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Throughout the history of art, there has been much debate concerning both the similarities and what differentiates the practise of Fine Art and Illustration. One might describe this as a very interesting debate because of the similarities that they both share. One could also argue that the definition can vary from the perspective of a Fine Art and an Illustrative Practitioner.
	Within his book, Illustration: Meeting the Brief, acclaimed illustrator and author, Alan Male cites fine art as –

“cultivated for its own sake; it appeals to the minds and emotions that experience it. It is subjective and is frequently produced to express the opinions or experiences of the artist. In a nutshell, it sells itself. “
(Male, 2014)

Male finds a definitive difference between fine art and illustration, he continues his statement by stating that illustration is a-

“visual art form that is manifestly ubiquitous and, some will argue, much more accessible than fine art… Its practitioners create their artistic endeavours by responding to given briefs and transmitting their responses as visual messages to people all over the world via the ever-expanding creative, media and communications industries.”
(Male, 2014)

This statement suggests that fine artists have a liberty to create the art that they wish to create with the purpose to display it to those who will reflect upon their own interpretation of the piece and praise it for the artist’s skills. Whereas, arguably, illustrators do not receive such liberty. Typically, the role of the illustrator is to communicate information from a written brief through their art; enhancing and enriching the role of a text. The most common execution is commonly perceived as ‘children’s book illustration’. However, these can only be considered a brief overview to both disciplines; each with variables that allow them to be categorised within their practise titles. 
	While these differences are perhaps most commonly referred to, there is also much debate into whether the quality of the artworks created are of the same standard and in most cases, one might argue that they certainly are. There is much debate to whether artists considered to be ‘fine artists’ are questioned to have illustrative qualities. A famous example of this would be Michelangelo and his paintings on the roof of the Sistine Chapel depicting nine biblical scenes from the book of Genesis; arguably fitting the criteria for an illustrator. This shows the fine line between the skills of both fine art and illustration. Many illustrators have as successful an artistic technique and accomplishment as a fine artist however, it is still extremely unlikely that they will receive the same acclaim because of the way that their work is published to the public. Similarly, fine artists may not find the same opportunities because they typically do not work in a collaborative manner and so they face the scrutiny of others to decide whether it would receive the acclaim of art connoisseurs or gallery space.

Through art history, there were no social categories for the work that artists created. They would be referred to simply as ‘artists’ and would find work through kings, priests and aristocracy to paint for the homes of the elite or churches etc. These elite classes diminished over time and they, along with religious establishments, no longer commissioned artists. Instead, a new commercial class emerges and, as author David Apatoff describes it, it was “fuelled by the birth of capitalism and the invention of the corporation” (Apatoff, 2011). He also discusses the affects this had on the modern art world of today within his blog, Illustration Art, stating-

“It's important to emphasize that although art's sponsors and subject matter changed, the quality of the work did not. The same talented artists who once painted the ceiling of the Sistine Chapel or the walls of the Great Temple at Karnak simply migrated to the new bosses”
 (Apatoff, 2011)
One could argue that this source is the reason why Apatoff posed the differences between illustration being solely for explanation and fine art being ‘art for art’s sake’. When considering the categorisation of these undeniably acclaimed artists like Michelangelo, it is unlikely that he would be considered anything but a fine artist. But, his paintings within the Sistine Chapel- mentioned by Apatoff- could undeniably be considered to have the qualities that would typically come with an illustrator; the most notable of which is the reality of him being commissioned to paint those famous paintings because of his skill- not doing it just for his own desire, as is most typically described of a fine art practitioner. Also, within these paintings, Michelangelo illustrates nine biblical stories from the Book of Genesis. Even in his own sketchbook work, one could argue that the concise technique within his drawings favour more of an illustrative approach rather than the conceptuality of fine art paintings. Apatoff continues his statement within his blog-

“Artists adapting to the new business realities found two paths.  The first was to produce what we now call "fine" or "gallery" art for the private moneyed class and corporate art collections. The second path opened as a result of the newly invented printing press”
(Apatoff, 2011)
It could be considered that artists like Michelangelo were deemed ‘fine artists’ because of the way that their paintings were displayed. Despite the illustrative qualities within Michelangelo’s Sistine Chapel paintings, it still could not be reproduced in the same way that illustrations are to reach the masses. Even if a photograph reproduction was taken, it would still not deliver the same emphasis on the Michelangelo’s technique and skill as a painter and so, art connoisseurs would physically have to travel in order to see his painting’s and debatably, this is what separates these earlier ‘fine’ artists from their illustrative counterpart.
 	Within these sources, Apatoff seems to derive a common ground between the two art practices. It almost suggests that what we now know as illustration was perhaps the origins of fine art. Within his blog, he continues to say, “there is no inherent difference between art and illustration except the way in which payment to the artist is processed” (Apatoff, 2011). As he states, they were the same artists who found acclaim for their extraordinary talent, but they had to adapt to the ‘business side’ of the art world if they were to continue that acclaim. This implies that the quality of the fine artist and illustrator’s work is not lesser than the other, it is more the way they chose to make a profession. The evolution of new developments such as the invention of the printing press and, in time, the development of photography, allowed artists to choose a direction in order to aid their profession. This could arguably be seen as the moment when the two practises separated into their own agendas of creating art. This neither confirms nor denies his earlier statement from the same blog post, suggesting that they are two separate entities within art because of its historical content. But, in turn, it still implies that neither art form is inferior. 

An interesting theory that supports the statement made by Apatoff is from a journal written by the teacher, lecturer and bookseller, Otto F. Ege, where he differentiates the two art practises.
	
“When an artist creates a painting today, he must be definitely class conscious and    remember that only a limited amount of people with the necessary leisure, awakened interest, and keen appreciation will make the effort to go to the gallery to contemplate and enjoy his effort, and on rare occasions to buy it. How will the three-man jury react?... When the same artist makes an illustration, he is concerned with mass, not class, reaction. He is aware that a large reading public will glance casually once at an illustration for the matter of seconds and accept it or reject it without contemplation, analysis or evaluation as to its artistic merits.”

(Ege, 1949)
	
The interpretation that Ege gives in this declaration could be argued to be the negative sides to both fine art and illustration as a practise and profession. While this statement could be considered slightly out of date with the role of a fine artist and illustrator perhaps now being more complex than this view makes out, it could still be considered a helpful analysis of the professions within the modern art world. Ege implies that fine art is deemed to be the more ‘sophisticated’ art form, catering to those of a ‘higher class’ because of the artwork’s residency within a gallery or museum. However, he still suggests that it is still not the more successful art direction as it relies solely on those interested in the fine arts to venture to see and decipher the meaning behind the artist’s work. By mentioning the ‘class’ of the audience and the purchasing of an artwork, it could be argued that suggests that artists must make their artwork more appealing to those with a certain artistic disposition in order to receive the funding. Similarly, Ege’s view on Illustration could also be interpreted as negative. It suggests that while an illustration is more likely to reach a wider audience, it is unlikely to receive the same acclaim as that of a fine art disposition and the likely situation would be that the audience merely do not consider it enough to form any kind of opinions or feeling for the artwork, however successful that artist’s work may be in enhancing what it accompanies. It could be argued that the impression that Ege gives is that the illustrator as an artist should expect this reaction as the practise of illustration is not regarded as as accomplished an art form as fine art because that is what society has deemed it to be in the hierarchy. Interestingly, while Ege support’s Apatoff’s statement for his view on illustration being work for a purpose or “explanation of an idea”, he dismisses his analogy that fine art is ‘for art’s sake’ with Ege suggesting that the fine artist creates work that will appeal more to an individual of a higher education or calibre rather than an artwork that they wish to create just for themselves.
	Continuing with Otto. F. Ege’s writing, he continues to discuss his own interpretation of illustration which, being published in 1949, could be influenced by societies depiction of illustration at that point in art history. He states-
[bookmark: _Hlk25245130]“In any illustration the “what” is obviously more important than the “how.” The ability to interpret the text and brief and thereby enrich or increase the perceptibility of the reader is more important than technical skill or the exploitation of some metaphysical theory of what art should be… The Illustrator must stick to his text, to historical data, to natural phenomena. Anachronism and too personal an interpretation are not countenanced. The layman is a self-appointed authority and critic, and when he notices a slight error such as Daniel Boone carrying the type of gun invented ten years after his death, he will smugly  discount both that particular illustration and all the others in the book. Many a successful illustrator will have his work edited and “proofread” by a specialist before it is reproduced... However, the same fault-finding layman will accept inspired illustrations which give a truer, a more complete and finer visual and emotional interpretation of the text than his own limited experiences and unexercised power of imagination could possibly create.
(Ege, 1949)

He continues to unfurl an interesting interpretation as this source undeniably separates illustration and fine art as two separate entities. He focuses more on the illustration side to the question of the differences between the two. One might interpret his opinion of illustrators as having limited freedom in the work that the artist creates. The work is made for another, not the artist themselves. While in the previous source, Ege states that fine artists create their work with the opinions of others in mind and that it will still face judgement, it could be argued that it is perhaps more at risk of critique for an illustrator as they have to ensure they please their employer in order for it be commissioned. Arguably, the illustrator must work harder than their counterpart in order to convince their audience. The so-called ‘layman’ mentioned, looking for the negatives within the illustrator’s work, does so as a means of discrediting the artist further because of its standing and merits within the art world and requires the ‘proofread’ in order to avoid this discrimination. However, this source is to be interpreted, it very much separates illustration from fine art and supports the theory that the role of an illustrator is to depict or explain an idea from a narrative, as proposed by Apatoff.
If there is a movement within the art world that has stirred debate about its content, it is the Pre-Raphaelite movement. The movement was founded in 1848 by the, so-called, ‘Pre-Raphaelite Brotherhood’ in a means of challenging the ‘mechanistic’ approach of Mannerist pioneers such as Raphael and Michelangelo who tended to create an idealistic image within their paintings; often depicting scenes of religious qualities. The Pre-Raphaelites sought to create realistic imagery, rich in truth and detail that reflected the real world almost perfectly. A famous and recognisable example of Pre-Raphaelite artistry is Millais’s Ophelia, as seen in Figure 1.
[image: Image result for ophelia john everett millais]Figure 1: (Millais, Ophelia 1851–2)

The Pre-Raphaelites took inspiration from fantasy and literature, with Millais painting Ophelia from William Shakespeare’s, Hamlet, with the means of capturing the tragic story of the character. This is perhaps why many argue of the Pre-Raphaelites standing within the art world. Although the artists works were not regarded as illustrations, they shared a similar descriptive and symbolic interpretation that one could find within a narrative text. It is perhaps because of this reason that there are those out there that disparage the artwork of Pre-Raphaelite artists within the art world with author, Charles Dickens, famously branding Millais’s work and the Pre-Raphaelite movement as ‘the lowest depths of what is mean, odious, repulsive, and revolting’ (Dickens, 1850) within his journal, Household Words. 
Dr Paul Goldman, Director of Antiquarian and Fine Books within the Institute of English Studies, states-

“Although illustration was not in itself a novel phenomenon, it was during the 1860s that there emerged a definite shift in the relationship between the image and the text. One of the clearest hallmarks visible in the illustrations of this period was a growing equality, verging sometimes on domination, between the illustration and the literature. This situation came about largely because, at least for a time, so many of the artists saw the activity of designing for books as important, worthwhile and as intellectually demanding as painting in oils. They now saw that the narrative element in painting which so pre-occupied them could also be dealt with in a highly direct manner through illustration. The role of John Everett Millais in the movement as the leading Pre- Raphaelite illustrator was one which encouraged other artists to attain remarkable levels of achievement and intensity. 
(Goldman, 2010)

This is an interesting interpretation because the art of the Pre-Raphaelites was not necessarily intended to be perceived as illustration, and instead has been famously displayed within galleries such as The Tate Britain, historically housing credited ‘fine art’ paintings. However, it is undeniable that their paintings shared many qualities of an illustrative narrative within their paintings. It perhaps is a credit to their abilities that the success in their painting techniques qualifies them for the acclaim that most illustrators, arguably, do not receive. Interestingly, Goldman suggests that they adopted an illustrative manner in order to successfully display the narrative they had intended to portray within their work, especially if one refers to Ophelia. Millais used symbolism within the botanical elements of the painting in order to relay a ‘secret narrative’ within the existing narrative of the painting. This could confirm its standing within fine art further because illustration rarely poses as complex a narrative. Goldman’s statement that Millais’s influence, ‘assisted his fellow practitioners to produce more distinguished work than they otherwise might have done’, could suggest the creation of the debate between fine art and illustration as Millais and other Pre-Raphaelite painters found a way of working that captured the strength of narrative that is more associated with illustration as a practice, while having a painterly skill that was undeniably as convincing as those within the fine art movement. However, the debate still stands. 
The Pre-Raphaelite artists favoured the beauty of the natural world and capturing every detail that it entailed. They also came at a time when photography was a pioneer for the modern image and enabled people to have a complete visual reproduction within a photograph in very little time- a job which before this, could have been considered the role of an illustrator. However, it was not until the 1940-60s that the popularity of photography really reached its peak where it became readily available to the public and so could have increasingly affected the role of the illustrator as time progressed. Potentially, some may have been opposed to the similar qualities, in regard to exact visual representations, of photography and illustration and in turn, favour fine art where the imagery would pose more complex within the artwork. However, it could still be argued that the Pre-Raphaelites were in a class that was a hybrid between both practices and so their work rejects Apatoff’s statement. Although they favour a narrative within their artwork- which suggests illustration- there are still elements within the paintings (such as the botanical emphasis of Millais’ Ophelia) that are concept-led, as a response to the social and cultural shift and so might veer towards fine art. Also, as they were not created in a commissioned-based format and are held within art galleries, perhaps they side slightly more with fine art and so sit within a category that favours both illustration and fine art according to how they are interpreted by the individual.
	
When considering Apatoff’s statement on the divide between fine art and illustration, it is perhaps a more complex issue than he implies. Whilst there are obvious differences between fine art and illustration- for instance, their target audience or the way their work is received by the public- there are considerations that he perhaps does not refer to. An example of this issue being the ‘one-sided’ view that fine art is more aimed at the elite of the art world whilst illustrators work to appeal to the masses. This is the essentially the dichotomy between the elite who purposely go to a gallery to deliberate a meaning behind a piece of art as opposed to an Illustration which tends to explicitly unfurl the answers to the viewer. A good analysis to describe the divide in opinions follows- 

“Each person ultimately finds the answer to the illustration-versus-fine art debate in that person's definition of "art," and that definition is a personal one. If art, as one popular interpretation goes, is about communicating a message, then illustration is fine art…
If, as others suggest, art is about asking questions and not just answering them, as illustrators often do, then illustration may not fit the definition of fine art.” 
(Krause, 2013)

This interpretation gives a positive impression on the ‘freedom’ that art can give to an artist. It does not give a constraint to either and shows that both examples of artist can be as successful and skilful as the other, despite its social standing. One could argue that it would be more prudent to not consider a definition for either in a bid to allow both artists to excel in their profession and receive the same acclaim and position within the art industry as the other.
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