(erél ‘of the same clements: the contrasting use of wet and dry linear
brushwork, the idea of encircling a mountain peak in clouds, and the same flat-topped peaks
with sparse bare trees. The well-known work in the Sumitomo collection, Eight Scenic Views
of Huang-shan, datable to about 1680 (Fig. 30), contains several leaves which demonstrate
the same linear build-up of the form with dry brushwork and the addition of color wash. The
large hanging scroll from the same collection, Mount Lu, can also be compared. It shows
Tao-chi’s favorite use of the flat-headed mountaintop with encircling clouds.

Toward the end of his career Tao-chi continued to paint similar forms in the dry lincar
style, and significant comparisons can be easily found in many of his late albums to further
verify this early interest as more than a mere stage in the development of his style: From this
brief review of his works mainly in the dry linear style, we can see that withi ahge of “wet”’
and “dry,” “full” and “empty” landscapes th : f mountain forms and
compositional concepts. Com : rk method, these features
establish a common hand. an see suck:ahand'in the individual elements of sparse trees
and calligraphy in The Echo f which should be sufficient reason to assume the author-
ship of The Echo as by Tao-chi.

Fortunately this assumption can be confirmed by further evidence in the form of the
small album depicting the poems of Su Shih in the P. C. Wong collecting, Hong Kong. This
album was shown five years ago in the City Art Museum, Hong Kong, and is dated by its final
leaf to late in 1677. It contains seven landscapes, one figure and one flower depiction. In leaf
4 from the album (Fig. 33), the rock forms are rounded and drawn with heavy strokes of dry
ink. The composition slants upward from the left, and the distant trees are drawn with a thin
fine brush. All elements are very close in concept to The Echo. In addition, the two lines of
calligraphy on the left edge are identical in appearance to the two lines on The Echo. The
same three characters, k’ung 2, shan 111, and pai &, are found in both leaves and are written
in almost an identical manner. They are clearly from the same hand.

In leaf 7 (Fig. 34) from the same album, the brushwork in the mountaintop, the
the rocks, and the calligraphy also are very close to The Echo:The seal'on this leaf, L’ao-t'ao,
is identical with the seal found ‘other: leaves rom the albﬁm, we see how
Tao-chi not only liked to intro : ng shapes, but also to contrast heavy and thick
strokes on mountains and rocks with light and fine strokes on trees.

The inscription on the final leaf of the album states that in the 12th moon of the 16th
year of the K’ang-hsi era (1677/78) Tao-chi painted these twelve leaves under lamplight, each
using Su Tung-p’o’s words. Presently the P. C. Wong collection has nine leaves, so that three
leaves have been missing from the original set of twelve. Now the poem on The Echo is
also Su Tung-p’o’s, and the physical aspects of measurements, paper, painter’s seal, seal ink,
and the central crease in the paper, in addition to the painting style and calligraphy all match
those in the P. C. Wong collection. Therefore, from this evidence, there is sufficient reason to
conclude that The Echo was originally one of the twelve leaves identified in Tao-chi’s own
colophon.

V1. Conclusion

9 Said to be in the Shanghai Museu ; see Shfh-t’ao hua-chi (Pekmg, 1960), for illustration.
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led to an identification of the ““dry linear” style as one of the major styles of the late Ming-
early Ch’ing period and one which could also be related to certain preferences of i-min
painters. The suggested authors of The Echo were disproved, and then several of Tao-chi’s
early works were compared with The Echo. In this way we were able to confirm not only
that The Echo was also one of Tao-chi’s early works, but that it belonged to a dated album
which he painted late in the year when he was thirty-seven sui.

paintings were being studied. But it was

decided tha ¢ the important point was to discuss their similarity as a period
style, that it would not help to differentiate them into too many categories at the
start.

Another difficulty with differentiating the dry styles too closely is that within
the range of a single painter’s works, the degree of dryness or linearity could differ
from painting to painting. Tao-chi’s works are an example. This particular task may
be left for future art historians.

It has also been suggested that the fei-pai 88 technique could have been a
source of this style. It is true that it is a type of “dry” style, and when used in
painting (as opposed to calligraphy), it was popular with scholar-painters during the
late-Northern Sung and Yuan periods. But it was seldom used in the Ming and
Ch’ing, so I did not mention it as a possible source.

FIGURE 1. Tao-chi, T f’\e, Echo. Album leaf mounted as a hanging scroll. Ink on paper. The
Arthur:M: Sackler collection, The Art Museum, Princeton University.

FIGURE 2. Tung Ch’i-ch’ang, Album of Shetches. Ink on paper. The Museum of Fine Arts,
Boston.

FIGURE 3. Ch’eng Chia-sui, 4lbum of Landscapes. Ink on paper. National Palace Museum,
Taipei.

FIGURE 4. Wan Shou-ch’i, Landscape in Three Parts, first section. Handscroll. Ink on paper.
Chih-lo-lou collection.

FIGURE 5. Chang Feng, Landscape. Hanging scroll. Ink on paper. Chih-lo-lou collection.

FIGURE 6. Tsou Chih-lin, Landscape after Huang Kung-wang. Hanging scroll. Ink and light
colors on paper. Chih-lo-lou collection.

FIGURE 7. Tsou Chih-lin, Copy of ‘Dwelling in the Fu-ch’un Mountains by Huang Kung-wang’.
Handscroll. Ink on paper. P. C. Wong collection.

FiGure 8. Tsou Chih-lin, Album of Landscapes Ink on papet; Wa

FIGURE 9. Yiin Hsiang, Landscape a

Weng colleotlon
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FiGure 11.
FIGURE 12.
FiGure 13.
Ficure 14.
FIGURE 15.

FIGURE 16.

Figure 17.
FIGURE 18.

Figure 19.
FIGURE 20.
FiGuUre 21.
FIGURE 22.
FIGURE 23.
FIGURE 24.
FIGURE 25.
FIGURE 26.

FIGURE 27.

FIGURE 28.
FiGURE 29.

Ficure 30.
FIGURE 31.

FIGURE 32.
FIGURE 33.

FIGURE 34.
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Same as Figure 10.
Ch’eng Sui, Landscape. Hanging scroll. Ink on paper. Chih-lo-lou collection.
Fang I-chih, Landscape. Hanging scroll. Ink and light colors on paper. Chih-lo-
lou collection.

Fang I-chih, Landscape. Hanging scroll. Ink on paper. Pei-shan T’ang collec-
tion.

Ch’eng Cheng-X’uei, Imaginary Journeys among Mountains and Rivers. Hand-
scroll. Ink and light color on paper. Cleveland Museum of Art.
Hsiao Yun-ts’ung, Landscape, Hanging scroll. Ink and light color 0
Gallery of Art, Washmgton, D.C.

aper. Freer

on paper. Ch1h~l§- ot collection.

Tai Pen-hsiao, Landscape after Ni Tsan. Hanging scroll. Ink on paper. Chih-lo-
lou collection.

Mei Ch’ing, Pine and Rock after Shen Chou, leaf from an album after old
masters. Ink and light color on paper. Cleveland Museum of Art.

Mei Ch’ing, leaf from an album after old masters. Same as Figure 21.

Chu Ta, Album of Landscapes. Ink on paper. John M. Crawford, Jr. collection.

Tao-chi, Album of Landscapes, dated 1694. Ink on paper. Los Angeles County
Museum of Art.

Tao-chi, Album in Dry-brush Style, dated 1682. Ink on paper. Ta-feng-t’ang
collection.

Tao-chi, Sixteen Lohans, dated 1667. Handscroll. Ink on paper,. Collection
unknown. ‘ L
Tao-chi, Landscape in Dry-brush Style, dated:
slight color on papers€ :

Same as Figure 25
Tao-chi, Album fo
collection, :

Tao-chi, Eight Scemc Views of Huang-shan, about 1680s. Album. Ink and color
on paper. Sumitomo collection.

Tao-chi, Landscape in Yen Lu-kung’s Brush Style, from an album dated 1700.
Ink on paper. Palace Museum, Peking.

Same as Figure 31.

Tao-chi, leaf 4 from an album depicting the poems of Su Shih, dated 1677/78.
Ink on paper. P. C. Wong collectlon

Same as Figure 33, leaf 7.

ao.. Ink and occasional color on paper. C. C. Wang
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Figure 2. Tung Ch'i-ch’ang, Album of Sketches.

Figure 3. Ch’engit\ :
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Figure 5. Chang Feng, Landscape.
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Figure 6. Tsou Chih-lin, Landscape
after Huang Kung-wang
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Figure 8.
Tsou Chih-lin, Album
of Landscapes.
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Figure 9. Yun Hsiang, Landscape after Chii-jan.
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Figure 11. Same as Figure 10.
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Figure 12. Ch’eng Sui, Landscape.
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Figure 13. Fang I-chih, Landscape.
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Fang I-chih, Landscape,



Figure 15. Ch’eng Cheng-K’uei, Imaginary Journeys among Mountains and Rivers.
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Figure 16. Hsiao Yun-ts’ung, Landscape.



e TN oy

& —t

CIA

(R =FIE]) o

Figure 17. Hung-jen, Landscape.
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Figure 18. Cha Shih-piao, Landscape.




Figure 19. Cha Chi-tso, Landscape in ten parts, a section.
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Figure 20. Tai Pen-hsiao, Landscape after Ni Tsan.
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Figure 21. Mei Ch’ing, Pine and Rock after Shen Chou, leaf from an album after old masters.
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Figure 22. Mei Ch’ing, leaf from an album after old masters.
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Figure 24. Tao-chi, Album of Landscapes.
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Figure 23. Chu Ta, Album of Landscapes.
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Figure 27. Tao-chi, Landscape in dry-brush style.
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kigure 28. Same as Figure 25.
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Figure 30. Tao-chi, Eight Scenic Views of Huang-shan.
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Figure 32. Same as Figure 31.

Figure 31. Tao-chi, Landscape in Yen Lu-kung’s brush style.
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Figure 33. Tao-chi, leaf 4 from an album depicting the poems of Su Shih.

=W A (FRMRE) (CREEESEM) 2= )o Figure 34. Same as Figure 33, leaf 7.



