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Preface

This volume is something of a Siamese twin to the
one preceding it. The period it covers is, despite
unmistakeable changes in Rembrandt’s style, so
closely connected with that of the previous years
that it is only when one surveys the whole of his first
ten years of activity in Amsterdam that the cohesion
in his work becomes really clear. This is why in
Volume II we summarized the characteristics of his
portraits from those years, while in the present
volume the same is attempted for the history
paintings. Many of the catalogue entries that follow
were written at the same time as those for Volume
IL; in this respect as well there is no real break
between the two.

This is not to say that Rembrandt research has
stood still since 1986 (when Volume II appeared).
Christian Tumpel has published a monograph in
which, while the main stress is on iconographic
interpretation, a critical stance is taken on the
matter of attributions. This is indeed something that
has over the last few years been seen on a far greater
scale than before; our approach to the subject may
have contributed to this change - at all events it
naturally had a bearing on the way our publication
was received. The deattribution by the West-Berlin
Gemildegalerie, supported by thorough technical
investigation, of their Man in a golden helmet has been
the most headline-catching example of this new
trend in recent years'. As the present volume was
going to press the National Gallery in London, which
enjoys a well-merited reputation on the matter of
scientific research combined with a critical attitude
to its own collection, organized an exhibition on Art
in the making. Rembrandt; the catalogue for this? was
available just in time for us to incorporate a small
number of changes in the text of our own entries.

A slightly different viewpoint is provided by the
study of Rembrandt’s pupils and what they meant
for the production of his workshop. Time and again,
recognizing the hand of a studio collaborator can
help in delimiting the autograph work of the master.
Werner Sumowski has in the past few years
published the second and third volumes of his
Gemdilde der Rembrandt-Schiiler’, which has already
become an indispensable aid in studying the work,
especially the mature work, of Rembrandt’s various
pupils. The exhibition announced by the Musée du
Louvre of paintings by Rembrandt’s pupils and
drawings done by himself and his followers*
unfortunately came too late to be taken into
account. One of the introductory chapters of the
present volume is indeed, continuing from what was
said on the matter in Chapter II of Volume II,
devoted to the problems of the workshop
production. A special place goes here to the
landscapes traditionally attributed to Rembrandt,
which at the start posed considerable problems in
respect of their relationship, attribution and dating;

IX

we believe we have found satisfactory answers to
some of these - but only by focussing our attention
also on the later work of Flinck and, especially, Bol.

The basis for selecting the material to be
considered was again, as for Volume II, Horst
Gerson’s Rembrandt paintings of 1968. Only two
paintings, both formerly belonging to the
Lanckoronski collection in Vienna (Br. 219 and 359;
Gerson 225 and 224), cannot be traced and could
therefore not be covered. The number of works
rejected or omitted by Gerson but accepted by us,
totalled four in both Volume I and Volume 1I; this
time there is only one — a painting that Bredius, too,
did not include in the® Rembrandt canon (our
no. A 130). The number of unsolved attribution
problems — the B-numbers — come to four, and in
each case this classification is due to the difficulty of
assessing the painting in the condition in which it has
survived. Among the C-numbers a dozen paintings
can with a greater or lesser degree of certainty be
linked with a known pupil, while in a number of
other cases groups of two or more works can be
ascribed to a single but as yet nameless hand. We are
well aware that many problems still remain in this
area. It is after all easier to define the personality of a
pupil as this can be seen in his maturity than as one
may or would like to imagine it during his learning
years. In the case of a particularly adaptable artist
like Ferdinand Bol, especially, the assumptions and
suggestions advanced here about the part he played
in the production of the studio occasionally offer
a far from homogeneous picture. A stronger
personality like Carel Fabritius, on the other hand,
can be recognized with remarkable certainty from
the very first works he produced in Rembrandt’s
studio. Among the colleagues with whom we have
had fruitful discussions on this and similar problems,
special mention must be made of Frits J. Duparc of
Montreal and Martin Royalton-Kisch in London.

We have once again made grateful use of technical
information made available to us by a variety of
persons and institutions. On one particular point the
interpretation of this information has undergone a
change; as explained in greater detail in the Table of
dendrochronological data, a modified view of the origin
of the wood used for the panels has led to different
conclusions being drawn from the measurements
made, and thus to somewhat different datings. For
these reasons, we give a table summarizing the
dendrochronology findings-not only from the panels
discussed in the present volume but from those in
Volumes I and II as well.

We are as grateful as before to all the experts and
bodies who have given us vital support in the
scientific sphere, for the generosity they have shown
in placing the results of their research at our
disposal. This applies in particular to the Central
Research Laboratory for Objects of Art and Science
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in Amsterdam (which has moreover been housing
the Project since 1985), the Hamilton Kerr Institute of
the University of Cambridge, the Scientific
Department of the National Gallery, London, the
Ordinariat fir Holzbiologie of the University of
Hamburg, Marco Grassi of New York and Maria del
Carmen Garrido of the Prado Museum in Madrid.

As with the first two volumes, a great many
people helped to make the appearance of this book
possible. First of all, of course, we must mention (by
its new name) the Netherlands Organization for
Scientific Research (NWO), which not only for years
on end bore the cost of the research work but has
also provided a special subsidy for the publication of
Volume III. The Prins Bernhard Fonds, Amsterdam,
made an invaluable contribution by taking on part
of the costs. Thanks are once again due to the
owners, public and private, of the paintings
discussed in this volume for the readiness with which
they granted us facilities and assistance in studying
their property. Only a small number of them were
regrettably not prepared to consent to photographs
of their pictures being reproduced; in these cases we
have had to resort to old (and inevitably inadequate)
reproductions. Among the many colleagues who
helped us we must, in addition to those already
mentioned in Volumes I and II, offer special thanks
to Albert Blankert, Lizzie Boubli, Francis Broun,
Peter Day and Bert M. Meijer. Cynthia Schneider we
mention once again, for being kind enough to make
available to us a version of her as yet unpublished
book on Rembrandt’s landscapes.

Within our own closer circle, all honour goes to
those whose help and care were vital for the writing
and production of the book. Mr Jacques Vis
contributed substantial parts of the text, includin
the majority of the entry for the Night watch. The
translator, Mr Derry Cook-Radmore, was as always a
model of devotion and of care for accuracy that
extended to perfection in the wording, and Mrs L.
Peese Binkhorst — assisted at particularly tense
times by Mrs D. Adang-Dhuygelaere — kept all the
editing, organisational and administrative reins in a
firm hand. Their task was made none the easier by
the fact that from the very earliest stages of
preparing the book one could sense not only the
blessings but also the problems that were going to
flow from technical advances. The publisher, finally,
watched with the care already familiar to us over the
production of what is in many respects a most
demanding kind of publication.

It is likely that this volume is the last to be dealt
with by the writing team as this is constituted today.
It has been obvious for some while that the time the
project is taking makes it necessary to bring in
younger blood, while keeping as far as possible the
experience already gained. The authors are
confident that answers to the problems this presents
have been or will be found.

October 1988
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Chapter I

Stylistic features of the 1630s: the history paintings

When summing up the characteristics of Rem-
brandt’s portraits from the 1630s we believed we
could detect a guiding principle that applied not only
for the portraits, and said: ‘The concentration of
bright light, detail and plastic definition in a central
focus of mterest seems to have been a basic principle
in Rembrandt’s approach in the 1630s. (...) We
sense this principle not only in the portraits — the
approach is also basic to the history paintings:
Rembrandt’s portraits and his history paintings both
evidently stem from the same imagination.’!. The
consequences of this artistic vision are of course a
great deal more complicated where the history
painting is concerned; the problems involved in
bringing light and colour, plasticity and depth into
tune with each other are more complex, and the
solutions to them therefore more varied. The fact
remains that this principle seems to have been a
quite conscious concern of the artist, in both the
small-scale history paintings of the kind he painted
in his Leiden years and the ones with larger-scale
figures that he began to produce only in
Amsterdam, in the mid-1630s in particular. The
programmatic nature of this approach is confirmed
by the comments of Samuel van Hoogstraten on
Rembrandt’s handling of light, when (admittedly
only later, in 1678) he wrote: ‘Wherefore 1
recommend you not to jumble lights and shadows
too much together, but to join them up pleasingly in
groups; let your strongest lights be amicably coupled
with lesser lights; I assure you that they will shine the
more finely; let your deepest darks be ringed round
with clear browns, so that they may all the more
powerfully show up the force of the light. Rembrant
held high this virtue, and was fully versed in the
placing-together of kindred colours.”? A much later
generation was — mistakenly, but not entirely
incomprehensibly — to imagine that this ‘joining up
shadows and light’ could be explained as the result
of the fall of light inside the mill where the miller’s
son was at work.3

Who led Rembrandt to this selective handling of
light is not really clear. Some works by Lastman and
his associates — especially a number of early works
by Claes Moeyaert — have the beginnings of a more
concentrated fall of light, but the variegation of
colours within the lit areas still prevents any

1 See Vol. I p. 13.

2 S. van Hoogstraeten. Inleyding tot de hooge schoole der schilderkonst . . .,
Rotterdam 1678, pp. 305-306 (Book 8, 7th chapter, entitled ‘Schikking van
schaduwen en lichten’ — Disposal of shadow and lights): ‘Daerom
beveele ik u niet te veel lichten en schaduwen dooreen te haspelen, maer
de zelve bequamelijk in groepen te vereenigen; laet uwe sterkste lichten
met minder lichten minlijk verzelt zijn; ik verzeeker u, dat ze te heerlijker
zullen uitblinken; laet uwe diepste donkerheden met klaere bruintes
omringt zijn, op dat ze met te meerder gewelt de kracht van het licht
mogen doen afsteeken. Rembrant heeft deeze deugt hoog in top gevoert,
en was volleert in 't wel byeenvoegen van bevriende verwen’.

significant contrast between light and dark. The
same may be said, though to a lesser degree, of the
Roman-period work of Caravaggio and (more
important in this context) of his Utrecht imitators.
Their handling of chiaroscuro, directed mainly
towards a sculptural modelling of the human figure
against a darkish background, left plasticity and local
colour basically intact. Their influence is more
clearly apparent in the early work by the young Jan
Lievens than it ever was in Rembrandt, but Lievens
already took a step towards greater pictorial
freedom at the expense of solidity of modelling,
even though initially keeping a remarkably colourful
palette. The latter feature is also true of
Rembrandt’s earliest work of 1625 and 1626, where
the use of colour is just as varied as in Lievens’, but
where the scale of the figures is that of Lastman’s
history paintings and not that of Lievens’ large
knee-length works. One can see in the subsequent
stages of Rembrandt’s work in Leiden how he
gradually came to his new style. There was already a
substantial reduction of the colour range in 1627, in
the Stuttgart S. Paul (no. A 11) — a first essential if the
shadow 1s to become the active counterpart of the
concentrated light. In 1628 (soon after somethin

comparable was secen in landscapes like those of
Jan van Goyen, who was then also working in
Leiden) Rembrandt first introduced a diagonal fall of
light slicing through a space that, in both the
foreground and the background, was otherwise in
shadow; the Two old men disputing in Melbourne
(no. A13) is of decisive importance in this respect.
The fall of light marks out the difference between
the planes, but also sets limits to the use of colour.
Far from tending towards the monochrome, this
results in a brilliant effect of a lit zone built up of
tints of equal brightness contrasting with the ‘clear
browns’ and ‘deepest darks’. Because, in the light
passages, a variety of ‘kindred colours’ are as it were
flooded with light, one gets the impression of a
dazzling degree of overlighting; and in this — in close
and, one may assume, mutually fruitful contact with
Lievens — the pictorial refinement is enhanced by
subtle differentiation in the texture of the paint
surface that produces a constantly-changing rela-
tionship of tension and complicity between the
handling of paint and the suggestion of plasticity.

3 J.B. Descamps, La vie des peintres flamands, allemands ¢t hollandais . . ., Paris
1753-1764, vol. IL, p. g2; J. Smith, A catalogue raisonné . .. VII, London 1836,
p- xiil. See R-W. Scheller, ‘Rembrandt’s reputatic van Houbraken tot
Scheltema’, N.KJ. 12 (1961), pp. 81-u8, esp. 86-87. See also E. Kolloff,
‘Rembrandts Leben und Werke nach neuen Actenstiiccken und
Gesichtspunkten geschildert’, Historisches Taschenbuch herausg. von Friedrich
Raumer, grd series V, Leipzig 1854, pp. 542-543: ‘Reynolds will bemerkt
haben dass die Venetianischen Maler auf ihren Bildern durchgingig blos
ein Viertel dem Lichte, ein anderes Viertel dem stirksten Schatten und
das Uebrige den Halbténen einrdumten; dass Rubens mehr als ein Viertel
von seinen Gemilden dem Lichte auszusetzen pflegte, Rembrandt
hingegen viel weniger, namlich héchtens ein Achtel’.
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Fig. 1. Rembrandt, Judas, repentant, returning the pieces of silver, 162g. England,
Private collection (no. A 13)

One finds something of this principle, applied
with varying degrees of success, in most of the works
— especially the history paintings — from the final
Leiden years. The artist was apparently trying to
find a chiaroscuro effect and distribution of colour
that would match the effect of depth; the part that
swelling contours still play in the Melbourne
painting in tracing out fields of contrasting tone
rapidly lessens, probably because it could not be
reconciled with a growing need to produce a feeling
of three-dimensionality without detracting from the
plastic independence of figures and objects. In the
various stages the Judas repentant (no. A1s; fig. 1)
went through before it was completed in 1629, one
can sense Rembrandt’s changing insights, not so
much in respect of colour — the observations and
radiographs can tell us little about what this initially
looked like — as of chiaroscuro. In the painting’s
first state this must have been determined to a great
extent by dark repoussoirs with animated contours
(a curtain to the left, and a standing figure seen from
behind) set against a light rear wall in front of which
a main figure (the high priest) was enthroned.
Rembrandt’s drawing done in preparation for a
revision of the painting (see no. A 15 fig. 7) makes
clear the dominant place that chiaroscuro held in his
thinking: individual forms are only partially legible,
and the stress is on a division into planes marked by
differences in tone. Besides this, the drawing gives us
an idea of the importance Rembrandt attached to
adding or altering one or two architectural features
as a means of reinforcing the structure of his
three-dimensional composition; but as that and no
more — in Rembrandt one detects no interest in
architectural form for its own sake. In its final state
the painting offers a fall of light that is subdued
almost everywhere, and a correspondingly muted
colour-scheme, in which the figures help us, through
their foreshortening and the sheen of light on their
clothing, to sense the space in which they are

Fig. 2. Copy after Rembrandt, The parable of the labourers in the vineyard, 1637.
Leningrad, The Hermitage Museurn (no. C 88)

gathered around a central void. The light rear wall is

‘toned down, and the highest light falls, curiously on

an open book part-hidden by a repoussoir figure and
on a bright yellow tablecloth on the extreme left —
a passage in which the contrast effect is greatest and
where the accent is on rich texture and (as in the
past) on the liveliness of the contours. Similar
tendencies and a similar end result mark the stages,
linked to even more drastic alterations, by which the
Los Angeles Raising of Lazarus (no. A 30) was
produced, one may assume around 1630/31. A
simpliﬁed variation, in respect of lighting, is in a
sense seen in the Christian scholar in a vaulted room of
1631, known from a copy in Stockholm (no. C17),
where however the addition of a visible light source
made it possible to frame the depiction of space with
a darkish zone round all four sides.

There was ample reason to dwell for some
considerable time on the genesis of the Judas
repentant, for that painting contains, both in the
nature of the successive changes and in the final
result, features that one finds to be regular com-
ponents of the small-scale history paintings from
the 1630s. This is of course most evident when the
scene is set in an interior, as for instance in the
Parable of the labourers in the vineyard, known from a
workshop copy in Leningrad (no. C 88; fig. 2) the lost
original for which was probably done in 1637. There
are a number of evident differences — the light
source is included in the picture, as it was with the
Christian scholar, so that a murky framing of the lit
main scene may also continue on the left, in front of
the window. Nonetheless the similarity with the
4 One may wonder if there is not some iconographic reason for the

emphasis on the open book; the readings given so far of the text depicted

(Vol. 1, p. 193) do not point to this. Possibly one ought to think in terms of

a prophesy of the betrayal by Judas; the most likely text for this would be

Zachariah u:12-13, which reads: “. . .So they weighed for my price thirty

pieces of silver. And the Lord said unto me, Cast it unto the potter: a

goodly price that I was prised at of them. And I took the thirty pieces of
silver, and cast them to the potter in the house of the Lord’.



Fig. 3. Rembrandt, John the Baptist preaching, ¢. 1634/35. Berlin, Staatliche
Museen Preussischer Kulturbesitz, Gemildegalerie (no. A 106)

Judas repentant is striking in many ways: the volumes
of the figures, bales, chests and books here leave
empty a space in the centre broken up by steps (the
curved step in the Labourers in the vineyard runs
exactly as, judging from the X-ray, that in the Judas
originally did!), and on the right the dark room
stretches off into the distance in a way that is again
strongly reminiscent of the Judas (especially the
drawing). The expressive gestures and poses tell the
story across the full width of the scene, from the
repoussoir figure at the table on the left to the high
adjoining room on the right; the various actions
going on are separated from each other by degrees
of lighting and the main action, closest to the
window, is in the strongest light.

The horizontal format as seen in the Labourers in
the vineyard was used more sparingly by Rembrandt
after 1640, but in the 1630s there are various
examples in which, though they are quite different
in subject-matter, one can see an application of the
same principle where the role and function of light
and colour are concerned, and where that principle
undergoes the same change as it did in the Labourers.
Since we are considering here, without exception,
scenes set in the open air, it is clear at once that the
principle is scarcely compatible with daylight in the
out-of-doors; right into his landscapes — until a later
development was to make the little 1646 Winter
landscape in Kassel (Br.452) a possibility! —
Rembrandt continued to manipulate light in a way
that can be done only in the imagination. He must
have very quickly realized that he had no use for the
blue of a cloudless or lightly clouded sky; his
Susannas and Bathshebas would have to appear in
almost nocturnal gardens. One already discerns this
tendency in the otherwise relatively colourful Rape of
Europa of 1632 (no. A 47), where in a rather lighter
range of colours the light is distributed on the same
principle as in the Judas repentant: against the matt
grey of the distant view and sky, the foreground and
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right background are in the dark and the highest
light is on the middle ground and, especially, on the
far left on the main actors in the little drama going
on there, though without the dramatic link between
the action on the left and the terror of Europa’s
companions being very strongly felt. In that respect
the remarkable painting of 1634 at Anholt with two
Diana episodes (no. A g2) is more successful, both in
the coordinating effect of the diagonally-placed lit
zone and the actions of the figures, most of which
underpin the dynamic of the diagonal®.

In the two major grisailles from the middle and
later 1630s, the Berlin jJohn the Baptist preaching
(no. A 106; ﬁg. 3) — probably started as a cartoon for
an etching, but later enlarged and promoted to the
status of a monochrome painting in its own right —
and the Rotterdam Concord of the State (no. A 135) — a
sketch, for a purpose unknown — the lighting
(virtually identical in both) naturally plays a leading
role in creating spatial relationships and contrasts,
and in suggesting a wealth of more or less
graphically drawn detail extending to the darkest
and furthest corners. In both instances the painted
surface was extended at a late stage, one result of
which was a wide, dark and partly empty foreground
area, very much as in the judas repentant and similar
compositions. The borders of light and dark are
enlivened at various places by dark repoussoirs and
light accents that, placed against a dark empty space,
‘all the more powerfully show up the force of the
light’, to use the words of Samuel van Hoogstraten.
The degree of freedom of action Rembrandt allows
his figures is amazing; he has an inexhaustible
imagination in finding a totally original man-
agement of groups of figures and of individual
figures within the groups. One way of achieving
great naturalness in such scenes is the use of
apparently arbitrary overlapping of figures; the
result can be bodies without (or with faceless) heads,
or formless and partly hidden figures seen from
behind. Quite striking in this respect is the figure,
seen only as a lap with closely detailed hands, found
on the right behind the group of Pharisees in the john
the Baptist preaching. The fact that this highly personal

5 Itdoes seem surprising that not a single drawing for all these nude figures
in complicated poses has survived. Drawings used as a model can at all
events be assumed for the dogs depicted here, since they recur exactly
the same elsewhere in work by Rembrandt and his studio. The two dogs
seen fighting on the far left, one standing over the other lying on its back,
are found in the Berlin john the Baptist preaching (po. A 106) and, in reverse,
in a drawing attributed to Titus van Rijn in the Duits collection in London
(see A. Welcker in: O.H. 55, 1938, pp. 268-273, fig. 4; Sumowski Drawings
IX, no. 2208). The barking dog on the left by Actaeon’s right leg recurs on
the right in the Night-watch (no. A 146). For further cases of animals that
recur, see the comments on Joseph telling his dreams (no. A 66), john the
Baptist preaching and the Parable of the labourers in the vineyard (no. C 88). The
Rembrandt inventory of 1636 mentions ‘Een dito [ie. a book], vol
teeckeninge van Rembrant, bestaende in beesten nae ’t leven’ (A ditto,
full of drawings by Rembrant comprising animals done from life; Strauss
Doc., 1656/12 no. 249).
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Fig. 4. Rembrandt, Christ in the storm on the Sea of Galilee, 1633. Boston, The
Isabella Stewart Gardner Museum (no. A 68)

and apparently arbitrary arrangement, in which
compositional relationship seems to be counteracted
by features intersecting or running in the opposite
direction, does not result in chaos is due mostly to
the order created by the lighting.

The extent of illusionism and meticulous detail
that Rembrandt was willing and able to bring in his
small-scale history paintings is shown by the Christ
in the storm of 1633 in the Stewart Gardner Muse-
um (no. A 68; fig. 4). Without descending into
over-minute detail, Rembrandt has given every part
of the composition a considerable degree of
modelling. In the case of the billowing clothing of
the figures this leads to the leather-like char-
acterization of the material depicted, something
that is also typical of the paintings from the Leiden
period. The light local colours in the strongly-lit
group around the mast have been deliberately made
this pale so as to show the lighting off to full
advantage by means of the ‘kindred’ cool and warm
tints. Subdued cool tones predominate in the
shadows — heads and hands are integrated with
great care into the tonal nature of the various
passages. And yet the paint itself never gets lost in
the illusion — relatively thickly applied in the lit
zones, it contributes, by catching the light, to the
luminosity of these areas. The thinner painting of
the more flatly treated shadow areas ensures that
the link between the various elements in these parts
is maintained. The central theme of the apostles

fearing for their lives in the tempest is portrayed
with a wide variety of action and expression, in line
with Rembrandt’s sole (and constantly quoted)
comment in 1639 about ‘die meeste ende die
naetuereelste beweechgelickheijt’ (the greatest and
most natural emotion and animation) — that he had
observed in two of his Passion pictures®, and the
‘affectum vivacitas’ (power to move the spirit of the
viewer) that Huygens admired in the Judas repentant’.
There is more in common between that painting and
the Christ in the storm, than one might think at first
sight. Both works are marked by the way strong light
falling from the left is immediately reflected, in the
lefthand part of the composition, onto the open
book in one case and the breaking wave in the other.
In both cases the main actors, Judas and Christ
respectively, are placed off-centre in moderate
lighting as a final stopping-point for the eye as it is
led from left to right; the view into the distance, as
the next stage in the process of scanning the picture,
is clearly employed as a deliberate means of calling
the viewer’s attention back and focussing it on the
main figure in the scene — but it does so in such a
way that the eye as it were continues to search
among the surrounding reddish-tinted forms
immediately close to the main figure. This
deliberately-stimulated mobility of observation of a
picture in which at the same time unity is being
sought through the handling of light and colour
seems to provide a key to Rembrandt’s multi-figure
history paintings. It is obvious from the 1634 grisaille
(no. A 89) for the Ecce homo print — the only grisaille
that was taken as far as an etching — how
consciously Rembrandt must have used this device.
One can see very clearly in the print how, just as the
function of the boathook stands out against the dark
background in the Christ in the storm, the lit hand of
the Pharisee gesturing towards the crowd is touched
by the light as this flows through space. (The tassel
hanging down at the left of the table in the judas
repentant plays a similar role.) In the Ecce homo
grisaille Rembrandt once again adopts the device of
placing the main figure, that of Christ, in subdued
light so that the eye, roving among a mass of more
immediately noticeable detailed features, does not
find it at once. In the etching this effect is to a large
extent lost because of the strong lighting of Christ —
a change in design that may have been deliberate, in
view of the emphatic way that in, for example, the
Passion series painted for Frederik Hendrik Christ is
always the most brightly lit figure.

As well as in the Christ in the Storm and the Ecce
homo Rembrandt’s ambition as a dramatic narrator
manifests itself during the 1630s in the five Passion

6 H. Gerson, Seven letters by Rembrandt, transcription LH. van Eeghen,

translation Y.D. Ovink, The Hague 1961, p. 34. See also Vol. II, p. 285.
7 See Vol. I, pp. 192-193.



pictures (nos. A 65, A 69, Au8, A126 and A 127)
produced in 1632-39 — together with compositions
with a similar subject and treatment such as the
Adoration of the Magi of ¢. 1632 that has survived as a
copy (see no. C 46), the Moscow Incredulity of Thomas
of 1634 (no. A go), the London grisaille of the
Lamentation of ¢. 1634/35 (no. A1o7) and the Risen
Christ appearing to Mary Magdalene of 1638 in
Buckingham Palace (no. A124). As to the Passion
pictures, one may of course wonder whether, once
the Stadholder’s commission had been given, the
framework within which a more or less
homogeneous series was to be supplied did not place
a certain constraint on the artist, one that hampered
a further development of his style. This idea finds
support in the slow rate at which these were
delivered in spite of the pressure from his customer
evident in Rembrandt’s letters to Constantijn
Huygens during the years 1636-39%. Scholars have
often distrusted Rembrandt’s pleading of his
‘stuijdiose vlijt’ (studious diligence), and thought that
he worked on the series with increasing distaste, or
indeed completed the last two paintings only
because he needed the money®. Such a state of
affairs is however not all that plausible — one knows
from a number of instances that, certainly during his
time in Leiden, Rembrandt made numerous and
sometimes quite radical changes precisely in works
of a particularly prestigious kind (the judas repentant
and the Raising of Lazarus) and could evidently spend
a long time working on a single painting. There is
considerably less evidence of this kind for the
Passion-series paintings, and indeed least of all for
the last two, the Entombment and Resurrection. In so
far as, with the very poor condition of the paintings,
the X-rays can allow any conclusion, the Resurrection
especially has undergone a number of alterations
but by no means so drastic as to suggest a
complicated genesis. The Ascension, completed in
1636, presents one clear pentimento — the figure of
God the Father — and the X-ray suggests rather

8 For a survey of these letters, see Vol. II, pp. 284-285.

g Gerson (op. cit. p. g) wondered ‘Had he really required three years to
reproduce “the greatest and most natural movement” (...) in these
pieces? Had there been other difficulties? Or had Rembrandt been
preoccupied with other commissions in these years?”. Schwartz pointed
out that early in 1639 (i.e. when he was in need of money for the house he
had just bought) Rembrandt — after three years of silence — announced
to Huygens the completion of the Entombment and Resurrection; the same
author believed that far from working on these paintings studiously and
industriously, Rembrandt finished them off over-hastily and ‘delivered
them before they were properly dry, so that the fresh paint never had a
chance to stick to the ground fully’, and considered this an explanation of
the poor state of conservation of the Munich paintings (Schwartz 1984,
fig. 114 and p. u6). This final conclusion is unlikely from the material
viewpoint, but it is quite possible that there is a connexion between the
completion of these two paintings and Rembrandt’s financial
circumstances. This was also the view of Tiimpel, who felt that
Rembrandt’s explanations of the long wait for the two works betray a not
entirely easy conscience (Tumpel 1986, p. 137).
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indistinct changes in the lower half. The most
extensive alterations are in the first work in the
series, the Descent from the Cross, which was completed
in 1633 after having been under way for certainly
some considerable time. The changes in the Raising of
the Cross are unmistakeable but not really radical;
nonetheless Rembrandt did, it appears from the
drawings connected with the composition (see
no. A 69 figs. 5 and 6), occupy himself with the
subject for some years. Providing cohesion within
the series does appear to be something that gave
Rembrandt concern; this one can gather from his
first known letter to Huygens written early in 1636,
in which he says that tifte Entombment, Resurrection
and Ascension ‘ackoordeeren’ (match) the Raising of the
Cross and Descent from the Cross. This match will, aside
from matters of format and type of composition,
certainly have related to a careful and highly-
finished execution. The lively, graphic treatment
seen in the lit centre of the Incredulity of Thomas must
not be looked for in the Passion works any more
than the rapid and rather flat rendering of form
around the periphery of that painting or of the Risen
Christ appearing to Mary Magdalene, let alone the
almost brutal, sketchlike treatment found occa-
sionally in the big grisailles.

Given the for the most part exceptionally poor
state of the Munich Passion paintings, one can do
hardly more than suspect that the subtleties in them
— probably once similar to those in the Christ in the
storm for instance — have suffered badly through
extensive restorations. Everything suggests that they
originally had normal degree of detail that can be
extrapolated from other paintings. There is still a
little of it to be found in one or two passages, for
example in the carefully modelled figures in shadow
in the Raising of the Cross and Resurrection; in the
close attention to sheens of light in a shadowy
surrounding they remind one of the — no less
painstaking — execution of the Judas repentant of ten
years earlier. More importantly, the underlying
principle of managing the action on a shallow ‘stage’
by means of concentrated lighting still makes itself
felt in these relatively tall compositions, albeit with
variations and with increasing ‘llogical’ liberties; it 1s
at its most innovative in what must have been the
earliest work in the series, the Descent from the Cross.
Though Rembrandt here worked Rubens’ prototype
into his portrayal of the body of Christ, he moved
radically away from it through his dramatic lighting
and the consequent emphasis on the diagonal thrust
of the composition.

Incontrovertible evidence that fundamental
changes are involved in his small-figured history
pieces is not found until the Detroit Visitation of 1640
(no. A 138); this has a change in the lighting and
another in the use of colour — changes that are
naturally linked directly one with the other. The sky
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Fig. 5. Rembrandt, A young woman (Esther? Judith?) at her toilet, c. 1632/33.
Ottawa, The National Gallery of Ottawa (no. A 64)

acting as a dark canopy remains, but beneath it the
light has become diffuse and the colour, without
becoming variegated, takes on a new intensity. This
ushers in a period of widely fluctuating practice: the
comparatively fixed pattern that marked the 1630s is
not superseded by another one in the 1640s, but
rather gives way to a constantly changing use of
chiaroscuro without this necessarily being at the
expense of colour.

Though the small-figured history paintings lead
directly on from antecedents in the Leiden years,
Rembrandt’s move to Amsterdam in other respects
meant a new beginning. The most obvious is of
course the sudden start on producing portraits,
though this has to be seen not so much 1n terms of
an artistic choice as of his response to the market
potential for a new product, probably connected
with Rembrandt’s activity for or with Hendrik
Uylenburgh’s business. Somewhat later, possibly
prompted by similar considerations, he began to
produce large-scale history paintings, ranging from
single-figure works to ambitious compositions with
numerous figures. Both new types of picture called
for an approach for which the years in Leiden had
provided scarcely any precedent. In the case of the
portrait Rembrandt was able, as we have seen,
amazingly quickly to make a dexterous adaptation to
his new task!?. Production of the large-scale history
paintings started later, and he adapted to them more
gradually. Little by little, however, the large works
with figures seem to come up to the artist’s

ambition; they form a relatively homogeneous
group in which one can, in the prolific years 1633-36,
trace a clear line of progression.

The first signs of an interest in this direction
appear in 1632, in connexion with the knee-length
portraits from that year. In the Man in oriental dress in
New York (no. A 48) the task set has obviously been
mastered with complete ease. A large part of the
figure is in shadow, and appears dark and outlined
by a lively contour laced along with constricuons
and drawn against the light background; the same is
the case with the San Francisco Portrait of Joris de
Caullery of the same date (no. A 53). As in the latter
painting the colour is limited in the areas where the
head and bust catch the full light to a flesh colour, a
warm golden brown and cooler grey. A lively
paintrelief in the lit passages and a certain
translucency in the dark ones play their part in a
brilliant solution to the problem of giving convincing
form to the bulk of a lifesize figure set in a
surrounding space felt as atmospheric. But it was a
narrow-based solution: it depended on sacrificing a
great deal of colour and plastic detail to a shadow
effect corresponding to that seen in small-scale
compositions from the same period such as the
Descent from the Cross — it could hardly be used
successfully once a more thorough definition of
form was called for. This is evident from the Stock-
holm Apostle Peter also dated 1632 (no. A 46), where a
similar chiaroscuro effect applied to the dominant
brown of Peter’s cloak gave a rather dreary look to
the whole (which in the recent literature has even led
to the painting being rejected!).

In 1633 one detects the first signs of a new
approach, in the Ottawa Young woman (Esther?
Judith?) at her toilet (no. A 64; fig. 5) probably dating
from 1632/33 and the New York Bellona dated 1633
(no. A 70). The former, the scale of which represents
only a first step towards the lifesize figure paintings,
is in many ways still closely allied to work from the
Leiden period. The design of the Artist in orienial
costume 1in the Petit Palais, Paris (no. A 40) — a
painting that Rembrandt probably revised in 1633 —
seems to form the basis for the handling of light and
depth, though the lighting is rather more sparse and
in that respect too the painting foreshadows what
was to come. As in the earlier work the figure is
bordered by moderately contrasty contours and,
along the bottom, by deep cast shadows, and the
light glances gently off the heavy red and thin, light
shiny materials and makes the jewels and gold
embroidery sparkle. In the rather chaotic use of
highlights in the latter one senses a certain
confusion, such as providing the detail in a more
than half lifesize figure might cause in a newcomer to
10 See Vol I, p. g and Vol. I1, p. 3.

11 Gerson regarded the painting in Stockholm as a copy. Schwartz and
Tiimpel did not include it in their books of 1984 and 1986, respectively.



the task. For the rest, one can only note how
successfully a design originally conceived on a much
smaller scale here forms the starting-point for a
convincing portrayal in which the bulky figure,
through the axes of its movement and placing in
space, lends a convincing solidity to the structure
of the composition; the light remains wholly
responsible for the management of muted and
mostly warm local colour on the one hand and a
coloristically neutral twilight on the other.

The year 1633 however also brings the virtually
lifesize Bellona, and with it an unmistakeable shift; in
many respects this painting sets the tone for similar
works in the years to come. The goddess is not only
seen knee-length, but the forward thrust of the
figure is coupled with a far stronger emphasis on
plasticity and a greater measure of independence for
contrasting local colours. Against this, the light can
maintain its dominant position only by on the one
hand allowing part of the figure (the arm on the left)
almost to disappear in the shadows, and on the other
setting up dazzling highlights on the armour. The
artist has in fact come to this singular, hardly subtle
and not entirely satisfactory solution only gropingly.
So far as one can work out from the drastic changes
in composition described in the entry for no. A 7o,
these did not involve only a switch in the positions of
the sword and shield — it is also likely that the
cuirass, with its strong reflexions of light, was not
always present, and the background originally had a
lighter hue. This painting could thus, in the course of
its genesis, have reflected in many respects a shift in
stylistic approach; in its final form it still occupies a
kind of intermediate position between the later work
— in particular because of the strong and rather
unatmospheric lighting that dramatizes plastic form
— and the Ottawa painting, of which one is
reminded by the incoherent scattered golden yellow
highlights in the red velvet skirt. There can be hardly
any doubt that the change — nowhere more plainly
manifest in 1633 than in the New York Bellona — is
the outcome of Rembrandt’s competing with
contemporaries attuned to the Flemish style. It is not
quite so certain that Rubens was the direct influence
in this; if he was not, then it will have been Jacob
Backer, whose arrival in Amsterdam in 16 33 brought
a Flemish note into the city’s artistic life!2.

What the Bellona lacks is most clearly seen if one
compares it with the knee-length works depicting
other female figures from mythology or classical
history that Rembrandt painted in 1634 and 1633,
One notices then how, with increasing mastery,
he wused light falling from the left to define
unequivocally the figure’s volume and spatial po-
sitioning, as well as to give an illusionistic sug-
gestion of deep hollows or of features projecting

12 See Vol. II, p. 330.
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Fig. 6. Rembrandt, Flora, 1635. London, The National Gallery (no. A uz)

forward. The Leningrad Flora of 1634 (no. A g3),
though similar in type to the Bellona, already quite
obviously has a clearer structure and three-
dimensionality, combined with a new measure of
refinement in the colours of a glossy light green
satin and a controlled wealth of tints in a gold
brocade. In the London Flora from the tollowing
year (no.Aug; fig. 6) Rembrandt manages to
coordinate the lighting and pose of the figure in such
a way that, with a further reduction in local colour to
a handful of colour accents in a whole made up of
creamy tints, browns and grey, the distribution of
light and the individual borders that mark out
chiaroscuro contrasts a perfect definition of the
figure’s volume. The figure turned a little to the left,
is lit frontally, and this creates a light band rising
from left to right against which, in the middle of the
composition, the hand projecting forwards and
holding the flowers stands out dark. Furthermore
(and far more strongly than in the 1634 Leningrad
Flora) the sculptural modelling of the broad form is
combined, at the very points where there are the
most animated contrasts of chiaroscuro and colour,
with a lively brushstroke whose graphic rhythm
makes a major contribution to the dynamic of the
whole. The adventurous effects that light and dark,
backlight and cast shadow within a single figure are
able to provide reach a high point in the Standard-
bearer of 1636 (no. A 120), a painting that certainly



STYLISTIC FEATURES OF THE 16308: THE HISTORY PAINTINGS

Fig. 7. Rembrandt, Abraham’s sacrifice, 1635. Leningrad, The Hermitage
Museum (no. A 108)

cannot be seen as a companion-piece of the Flora, yet
in a way shows a link!® and very close resemblance
with it in the significance the chiaroscuro has in
creating space and volume, and even in suggesting a
wealth of colours where there are in reality only light
green and yellow sheens set in a whole dominated
by browns and greys. The formal energy that these
figures radiate stems in part from the modelling
expressed in chiaroscuro and the illusionistic effect
of greatly foreshortened forms in the centre of the
composition. To this however must be added the
striking pattern of the forms, deep cast shadows
especially, that wind along lit shapes with a
characteristic thythm that is to a high degree the
special feature of Rembrandt’s large-scale work from
the mid-1630s.

The multi-figured history paintings, full- or
knee-length, kept pace with this rapid development
of the single figures in the years 1634-36. Closely akin
to the heavy and rather static form and soft
half-tints of the 1634 Leningrad Flora is the Munich
Holy family (no. A 88), where the light has a similar
broad modelling function and the dynamic lies

13 Both were reproduced in Rembrandt’s workshop by the same hand, in a
drawing probably intended for sale. See no. A u2 fig. 6 and no. A 120
fig. 4.
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mainly in the skilful way the axes of movement in
the figures describe a variety of diagonals in
shadowy space. The sculptural effect of the figures
and the softly billowing draperies, whose rhythm is
accentuated by incisive dark shadows, is found again
in the Madrid Sophonisba (no. A 94) and the Cupid
blowing a soap bubble in the Bentinck Collection
(no. A q1). The features these works share make one
realize what a range of opportunities were available
to an artist who within the same year produced the
Ecce homo grisaille and the Incredulity of Thomas, with
their comparatively nervous hand.

In 1635 we find a remarkable diversification in the
large-scale history pieces that can be interpreted as a
sign of mastery achieved. The static, almost
statuesque rendering of individual figures like that in
the Sophonisba is pursued in a similarly subtle
colour-scheme not only in the Minerva (no. A 114) but
also in the Berlin Samson threatening his father-in-law
(no. A 109), which may be termed remarkable as a
dramatic group of essentally static figures
comparable to the Judith composition hidden under
the London Flora, and in the scarely less remarkable
Dresden Rape of Ganymede (no. A n3) — all works in
which a relatively bold handling of paint does not
fight shy of illusionistic effect but also achieves great
refinement in suggesting depth and texture.
Something of this can be found at some places in the
(undated, but probably also 1635) painting of
Belshazzar’s feast in London (no. A no), in which
perhaps for the first time Rembrandt was dealing
with dramatic action at life-size in a composition
with knee-length figures. Pictorially the result was
almost disjointed incoherence, perhaps because of
the strange lighting that the subject entailed and that
precluded the unifying effect of the usual shaft of
light. Most unambiguously  recognizable  as
characteristic is the way the composition — which
can hardly be called balanced — is held together by
Belshazzar’s outstretched arms in a way that is
reminiscent of the other ambitious history painting
from 1635, the Leningrad Abraham’s sacrifice
(no. A 108; fig. 7). This picture otherwise represents
in virtually all respects the opposite extreme of the
possibilities open to Rembrandt at that moment.
Against the incoherent composition of the Belshazzar
this painting offers, with the intersecting diagonals
described by the angel and the body of Isaac and
linked by Abraham’s arms, an extreme clarity of
construction; against a colour-range based on
mainly warm tones and a glowing red it has a colour-
scheme of cool tones alternating with browns and
greys; and against confusing lighting effects there is
a well-planned interplay between contrasting high-
lights and reflections and deep hollows, brought about
by skilful management of the light from the left.

In contrast to the stylistic variety that proved
possible within the year 1635 — and that also exists



between, for instance, the firmly modelled Sophonisba
and the Prague Scholar (no. A g5), also from 1634 and
executed with more freely placed brushstrokes —
one can describe 1636 as a year of very homogeneous
production. What one finds in concentrated form in
the Standard-bearer in terms of virtuoso use of
chiaroscuro contrasts and reflexions of light,
juggling with bulky and foreshortened forms, subtly
apportioned indications of depth and compelling
dynamic brushwork recurs in the two large (and
originally equally large!) history paintings from the
same year, the Frankfurt Blinding of Samson (no. A 116)
and the Leningrad Danae (no. A 1g), even if in the
latter this contrasty character has been partly
nullified by later autograph overpainting. It is thus
mainly in the Blinding of Samson that the drama —
not so much that of the story as of the pictorial
performance — recurs in various ways: in the
flaming red of the Philistine set as a silhouette
against the incoming light; in the broken tints,
glistening in the light, of draperies and flesh areas in
the centre; and in the reflexions of light on the dark
armour on the right. In terms of composition, too,
the Blinding of Samson forms, in the way the figures
for the most part move along diagonal lines around
an empty central space, a logical connexion to and
almost a summary of previous works, in particular
the Munich Holy family and the Leningrad Abraham’s
sacrifice.

A turning-point, with a shift to a warmer
colour-scheme and a lighting aimed more at
atmospheric effect than at contrast, first becomes
fully evident in a work such as the Dresden Wedding
of Samson of 1638 (no. Ai23; fig. 8). It is perhaps
significant that this has figures at under half-lifesize
scale; just as the series of large-scale figure works was
opened with the Ottawa Young woman at her toilet, so
it closes with the Dresden Wedding of Samson. After
1636 and right into the 1650s there are really only two
paintings that can claim to continue the lifesize scale
series: the first of these, perhaps already begun in
1635, is the Prodigal son in the tavern in Dresden
(no. A 11) — probably only a fragment, and possi-
bly even a fragment (deliberately isolated by
Rembrandt, and expanded later) of a composition
designed for a horizontal format. The fact that in
that instance the artist met with problems might be
linked with the subtle colouring and relatively
modest contrast effect that are characteristic of the
painting and that would hardly be up to giving a
work of that size its convincing three-dimensional
structure. Only once did Rembrandt succeed in this
at an even larger scale, in the Night watch (no. A 146)
on which he must have made a start possibly already
in 1639 but certainly in 1640. Here he combines his
use of atmospheric effects from these years in the
figures in subdued light further back, with contrasts
of colour and light and repoussoir effects such as he
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Fig. 8. Rembrandt, The wedding of Samson, 1638. Dresden, Staatliche
Kunstsammlungen Dresden, Gemaldegalerie Alte Meister (no. A 123)

had employed in the middle 1630s. In this sense the
artist was, in the group portrait that the Night watch
represents, behaving entirely as if he were producing
a history painting. And immediately after this was
completed in 1642 he must have revised his Danae,
leaving large areas with accessories intact or
enlivening them with one or two retouches, but
raising the lighting level on the background and
nude in an entity now aimed very much at a uniform
luminosity. Even if — as is still all too often the case
— one regards the ‘baroque’ Rembrandt of the large
figure paintings of the 1630s with some disapproval,
one can still see in this evidence that these works
too, with their dramatic contrast, formed a
necessary link in the chain, and formed a
starting-point for his work in the 1640s and beyond.

J.B., Ev.d.W.



Chapter II

Studio practice and studio production

General

As we pointed out in Chapter II of the Introduction
to Volume II, it is already plain from documentary
evidence that the number of pupils working in
Rembrandt’s studio must have been considerable.
Attention was drawn to the status of these young
artists as ‘leerjongens’ (apprentices) or ‘knechten’
(assistants), and their potential importance for the
output of the workshop. Following on from the
conclusions and suggestions put forward concerning
works produced “in Rembrandt’s studio by Isack
Jouderville and Govaert Flinck in the early 1630s, the
present chapter will deal with the workshop pro-
duction of the years 1632-42 and, where directly
connected, with the work of his pupils after they had
set up on their own. Besides the various types of
workshop piece, we shall consider the part played in
this production by identifiable hands.

It must be amitted that our knowledge of what
went on in Rembrandt’s workshop is still meagre,
and rests largely on circumstantial evidence of
widely differing kinds. As we said in Volume II, one
does have some general idea of the formal aspects of
the workshop under the surveillance of the guilds
that continued to exist in the 17th century, and of
the status of apprentices as it appears from
indenture papers that have survived. On the nature
of the training given, which was one of the raisons
d’étre of the workshop, one can extrapolate
relatively vague notions from what occasional
comments can be found in theoretical writings of
the period — from Van Mander, Goeree and
Hoogstraten — and from what littde reliable
information pictures of studios have to add to these.
Where Rembrandt’s studio in particular is
concerned, we do have a few incidental reports — in
particular the frequently quoted statement by
Sandrart about the ‘fast unzahlbaren fiirnehmen
Kindern” who came to Rembrandt to study and
whose work he sold — as well as biographical
information on individual pupils and, last but not
least, a large number of works that for more or less
valid reasons may be seen as done in the workshop.
In the following pages we shall try, taking various
examples, to look at the workshop production in the

1 A. Houbraken, De groote schouburgh der Nederlanische konstschilders en
schilderessen . . . 111, 2nd edn The Hague 1753, p. 206: ‘De Konst van
Rembrant had als wat nieuws in haar tyd een algemeene goedkeuring,
z00 dat de konstoeffenaren (wilden zy hunne werken gangbaar doen
zyn) genootzaakt waren zig aan die wyze van schilderen te gewennen; al
hadden zy zelf eene veel prysselyker behandelinge. Waarom ook Govert
Flinck ( . . .) en anderen meer, zig tot de school van Rembrant begaven.
Onder deze was ook myn Stadtgenoot Arent de Gelder die, na dat hy
door S. van Hoogstraten in de gronden van de Konst was onderwezen,
mede naar Amsterdam vertrok om Rembrants wyze van schilderen te
leeren. ..’

2 On this balance, see Vol. 11, p. 33.
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scarce light that this information of different kinds is
able to shed.

It can reasonably be assumed that (certainly in the
1630s and "40s) Rembrandt’s workshop differed from
the average studio not only in the number of pupils
— which struck Sandrart forcibly — but also in the
high proportion among them who were not there to
learn the basics of their craft but who wanted, after
having already being trained by another master, to
absorb Rembrandt’s style from the man himself.
Arnold Houbraken was later to write disparagingly,
in his biography of Aert de Gelder, ‘As something
novel at the time Rembrant’s art had general
approval, so that drtists were obliged (if they wanted
to have their work accepted) to become used to this
manner of painting; even though they themselves
had a far more commendable style. For this reason
Govaert Flinck and others joined Rembrant’s school.
They included my fellow-townsman Arent de Gelder
[of Dordrecht] who, after learning the basics of Art
from S. van Hoogstraten, went to Amsterdam to
learn Rembrandt’s way of painting...’l. Indeed,
most of the Rembrandt pupils we know of — i.e.
pupils in the broadest sense of the word, including
advanced assistants — had acquired the ‘basics of
Art’ elsewhere. Govaert Flinck from Kleve (Cleves)
had already studied with Lambert Jacobsz. in
Leeuwarden when at about 18 years of age he came
to Rembrandt in, probably, 1633. Ferdinand Bol of
Dordrecht was about 20 years old after studying
with or in the circle of Abraham Bloemaert in
Utrecht, and Carel and Barent Fabritius were aged
about 19 and 22 respectively and had studied with
their father in Midden-Beemster. Hoogstraten will
probably have been only 14 years old when,
presumably following the death of his father, the
painter Dirck van Hoogstraten, he left Dordrecht to
go and work with Rembrandt in Amsterdam, and
only Maes seems to have been 12 years old (the
normal age for starting an apprenticeship) when
after learning the art of drawing with ‘a common
master’ he made the move from Dordrecht to
Amsterdam. It is thus quite natural that in
Rembrandt’s case the balance, between an
unproductive learning component concentrated
largely in the early stage of the apprenticeship, and

3 Joachim von Sandrarts Academie der Bau-, Bild-, und Mahlerey-Kiinste, A.R.
Peltzer ed., Munich 1925, p. 203.

4 See, for example, Blankert Bol, p. 19.

5 The differences between Rembrandt and Rubens, and the practices in
their respective studios, have long been commented on in the literature
and interpreted in widely varying ways. See, for instance, Sumowski
Gemdlde 1, p. 14, where stress is placed on the importance Rembrandt is
supposed to have attached to individuality of execution (‘Rembrandt
war ausserstande ... zwischen Invention und Ausfiihrung... zu

ihn war die handschriftliche Materialitit

konstituierendes Element des Bildes’); see also S. Alpers, Rembrandt’s
enterprise. The studio and the market, Chicago 1988, pp. 59ff., who thinks in

unterscheiden. Fiir



involvement in the profit-earning production of the
workshop that might be expected especially in the
later stage?, was tilted very strongly towards the
latter. This can explain Sandrart’s indignation at the
fact that Rembrandt charged even his more
advanced assistants the fee of 100 guilders a year and
on top of that took in a good 2000 to 2500 guilders a
year from the sale of their paintings and etchings?®.
Most of all, however, this arrangement was of course
of immediate importance for the output of the
workship — a not inconsiderable proportlon of this
will have been the work 6f young painters who had
already learned their trade but were acquiring the
style of the master. Rembrandt’s studio has
consequently often been likened to that of Rubens*.
There is naturally a similarity between the two,
dictated by their traditional features; but in terms of
production methods and product there must have
been an appreciable difference. In Rubens’ case —
like that of, for instance, Raphael — there was a
well-developed allocation of tasks, and a sizeable
part of the output was designed and prepared by the
master himself but actually executed by his
assistants. One gets the impression that in
Rembrandt’s studio the assistants produced work of
their own under a certain amount of supervision,
and although corrections by the master and
collaboration between master and pupil or between
pupils themselves cannot be discounted from the
outset effort by several persons on a single work
played nothing like the role it did in Rubens’
workshop. Even more, the farming-out of the
execution of large works to colleagues working on
their own account (as Rubens did with the canvases
ordered by the Spanish king for the Torre de la
Parada) seems quite inconceivable with Rembrandts.

While most of his pupils were thus far from raw
beginners when they arrived in Rembrandt’s studio,
they had come to learn, and one may expect to find
in their production works that correspond  to
progressive stages of their training, albeit with the
accent on the later stages in which the young
painters enjoyed a degree of independence within
the limits set by the master’s style. One finds that at
certain points in the 1630s and ’4os there are
concentrations of particular kinds of workshop

terms of their respective temperaments {‘The record of Rembrandt’s
dealings with possible patrons, and actual mistresses, suggests he was
not 2 man who got on easily with others as Raphael and Rubens did.
Rembrandt’s pictorial personality makes a clear claim to individuality
and even separateness’). An explanation of the differences mentioned
needs to come from an analysis of various kinds and conditions of artists
and their workshops compared to what they produced and for whom.
6 This may be deduced from the repeated occurrence of the same
composition in more rembrandtesque drawings, of which one was
sometimes regarded as Rembrandt’s original. See, for example,
Sumowski Gemdlde I, pp. 11, 22 notes 17-20, 24-31, and P. Schatborn,
Tekeningen van/Drawings by Rembrandt, zijn onbekende leerlingen en
navolgers/his anonymous pupils and followers, The Hague 1985 (Catalogus . . .
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product that seem to be absent at others. This may
come about through the material that has survived
being incomplete, but may also be due to the fact of
the successive activities in the workshop not forming
a curriculum applying to each pupil individually, but
having rather been imposed on all of them at the
same time. On essential points such as this we have
too few facts to be able to do much more than
speculate.

Drawn copies

There was of course a great deal of drawing done in
the studio. Not only was drawing highly regarded as
one of the foundations of the art of painting, but
more particularly the making of drawn copies
formed a routine part of a young painter’s training.
After the elementary skills needed to construct a
head, Goeree writing in 1670 discusses as a second
step the drawing of copies from drawings and prints
(the former in particular must have been very
common in Rembrandt’s studiof), and as a third step
the making of drawings after paintings’. The
advantages of the latter, which is what concerns us
here, he describes as providing practice in reducing
(or enlarging) the picture being copied, and
especially in teaching how to render by quite
different means the forms defined in the painting by
using differences of colour and tone. A number of
drawings of this kind from Rembrandt’s workshop
have survived, most of them dating from two short
periods — the first around 1635/36 and the second
around 1646/47 — at least if we are right in linking
these drawings chronologically with their proto-
types.

A first group comprises first of all reproductions
of three of the large half-length figures characteristic
of Rembrandt’s production in the mid-1630s: the
Minerva now in a private collection, Tokyo (no. A 114)
and the London Flora (no. A n2), both from 1633,
and the privately-owned Standard-bearer of 1636
(no. A 120). The Minerva drawing in Amsterdam (see
no. A 114 copy 1 and fig. 6 there) carries a probably
later and perhaps non-autograph inscription F:bol.fc,
but an attribution to this artist (who may be assumed
to have come to work with Rembrandt soon after

Rijksprentenkabinet . . .
produced in Rembrandt’s workshop from prints appear mostly to
follow Italian prototypes; they include one after Mantegna’s
Entombment engraving now in a private collection (Ben. Aiosa), and a

Amsterdam 1V), nos. 74 and 75 Drawings

sheet bearing three studies after two main figures from Marcantonio
Raimondi’s engraving of Raphael’s Descent from the Cross previously in
the Norton Simon Foundation (Ben. g34); the identification of the
prototype in the last case is due to Colin Campbell (Studies in the formal

sources of Rembrandt’s figure compositions, typewritten Ph.D. thesis,
University of London 1971, p. go).
7 W. Goeree, Inleydinge tot de algemeene Teykenkonst..., grd edn

Amsterdam 1697, pp. 28ff and 33ff.
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Fig. 1. Rembrandt workshop, drawing after Rembrandt’s Flora (no. A 112), pen
and wash 21.9 x 1.3 cm. London, The British Museum

December 1635%) would fit in well with the date of
the original and with the relatively clumsy copy of it
— Just as one might expect from a newcomer
schooled elsewhere. The mixed technique with
which the sheet is drawn, with wash in grey and
black over black chalk, was obviously meant to cope
with the tonal gradations in the painted prototype,
and is characteristic of these drawn copies. It is
applied with far greater virtuosity in the London
drawings of the Flora (fig. 1) and Standard-bearer (see
nos. A ug copy 1, and A 120 copy 1 and fig. 4 there),
and these are obviously from the same, extremely
competent hand. Both carry on the back, in fairly
old script, the name ‘Rembrandt’, and it must be
seen as not impossible that they were sold under this
name very early on, perhaps even by Rembrandt
himself. One is reminded of the famous note, in
Rembrandt’s hand, on the back of a drawing by him
after a painting by his own master (1), the Susanna at
the bath (now in Berlin) by Pieter Lastman, recordin

that a ‘vaendraeger’ and a ‘floora’ had been sold for
15 and 6 guilders respectively, together with work
by ‘ferdijnandus’ [Bol] and ‘Leendert’ [van Beye-
ren] (fig. 2)% The prices (especially the first) seem

8 According to documentary evidence published by Blankert (Bol, p. 71)
Bol appeared as a witness in Dordrecht in December 1635, and on that
occasion was described as a painter. The Minerva drawing is in fact not
mentioned by Blankert.

Fig. 2. Note in Rembrandt’s handwriting on the back of his drawing after
P. Lastman’s Susanna at the bath (Ben. 448). Berlin (West), Staatliche Museen
Preussischer Kulturbesitz, Kupferstichkabinett (KdZ 5296)
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however to indicate that — as is generally supposed
— these were painted copies!0, particularly as
painted copies of both paintings are known, and at
least one after the Flora was most probably done in
the studio.

It is already likely because one hand worked from
more than one original, that drawings of this kind
were indeed made in the workshop; this is confirmed
by a singular piece of evidence. Another mixed-
technique drawing, after the Frankfurt Blind-
ing of Samson of 1636 (see no. Au6 copy 2 and
fig. 8 there) depicts the original in a state which the
X-rays show to have been prior to its completion.
Like a painted copy that will be discussed below, the
drawing shows a configuration of the dagger used to

9 On the back of drawing Ben. 448 in Berlin; Strauss Doc., PP- 594-595.

The transcription runs (after the first illegible line):

verkoft syn vaendrager synt 15 —

en floora verhandelt 6 —

fardynandus van sijn werck verhandelt

aen n ander werck van syn voorneemen

den Abraecham een floora

Leenderts floora(..) is verhandelt teegen 5 ¢
The most probable date for the drawing on the recto is 1636, when
Rembrandt was occupied with the Susanna theme (see no. A u7z).



pierce one of Samson’s eyes, the contour of the arm
of the soldier blinding him that is intersected by it,
and Samson’s knee, that Rembrandt subsequently
revised (probably to improve the three-dimensional
clarity of an area that was crucial from the dramatic
viewpoint). The fact that drawn (or painted) copies
reproduce the original in a state that was later
altered by Rembrandt himself provides in-
controvertible evidence that they were made in the
studio.

It would be wrong to believe that the careful
mixed technique used in such drawings points to a
single author. Ferdinand Bol is often credited with
drawings of this type, with the London Flora and
Standard-bearer just mentioned!! but also with, for
example, a drawing after a lost original (that has also
survived in painted copies) of Zacharias in the Temple
that probably dates from 16342, i.e. well before Bol
entered Rembrandt’s studio. One would have rather
to imagine this technique as having been used by a
variety of pupils, and having to do with what Goeree
describes as the teaching purpose of such copies, to
train them in ‘de schikkinge, vaste omtrek, actie, dag
en schaduwe, enz.’ (the composition, firm outline,
action, light and shade, etc.)!3. A careful execution
may of course also have been important for the
saleability of the product. That this product was
sold under Rembrandt’s name is admittedly hardly
more than a surmise; Rembrandt’s image as a
draughtsman — which for us is determined almost
entirely by a sketchlike technique — was at all events
already by 1700 (and perhaps even earlier) including
such fully-worked drawings. This is evident not only
from the inscriptions already mentioned on the two
London drawings, but also from, for instance, the
fact that Valerius Rover believed he owned originals
in two drawings done after paintings, the portrait of
Rembrandt himself (which he described as ‘A° 1634’
and that of his wife, ‘soo uitvoerig en konstig
geteekent als iets van hem bekent is’ (as thoroughly
and artfully drawn as anything known by him). As
Schatborn!* has convincingly shown, these can be
recognized in two drawings in black chalk on Japan
paper in Teylers Museum in Haarlem (fig. 3) — one
after Rembrandt’s Portrait of the artist as a burgher of
1632 in Glasgow (no. A 38), the other after the Bust of
a young woman in Milan regarded as a workshop piece

10 For example Hendrick Uylenburgh (together with a certain F. de
Kaersgieter) gave a valuation of exactly 15 guilders in 1640 for ‘een
doeck een samson naer Rembrant’ (Strauss Doc., 1640/10).

n  Asin Sumowski Drawings 1, nos. 127 and 128.

12 Ibid. no. 124, which also gives detailed information on two painted
copies, one now in the Mecklenburgisches Landesmuseum in Schwerin
(see also Sumowski Paintings 1, p. 22 note 22 and p. 34) and another in
private ownership (Br. 542).

13 Goeree, op. cit.”, p. 29.

14 P. Schatborn, ‘Van Rembrandt tot Crozat’, N.K,J. 32 (1981), pp. 1-54, €sp.
4o0. Attribution to Santvoort in Sumowski Gemalde 1, p. 83.
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Fig. 3. Attr. to D.P. Santvoort, drawing after Rembrandt’s Portrait of the artist as
a burgher (no. A 58), black chalk heightened with white 27.9 x 19.4 cm.
Haarlem, Teylers Museum

and bearing the same date (see no. C 57, copy 1 and
fig. 4 there). Both drawings carry signatures that
have not unreasonably been ascribed to Dirck
Dircksz. Santvoort. He was five years younger than
Rembrandt and certainly familiar with the latter’s
early work. The paintings that show this,
paraphrases on Rembrandt’s Supper at Emmaus of
¢. 1629 in the Musée Jacquemart-André (no. A 16)!%,
exhibit however a far from rembrandtesque
treatment, and it is doubtful whether Santvoort was
ever numbered among Rembrandt’s close col-
laborators'é. It is perhaps because of this that the
Haarlem drawings bear Santvoort’s signature
(though Rover unhesitatingly called them Rem-
brandts!), just as for that matter do the paintings

15 One in the Louvre, signed and dated 1633 (Sumowski Gemilde 1, p. 87
note 37 and p. 1no) — with Lazarus’s sword (taken from no. A 30 in
reverse) on the wall! — and the other signed and dated 1642 in a private
collection (ibid., p. 83). Two small paintings in the Museum Boymans-
van Beuningen in Rotterdam, a Young shepherd and Young shepherdess,
date from 1632; they are wholly un-Rembrandtlike, and seem rather to
have been inspired by a Haarlem variant of the caravaggesque
movement. The signature on the first of these (DVS, with the V and §
interlaced) is, like that on the Teyler drawings, written in small capitals.

16 On the possibility that Santvoort also produced rembrandtesque
paintings, see below under Tronies.
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just mentioned after Rembrandt’s prototype. In
their subject-matter, too, the drawings stand to
some exteht on their own — most of the drawings
we can confidently look on as workshop products
reproduce large figure compositions. The only other
self-portrait that was reproduced (probably in the
studio) in a fully-done drawing was that of 1640 in
London (no. A 139)".

Somewhat unusual, for different reasons again,
are two drawings made not after completed
paintings but after grisailles by Rembrandt that were
probably preparatiens for etchings and do not have
the stamp of highly finished products done for sale.
Both reveal, this time unmistakeably, the hand of
Ferdinand Bol as we know it from a number of his
later drawings, in particular the drawn modello for
the Moses descending from Mount Sinai made for the
Amsterdam Town hall!8. One of them, in the H. van
Leeuwen collection, reproduces the Amsterdam
grisaille of Joseph telling his dreams which probably
dates from about 1633 (no. A 66). Bol must have
owned this grisaille himself later on!?, and it is quite
canceivable that the drawing was produced only
after he had left Rembrandt’s studio in probably
1640/41. With the other drawing, made after the
grisaille of the London Lamentation (no. A 107),
matters are however rather different; the drawing
shows a stage in the complicated genesis of the
grisaille that terminated with an enlargement, which
can be put at probably no later than 1637%°. This
makes production of the two Bol drawings in
Rembrandt’s studio more likely, though they were
probably done as exercises rather than as
reproductions intended for sale.

This is also true for a number of sketchlike
drawings done after the Kassel Half-length figure of
Saskia (no. A 85) and illustrating different phases in
the long and complicated genesis of that painting
(see no. A 85 copies 1-3 and figs. 7-9 there). The
most interesting thing about these drawings is that
two of them (differing widely from each other, but
both in their time called Rembrandts) can be
attributed to Flinck and Bol respectively in the time
when they were working in Rembrandt’s studio —
the one in 1633/34 and the other in the late 1630s.

After 1636/37 the production of workshop
drawings done after paintings seems to have
stagnated, and not until ten years later was it revived

17 Sumowski Drawings 1, no. 142 (as Bol).

18 Ibid. no. 120.

19 Described in Bol’s inventory at the time of his second marriage in 1669:
‘daer Joseph den droom uytleijt, van Rembrandt’ (where Joseph
explains the dream, by Rembrandt)(A. Bredius in: O.H. 28, 1910, p. 234;
Blankert Bol, p. 77).

20 A paraphrase by Govaert Flinck dated 1637 (Von Moltke Flinck, no. 59;
Sumowski Gemdlde 11, no. 612) seems to be based on the grisaille in its
enlarged state. See further the comments under no. A 107.

21 This relates to two drawings after Rembrandt’s 1646 Holy family with the
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with a number of thoroughly-done drawings after
paintings from 1646/47. The names of Nicolaes Maes
and Barent Fabritius are linked with these?!; they
both probably came to work in Rembrandt’s studio
in 164622, The drawings need not concern us here,
but it is worth mentioning that one of them is on
vellum, thus emphasizing the precious character
given to these carefully-done drawings, obviously
with commercial intent.

Painted copies

There can be little doubt that the painting of copies,
too, had a dual purpose — didactic and commercial.
Just as for the drawn copies, the originals employed
varied widely, from complicated large-scale com-
positions to working documents in the form of
grisailles; and here again the commercial interest will
have been in proportion with the product’s format
and artistic and technical ambitions. It is obvious
from the repeated mention of paintings ‘naer (after)
Rembrandt’ that contemporaries were, even if only
at the beginning, well aware of there being
something like a workshop production — though the
expression probably covered more than just copies
in the strict sense of the word?3. But when it comes
to distinguishing workshop copies from the
undoubtedly large number of copies of a later date,
surviving written evidence only seldom provides any
help?t. We have to rely mostly on recognizing in a
work enough of a rembrandtesque quality to make
an origin in his studio acceptable, if hardly ever
provable. One of the rare items of solid evidence has
already appeared in the case of a drawn copy after
the Blinding of Samson: even a painted copy may
reproduce the original in a state that was
subsequently altered by Rembrandt himself. Other
possible evidence can be obtained through physical
investigation of the canvas or panel used — though
in the case of copies, in particular, this has been
exceptional; this can point indubitably to a painting
having the same origin as works generally accepted
as by Rembrandt or from his workshop.

Where the term ‘copy’ is concerned it has to be
said that in the 17th century this had a rather wider
meaning than it has usually been given sub-
sequently. This will be evident from the material
quoted below, and may perhaps also be deduced
from what Goeree had to say about the making of

curtain in Kassel (Br. 572) attributed to Nicolaes Maes, one on vellum in
Oxford and another (incomplete) in London (Sumowski Drawings IX
nos. 1791 and 179o; to a drawing in London (ibid. no. 17g2), also ascribed
to Maes, after the 1646 Munich Adoration of the shepherds of 1646; to a
drawing in Brussels also probably attributable to Maes, after the lost
Circumcision, that already carried the name of Eeckhout in the Valerius
Rover collection (Sumowski Drawings 111, no. 709 as Eeckhout); and to a
drawing in Budapest, first ascribed to Barent Fabritius by Wegner, after
Rembrandt’s Berlin Susanna at the bath (Br. 516) in a version preceding
the completed state of 1647 (Sumowski Drawings IV, no. 823).



drawn copies after prints. His advice is that the
master ‘as to the manner of Drawing, and treatment,
ought not to be too strict in imposing this on all his
Disciples, as if it were a trick performed or a set rule,
but should rather be somewhat indifferent, and
leave some freedom that, while remaining within the
laws of Art, best accords with the temper of the
Disciple’?s. In Rembrandt’s case this kind of freedom
led to the painted copies seldom displaying the
accuracy that one expects today and indeed finds in
later copies. Within the framework of a rembrandt-
esque mterpretation of the original an individual
hand may be plainly evident, not to mention
deliberate changes in colour and composition of the
kind we shall discuss below.

Besides a few copies after works from
Rembrandt’s Leiden years that are not considered
here?6, there is from the end of this period (or the
very beginning of the Amsterdam period) one quite
unequivocal example of a copy that can be
attributed with certainty to his workshop. This
reproduces Rembrandt’s painting of The artist in
oriental costume in the Petit Palais, Paris (no. A 40),
and can be termed noteworthy on more than one
count (fig. 4)?”. It is executed, obviously freehand,
on a slightly larger scale than the original on a panel
4 cm taller, and the manner of painting follows that
of the prototype at some distance. It displays a
number of features - the overemphasis on
ornamental strokes and spots and sheens of light
done as hatching — that we know from the work of
Isack Jouderville?s. These characteristics, which for
instance make the eyes appear as over-contrasty
accents in the face, leave little doubt about the work
being by this pupil, who must have followed
Rembrandt from Leiden to Amsterdam in 1631
There is welcome support for this attribution in the
fact that one can prove in other ways that the
painting came from Rembrandt’s workshop (though
there has been no dendrochronology investigation
of the panel). Here, just as with the Blinding of
Samson, the copyist recorded how the original
looked before Rembrandt himself twice made
changes to it in trying to solve the problem of the
relationship between the legs and the (relatively
small) head. This is of course most obvious from the
absence in the copy of the poodle that Rembrandt
added later. This addition was however, according

22 J. Bruyn in: O.H. 101 (1987), p. 225, and O.H. 102 (1988), p. 328.

23 See E. van de Wetering in Vol. II, pp. 48-51.

24 Cf. however what is said below about Bol.

25 ‘...aangaande de maniere van Teikenen, en behandelen, niet soo stipt
moet staan om die alle Discipelen, even eens als een kunsje of maatwet,
op te dringen, maar liever wat onverschillig daarin te zijn, en enige
vryheid geven die binnen de wetten der konst blijvende, best met het
humeur vanden Discipel overeenstemt’. Goeree op. cit.”, pp. 32-33.
The gratifying thing about this text is that the author comes down for
one side in what was evidently a choice. That there was another
approach is confirmed by the occurrence of further, virtually identical
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Fig. 4. Rembrandt workshop (L. Jouderville), copy after Rembrandt’s The artist
in oriental costume (no. A 40), panel 70.4 x 50.2 cm. Whereabouts unknown

to the X-rays, the very last alteration, which entirely
hid the legs from sight; before this Rembrandt had
tried a less radical way of achieving his aim by
shortening the legs, but was evidently not satisfied
with the result. The copy shows the legs in their first
state, before Rembrandt’s first attempt at a
correction, probably in the year 1631. One can
hardly imagine a better proof of the work having
been done in the studio. It is all the more interesting
to see how a copy like this was done — freehand, as
has already been said, but moreover in mainly
opaque paint that at places where in the original the
paint layer allows the ground to show through
imitates the effect of translucency by means of an
admixture of light paint. One would hardly expect
such a way of working, differing so markedly from
the master’s technique, in a copy done in the
workshop.

versions of one and the same composition in the production of a
painter like Gerard Dou.

26 See, for example, under nos. A 8, A 14, A 15, A 21, A 22, A 25, A 20, A 34,
A 36, C17, C 36 and C 41

27 No. A 4o copy 1; see also the addendum in Vol. 11, p. 840. The
attribution to Jouderville was made by E. van de Wetering. ‘Isaac
Jouderville, a pupil of Rembrandt’ in: cat. exhibn The impact of a genius,
Amsterdam (Waterman) and Groningen 1983, pp. 59-69, esp. 66, and
adopted by Sumowski Gemalde 11, no. g48.

28 On Jouderville, see most recently Van de Wetering op cit. and
Sumowski op. cit.



STUDIO PRACTICE AND STUDIO PRODUCTION

Fig. 5. Rembrandt, The Descent from the Cross (no. A 65), detail. Munich, Alte

Pinakothek

Fig. 6. Rembrandt workshop, copy after Rembrandt’s The Descent from the
Cross, detail: Mexico City, private collection

It is not often that the production of a copy can be
placed so accurately, and that it can furthermore be
ascribed to a particular assistant. On the contrary —
within the wealth of material available it is far from
simple to draw a line between the workshop copy
and the vast mass of copies done outside and often
later, or even sometimes between the workshop
copy and the original. The latter problem has for a
long time affected the Good Samaritan in the Wallace
Collection in London (no. C 48). Because of the
obvious resemblance (in reverse) to Rembrandt’s
etching of the subject from 1633 (B. 9o), plus its lush
and unmistakeably rembrandtesque execution, its
Rembrandt attribution was long defended; but at
the same time there was a lack of crispness in the
rendering of form that gave rise to an undercurrent
of distrust that would not be stilled, and to the
suspicion that one was seeing only a copy of a lost
Rembrandt grisaille. The reasons for rejecting this
little painting as non-autograph are set out at length
in the catalogue entry, and need not be repeated

29 Vol II, pp. 610-615.

30 One may wonder whether Rembrandt also had his etchings copied in
paint. Among the far from rare painted copies after etchings, we
however know of none that would could warrant this supposition.
Motifs from Rembrandt etchings were of course repeatedly used by
pupils in their compositions (both during and after their period of
activity in his studio).

31 See, for example, the Landscape with bridge and ruins, signed and dated
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here?. In this case as well it is, exceptionally,
possible to detect the hand of the assistant re-
sponsible, that of Govaert Flinck. Decisive in this is
the handling of the landscape, found again in very
similar form in somewhat later, signed works by
him. The painting may be taken to be a copy made
by Flinck while he was working in Rembrandt’s
studio in 1633/34, after a grisaille by the latter
probably dating from 1632. This makes it a
remarkable document demonstrating the practice of
workshop copying. In the first place the young
painter’s task was obviously to produce a
polychrome version of Rembrandt’s monochrome
original (if this was in fact a grisaille)®’; the result was
a combination, of fairly subdued tints of blue and
green with browns and greys, which recurs in
somewhat later work by Flinck. In addition to this,
however, the artist’s own sense of form finds
expression in the detail (or absence of it) given to his
interpretation of the prototype, e.g. in the rather
clumsy lines used to show cracks in the brickwork or

1637, in the Louvre (fig. 36), and a drawing mentioned in connexion
with this previously in the coll. Strolin, Lausanne (note 123); see further
the ornament on a child’s chair in the 1640 Portrait of a little girl in The
Hague (Sumowski Gemdlde 11, no. 6g1).

32 Rectangular panel, said to have the same dimensions as the original {i.e.
89.6 x 65 cm), in private ownership in Mexico City, for photographs of
which we are endebted to Mr Bob Haboldt of New York.



the contours of the architecture, something we
recognize from the rendering of architecture and
furniture in Flinck’s later work?!. This copy too thus
scems on the one hand to be a typical worksho
product and on the other to reveal clearly the
personal hallmarks of its author.

It is as yet impossible to arrive at an equally
precise judgement on another copy that shows the
Munich Descent from the Cross (no. A 65) in its final
state and must therefore date from 1633 or soon
thereafter32. The idea that it may be a workshop
copy 1is in this instance based wholly on an
assessment of the manner of painting, and in
particular of how the lively brushwork in the flesh
areas and draperies contributes in a ve
rembrandtesque way to the suggestion of plasticity
and texture, though without in this respect slavishly
following the origmal (figs. 5 and 6). Nonetheless one
can term it a faithful copy, other than in the
colouring which is obviously a deliberate departure
from the original. While in the original the body of
Christ and the shroud are surrounded by relatively
light, cool areas — light grey in the man bending
over the arm of the cross, light blue in the youn
man on the ladder on the left, and greys in the bald
man on the ladder on the right — the clothing of the
adjacent figures in the copy is done in far darker and
warmer tints that shade into those of the
surroundings so that the main group stands out
more against the adjacent areas. It is evident that in
the case of copies (not only those after grisailles but
copies of fully-fledged paintings as well) an
individual colour-scheme was among the possibilities
open to the copyist, or even part of the instructions
he was given.

Just as with the carefully drawn copies, there are a
great many painted copies of Rembrandt works
from 1635 and 1636, and partly after the same
originals — the London Flora of 1635 (no. A 112), the
Frankfurt Blinding of Samson (no. Au6) and —
possibly — the Standard-bearer (no. A 120) both of
1636, to which must be added the Leningrad
Abraham’s sacrifice (no. A 108) and the Berlin Samson
threatening his father-in-law (no. A 109) both of 1633.
One even knows .of two copies of the last-named
that, because of their quite definite rembrandtesque
execution can be regarded as workshop copies?®: the
first, in the Chrysler Museum in Norfolk, Virginia
(fig. 7) is also notable through being most probably
identifiable with a painting that in a sale at The

33 Both are alike in showing the righthand bottom part of Samson’s
clothing as it must have looked in the original before an old damage
and restoration; on this and other details mentioned below, see the
entry for no. A 109. There is no information available on the colour for
either of the copies, so that nothing can be said about resemblances or
differences in this respect.

34 A painting bought by the Rotterdam collector Gerrit van der Pot in 1788
is described as depicting a rabbi by Bol after Rembrandt; Van der Pot
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Fig. 7. Rembrandt workshop (F. Bol?), copy after Rembrandt’s Samson
threatening his father-in-law (no. A 109), canvas 155.7 x 134 cm. Norfolk, Va, The
Chrysler Museum (on loan from the collection of Walter P. Chrysler Jr)

Hague on 25-26 May 1772 was described as being by
Ferdinand Bol after Rembrandt, and subsequently in
the Locquet sale in Amsterdam in September 1783
was again mentioned as a Bol. Despite all the caution
one needs to show towards 18th-century attri-
butions, one is inclined because of the detailed nature
of the information — and the evident ignorance of
the original which was then already in Berlin — to
lend this attribution some credence3*. The idea of it
being by Bol is all the more plausible since his arrival
in Rembrandt’s studio may, as we have said earlier,
be put at soon after December 1633,

The other copy after the same original is marked
by Rembrandt’s composition being extended on the
left, taking in the kid goat (which is not without
importance for the story) and showing amply the
whole of the Moorish servant who is only partially
visible in the other versions (see no. A 109 fig. 6). It
has been supposed that this extended copy
reproduced Rembrandt’s composition in its original
state; it seems more likely however that the
unknown copyist35, probably at his master’s bidding,
varied the composition in this way following his own

sold it in 1800 to the dealer Bryan (see E. Wiersum in: O.H. 48, 1931, p-
2u). This painting may perhaps be identified with a very
rembrandtesque copy in the coll. Lord Margadale, Tisbury, Wilts.
(no. A 128 copy 1) after the Chatsworth Man in oriental costume of c. 1639.
Less convincing is an attribution to Bol given around 1770 to a copy,
carlier in Postdam, after the London Belshazzar’s feast (no. A no copy 1
and fig. 7 there).
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Fig. 8. Rembrandt, Abraham’s sacrifice, 1635 (no. A 108), detail. Leningrad, The
Hermitage Museum

‘invention’. As we have already seen in the case of
colour, such changes in composition occur a number
of times in copies from these years.

The best known example of this is of course the
much-discussed copy in Munich after the Leningrad
Abraham’s sacrifice of 1635, with its remarkably lengthy
inscription®. However one interprets the latter, the
painting may be looked on as a copy made in the
workshop in 1636 with some contribution (not
recognizable as such) from Rembrandt himself. A
welcome circumstance is that in this instance
confirmation of its being produced in the workshop
has been provided by investigation of the canvas
used; this can with exceptional certainty be
identified as coming from the same bolt as the
canvases of two autograph Rembrandts, the 1635
Minerva (no. A n4) and the London Belshazzar’s feast
datable in the same year (no. A u1o)®”. The copy’s
individual character is manifest in three aspects: in
Changes in composition compared to the original, in
the use of colour and in the handling of paint. In the
case of the composition, the differences from the
original are quite evident; they include the pose of
the steeply foreshortened angel flying towards the

35 See no. Ai23, 5 Documents and sources. Gerson (Gerson 78 and
Br.-Gerson 499) and Von Moltke (Flinck, p. 69 no. 22) attributed this
copy to Govaert Flinck. There is no reason to do so, and it is from the
outset improbable that Flinck would have painted a copy like this in
Rembrandt’s studio as late as 1635.
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Fig. 9. Rembrandt workshop (F. Bol?), copy after Rembrandt’s Abraham’s
sacrifice, 1636, detail. Munich, Alte Pinakothek

front — also seen in a drawn version in the British
Museum?®® — and the addition of the ram in the
undergrowth on the left which, as a motif important
for the narrative, is akin to the addition of the kid
goat in the Samson threatening his father-in-law. In his
colour-scheme the copyist has, just as one sees in the
copy of the Descent from the Cross, departed
deliberately from his prototype, and this again
seems to have been done in order to heighten the
contrast; thus, Abraham’s lit sleeve is not kept in
greys with sheens of light in ochre-yellow, but done
mainly in red and brown-red, and the dull blue coat
on which Isaac is lying is now a light-catching white.
The use made of paint, too, plays its part in creating
a stronger contrast; the shadows and cast shadows
are set down more thickly, and especially in the
passages that differ from the prototype the artist
does not in his brushwork shy away from a linear
definition of form. Abraham’s head too shows, in
comparison with that in the original (see figs. 8 and
9) stronger contrasts and a less supple brushstroke,
e.g. in the hairs of the eyebrow on the right which
hang down like icicles. This last feature reminds one
not of Rembrandt’s Abraham but of his Samson’s

36 For more detailed information see no. A 108 copy 2. For an extensive
survey of relevant literature see Sumowski Gemdlde 11, no. 611 where the
author thinks in terms of collaboration between Rembrandt and Flinck.

37 See Vol. II, pp. 24-30.



father-in-law, in either the Berlin original or one of
the copies. The copyist must have known that work
well, and it is not inconceivable that if Bol was
indeed responsible for the Norfolk work then the
one in Munich might also be his. Though this can be
no more than speculation, there are two things that
point in this direction: the way the copyist renders
the landscape can be seen as foreshadowing Bol’s
later landscape style®’, and the inscription shows
some similarity with that of Bol in a signature from
1643%0. These items of evidence are however too
weak to allow any firm conclusion on the Bol
attribution; it is difficult enough to get any coherent
picture of Bol’s rembrandtesque output, including
the works he did in the workshop.

We can be brief in discussing copies of the London
Flora and Frankfurt Blinding of Samson. The former
(no. A ug copy 2 and figs. 7 and 8 there) is known to
us only from photographs, but these are enough to
convince us of the rembrandtesque execution; the
only clear departure from the original is a slight
alteration in the position of the staff. The full-size
copy of the Samson (no. A 16 copy 1 and fig. 7 there)
that was acquired for the Kassel gallery around 1760
from the Hague dealer Gerard Hoet II was lost
during the Second World War, but photographs
show that this painting, like the drawing discussed
above, reproduced the original in a state prior to
Rembrandt making his final corrections. For this
reason alone the copy must have been made in the
studio itself, and as a highly ambitious product
intended for sale or might Rembrandt
conceivably have offered Constantijn Huygens not
the original of the Samson (as is fairly generally
assumed), but this copy of it?

Before the flow of painted full-size copies appears
to have dried up somewhat, in the late 1630s, one
was made after the The angel Raphael leaving Tobit and
his family dating from 1637, now in Paris (no. A 121
copy 2 and fig. 10 there). This shows a change from
the original that can be compared with that in the
Abraham’s sacrifice and again involves the direction in
which the angel is flying — the copyist has depicted
him facing to the front (perhaps on instructions from
his master) and in doing so has had to rely on his
limited constructional capabilities. For the rest, the
painting strikes one as rembrandtesque though
almost nonchalantly executed*!.

Another rather crudely executed copy in Munich
(fig. 10), after Rembrandt’s Resurrection, must date
from the same period, and reproduces the original at
the same scale (no. A 127 copy 2). Surprisingly this
copy bears the recently uncovered signature <F. bol

38 No.A108 copy 1; Ben. go as Rembrandt. Haverkamp-Begemann,
reviewing the Benesch work (Kunstchronik 14, 1961, pp. 10-28, esp. 22),
was the first to believe that the drawing was probably done by a pupil
after the Leningrad painting, possibly a preparation for the Munich

copy.
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Fig. 10. Rembrandt workshop (signed F. bol f), copy after Rembrandt’s The
Resurrection (no. A 127), canvas 8o x 68 cm. Munich, Bayerische Staats-
gemaldesammlungen

J.> set out in the same way as the strange-seeming
mscription on the drawn Minerva copy mentioned
above though written slightly differently. There is a
strong possibility that both that drawing and the
painting, which share a certain awkwardness, are
among the very first works Bol executed in
Rembrandt’s studio (in early 1636?), even if this
attribution would practically preclude that of the
extremely competent copies already mentioned,
after the Samson threatening his father-in-law and
Abraham’s sacrifice. It is once again plain that the copy
of the Resurrection can indeed be regarded as a studio
work; it reproduces the original in a state from which
it progressed further when Rembrandt (finally!)
completed it in 1639. The most striking difference lies
in the fact that the figure of Christ (which it
has already been suspected was not initially part of
the picture) is still missing from the copy; in the
group of frightened guards, too, figures and other
motifs are either absent or done differently in a way
that has left traces (visible in the X-rays) in the
original. One knows of a number of copies in various
formats after the Entombment (no. A 126) that was
supplied to the Stadholder at the same time as the
Resurrection in 1639, but none of these was so clearly
donein the workshop asthe copy of the latter painting.

39 See the section on Landscapes.

40 See Chapter III, figs. 20 and 21.

41 Possibly one or more of the copies listed under no. A 124, Copies of the
Buckingham Palace Risen Christ appearing to Mary Magdalene can also be
seen as workshop copies.
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There is another singular feature about this copy.
We do not of course know when the ‘Rembrandt’
signature was placed on top of the ‘Bol’ one. We do
however know that Lambert Doomer, probably
30 or 4o years later, made a drawing (now in
Windsor Castle) after this copy with the inscription
<Rembran Pinx. L Doomer f >; moreover, a Resurrection
by Rembrandt is twice mentioned as being among
Doomer’s possessions (together with  works
expressly described as after him). One cannot hel
getting the impression that copies like that of the
Resurrection were already quite early on passing for
work by Rembrandt himself. One may even wonder
how matters stand in this respect with Rembrandt’s
own inventory drawn up in 1646; there too, after all,
there is a Resurrection by Rembrandt??, which cannot
of course have been identical with the painting
delivered to the Stadholder in 163g.

As we have just said, the production of full-size
painted copies dropped off sharply in the late 1630s
or, judging by the material that has survived,
stopped altogether for some considerable time. The
Leningrad painting, dated 1637, of the Parable of the
labourers in the vineyard (no. C 88) is, we assume, a
smaller-scale copy after a lost original, but copies of
this kind remain the exception. But full-size copies
like those at Knole of the 1640 Visitation in Detroit
(no. A138) and at Braunschweig of the lost
Circumcision that was delivered to Frederik Hendrik in
16463 are also — at least if they can be looked on as
workshop copies — somewhat on their own.

The series of scenes from the life and passion of
Christ supplied to the Stadholder seems to have
again played a role in the 1650s in the production of
copies in the workshop. A wellknown example of
this is an Entombment in Dresden that was bought as
a Rembrandt in 1763 and was long attributed wholly
or partly to him (no. A 126 copy 4 and figs. 7 and 8
there); it bears the date 1653, which is not out of
keeping with the style of execution. It constitutes
one indication that the compositions of Rembrandt’s
Passion scenes were still providing prototypes that
were reproduced in the workshop. Now that we
have seen that they probably already did so in the
17th century, it is hardly surprising that copies made
in this way carried Rembrandt’s name in the 18th (and
not only in Dresden). The question is then, of course,

42 Strauss Doc., 1656/12, no. ug.

43 Bauch A 31. See also the next note.

44 The 1656 inventory (Strauss Doc., 1656/12) twice mentions a Descent from
the Cross (nos. 37 and 293) and once a Resurrection (no. n3), as well as a
Circumcision and a Scourging expressly described as copies (nos. g2 and
302). A Circumcision was in the coll. Isaac van der Blooken sale,
Amsterdam u May 1707 (Lugt 205) as an original Rembrandt together
with an Entombment, as nos. 1 and 2 respectively. These paintings are
probably identical with two copies now in Braunschweig (cat. nos. 241
and 240), which were listed in the ducal collection at Salzdahlum from
1710 on.

45 On use of the term tronies see Vol. 1, p. 40 note 8. To this may be added
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how copies could have been made after originals that
— as we know quite precisely in the case of the
paintings supplied to the Stadholder — were no
longer available in the studio to serve as models. The
answer is already to some extent implicit in what has
just been said; it is perfectly conceivable — and to
some extent confirmed by the 1656 inventory of
Rembrandt’s  possessions?t that  virtually
contemporaneous copies, like that of the Descent from
the Cross (fig. 6) or the Resurrection (fig. 10), remained in
the studio and could be used as prototypes for later
versions. In this one may thus see a third useful
function, besides that of saleability and didactic
purpose, for the workshop production of copies.

Tronies

To judge by the mentions one finds in inventories
from the 1630s of works ‘naer (after) Rembrandt’,
this phrase almost without exception covered
‘tronies’5; in numbers they far outstrip the tronies
indicated as being painted by Rembrandt himself.
Traces of this state of affairs can be found right into
the modern literature, in that the name of
Rembrandt has, especially for heads and busts,
become a collective name for widely differing
paintings a not inconsiderable proportion of which
can be looked on as workshop products. On this
point, just as with the copies, one has to rely on the
one hand on an assessment of the manner of
painting and on the other on specific evidence of the
origin of the panel or canvas used. Thanks to the
latter we now know, for instance, that the
Amsterdam Bust of a man in oriental dress (no. C 101) is
indeed a studio work, because the panel used came
from the same oaktree (and thus from the same
batch of wood) as that used for an autograph work
— in this case the Landscape with a thunderstorm in
Braunschweig (no. A 137). On similar grounds, works
on canvas such as the Leningrad Descent from the Cross
(no. C 49), the Vienna Apostle Paul (Br. 603; our fig. 14)
and the Hanover Landscape with the baptism of the
eunuch (no. C n6) can — though we do not look on
them as autograph Rembrandts — be counted
among the production of his workshop on both
stylistic and physical grounds?.

Our picture of the output of Rembrandt’s
workshop is further determined by a number of

that the word in fact originally meant ‘face’ so that one might expect
paintings named as such to show heads, but that in 17th-century
descriptions the term was also used for larger figures. See, for example,
‘een studenten Tronie nae Rembrant halff lichaems met een Clapmuts’
(a student Tronie after Rembrant, half-length with a cap) (in the estate of
Aert de Coninx in 1639, Strauss Doc., 1639/9). Both descriptions and the
surviving material indicate that the portrayal was almost exclusively of
young men, young women, old men or old women meant (partly by
means of the accessories shown — items of armour, ostrich feathers and
costly adornment) to inspire thoughts about the fleetingness of earthly
life; see Vol. I, pp. 223 and 274. Vol. II, pp. 485 and 838.
46  See Vol. IT, Introduction Chapter II, especially Table B (pp. 28-29).



factors. First of all, Rembrandt’s own stylistic
development and use of themes and motifs naturally
provide a major starting point, just as they surely did
for his pupils?’. Secondly, our image gains in
sharpness and conviction as it becomes possible to
make out, among the workshop production, groups
of works that share sufficient characteristics to
be seen as coming from a single hand, so that one
gets a broader gamut of stylistic features than a
single work can offer. And finally it is, in a number
of instances where the pupils developed into
independent painters with a clearly recognizable
artistic personality of their own, possible already to
detect this personality during the phase in which
they were expected to work within the style of their
master. We have already seen, from the Good
Samaritan in the Wallace Collection attributable to
Govaert Flinck (no. C 48), that this possibility in
principle holds true for copies as well. Working
along these lines, one can bring some order to the
material, though it has to be conceded that success
has up to now be limited. The major obstacle is
uncertainty as to how a pupil, even if we have a fairly
clear picture of his subsequent development, acted
when he was directly exposed to his master’s
influence — how, for instance, his style was
influenced by widely varying prototypes, and what
variations one can expect to see in his work as a
result. In general it seems reasonable to suppose that
precisely because of the common prototype of the
master the pupils’ individual characteristics became
blurred, and were dominated by a common
rembrandtesque style. Small wonder that it is
difficult, and often a source of argument, to draw
the dividing lines between the master and his pupils,
among the pupils themselves, and between them
and the — for the time being — amorphous majority
of anonymous products. A final complication
(though it does not cause any serious confusion) lies
in the fact that sometimes pupils continued, long
after they had left his studio and set up on their own,
not only to carry on working in a rembrandtesque
style but also repeatedly to take recent work by their
erstwhile master as their model. Perhaps the most
striking example of this is Flinck (up to 1644 /45) in his
history paintings, portraits and landscapes.

The tronie must, as may be deduced from the

47 See Vol. II, p. 350, especially the Utrecht ordinance of 1644 quoted in
note 51

48  Sce, for example, Strauss Doc., 1634/1, 1637/4, 1638/5 and 1639/9.

49 Strauss Doc., 1647/4.

50 The attribution of the Rotterdam Young shepherd and Young shepherdess
mentioned in note 14 to Santvoort was doubted by P. Hecht in: Burl.
Mag. 129 (1987), p. 692.

51 A Young woman with a turban at Chatsworth (Sumowski Gemalde 11,
no. 659 as Flinck) seems to be based on this, as well as a Shepherdess in
the Harrach Collection, Vienna (ibid. no. 665 as Flinck), which does not
however give the impression of having been painted in Rembrandt’s
studio.
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inventory items mentioned above®, have been a
relatively cheap product. In one or two cases we
know of an original by Rembrandt that can be seen
as a prototype for free variants, often apparently
based on fresh studies of a model, that may be
attributed to workshop assistants. The Bust of a young
woman from 1632, previously on loan to the Boston
Museum of Fine Arts (no. A 50), must have been a
prototype of this kind. Among the variants one, the
painting in Chapel Hill (no. C 58), can be ascribed
with confidence to Isack Jouderville. We have come
across a drawn copy of another, in Milan (no. C 57),
with an inscription that may be seen as the signature
of Dirck Santvoort and with a similar drawing (fig. 3)
after Rembrandt’s 1632 Portrait of the artist as a burgher
in Glasgow (no. A 58) as its companion-piece. Does
this make Santvoort a candidate for the painted
version in Milan ? The mention in 1647 of a ‘Tronij
na Rembrant van Dirck van Santvoort’ alongside a
“Tronij van Rembrant(...)’ in an estate valuation done
by none less than Hendrick Uylenburgh*® tempts
one to see in Santvoort — who became a master in
the Amsterdam guild only in 1636 — one of the
young artists trained elsewhere who came to work in
Rembrandt’s studio, and thus a potential author of
rembrandtesque tronies. The style of his earliest
signed pictures (from 1632, indeed)®® and of
somewhat later work however does nothing to
corroborate this; at most one might suspect that he
worked for Uylenburgh for a while and came into
contact with Rembrandt’s work in that way.
Though it is sometimes possible to point to an
autograph prototype for such tronies of young
women — the Amsterdam Bust of a young woman of
1633 (no. A 75) can also count as such®! — it is more
difficult to do so with another large group of tronies
(which like the former have Vanitas connotations)
showing old men, of the kind that until a short while
ago went under Rembrandt’s name but that already
in the 1630s were again being mentioned as ‘naar’
(after) as well as ‘door’ (by) Rembrandt®?. Though at
least two originals with this subject are still known
from the Leiden years (nos. A 29 and A 42), there is
remarkably enough no autograph prototype from
the years after 1631. Mutually related derivatives do,
it is true, sometimes suggest the existence of a
common prototype®3, or the motif depicted shows a

52 The painter and art dealer Lambert Jacobsz. owned at the time of his
death in 1636, besides a number of works done after Rembrandt, ‘Fen
outmans troni met een lange bredebaart van M. Rembrant van Rijn
selfs’ (A tronie of an old man with a long wide beard, by Master
Rembrant van Rijn himself). When he died in 1639 the jeweller Aert de
Coninx, father of Jacob and Philips Koning, owned four tronies done
after Rembrandt, including ‘een stuckje schilderije synde een outmans
Tronie’ (a painting being a tronie of an old man) (Strauss Doc., 1637/4
and 1639/9).

53 See, for example, paintings in Kassel, Richmond (Va) and New York,
no. C 53 figs. 1, 4 and 5.
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Fig. 11. Rembrandt workshop, Bust of an old man, 1632, panel 67 x 50.8 cm.
Cambridge, Mass., The Fogg Art Museum, Harvard University, Bequest
Nettie G. Naumberg

strong resemblance to an etching by Rembrandt or
from his studio®, so that a direct or indirect link
with a prototype by Rembrandt himself can be
assumed. The latter is the case, for example, with a
painting that has in recent times been connected
with the names of Jan Lievens and Jacob Backer and
thus bids fair to disappear from the discussion of
Rembrandt works — the Bust of an old man in
Cambridge, Mass. (fig. 1)%. Quite apart from an
inscription reading <RHL van Ryn 1632> that at the
very least has a strong similarity to autograph
signatures, the handling of paint has besides an

54 See, for example, the similarity between the Kassel Bust of an old man
with a bald head (no. C 24) and etching B. 298 attributed to Rembrandt.

55 Br. 147, Bauch A 8. Regarded in the literature as a Rembrandt until the
attribution was rejected by J. Rosenberg (Rembrandt. Life & work, revised
edn London 1964, p. 84). S. Slive (in: Allen. Memorial Art Museum Bulletin
20, 1963, p. 137) thought it was by Lievens, as did Gerson (Br.-Gerson
147)- Bauch thought the work of a pupil (Backer?) might have been
overpainted by Rembrandt.

56 See the Bust of an old man in Leipzig (no. C 25), which is based on the
head from the Nuremburg S. Paul at his writing-desk (no. A 26; see also
Vol. I, pp. 44-46). Examples from the mid-1640s are a Woman crying in
Detroit (Sumowski Gemdlde III, no. 1322 as Nicolaes Maes; J. Bruyn in:
O.H. 102, 1988 pp. 320-330, as Samuel van Hoogstraten), based on
Rembrandt’s Woman taken in adultery of 1644 in London (Br. 566); the
Woman with infant in Rotterdam (Sumowski op. cit., no. 1327 as Maes; J.
Bruyn op. cit., p. 329 as Barent Fabritius) after a figure in Rembrandt’s
lost Circumcision (Bauch A 31); a Head of a woman formerly in the coll.
Kappel in Bertin (Br. 376) taken from the same painting, and a Head of a
woman formerly coll. Von Schwabach in Berlin (Br. 375) based on the
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Fig. 12. Rembrandt, Bust of an old man, 1631 (B. 315 II), etching 6.8 x 6.6 cm.
Amsterdam, Rijksprentenkabinet

individual stamp (mainly a rather sfumato-like
treatment) a number of markedly rembrandtesque
features; what is more, the same model is portrayed
in a very similar manner in a small monogrammed
etching dated 1631 (B. 315; our fig. 12). One may see
this as confirmation of a connexion with
Rembrandt’s workshop; it probably has to be
assumed that an autograph work served as the basis.

A prototype like this need not (and this holds for
the tronies of young women and other types as well)
necessarily have been an isolated head or bust. We
know of heads from the late 1620s and mid-4os that
were borrowed from a larger composition and
worked up by pupils into more or less individual
creations, probably based in part on the pupil’s own
studies of a model6. It has been usual for heads like
these to be looked on as studies done by Rembrandt
for his own compositions, but they can, it turns out,
more rightly be described as studies by his pupils.
Remarkably, there are no examples known to us
from the 1630s that came about in this way, either
because the material that has survived is incomplete
or because the activities in the workshop over this
period were different from those before and

head of Mary in Rembrandt’s Leningrad Holy family of 1645 (Br. 370). At
least the first two of these works appear to have been sold very early on
as being by Rembrandt. See ‘een crytend vroutgen van Rembrandt’ (a
crying woman by Rembrandt) in 1661 in the estate of Willem van
Campen of Amsterdam (A. Bredius, Kinstler-Inventare IV, The Hague
1917, p. 19), and ‘een vrouken met een kint in de lueren door
Reynbrant’ (a woman with a child in swaddling-clothes by Rembrandt)
that in 1685 was in the collection of Abraham Heyblom of Dordrecht
(A. Bredius in: O.H. 28, 1910, p. 12).

57 Lambert Jacobsz. owned ‘Een schone Jonge turcksche prince na
Rembrant’ (cf. no. C 54) together with what was somewhat puzzlingly
described as ‘een cleine oostersche vrouwentroni het conterfeisel van
H. Ulenburgh huijsvrouwe nae Rembrant’ {a small oriental tronie of a
woman the likeness of H. Ulenburgh’s wife after Rembrant) (Strauss
Doc., 1637/4); Aert de Coninx ‘een Turcx Tronie nae Rembrant’ (ibid.
1639/9).

58 Lambert Jacobsz. owned ‘Een oud bestie met een swart capproen nae
M. Remb.’ (An old woman with a black headdress after Master Remb.)
(Strauss Doc., 1637/4) that might be one of the many versions of no. C 41.



afterwards, with the accent on, for instance, the
copying of integral works by the master.
Nonetheless the number of tronies in the 1630s is
no smaller than in other periods. Besides the young
women and old men one can, from old descriptive
texts, expect to find at least three other types —
orientals®’, old women’® and young men®’. We know
today of a bare handful of autograph representatives
of the first two (nos. A 27, A 73 and perhaps also
no. B 8), plus a much larger number of imitations
some of which can with reasonable certainty be seen
as coming from the Rembrandt studio (e.g. nos. C 41
copy 1, C 54 and C101). More interesting still is the
quite large group of tronies of young men, which
must include a fair number of self-portraits and
pictures of Rembrandt done by other hands, as well
portrayals of other models. The ‘self-portraits’ group
(including a not inconsiderable percentage of
non-autograph works) has in the course of time been
mostly absorbed in a more or less romantic vision of
Rembrandt’s personf® or seen as a manifestation of
self-assured artistry or of specific views on artistic
theory!. An interpretation like this may be
acceptable for certain later self-portraits
beginning with that from 1640 in London (no. A 139),
that according to an old inscription must be seen as a
‘conterfeycel’ (likeness) and not a tronie — but
probably not for all, and certainly not for the early
ones. The earliest of all, in Amsterdam and Munich
(nos. A 14 and A1g), can still count as studies in
chiaroscuro, but the young man wearing a gorget or
costly garb in the other self-portraits from the
Leiden years (nos. A 20, A 21, A 22, A 33 and the lost
original of no. C 36) has, from the accessories, to be
seen as a Vanitas figure. The same is true of the less
numerous autograph self-portraits from the 1630s in
which gold chains, gorgets (and once even a helmet)
and caps with ostrich plumes play the same role as
earlier (nos. A 71, A 72, A 96, A 97 and perhaps also
B 10), and of course also of the workshop pieces from
the Amsterdam period in which Rembrandt appears

59 Lambert Jacobsz. owned ‘Een soldaet met swart haer een Iseren
halskraegh sluijer om den hals nae Remb.” (A soldier with dark hair and
iron gorget [and] shawl round his neck) (cf. no. C 55); Cornelis Aertsz.
van Beyeren (a timber merchant, and father of Rembrandt’s pupil
Leendert) ‘een soldaet gecopieert naer Rembrant’; and Aert de Coninx
‘een jongemans Tronie nae Rembrant’ and ‘een studenten Tronie nae
Rembrant’ (Strauss Doc., 1637/4, 1638/5 and 1639/9 respectively).

6o See, for example, W. Pinder, Rembrandts Selbstbildnisse, Konigstein 1950;
F. Erpel, Die Selbstbildnisse Rembrandits, Berlin 1967.

61 See H.]. Raupp, Untersuchungen zu Kiinstlerbildnis und Kinstlerdarstellung
in den Niederlanden im 17. Jahrhundert, Hildesheim-Zurich-New York 1984,
pp- 176-177, where the early self-portraits are described as being
intended to express self-confidence based on ‘ingenium’. See also for
example Alpers op. cit. (note 5), pp. 67-68: ‘One obvious pictorial sign
of Rembrandt’s worldly ambitions is found in the portrait heads —
mostly early self-portraits — bedecked with a golden chain. (. ..) The
same thing might be said about those self-portraits in which
Rembrandt dons a bit of armor. (...} Such studio dress-up with gold
chains and armor offer a minor but revealing record of Rembrandt’s
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in similar clothing (nos. C 36, C g2, C 96 and C g7)%.
Gerson put forward the idea that pupils may have
portrayed Rembrandts, and a number of tronies
painted by w1dely differing hands and with
Rembrandt’s features do appear to confirm this.
One of these, no. C 46 in Berlin, we have tentatively
attributed to Govaert Flinck. The others form a
stylistically heterogeneous group that for the most
part remains anonymous but among which one
work, no. C g7 in Pasadena, can together with a
group of portraits from the early 1640s be with great
probability be seen as done by Carel Fabritius at
the time (around 1641-43) he was working in
Rembrandt’s studio.

The ‘self-portraits’ group which has always been
regarded as being a separate category, is thus found
to break down through the variety of hands that can
be detected within it. Furthermore, it does not from
the iconographic viewpoint form a discrete entity
but is past of a larger group of work (mostly studio
pieces®) showing various figures with similar dress
and evidently having a common function or
meaning. It is of course no mere chance that these
paintings have all, earlier or later, once been looked
on as self-portraits; the cap, with or without a plume,
came to be regarded as a distinguishing mark of the
artist in general and Rembrandt’s appearance in
particular, and the gorget gave rise to the singular
title ‘self—portrait as an officer’. Unmistakeably,
however, there are among these young men faces
that are not like that of Rembrandt, and that differ
greatly one from the other. Some, such as the
Toledo Bust of a young man (no. A 41), are un-
doubtedly from Rembrandt’s hand, and some-
times one thinks one recognizes a particular pupil
such as Isack Jouderville — perhaps painted by
himself (no. A 23, and see also Vol. I, p. 838); but in
most instances the sitter must remain nameless, and
one can only suppose that the pupils in the
workshop used themselves or each other as a model.
One can deduce that both these options existed

serious ambitions as an artist.” How shaky such interpretations (taking
iconological motifs to be means of personal expression) are is already
obvious from the fact that tronies of quite different young men show
exactly the same costume (see further, and note 62).

62 On the Vanitas meaning of the cap with ostrich-plume and other
adornment, see the comments on no. A 20; on that of the gorget (or
helmet), see the comments on no. A 21 (in Vol. II, p. 838).

63 Gerson p. 66, where it is however assumed that these portraits would
have been copied after original Rembrandts. It is not unknown for

‘het
conterfeitsel van Lamberts selven door J. Ariens [Backer| gedaen’ in the
estate of Lambert Jacobsz. in 1637 (H.L. Straat, ‘Lambert Jacobsz,
schilder’, De vrije Fries 28, 1925, pp- 53-94, €sp- 7§ NO. 24).

64 Including, besides autograph work such as the Toledo Bust of a young
man and perhaps that in Florence (no. B 1), similar busts by various
hands: in Cleveland (no. A 23, see Vol. II, p. 838) and San Diego
(no. C 55) — both attributable to Jouderville — in Pasadena (see Vol. 1.
pp- 49-50, figs. 27 and 28; Sumowski Gemalde 1, no. 42 as Backer), The
Hague (no. G ¢8) and Detroit (Br. 192; fig. 13).

pupils to paint portraits of their master; see, for instance,
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Fig. 13. Rembrandt workshop, Bust of a man in a plumed hat and gorget, panel
62.3 x 46.2 cm. Detroit, Mich., The Detroit Institute of Arts

from the fact that one and the same model can be
recognized in two paintings, both of them very
rembrandtesque (and earlier or later regarded as
being Rembrandt self-portraits) though not
acceptable as autograph and each by a different
hand. One of these (no. C g8, in The Hague) offers a
pose that can be interpreted as typical for a
self-portraité5, the other (in Detroit; our fig. 13)6
shows a man with the same facial features but
obviously painted by different artists. Both of them
are like several of the tronies based on
Rembrandt’s own appearance, and also like, for
instance, the San Diego Young man in gorget and
plumed cap (no. C 55; fig. 20) attributable to Isack
Jouderville — of the type that used in contemporary
inventories to be called ‘een soldaet’ (see note 39).
The final group of tronies that we must mention is
that showing boys, mostly in a costume probably
intended to be Polish. They seem to be connected,
not always in an equally obvious way, with
Rembrandt’s workshop production in the early

65 On this see Raupp op. cit. 61, pp. 18iff.

66 Br. 192, Bauch 158. See especially S. Slive, ‘Rembrandt’s Man wearing a
plumed beret and gorget; a recent acquisition’, Bulletin of the Detroit
Institute of Arts 54 (x975), PP- 5-13-

67 Besides nos. C 62, C 63 and C 64, one must mention in this connexion
paintings in the Wallace Collection and previously in the coll
Youssoupof (Br. 188 and 187). A head in the Philips collection in
Emndhoven (Br. 189), a variant on Rembrandt’s Cupid blowing a soap-bubble
{no. A g1), appears to be a fragment; see the picture of a half-length
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1630s, but it is impossible to point to any autograph
prototype for them®’. Early documents do not, so far
as we know, make any mention of the type; only
later does one find descriptions of a ‘Polakje’ by
Rembrandtss.

History paintings

It is not éasy to get a clear idea of what place history
paintings occupied in the production of the
workshop. Something could already be deduced
from what has been said about the history painting
copied after Rembrandt’s prototype; but it is harder
to define what the pupils composed by themselves in
Rembrandt’s style and with a greater or lesser use of
his motifs. The sources mention them later, and
even then less frequently, than the tronies after
Rembrandt; yet one finds that the history painting
‘door een discipel van Rembrandt (and sometimes
moreover described as a ‘principaal’, i.e. an original)
was a wellknown concept alongside work that went
under the name of the pupil®®. For us it is still hard
however to recognize such work done in the studio
and tell it from work the pupil did later on his own
account. Thus it is unclear whether, in the year that
(according to Houbraken) Govaert Flinck worked
with Rembrandt and that must have been in 1633/34,
he contributed any history paintings of his own to
the production of the workshop; one can recognize
his hand only in a Lamentation dated 16377%, which is
a free paraphrase of Rembrandt’s grisaille of the
same subject (no. A 107). Flinck had by then not been
working with Rembrandt for some time (though he
did, according to Sandrart and Baldinucci taken in
conjunction, work for Hendrick Uylenburgh until
1639), but he obviously continued to keep closely in
touch with the developments in Rembrandt’s work.
With Isack Jouderville, on the other hand, we know
of no rembrandtesque history painting from the
years after he left Rembrandt’s studio (c. 1634°),
though one can attribute to him a painting like the
Denver Minerva (no.Cg) which must have been
produced in the workshop in or soon after 1631. A
number of motifs from recent work by Rembrandt
(in this instance from his final years in Leiden) are
worked into this painting in a way that from the
technical and stylistic viewpoints can be termed very
rembrandtesque. These are two criteria that apply,
though not exclusively, to workshop pieces; a third,
usable only if the material used as the support has

figure, a boy in Polish costume beside a table bearing fruit (sale
Amsterdam 21 May 1968, no. 210), certainly again a Vanitas picture.

68 Coll. Geertruida van de Polder, widow of Gerard Cocq, sale The Hague
2 October 1769 (Lugt 1781), no. 25: ‘Een Polakje zeer uitvoerig geschildert
door Rembrant van Rhyn, hoog 8 en een half, breet 6 duimen
[= 22,1 x 13.2 cm]’. As a comparison, the Bust of a boy in Polish costume in
the Wallace Collection (Br. 188) measures 20 x 17 cm.

69 ‘Een Abraham en Hagar, van een discipel van Rembrandt’ in the estate
of Nicolaes van Bambeeck the Younger in Amsterdam in 1671 (A.
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Fig. 14. Rembrandt workshop, The apostle Paul, canvas 137 x n2.5 cm. Vienna, Kunsthistorisches Museum

been investigated, can be found in the relationship
the panel or canvas used is seen to bear to other
works from the workshop or by Rembrandt himself.

All three of these conditions are met to an almost
ideal extent by the Vienna Apostle Paul (Br. 603;
fig. 14). The motifs taken from Rembrandt stem in
this case partly from his Leiden years — from
etching B. 149 of ¢ 1629 or, more likely, from the

Bredius, Kiinstler-Inventare 111, p. 1022) — perhaps identifiable with
no. C 85 (see further, and that entry). ‘Een heele groote schilderij daar
vier mans in sijn, drie bijeen en een sittende, sijnde den hooftman
Cornelius, sijnde een principael van een discipel van Reynbrant
twintigh jaar geweest’ (A quite large painting in which there are four
men, three together and one seated, being the centurion Cornelius, an
original by a disciple of Reynbrant twenty years since (?)) (Bredius
op.cit. IV, p. 2146. J. Bruyn in: O.H. g8, 1984, p. 161), described as
belonging to the possessions brought by the bridegroom into the
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preparatory drawing for it in the Louvre (Ben. 13). In
its broad lines the motif comes from this, includin

the position of the arms and books and the colossal
sword in the right background (which does not
appear in the etching). The painting was for a long
time, certainly for these reasons, looked on as a
Rembrandt from around 16307!. Obstacles to this are
however found in both the execution’?, which from

marriage between Hildebrand van der Walle and Catharine Gruterus in
Delft in 1672; most probably this is identical with the painting of The
Centurion Cornelius in the Wallace Collection attributable to Willem
Drost, which can perhaps on the basis of the puzzling phrase "twintigh
jaar geweest’ be dated in 1652.

70 Von Moltke Flinck, no. 59; Sumowski Gemalde 11, no. 612.

71 Thus still in Hofstede de Groot (HAG 180) and Bredius (Br. 603).

72 Both the colour, especially the overreddish head, and the brushwork,
which is lacking in rhythm and suggestion of depth.
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Fig. 15. Rembrandt, The Holy Family (no. A 88), canvas 183.5 x 123 cm. Munich,
Alte Pinakothek

quite early on prompted occasional doubts as to the
Rembrandt attribution’®, and the composition. The
spiral-like structure of the figure, accentuated by the
swirling beard, differs fundamentally from the
frontal treatment of the figure in the drawing and
etching of ¢. 1629, and reminds one most of what is
found in Rembrandt’s work from the mid-1630s such
as the figure of Mary in the Munich Holy family
(no. A 88) and of Abraham in the Leningrad
Abraham’s sacrifice (no. A 108), or knee-length pieces
like the Minerva (no. A 114). There are furthermore
such similarities of detail and treatment with the last
two of these (both dated 1635) that the style of the
Apostle Paul can hardly be seen as other than a
reflexion of Rembrandt’s own style in that year. The
date 163(.) now visible (read in the 18th century as
1636, and by Bode as 163574, is certainly in agreement

73 The Vienna catalogue of 1884 by E. von Engerth had the first mention
of Flinck. Benesch (Rembrandt, Werk und Forschung, Vienna 1935, p. 5)
called the picture a workshop copy, but after Von Moltke (Flinck, pp.
18-19, mno. 71) had accepted the Flinck attribution in 1965 this was
adopted by Gerson (Br.-Gerson 603) — who also however saw Jan
Lievens as a possibility! — and Sumowski (Gemilde 11, no. 643).
Compared with early works by Flinck such as the Shepherd in the
Rembrandthuis in Amsterdam and the Shepherdess dated 1636 in
Braunschweig (Sumowski op. cit., nos. 655 and 656), the Apostle Paul
offers no specific points of resemblance to the characteristic somewhat
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Fig. 16. Rembrandt workshop, The rest on the flight into Egypt, panel 73 x 58 cm.
Berlin (West), Staatliche Museen Preussischer Kulturbesitz, Gemaldegalerie

with this. Investigation of the canvas used shows
with amazing precision that this is indeed a work
from Rembrandt’s studio in the mid-1630s — it is
identified as coming from the same bolt as the
canvases of the Munich Holy family of c 1634
(no. A 80), the Cupid blowing a soap-bubble of that year
(no. A g1) and the Berlin Samson threatening his father-
in-law of 1635 (no. A 109), plus a few pieces of canvas
used for enlarging two grisailles around 1634/35 (nos.
A 106 and A 107)”%. On these grounds one may take it
that the present painting was done in the workshop
around 1635/36 and (because of both the execution
and the borrowing of an earlier Rembrandt motif)
by an assistant; unfortunately the latter must for the
moment remain anonomous’s,

Another painting that can count as a worksho
piece from these years is the Rest on the flight into
Egypt in Berlin (fig. 16)””. Though in this case there
has been no investigation of the oak panel used, the
connexion with various Rembrandt works from
1633/34 and the ineptness with which borrowings
have been used leave no doubt that it was done by a

slack treatment of those works. There is even less similarity to the work
of Jacob Backer, whom Bauch saw (no. Ag) as a possibility (with
retouches by Rembrandt).

74 W. Bode, Studien zur Geschichte der hollindischen Malerei, Braunschweig
1883, p. 426; W. von Bode and C. Hofstede de Groot, Rembrandt 1, Paris
1897, no. 35. As Dr Klaus Demus has been kind enough to inform us,
reflectography of the signature in 1985 revealed dark marks under the
present top layer, slightly higher up — two vertical and one L-shaped;
he saw them as belonging to an RHL-monogram. The purpose and
meaning of these marks are for the time being unclear.



Fig. 17. F. Bol, The rest on the flight into Egypt, 1644, canvas 203 x 261 con.
Dresden, Staatliche Kunstsammlungen Dresden, Gemildegalerie Alte Meister

beginner in Rembrandt’s studio. The main
prototype used was the Munich Holy family of ¢. 1634
(fig. 15); the figure of Mary is taken from this, though
now without her artfully spiralling structure and
with the head facing stiffly to the front. The latter is
found to have been taken, together with a veil and
pleated shirt, from Rembrandt’s 1633 Bust of a young
woman in Amsterdam (no. A 73), which we described
earlier as a model for other tronies. Though the exact
origin of the leaning figure of Joseph has still to be
determined, it is already clear that the Berlin
painting is a rather primitive compilation done by a
hand that (certainly where the unhappy execution of
the trees and landscape are concerned) is not
recognizable in any other work. Remarkably, a
number of divergences from Rembrandt’s Holy family
— che addition of Mary’s awkward left foot, the
different posture of her right arm’ and the child’s
left arm, the fringe on the blanket, and so on — are
taken over item-for-item years later by Ferdinand
Bol, in his 1644 Rest on the flight into Egypt in Dresden
(fig. 17)°. When painting this work — one of the first
he executed in a new style, definitely less
rembrandtesque than that of his earlier works — Bol
will certainly have had the Berlin workshop piece in
front of him. One can perhaps see in the function
the latter had in the transmission of Rembrandt’s
‘inventions’ an analogy for the role that, as
suggested earlier, workshop copies may have had as
a model for later reproduction in the studio.

Thus one time and again finds motifs taken from

75 See Vol. II, pp. 24 and 27.

76 The idea of it being a copy after a lost Rembrandt original is less likely,
for two reasons. In the first place there is no known analogy in his
autograph work for so close a link with a much earlier composition by
Rembrandt; and in the second the X-ray shows that Paul’s left hand was
executed in the underpainting as resting against his chest, and was
given its present position only later — something that does not point to
its being a copy.

77 Oak panel 73 x 58 cm, Staatliche Museen Preussischer Kulturbesitz,
Gemaildegalerie (cat. 815 B). Attributed to Flinck by Von Moltke (Flinck,
no. 48) without sound reason.
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Fig. 18. F. Bol, Isaac and Esau, panel 57.3 x 69.6 cm. Geneva, art trade (1979)

Rembrandt being used by pupils not only during
their work in his studio but afterwards as well.
In many cases where the pupil’s signature — the
hallmark of his independence — 1is absent it is
consequently unclear in which phase such paintings
should be placed. This uncertainty applies, for
instance, to the painting of Isaac and Esau (see
no. A g copy 1 fig. 18), the attribution of which to
Bol® is confirmed by the fact that a preparatory
drawing for the figures has been recognized as being
by Bol®l. The setting for the Old Testament scene is
a faithful copy after Rembrandt’s Danae in Leningrad
(no. A 1), so faithful that Bol’s painting can serve as
a document for the original format of the Danae
before it was drastically reduced. One could
therefore easily believe one was dealing with a
painting done in Rembrandt’s workshop; but Bol
used the same setting in a work that he certainly
produced only after leaving the studio, the Dublin
David’s dying charge to Solomon signed and dated 1643
(see no. A 119 copy 2 and fig. 8 there). Though it can
be assumed, from what we know of Bol’s early
development, that the Isaac and Esau was done
earlier, one cannot tell for sure whether the painting
was produced before or after he set up as a painter
in his own right. We are on rather firmer ground
with the Departure of the Shunamite woman in the
Victoria & Albert Museum, London (no. C 8 5); this
unhappily far from intact painting displays such
evident though freely interpreted reminiscences of

78 Obviously the gesture, coming from an longstanding tradition based on
Byzantine prototypes, of the Mary in Rembrandt holding the feet of her
child (see J. Bruyn in: Simiolus 4, 1970, pp. 36-38), no longer held any
meaning for the pupil.

79 Blankert Bol, no. 16 (where the similarity is pointed out); Sumowski
Gemalde 1, no. 81.

80 E. van de Wetering, ‘Het formaat van Rembrandts “Danae”’, in: M.
Adang et al. ed., Met eigen ogen. Opstellen aangeboden . . . aan Hans L.C.
Jaffé, Amsterdam 1984, pp. 62-72, esp. 67-69.

81 Pen and wash 18 x 14.2 cm, whereabouts unknown; Sumowski Drawings
I, no. 199 (dated in the early 1640s).
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Rembrandt’s 1637 etching of The dismissal of Hagar
(B. 30) and his 1640 painting of the Visitation in
Detroit (nd. A 138) that it does seem natural to think
of it as a workshop piece. The highly unusual
subject, first recognized for what it is by Tumpel,
very soon gave rise to confusion with the far
better-known one of the dismissal of Hagar,
probably in the second quarter of the 18th century
but possibly even earlier; the mention of ‘een
Abraham en Hagar, van een discipel van
Rembrandt’ owned by Nicolaes van Bambeeck Jnr.
in 1671 could, as Schwartz has suggested, very well
relate to this work. As inscription the painting bears
a clearly non-autograph Rembrandt signature and
the plausible date of 1640; in view of the
resemblances with Bol’s style in his earliest signed
works from 164182, there is every likelihood that he
was the ‘discipel’ responsible for the painting.
There are still a number of other paintings that
are candidates for being regarded as worksho
products. They include, for instance, the Bathsheba in
a private collection in Berlin®3, a painting of modest
quality in which — much as with Jouderville’s
Minerva (no. C g) — motifs from Rembrandt’s Leiden
work are combined with a later prototype, in this
case the Ottawa Young woman at her toilet of c. 1632/33
(no. A 64). One can also think of works such as the
Flight into Egypt previously in the Lord Wharton
collection (no. C47), where the motif of Joseph
plodding along is based on one of Rembrandt’s
earliest etchings (B. 54) but the style of painting
points to it having been done in the later 1630s. And
most of all there is the intriguing Leningrad Descent
from the Cross (no.C 49), which carries a spurious
signature and the probably misleading date of 1634,
and where Rembrandt’s interpretation of 1632/33 of
the same subject (no. A 65) has been varied in a
manner that would seem to betray a later pictorial
style and, moreover, different temperaments. To
this must be added, however, that the canvas
probably comes from the same bolt as that of
the Leningrad Flora dated 1634 (no. A 93)3, which
practically proves that it originated in Rembrandt’s
studio but also makes a much later dating not really
likely. Ought one to assume that several hands
worked on this one painting, at intervals? In one way
this would provide an analogy for the Rest on the flight
into Egypt (no. C 6), a work that appears to have been
started by a Leiden pupil of Rembrandt (Gerard
Dou?), and given a new landscape by Govaert Flinck

82 The year 1641 is on The angel appearing to Gideon in the Rijksmuseum Het
Catherijneconvent, Utrecht, which bears the signature fB(joined)o/
(Blankert Bol, no.u; Sumowski Gemdlde I, no.79). An identical
signature, which does not appear on later works (and is doubted by
Blankert), is also on the Liberation of Peter (also, though wrongly,
doubted by Blankert) in the coll. Pieter K. Baaij, Schoten (Blankert Bol,
no. D 4; Sumowski Gemiilde 1, no. 78).

83 Oak panel 54 x 47.5 cm (Br. 495); exhibn cat. Hollandische Malerei aus
Berliner Privatbesitz, Berlin 1984, no. 52 (with colour illus.). Copy at
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in 1633/34 in Amsterdam?®?. So far little progress has
been made in discovering how far the products of
Rembrandt’s workshop were executed by more than
one hand. It was commented at the start of this essay
that in this respect matters seem to have been quite
different from what was usual in Rubens’ studio;
nonetheless, documents do a number of times86
mention collaboration — between Rembrandt and a
pupil, or between two pupils — and in a few, rare
instances (such as the Rest on the flight into Egypt just
mentioned) the notion of different hands becomes
apparent. There is however no convincing evidence
in the material that has survived for the supposition
that, on any large scale, Rembrandt sought
assistance when executing his history paintings; and
the idea of two or more pupils working together
stands up to critical examination only in exceptional
cases®’,

Portraits

The idea that portrait commissions, too, might have
been carried out in the studio by assistants is not
supported by any explicit statements in con-
temporaneous documents. Yet the thought is not
really all that surprising. Speaking generally, the
lowly position of portrait-painting in the hierarchy
of the genres leads to the assumption that the
portrait was looked on as par excellence something
suitable for the inexperienced to cut their teeth on.
More particularly we know from Sandrart that
Flinck, during the years he worked for Uylenburgh,
also painted portraits, and by analogy one may take
it that he had done so earlier for Rembrandt (as
Rembrandt himself had probably also done for
Uylenburgh)®. Finally, we know of portraitists
whose assistants took an active part in their
production; Michiel Jansz. van Mierevelt, Anthonie
van Dyck and Hyacinthe Rigaud provide widely
differing examples of this. What in practice they
shared, however, is that the execution of clothing
and other accessories was left to the assistant, and it
is precisely this that appears to have been only
exceptionally the case with Rembrandt. One such
exception must have been the London Portrait of
Philips  Lucasz. of 1635 (no. A ng), where the
background and head may be seen as autograph
beyond suspicion, but where the lace collar and gold
chain are in their execution so lacking in clarity of
form that one has to suppose that the master left
these passages to an assistant. Mostly, however, one

Leiden, Stedelik Museum De Lakenhal, cat. 1949 no.177 (panel
67.1 X 51.5 cm).

84 See Vol. I, pp. 24 and 28.

85 See Vol. IL, pp. 848-854, where the painting is related to the description
(by Ferdinand Bol and Gerrit Uylenburgh!) of ‘Een Josep en Maria van
Gerrit Douw en Flinck’ in the estate of Laurens Mauritsz. Douci drawn
up in Amsterdam on 18 January 1669 (A. Bredius, Kiinstler-Inventare 11, p.
423)

86 Apart from the description quoted in the previous note, see for



Fig. 19. I. Jouderville, Bust of a young man (self-portrait?), detail. Dublin, National
Gallery of Ireland
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Fig. 20. Rembrandt workshop (I. Jouderville), Bust of a young man in a gorget and
plumed cap, 1631 (no. C 5), detail. San Diego, Cal.,, San Diego Museum of Art

is dealing with portraits that, if they are not by
Rembrandt himself, seem to have been painted in
their entirety by another hand. An example of this is
the companion-piece to the Philips Lucasz., the Portrait
of Petronella Buys (no. C ), which differs so much
from Rembrandt’s own portraits in execution that it
has to be ascribed to someone else, probably the
same workshop assistant who painted the
accessories in the man’s portrait. In Rembrandt one
can at least once find the situation of one of a pair of
portraits having been done by an assistant?.

Belief in the involvement of assistants naturally
becomes more acceptable, and our picture of the
part they played in production clearer, as it becomes
possible to form groups of portraits in which the
characteristics of a single hand can be detected in a
variety of appearances and combinations, and
possibly further than that to identify this hand as
that of an artist known in his own right. This seems
to be the case with Isack Jouderville, the only pupil
who may be assumed to have followed Rembrandt
from Leiden to Amsterdam in 1631, and who has
already been discussed as the author of copies after
Rembrandt and of rembrandtesque tronies and

example the cryptic mention of a ‘Rembrandt and Gerrit Dou’ in the
inventory of the estate of the dealer Johannes de Renialme drawn up in
Amsterdam on 27 June 1657 (A. Bredius, Kiinstler-Inventare 1, p. 235).
87 A typical example of this is the Amsterdam Beheading of John the Baptist
described in the 18th century (sale Amsterdam 16ff September 1760,
Lugt uu, no. 8g) as ‘in the manner of Rembrandt’, and in the 1g9th
century regarded as by Rembrandt and subsequently as the work of
Carel Fabritius and Govaert Flinck. C. Brown (Carel Fabritius, Oxford

3t

history paintings in the early 1630s. As we have
explained before®, various workshop pieces can be
attributed to Jouderville on the grounds of common
characteristics and resemblance with the only signed
rembrandtesque painting by him we know of —
the Dublin Bust of a young man (fig.19) —, the
differences between them being explicable as
resulting from variations in the prototypes by
Rembrandt himself. This ambiguity — which can of
course lead to a wider or narrower range of
attributions depending on whether one is generous
in allowing discrepancies or strict about accepting
similarities — typifies the problem that a workshop
production like that of Rembrandt presents us with.

This seems the proper place to look at this
problem, because one knows that Jouderville did,
during his later career in Leiden after 1636, paint
portraits and may thus well have been involved in
earlier years in Rembrandt’s studio production in
this field. His work may be expected to show very
close resemblances to Rembrandt’s own portraits
from the early 1630s in terms of composition and
motifs, and at the same time to display Jouderville’s
by now familiar idiosyncracies. The point of

1981, p- 28 and no. R 1) called the picture, probably rightly, ‘the work of
a Rembrandt pupil of the middle or later 1630s’.

88 On this see Vol. II, pp. 57-59. Sandrart says of Flinck: ‘Er hielte sich
lange Jahre auf bey dem beriihmten Kunsthindler Ulenburg, dem er
viel ausbiindige herrliche Contrafiten von eigner Hand hinterlassen’
(ed. Peltzer, op.cit.}, p. 194).

89 See the pair of portraits in Vienna {nos. A 45 and C 80).

go See Vol. II, pp. 76-87, esp. 84-83, and E. v.d. Wetering, op. cit.?7.
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Fig. 21. Rembrandt workshop (I. Jouderville), Portrait of a woman, 1632
(no. C 6g), detail. New York, The Metropolitan Museum of Art, The H.O.
Havemeyer Coll.

departure for pinpointing the latter remains the
signed painting in Dublin, just mentioned. If we look
for a moment only at the face turned to the light in
this picture, we see that it has a fairly strong
demarcation between the lit and shadowed parts,
partly through the latter having a remarkably
smooth and rather opaque appearance; the very
linear delineation of the eyes emphasizes their slitlike
nature. If one adds to this the singularly chaotic
indication of ornament in the shawl using confused
highlights, one has a stylistic specification that is
matched so perfectly by a coherent group that they
can be seen as typical of Jouderville’s style and (if the
inscription on the Dublin portrait can be regarded as
evidence of his achieving his independence) coming
from around the end of his activity with Rembrandt,
probably c. 1635°. The same features can be found in
a less pronounced form, in what one may assume to
be an earlier group of works, bearing a clearer
relationship to prototypes from Rembrandt’s hand.
We have already mentioned as such Rembrandt’s
Self-portrait of ¢. 1629 in The Hague (no. A 21), the 1631
Artist in oriental costume in the Petit Palais (no. A 40) —
which Jouderville copied! — and the 1632 Portrait of a
young man in a private collection (no. A 60)*2. The
Portrait of a young man in a gorget and plumed cap in San
Diego (no. C 35; fig. 20) is very close to the lastnamed
work, but at the same time shows traces of Jouder-
ville’s style in several respects. An attribution to the
latter, which in Vol. II was still ‘looked on as no more
than a cautious suggestion’, is persuasive in that it also

g1 See Vol. II, p. 83, figs. 33, 34 and 35.
92 See Vol.'II, pp. 84-87.
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Fig. 22. Rembrandt, Portrait of a young woman, 1632 (no. A 55), detail. Vienna,
Akademie der bildenden Kiinste in Wien, Gemildegalerie

provides an explanation for the origin of the artist’s
later style as we know it from the Dublin painting and
similar works. The diagrammatic handling of
modelling and chiaroscuro found here recurs in the
San Diego piece where however it has a far stronger
rembrandtesque stamp. If one takes account of the
amorphous ornamentation on the gorget, the
attribution becomes even more convincing,.

This attribution now offers immediate interest for
assessing what part Jouderville played in the
workshop production of portraits, and in particular
for recognizing his hand in the New York Portrait of a
woman dated 1632 (no. C 69g; fig. 21). As we have
already said®, this work displays more obviously
Jouderville-like characteristics than the San Diego
picture. The almost smooth and continuous paint in
the shadows of the head, and the strangely flat effect
this creates, represent a variant on Rembrandt’s
portrait style in the early 1630s that can hardly be
mterpreted as other than as exactly matching
Jouderville’s development. In the eyes here we meet
(perhaps for the first time) a slitlike effect familiar
from various other later works, and due partly to a
slight bend in the drawing of the upper eyelid; the
disordered and unsuggestive highlights and sheens
in various parts of the costume are also very close
indeed to Jouderville’s style. At the same time the
New York woman’s portrait gives an insight into
how the artist drew on Rembrandt’s prototype. A
head such as that in the 1632 Portrait of a young woman
in the Vienna Akademie der bildenden Kiinste
(no. A g5; fig. 22), where the shadow area though

93 See Vol. II, p. 87.



Fig. 23. Rembrandt, Portrait of a young woman, 1632 (no. A 55), detail. Vienna,
Akademie der bildenden Kiinste in Wien, Gemildegalerie
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Fig. 24. Rembrandt workshop (I. Jouderville), Portrait of a woman, 1632
(no. C 69), detail. New York, The Metropolitan Museum of Art, The H.O.
Havemeyer Coll.

more sensitively modelled also gives a flattish effect,
and a certain stylization clearly wins out over detail,
must have made an impression on him and
prompted his lopsided interpretation of Rem-
brandt’s style. When one notices that the right hand
in the Vienna Portrait of a young woman (fig. 23) is used
almost unaltered in the New York picture, despite
the addition of a fan (fig. 24), then it becomes likely
that it was precisely this painting that Jouderville
took as his model. In this detail one sees the
difference between prototype and derivative at least
as clearly as in the heads — in the Vienna portrait,
lightly stylized contours and a discreet chiaroscuro
are enough to evoke the intended shape, while in the
New York hand there seems to be no real feeling for
shape at all, and the same formula results in a
misdrawing that lacks any power. The other hand,
however, was finalised only after a radical change,
and the outcome suggests that Rembrandt here
intervened in his assistant’s work as he appears to
have done more than once in drawings.

The main reason why, in Vol. I, the New York
woman’s portrait was regarded as definitely a
workshop piece but the attribution to Jouderville
was judged only a remote possibility lay in the
associated man’s portrait (no. C 68)*. This work,
which because of the manner of painting must
certainly be ascribed to the same hand, indeed does
not exhibit such evident similarities to Jouderville’s
style (though this is not entirely absent in the
rendering of the collar and cuffs); yet the prototype

94 See Vol. 11, pp. 748-750.
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used and the effect it had on the young painter
provides a ready explanation for this. Just as
Rembrandt’s young woman in the Vienna Academy
was used as the model for various components of the
woman’s portrait, so one can recognize in its
companion-piece — the Kassel Portrait of a man
trimming his quill of 1632 (no. A 54) — the prototype
for the head in the man’s portrait (see figs. 25 and
26). Though the result is, especially in the modelling
of the-forehead and right eye, less diagrammatic
(and thus less Jouderville-like), the way the shadow
side of the face is treated as an almost uniform
surface can be seen as based on the same
interpretation of Rembrandt’s example as one sees
in the woman’s portrait. Because of this, and of the
convincing similarity the lastnamed work shows to
Jouderville’s  style, one may take it that the
surprising quality seen in the man’s portrait (directly
explicable by his using the Rembrandt as his model)
is part of the potential he deployed in portraits that
are still to be recognized as his.

With regard to the composition of the two New
York portraits it has to be commented that, as we
have already said%, this follows a scheme employed
a number of times in Rembrandt’s workshop around
1632/33. Obviously, the assistant had prototypes that
he was allowed to use with a certain amount of
freedom. In the case of the man’s portrait there is so
much similarity to the 1632 Portrait of Marten Looten in
Los Angeles (no. A 52) that this, or a similar painting,
could have provided the basis.

95 See Vol. 11, p. 749 and 750 figs. 7 and 8.



STUDIO PRACTICE AND STUDIO PRODUCTION

Fig. 25. Rembrandt, Portrait of a man trimming his quill, 1632 (no. A 54), detail.
Kassel, Staatliche Kunstsammlungen Kassel, Schloss Wilhelmshshe

As the New York portraits demonstrate, the
assistant executing such work was nonetheless able
to a substantial extent to place his own stamp on the
product. When seen as part of the workshop
production they represent quite clearly one
tendency that can be detected in Rembrandt’s
autograph portraits. They mirror a limited aspect of
his portrait style determined more by juxtaposing
light and dark areas treated as fields than by a
distinct indication of form, and more by a fairly
opaque use of paint than by an alternation of
opaque luminosities and translucent shadows. This
stylistic feature can also be found in other portraits
from the early and middle 1630s, but how far
Jouderville can be seen as responsible for these as
well it is hard to say; answering the question is of
course made difficult by the fact that stylistic
similarities like this might very well come from a
similar interpretation of the same prototypes
painted by Rembrandt. Indeed, the resemblance of
the pair of bust portraits from 1632/33 in
Braunschweig (nos. C 70 and 71) with the works in
New York attributable to Jouderville would appear
to be ascribable only to Rembrandt’s influence. The
intensity put into the plastic rendering of certain
details (e.g. the eyes in the woman’s portrait), and a
slightly differing use of colour (which includes a
orangish brown) seem proof enough that another
hand was involved here. The same (for the moment
anonymous) hand can probably be recognized in a
woman’s portrait (later altered into a kind of sibyl)
owned by the University of Los Angeles (no. C 113)
and bearing the date 1635 that was written on the
second background and must thus be viewed with
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Fig. 26. Rembrandt workshop (1. Jouderville), Portrait of a man, 1632 (no. C 68),
detail. New York, The Metropolitan Museumn, The H.O. Havemeyer Coll.

some reserve. Against this, the 1633 Portrait of a young
woman in a private collection (no. C 81), with its
rather enamel-like surface and diagrammatic
indication of form, again bears more resemblance to
the work of Jouderville. The Portrait of Petronella Buys
already mentioned (no.Cin) bears a general
resemblance to these works, but alongside this there
are idiosyncracies that make it impossible to
attribute it convincingly to any one of the hands
described above.

Besides this group of what, to oversimplify, one
can term smoothly-painted portraits there is a group
whose appearance is determined by a more forceful
brushwork, a more contrasty rendering of form and
a greater variation between opaque and trans-
lucently painted passages. The starting point for this
style was provided by another trend in Rembrandt’s
work that showed itself increasingly from 1633 on,
not only in tronies — like the two 1633 self-portraits in
the Louvre (nos. A 71 and 72) — but also in
commissioned portraits like those of Johannes
Wtenbogaert (no. A 80) and of an unknown man
(Jan Harmensz. Krul?) in Kassel (no. A 81). Linked
with this tendency in general, and probably with the
lastnamed work in particular, there is the Dresden
Portrait of a man dated 1633 (no. C 77), which precisely
because of its broad and audacious treatment we
connect tentatively with Govaert Flinck, together
with the Berlin Bust of Rembrandt mentioned earlier
(no. C 56). This attribution would fit in well with the
date of Flinck’s arrival in the workshop and would
cast light on his contribution to its production.
However, until such time as an acceptable transition
is discovered to Flinck’s typical style as we can follow



it in his development from 1636 onwards, the idea
can be no more than conjectural.

A somewhat related group that can be identified
as a distinct entity is formed by a number of bust
portraits that, according to the dates they bear,
come from 1634 and 1635. This includes a pair in
Boston (nos. C 72 and C 73), a woman’s portrait in
Edinburgh (no.C82), a man’s portrait in an
American private collection (no. C 104) and possibly
— though it is difficult to say for sure — a woman’s
portrait in Cleveland (no. C 105). What the first four
of these especially have in common can be summed
up as a manner of painting that though sometimes
quite effective often provides little suggestion of
plasticity and tends towards the slovenly; in the
heads this leads to an overemphasis on linear
elements, and in the costume (collars in particular) a
somewhat unclear structure and rendering of
materials. It is quite obvious that autograph
Rembrandt portraits from 1633 and ’34 served as the
models for these works. One can think, for instance,
of the 1633 Portrait of a man in Kassel mentioned a
moment ago (no. A 81), and of women’s portraits like
that of a young woman done in 1633 (no. A 84) and
of Oopjen Coppit from 1634 (no.A1o1). Yet
comparison also makes it clear that the essence of
the subtle means the master used to obtain his
three-dimensional effects the understated
indication of line, and the articulation between
half-shadows and reflexions of light — eluded the
assistant. What became of this anonymous artist
after 1635 one does not for the time being really
know.

Besides these groups of portraits in which aspects
of Rembrandt’s style plainly set the tone and gave
rise to a thoroughly rembrandtesque treatment,
there are works where his influence is far less
obvious. One example of this is the Portrait of a couple,
from 1632/33, in the Stewart Gardner Museum
in Boston (no.C67); though the handling of
chiaroscuro  especially gives the whole a
rembrandtesque feel, the pose of the figures and
stylization of details differ so much from what one
knows from Rembrandt — on the former point one
thinks of the 1633 Portrait of the shipbuilder Jan Rijcksen
and his wife (no. A 77), and on the latter of the 1632
Portrait of Maurits Huygens (no. A 57) — that one can
see in it neither Rembrandt’s design nor his hand.
One tends to think rather in terms of a young artist
trained elsewhere who worked in Rembrandt’s
studio for a short while, and from whose hand one
cannot with certainty identify any other work done

in the same manner%. )
The picture of an artist like this naturally comes

96 Despite a matching pose by the model in the Portrait of a woman in
Vienna (no. C 80), there is insufficient reason to think of the same hand
being involved (see Comments under that entry).
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into sharper focus as it becomes possible to point to
more work by him, thus finding a broader basis for
our view of his personal characteristics. This seems
to be possible with a painter who must have been
affected by Rembrandt’s work in 1634, rather later
than the foregoing, and then worked his impressions
into two portraits known to us — the Portrait of
Antonie Coopal dated 1635 on loan to the Boston
Museum of Fine Arts (no. C108) and the New York
Portrait of a jo-year-old woman from the same year
(no. C u12). What these share, despite a substantial
difference in subject and the resultant treatment —
and the reason for attributing them to a single hand
— is the use of remarkably straight and sometimes
fairly long and quite broad brushstrokes, and of
abrupt accents for shadows and lights; the outcome
is a distinctly un-Rembrandtlike brushstroke image
and quality of chiaroscuro. The resemblance
between the two, and the relation to Rembrandt’s
work, are apparent only as one becomes aware that
two different prototypes by him were used as a
model. The basis for the Coopal is a type — the bust
with hands, amply framed — that curiously we know
only from two examples later made into ovals, the
London Portrait of Philips Lucasz. of 1635 (no. A )
and the Portrait of a man from the same year in an
American private collection (no. Cio4). The
similarity to the Philips Lucasz. the angle at which
the face is seen and the distribution of light is so
great that one may assume that it or a similar work
served as a prototype, however much the idio-
syncratic execution makes this hard to recognize.
The use of a Rembrandt prototype is even less
obvious in the Portrait of a yo-year-old woman, with its
almost Frans Hals-like hands and the rough
rendering of the costume; yet here too use has been
made, even though only superficially, of a
Rembrandt prototype. The composition is taken
partially from the 1634 full-length Portrait of Maria
Bockenolle in Boston (no. A gg), and the basis for the
remarkable, almost graphical treatment of the
wrinkled head is the forceful brushwork in pieces
like the London Portrait of an 83-year-old woman from
the same year (no. A 104). One can only conclude
that Rembrandt’s assistants interpreted and used his
prototype in widely varying ways, and that practice
in the workshop left room for considerable freedom
in this respect.

After what appears to be a short break in the
production of portraits by assistants, it resumed
from about 1640 on. This was the period when
Rembrandt was painting the Night watch (no. A 146),
but when also one finds in his single portraits a move
towards a more subtle modelling and a style aimed
at an atmospheric impression of depth; and this
move is reflected in the shopwork as well. Coupled
with this shared tendency, the few autograph
portraits show quite marked differences in the
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Fig. 27. Rembrandt workshop (F. Bol?), Portrait of Elisabeth Jacobsdr. Bas, detail.
Amsterdam, Rijksmuseum

Fig. 28. Rembrandt workshop (F. Bol?), Portrait of a young woman, detail.
Dublin, National Gallery of Ireland

degree of emphasis that is placed on various pictorial
elements. In the 1639 Portrait of a young woman (Maria
Trip?) in Amsterdam (no. A 131) there is the careful
handling of paint, sometimes blending and at other
times descreetly graphical, used to lend the
silver-coloured banister and the model physical
presence, and something of the kind can be said
about the London Self-portrait of 1640 (no. A 139)
where an illusionistic effect of depth is likewise
provided by an architectural feature in the extreme
foreground. In the 1640 portraits of the Doomer/
Martens couple in New York and Leningrad (nos.
A 140 and A 141) the atmospheric effect is heightened
by a sophisticated interplay of rather unsharp
brushstrokes, and in those of the Van Bambeeck/Bas
couple of 1641 in Brussels and Buckingham Palace
(nos. A 144 and A 145) a far-reaching simplification of
plastic form is combined with an illusion (created by
the painted framing) of a space that encompasses
both the sitter and the viewer. These variants, each
with its own stylistic peculiarities, have all left their
traces in the workshop production of portraits.

The style of the Maria Trip, with its almost
chubbily-done flesh areas and crisp detail in costume
passages, seems to have provided the immediate
model for at least two portraits (both of which have
of course previously been attributed to Rembrandt),
one of an old and the other of a young woman; these
are the Portrait of Elisabeth Bas in the Amsterdam
Rijksmuseum?’, and the Portrait of a young woman
(unfortunately reduced on all four sides and badly
worn especially in the head) in Dublin®. Both display
a certain soberness in flesh areas and costume, and
lack the refinement with which Rembrandt achieved
pictorial unity between sitter and surroundings; in
both of them the most interesting (and in the Dublin

g7 Canvas 18 x g1.5 cm; Blankert Bol, no. R 200; see also note gg.

98 Canvas 72 x 62 cm; Sumowski Gemdilde I, no. 59. The painting has
obviously been trimmed down on all four sides.

99 A. Bredius in a number of articles, including O.H. 29 (19u1), pp. 193-197;
Burl. Mag. 20 (1911/12), pp. 330-341, and 24 (1913/14), pp. 217-218, 260;
Festschrift fiir Max J. Friedlinder, Leipzig 1927, pp. 156-160. The Bol
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painting the best preserved) passage is provided by
the hands and the objects they are holding — a
handkerchief in one case and gloves in the other (see
figs. 27 and 28). It was mainly because of this
passage, pictorially the most successful, that already
in 1911 Bredius attributed the Portrait of Elisabeth Bas
quite emphatically to Ferdinand Bol, with whose
name Sumowski later coupled the Dublin painting as
well®. The similarities with Bol’s known signed and
dated portraits from 1642!% cannot be termed
decisive, but there is enough resemblance in the
treatment to warrant the assumption that Bol
painted portraits like these when he worked in
Rembrandt’s studio. It is not impossible that the
same hand (and as Gerson suggested, that of Bol)
was responsible for the Portrait of Anna Wijmer dated
1641 in the Six Collection in Amsterdam (no. C 113).
The collar and rest of the costume in this portrait
have the same sobriety as those in the Elisabeth Bas,
and a tendency to soften contours seen in the head is
in line both with Rembrandt’s development in
1640/41 (clearest in the Van Bambeeck/Bas portraits)
and with what we know of Bol’s signed portraits
from 1642 onwards.

The deceptive simplicity of execution marking the
portraits of the Doomer couple — a combination of
greatly simplified structure for the bust with a
subtly-varied brushwork in the heads — hardly lent
itself to an imitation in toto. Their composition must
however also have had an influence outside the
studio; that much is plain from the man’s portrait by
Flinck in the Thyssen-Bornemisza collection also
dated 1640'%!, where this painter — some six years
after he had left Rembrandt’s workshop — was still
keeping his eye firmly fixed on the latter’s latest
work. One sees the same influence in a pair of

attribution, fairly generally accepted after a substantial amount of
argument, was rejected by Blankert (Bol, p. 57, no.R 200) who
reattributed the work to ‘Rembrandt {(and an assistant?)’.

See in particular women’s portraits in East Berlin and Baltimore
(Blankert Bol, nos. n7 and 121; Sumowski Gemdlde 1, no. 160).

101 Von Moltke Flinck, no. 529; Sumowski Gemdlde 11, no. 6g5.
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Fig. 29. Rembrandt workshop, Portrait of a man, canvas 120 X g2 cm.
Shelburne, Vermont, Shelburne Museum

Fig. 30. Rembrandt workshop, Portrait of a woman, canvas 106 x g1.5 cm.
London, The Iveagh Bequest, Kenwood (English Heritage)

pendants, probably from 1642, in the coll. Duke of
Westminster (nos. C106 and Cio7) that belong
among the most remarkable output of Rembrandt’s
studio. In manner of painting they resemble least of
all the Doomer portraits, at least where subtle
execution of the heads is concerned. A tendency to a
rather angular style in the man’s portrait makes one
think rather of what one sees in some of the heads in
the Night watch'%?. One is moreover surprised in both
the man’s and the woman’s portrait by bold strokes
of colour in the lit flesh areas; a similar approach to
colour can also be found in the Toronto Portrait of a
woman (no. C 114) and, in less developed form, in the
Bust of Rembrandt in Pasadena mentioned earlier
(no. C g7). Thinking of the later work of Carel
Fabritius and the significance colour was to assume
in this, it seems justified to recognize in this group
some of his earliest works, done in Rembrandt’s
workshop and representing a hitherto unknown
rembrandtesque face in his stylistic development!03,

In a final group of portraits one can see the
influence of Rembrandt’s portraits of the Van

102 See, for example, the heads of Sergeant Reyer Engelen and the
militiaman between the captain and the licutenant (numbered 1 and 17).
See, apart from the catalogue entries in question, the article soon to be
published by Mr. F.]J. Duparc, Montreal, who independently arrived at
the same conclusion with regard to three of the four paintings.

The man’s portrait (canvas 120 x g2 cm; HAG 766), now in the
Shelburne Museum, Shelburne, Vermont, and the woman’s portrait
(canvas 108 x g3.5 cm, evidently reduced at the top, HAG 865) in the

103

104
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Bambeeck/Bas couple and in particularly of the
spatial effect these share with the London Self-portrait
of 1640. The way the latter painting was for years on
end to influence the work of Flinck, Van den
Eeckhout and, in particular, Bol had to do mainly
with the pose of the body, though to a lesser extent
also with the effect of depth given by the motif of
the sill. Compared to this the influence of the Van
Bambeeck portraits was fairly shortlived, and limited
mostly to the diffuse lighting of the figures and their
relation to a vaguely-indicated space. This is,
remarkably, added as an afterthought in the form of
a somewhat foreshortened opening to the Portrait of a
man in a doorway (no. C o), the date of which can
best be read as 1641. The addition is not happily
integrated with the lighting and spatial composition,
nor with the execution — extraordinarily precise
and emphatic in the costume and relatively broad
(with little plasticity) in the face — of the whole.
Another hand has produced its own variations on
the theme of the Van Bambeeck portraits!®, with a
greater mastery and unity of stylistic means, in a

Iveagh Bequest, Kenwood, London, were shown side-by-side by
Valentiner (Rembrandt. Des Meisters Gemlde, Stuttgart-Leipzig 1908, p-
270), though not explicitly mentioned as pendants. The woman’s
portrait was attributed by H. Gerson and J-G. van Gelder to Bol, an
attribution accepted by Blankert (Bol, no. 120) and Sumowski (Gemalde 1,
no. 158). The two paintings are unmistakably from a single hand —
probably not that of Bol — and though they have long been separated
they are most probably companion-pieces.
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Fig. 31. Rembrandt workshop, Two dead partridges and a teal, panel 73 x 57 cm.
Ithaca, N.Y., Herbert F. Johnson Museum at Cornell University, Bequest of
David B. Goodstein

pair of pendants — the man’s portrait at Shelburne,
Vermont, and the woman’s at Kenwood, London
(figs. 29 and 30). Without citing his prototypes, this
artist has managed to use his rather more forceful
handling of paint to produce a three-dimensional
space filled with soft light. Understandably these
portraits were both long known as Rembrandts, and
the name of Bol has since been attached to the
woman’s. It is more likely, however, that the quite
personal style, with a penchant for somewhat
angular shapes, is that of a younger assistant —
perhaps a contemporary of Fabritius.

Still-lifes

Still life and landscape occupy, in the output of
Rembrandt and of his workshop as well, a
subordinate but not entirely negligible place. Despite
the absence of a constant level of production
Rembrandt set his stamp on the treatment of both
subjects — the latter more than the former —

105
106

Strauss Doc., 1656/12 nos. 25, 27, 28, 120, 123, 295.

According to the interpretation of Scott A. Sullivan (in: Ar¢ Bull. 62,
1980, pp. 236-243; see also idem, The Dutch gamepiece, Totowa-Montclair
1984, p. 43) the Dresden painting, usually seen as a self—portrait, was an
expression of Rembrandt’s social ambitions, i.e. the pretence of
belonging to the privileged class to whom hunting was reserved. The
premise underlying this — that social ambition was an iconographic
theme in the
misconception.

17th century -~ is however an anachronistic
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creating a type that, if only incidentally, was
imitated and developed further by his pupils both in
the studio and after they had left him.

The amount of still-life material that has survived
falls short of the expectations aroused by
Rembrandt’s inventory of 1656, which mentions no
less than five Vanitas still-lifes retouched by him!%%.
In fact we know, from surviving examples, of only
two still-lifes with dead birds (which may well have
been put under the Vanitas heading!). Neither of
them is a still-life in the traditional meaning of the
word; both the Amsterdam Dead peacocks and a girl
(no. A 134) and the Dresden Dead bittern held high by a
hunter (no. A133) also include a human figure.
Whatever the iconographic programme of these
works may have been!%, Rembrandt’s pictorial
vision of a subject that has its antecedents in the
16th- and 17th-century Flemish kitchen-piece seems
to have blazed the way for generations of artists who
specialized in painting dead birds. The production of
these in the workshop must have been small; only
two examples have survived, one of Two dead
partridges and a teal in the Herbert F. Johnson
Museum at Cornell University, Ithaca, N.Y.
(fig. 31107, and the other of A dead bittern and a girl
with a dead snipe in the Stiftung Sammlung E.G.
Biihrle in Zurich!08, The first, with its accent on the
fall of light on the dead birds’ feathers and the play
of cast shadows on the wall, seems to have been
directly inspired by Rembrandt’s example, in
particular the Amsterdam painting; the very direct
and occasionally even brilliant manner of painting,
and the colour-scheme based on a light-brown tone,
point to a date in the late 1630s. Subsequently
Ferdinand Bol, in a painting in Leningrad dated
164619 (his only known still-life), was to deal with a
very similar motif in a far softer manner. The Zurich
painting shows a rather cursory style of painting,
and a chiaroscuro that depends mainly on reflexions
of light; this style probably reflects a somewhat later
phase in Rembrandt’s development.

There is one further work that can be dated
around 1640 and has to be mentioned in this
connexion because of its subject-matter — the
Glasgow Dead ox (no. C122). One cannot be sure if
this composition — which was to recur, scarcely
changed, in the painting dated 1655 in the Louvre
(Br. 457) — had a prototype done by Rembrandt.

107 HdG 988 (described on the basis of Smith); Bauch 360 (as Rembrandt
around 1638).

108 Br. 455, Bauch g59. Gerson (Br.-Gerson 435) suspected it to be a
schoolwork.

Blankert Bol, no. 184.

Strauss Doc., 1656/12 no. 108.

109

110

w Itis evident, from the description of ‘een do. van een geslagen varcken’
(a ditto [i.e. a painting] of a slaughtered pig) in the inventory drawn up
after the death of Fabritius’s wife in 1643 (see Brown op. cit. 37, p. 147),
that he painted such subjects in his early period.



Fig. 32. Rembrandt, The rape of Europa, 1632 (no. A 47), detail. New York,
private collection

STUDIO PRACTICE AND STUDIO PRODUCTION

Fig. 33. Rembrandt, Diana bathing, with Actaeon and Callisto, 1634 (no. A 92),
detail. Rhede (BRD), Fiirst zu Salm-Salm

The mention of ‘een ossie van Rembrant naer ’t
leven’ (a little ox by Rembrant, done from life) in his
1656 inventory!!® may (if it indeed relates to this
subject at all) refer either to the painting in the
Louvre, or to an earlier lost original, or even to the
Glasgow version. One can deduce that the lastnamed
is in fact a workshop piece not so much from the
inscription Rembrandt. f. 16 (with the date curiously
and irritatingly incomplete) scratched into the wet
paint of a a mysterious black strip along the bottom,
as from the manner of painting, which is free and
varied and, because of the use of colour in the
opened carcass of the beast, might make an
attribution to Carel Fabritius not too farfetched!!!.

Landscapes

The production of landscapes — autograph or by
assistants — in Rembrandt’s studio was as irregular
as that of still-lifes. Even if the number of works is in
both instances a little larger, there is a lack of stylistic
continuity in this area too, and this does not make it
any simpler to.distinguish the work of Rembrandt
from that of his pupils. When trying to draw such a
line one may profitably consider also the later
production of Flinck and Bol, and its relationship to
Rembrandt’s prototypes.

One knows from documents that, earlier or later,
both Rembrandt and these two pupils painted
landscapes. Rembrandt’s 1656 inventory lists n
painted landscapes from his hand (one admittedly

u2  Strauss Doc., 1656/12 nos. 10, 11, 20, 43, 60 (‘a herding scene’), 63, 69, 125
(‘an eventide’), 291, 301 (‘a moonlight scene overpainted by Rembrant’),
304 (‘a landscape, begun’).

u3  In the estates of the Mennonite cloth merchant Jan Pietersz. Bruyningh
(1593-1646) and likewise Mennonite merchant Ameldonck Leeuw
(1604-1647); see S.A.C. Dudok van Heel in: Doopsgezinde bijdragen new
series 6 (1980), pp. 105-123, €sp. n8-120.

14 A. Bredius, ‘Bol’s kunstschatten’, O.H. 28 (1910), pp. 233-235; Blankert
Bol, p. 77.

us  Sumowski Gemalde 11, nos. 685 and 713 respectively. In the first painting
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only ‘overgeschildert’ by him)!!2. Two Amsterdam
inventories from 1647 mention five Flinck originals
— one described as a ‘koeywey’ (pasture with cattle)
— and a copy!!®. Bol, at the time of his second
marriage in 1669, owned three landscapes by himself,
one described as a moonlight scene!!4. In themselves
these mentions tell us little other than that our
knowledge of landscapes by these two Rembrandt
pupils is very incomplete; but then there is also a
lack of clarity about the start and further
development of Rembrandt’s own painting of
landscape.

When Flinck, probably in 1633 (when he was 18
years old), came to work with Rembrandt he (we
may assume) met landscape in the latter’s work only
in pieces such as the 1632 Rape of Europa (no. A 47;
fig. 32) and, probably, the lost sketch for the etching
of the Good Samaritan which must have provided the
model for the Wallace Collection copy attributable
to Flinck that has already been mentioned (no. C 48).
Together with the Diana with Actaeon and Callisto
dated 1634 (no. A g2; fig. 33), these works seem to
have had a lasting effect on Flinck’s landscape
backgrounds. This may be seen not only in the
relatively dark and mostly grey skies in signed works
like the Portrait of Dirck Jacobsz. Leeuw of 1636
(Amsterdam, Mennonite Community; fig. 34) and
the Portrait of Dirck Graswinckel and Geertruyt van Loon
of ¢. 1640 in Rotterdam (fig. 35)!15, but also in the
styling of the trees used as repoussoirs in the same

the hat was altered about 1645 to suit the latest fashion, but it is partly
still (or again) visible in its original state. In the second — as
Gudlaugsson pointed out (in: NKJ 1948/40, p. 254 note 1) — the year 1646
shown on the painting does not chime with the costume depicted (nor
indeed with Flinck’s stylistic development); it is usually assumed that
the last digit in the inscription has been altered by another hand, but
the paint at that point gives no reason for this belief. One ought rather
to assume that Flinck added the inscription only when he was revising
the painting; here too one can see that the man was originally wearing
a wide-brimmed hat, of the kind still usual around 1640.
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Fig. 34. G. Flinck, Portrait of Dirck Jacobsz. Leeuw, 1636, canvas 65 x 47.5 cm.
Amsterdam, Verenigde Doopsgezinde Gemeente

paintings. The singular way they are silhouetted
reminds one at once of Rembrandt’s Rape of Europa,
while the radiating brushstrokes along the edges of
the foliage in the middle ground bears a stron
resemblance to similar passages in the Diana. The
same characteristics provide one of the strongest
reasons for regarding the landscape in the Rest on the
flight into Egypt in an American private collection
(no. C 6)!1¢ as being by Flinck, painted while he was
working in Rembrandt’s studio, as an addition to a
painting already completed (perhaps by Gerard
Dou)!t’.

Thus while Rembrandt’s influence on Flinck’s
landscape backgrounds from around 1633 onwards is
easily traced, finding specifically rembrandtesque
independent landscape paintings (whether or not
staffed with biblical figures) is another matter. The
earliest dated example of this is, remarkably, done
not by Rembrandt but by Flinck — the signed and
dated Landscape with a bridge and ruins of 1637 in Paris

n6  See also Vol. II, pp. 848-854.

17 Possibly Flinck’s hand ought also to be seen in at least the trees in The
parable of the treasure hid in a field, Budapest, Szépmiivészeti Miizeum (cat.
no. 342 (404)). See A. Czobor, Rembrandt und sein Kreis, Budapest 1969,
no. g (as Rembrandt and Dou).

Sumowski Gemlde 11, no. 718; J. Foucart in: Musée du Louvre. Nouvelles
acquisitions du département des peintures 1983-1986, Paris 1987, pp. 72~74.
ng E.g. by Sumowski, loc. cit.

ug
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Fig. 35. G. Flinck, Portrait of Dirck Graswinckel and Geertruyt van Loon, detail.
Rotterdam, Museum Boymans-van Beuningen

(fig. 36)!1%. In the execution of the trees on the right
this matches entirely the manner of painting we
have become used to seeing in Flinck’s landscape
backgrounds; but one wonders where the com-
position came from, with its dominant diagonal
structure and the accent of the ruins lying just
off-centre. We know that Rembrandt’s earliest dated
work in this sphere, the Landscape with the Good
Samaritan in Krakow (no. A 125; fig. 37), comes only
from the following year; so did an earlier landscape,
now lost, provide Flinck with his prototype? This has
perhaps too readily been accepted as being the
case!!9. Rembrandt’s undated Amsterdam Landscape
with a stone bridge (no. A136; fig. 40), which the
literature often puts before 1638, would then have
served as the model for the Flinck; but this
explanation is not as satisfying as it seems at first
sight. In the first place, the Landscape with a stone
bridge can despite its apparent simplicity be
interpreted as more mature than the 1638 Landscape
with the Good Samaritan, and can thus be dated later
for this reason alone; a further ground is that
dendrochronology has practically ruled out a date in
or before 1637. Moreover, Rembrandt’s paintin

would in fact do little to explain the style of Flinck’s
Landscape with bridge and ruins; what marks Flinck’s
work — the composition built round a diagonal, and
the colour-scheme using a golden-brown tone and

120 For the development of this compositional type, see W. Stechow, Dutch

landscape painting in the seventeenth century, London 1966, pp. 23-25-

121 See his Landscape with the recalling of Joseph's brethren, panel 53 x 70 cm,
signed and dated Lambert Jacobs:. fecit A° 1632, previously in coll
Dr. AW. Visser-Kiewiet de Jonge, Groningen; illustrated by H.F.
Wijnman, ‘Nieuwe gegevens omtrent de schilder Lambert Jacobsz. T',

O.H. 47 (1930), pp- 145-157, fig. 4.



Fig. 36. G. Flinck, Landscape with a bridge and ruins, 1637, panel 49.5 x 74.9 cm.
Paris, Musée du Louvre

contrasting cool grey — is linked to developments in
Dutch landscape painting in the 1620s and -3os in the
work of artists like Esajas van de Velde, Pieter de
Molyn and Pieter van Santvoort!2, or even Flinck’s
first master Lambert Jacobsz.12, Flinck himself must
be credited with both the merits and the weaknesses
of the composition. Features typical of him, apart
from the singularities of organization and colour
already mentioned, include an absence of strong
chiaroscuro contrasts and a certain lack of sureness
in deciding the scale of various elements. The figures
in the second plane, for instance (halfway towards
the ruins) are hardly any smaller than the hunter in
the foreground, and too large in relation to the
houses in the right foreground. A similar uncertainty
must have played a part during the painting’s
genesis, because — according to the X-rays — the
group of trees on the right was originally twice as
high and wide as in the final execution!?2. Equally
typical of Flinck, finally, is the use made of
the picturesque effect of crumbling architecture
and the sharp-edged lighting effects this motif
encouraged!?3,

If one now compares Flinck’s landscape with
Rembrandt’s 1638 Landscape with the Good Samaritan,
the differences are immediately apparent. In the
Rembrandt, one is struck at once by the marked
chiaroscuro effect and its function in the dividing-up
of space, and by the graphic detail in both
foreground and distance. Because of the dynamic of
the contrasting tonal values it is not at a first glance
obvious how much Rembrandt has made use, in
combining wooded high ground with a low-lying
plain, of an arrangement that had its roots in a
16th-century Flemish tradition!?4. There is nothing of

122 See C. Schneider, ‘A new look at The Landscape with the obelisk’,

Fenway Court 1984, Boston (Isabella Stewart Gardner Museum) 1985, pp.
6-21, esp. 14.

Sumowski (loc. cit. u8) rightly regarded the discovery of this signed
Flinck landscape as confirmation of his previous attribution to Flinck of
a drawing of a ruin earlier in the coll. A. Strélin, Lausanne (Sumowski
Drawings 1V, no. 983). Similar ruins, invariably on the bank of a river,
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Fig. 37. Rembrandt, Landscape with the Good Samaritan, 1638 (no. A 125), panel
46.1 x 65.5 cm. Krakow, Muzeum Narodowe

Fig. 38. G. Flinck, Landscape with obelisk, 1638 (no. C uy), panel 54.5 x 71cm.
Boston, Mass., Isabella Stewart Gardner Museum

this to be found in the Flinck. The remarkable thing
is that from that moment on Flinck moved
step-by-step closer, from the composition viewpoint,
to Rembrandt’s landscape to the extent that for a
long time his works have been able to go under
Rembrandt’s name.

The first example of this can be seen in the
Landscape with obelisk in the Stewart Gardner
Museum, Boston (no. C ui7; fig. 38), which in the 18th
century was still known as a work by Flinck and
probably comes from the same year 1638 as
Rembrandt’s Landscape with the Good Samaritan. The
similarity in composition and type between the two
paintings has of course long been noticed, but on
closer inspection the differences in approach and
quality are plain to see. In the Flinck the chiaroscuro,

occur in Jan van Goyen from 1634 onwards; see H.-U. Beck, Jan van
Goyen 1596-1656 11, Amsterdam 1973, nos. 62¢ff.

An artist who made use of this arrangement until his final works dated
1638 was Jacob van Geel (1584/85-1638 or later), who was active in
Middelburg, Delft and Dordrecht; see LJ. Bol, ‘Een Middelburgse
Breughel-groep VI. Jacob Jacobsz. van Geel’, 0.H. 72 (1957), pp. 20-4o.
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Fig. 39. G. Flinck, Landscape with ruin, panel 40.8 x 57.2 cn. New York, coll.
Spencer A. Samuels

which in the Rembrandt helps to mark out the
spaces, is there but does little to help create a clear
structure. In the details the brush, unlike that of
Rembrandt, fails to convey the essence of form and
perspective. The same slightly unclear and rather
patchy brushwork is seen in another work that
evidently comes from the same phase of Flinck’s
production, a Landscape with ruin in the coll. Spencer
A. Samuels in New York (fig. 39)!?5, where a similar
uncertainty in handling perspective plays a role in
what is an otherwise typical Flinck composition with
a central architectural motif.

If, as we believe, the next step in Rembrandt’s
own landscape production was the Amsterdam
Landscape with stone bridge (no. A 136; fig. 40), then the
Berlin Landscape with a seven-arched bridge (no. C u8;
fig. 41) — which resembles it in a number of motifs
— illustrates how it is echoed in that of Flinck, and
perhaps even the effect various Rembrandt
prototypes had during the production of the Berlin
painting. One can see from the paint relief that the
central group of trees (like that on the right in the
Paris painting!) was initially a good deal taller, so
that in its original state the composition must have
looked very like that of the Landscape with the Good
Samaritan; the higher version of mountainous
scenery still visible on the right would also have
matched (in reverse) that in the prototype. One gets
the impression that while working on the Berlin
painting Flinck successively used Rembrandt’s
Landscape with the Good Samaritan and Landscape with a
stone bridge, both in reverse. The conclusion already
reached from Flinck’s history paintings and
portraits, that he for a long time after he had left
Rembrandt’s workshop continued assiduously to
keep an eye on Rembrandt’s production, is borne
out to an unexpected degree by his landscapes.

125 Oak 40.8 x 57.2 cm, coll. Spencer A. Samuels, New York. Examined on
12 June 1972 (J.B., S.H.L.). Published as a Rembrandt by J.G. van Gelder
(in: O.H. 62, 1947, pp. 179181, and Burl.Mag. 9o, 1948, pp. 18-121).
Already attributed to Flinck in C. Schneider, op. cit. 122, note 35, and J.
Bruyn in: O.H. 101 (1987), p- 226.
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Fig. 40. Rembrandt, = Landscape with a stone bridge (no.A136), panel

20.5 x 42.3 cm. Amsterdam, Rijksmuseum

Fig. 41. G. Flinck, Landscape with a seven-arched bridge (no.C u8), panel
28.4 X 39.5 cm. Berlin (West), Staatliche Museen Preussischer Kulturbesitz,
Gemiildegalerie

This conclusion is further confirmed by what
seems to be the fifth and last Flinck landscape we
know of, the Landscape with a moated castle in the
Wallace Collection, London (no. C ng; fig. 42), which
might be called an amalgam of all the stylistic
hallmarks that we have met in Flinck’s landscapes.
The fall of light makes little contribution to dividing
up the space, and the details in the foreground (seen,
curiously, from high above) and the overdetailed
castle with its reflexion in the water are not sharply
defined in their essential elements. A number of
motifs can be interpreted as indicating that Flinck
had in the meantime got to know Rembrandt’s
Landscape with a thunderstorm now in Braunschweig
(no. A 137); the distribution of chiaroscuro seems to
be broadly based on this, and the indication of rural

126 The same may be said about the Landscape with farmhouses and a bridge in
the Thyssen-Bornemisza Collection in Lugano (Von Moltke Flinck,
p. 257 no. 153, as wrongly attributed to Flinck). Similar in motif to the
painting owned by the Duke of Alba, but quite differently painted, is
Panoramic landscape with a Jan Lievens signature and the date 1640 in the
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Fig. 42. G. Flinck, Landscape with a moated castle (no. C ug), panel 46 x 64 cm. London, The Wallace Collection

life to the front can be seen as a variant on what
Rembrandt’s Braunschweig painting has in shadow
in the foreground. In Flinck, however, the way the
middle ground is joined onto this area results in a
distortion of perspective that makes the surface
running away into the distance seem concave
instead of flat. All things taken together, the Wallace
Collection landscape adds a few more characteristics
to what we may regard as Flinck’s landscape style,
one that with time may perhaps provide the basis for
recognizing other landscapes as being done by him.

Flinck was not the only artist to paint rem-
brandtesque landscapes prior to about 1640 (i.e.
before Philips Koninck and Abraham Furnerius
started to produce); indeed, his influence as well
as that of Rembrandt does occasionally seem
unmistakeable in a number of unattributed
landscapes. In the Landscape with a walled town in the
coll. Duke of Berwick and Alba (no. Ci20), for
instance, the strange perspective effect and the motif
of the figure of a hunter in the corner and the
centrally-placed town appear to be derived from the
Wallace Collection landscape, and the drawing of
the lit trees shows a version, reduced to a
calligraphic device, of Flinck’s treatment in that
painting!26,

According to sources

thC contemporaneous
Norton Simon Museum of Art at Pasadena; see, inter alia, C. Schneider,
op. cit. 122, pp. 15-16, fig. 9. This painting differs so radically from the
landscapes that Lievens painted in Antwerp before and after 1640 under
the influence of Adriaen Brouwer (see Sumowski Gemdlde 111, nos.
1301-1305), that for the moment it seems safer to think in terms of the
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already mentioned, however, Bol must have painted
landscapes of his own as well as Flinck, and one may
assume that in doing so he followed Rembrandt’s
example. It is important here to realize that Bol must
have entered Rembrandt’s studio considerably later
than Flinck, probably in 1636. The type of landscape
that was current in the workshop at the time will
thus have been different for him from what it was
earlier on for Flinck — not the landscape dominated
by carefully-worked tree repoussoirs, but the river
valley done in subdued colouring that we see in the
Leningrad Abraham’s sacrifice of 1635 (no. A 108;
fig. 43). This landscape background, with its dull
green repoussoirs of trees and vaguely-modelled hills
must, to judge from much later work by Bol, have
made a lasting impression on him. If one takes into
account the change in taste there had been in the
interim in respect of colour and lighting, the
similarity in motifs and formal character with the
landscape in the background of the Elisha rejecting the
gifts of Naaman dated 1661 in the Amsterdam
Historical Museum (fig. 45)!?7 is amazingly close. It is
evident from the background in the (unfortunately
incompletely preserved) Portrait of a couple, probably
Erasmus Scharlaken and Anna van Erckel as Isaac and
Rebecca from the late 1640s in the Dordrecht Museum

work of an as yet unidentified artist from Rembrandt’s circle.
Unacceptable as a Flinck work is the Rest on the flight into Egypt in the
Musée Baron-Gérard at Bayeux, with a (genuine?) signature and date
on a basket, G. — flinck — f./1636 (Von Moltke Flinck, no. 48 as Flinck).

127  Blankert Bol, no. 14; Sumowski Gemdlde 1, no. 103.
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Fig. 43. Rembrandt, Abraham’s sacrifice, 1635 (no. A 108), detail. Leningrad, The
Hermitage Museum

(fig. 46)128, that Bol adopted this type of landscape at
various times in his career. In this painting too the
repoussoir of mountains seems to offer (in reverse) a
reminiscence of the Abraham’s sacrifice. Tt also
contains a curious quotation (again in reverse) from
Rembrandt’s Landscape with a stone bridge in the form
of a traveller who is seen, with a stick over his
shoulder, crossing a bridge; the Dordrecht work also
has a number of other features suggesting that Bol
was familiar with the same prototype. They include
the treatment of the trees, most clearly so those in
the middle ground but also those more to the front
with their bare, forked branches. It also applies to an
edging of light that occurs in the middle ground in a
context that, given the absence of a rembrandtesque
chiaroscuro, one would hardly expect. Such features,
coming from examples of Rembrandt’s work of the
middle and later 1630s, can be recognized repeatedly
in the backgrounds of Bol’s history paintings and
portraits even when, from 1643 onwards, the colour
has become lighter and the rendering of form more
draughtsmanlike!?. At the same time one often
finds that the edges of light along trees or clumps of
trees lend them the character of flat repoussoirs.
The same is very true of a River landscape with cattle
that, since Hofstede de Groot ascribed it to Bol, has
generally been accepted as his sole real landscape
and dated in the years 1650/35 (fig. 48)!%0. It contains
a number of familiar features — including a

128 Blankert Bol, no.167; Sumowski Gemdilde 1, no.130 (with colour
reproduction). The extent to which this painting, now measuring
100 X g2 cm, has been reduced is evident from the description of what is
unmistakeably the same work in an Amsterdam sale on 25 July 1804
(Lugt 6846), no. 5: ‘Boll (F.) hoog 47 breed 67 duim [= 121 x 172.4 cm],
Doek. In een capitaal boomryk landschap, ziet men een wandelend
Heer, in Oostersch gewaad, verzelt van een Dame in ryke Satyne

kleeding; ter linkerzyde op een Heuvel, onder het Geboomte, schynt
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Fig. 44. Rembrandt workshop (F. Bol?), copy after Rembrandt’s Abraham’s
sacrifice, 1636, detail. Munich, Alte Pinakothek

vaguely-modelled cliff repoussoir and the use of
forked branches in a nearby tree — but is surprising
through the singular and somewhat naively poetic
effect of the mirror-like water and the contrasting
silhouettes of cows and trees. The rather primitive
and somewhat shaky construction of the whole, with
the clumsy perspective of the foreshortened path on
the left, is here more obtrusive than it is when, as in
the Dordrecht portrait, such an arrangement is
merely used as a backdrop. The generally murky
lighting does nothing much to clarify the spatial
structure, and nor does the scale of man and beast —
appearing hardly any smaller when seen further off.
The same may be said of the rather coarse paint
surface, which presents a heavy brushstroke image
in which there is little to mark out the forms. The
clumps of trees and their reflexions in the water,
seen contre-jour, produce an almost decorative
effect of stylized shapes rather than any suggestion
of depth. In this one can recognize a tendency that
may be detected in Rembrandt’s own landscapes
from the 1640s, and that may be related to his
renewed interest in the landscapes of Adam
Elsheimer; this was ultimately to lead him to re-work
Hercules Seghers’ copperplate after Elsheimer’s
Tobias and the angel into a Flight into Egypt (B. 56). He
had however by then already taken Elsheimer’s
Flight into Egypt engraved by Hendrick Goudt as the
model for the Dublin Nocturnal landscape with the rest

een Veehoeder te rusten, waarby enige Schapen en een Bok; het is van
een bevallige en uitvoerige behandeling’. (In a thickly wooded
landscape one sees a man walking, in Eastern garb, accompanied by a
lady in rich satin dress; on the left on a hill, beneath the trees, a
cowherd appears to be resting beside some sheep and a he-goat; it is
done gracefully and elaborately).

Only a few examples: the Copenhagen Three Marys at the tomb and the
Dresden Rest on the flight into Egypt, both from 1644, the Leningrad
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Fig. 45. F. Bol, Elisha refusing the gifts of Nadman, 1661, detail. Amsterdam,
Amsterdam Historical Museum
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Fig. 46. F. Bol, Portrait of Erasmus Scharlaken and Anna van Erckel as Isaac and
Rebecca, detail. Dordrecht, Dordrechts Museum

on the flight into Egypt dated 1647 (Br. 576), with its
reflexions in the water in the foreground; and he had
explored the possibilities of a wooded landscape
seen against the light in the Landscape with castle in the
Louvre (Br. 450) that, despite its unfinished state,
must have been an important prototype for Bol.

This group of works unassailably by Bol in the
field of landscape — a number of landscape
backgrounds of varying date and a single landscape
in its own right from ¢ 1650/55 — offer a narrow
basis for our knowledge of his landscape style. We
can conclude from it that in Bol’s later landscapes
one can clearly recognize a number of impressions
from Rembrandt’s landscapes from the middle and
later 1630s, and that contact with his master after
leaving the workshop played a major role. The
change that came about in Rembrandt’s landscapes
in the 1640s — the moving away from planes
separated by chiaroscuro, the use of silhouettes seen
against the light, and a fresh interest in Elsheimer’s
reflexions in water — must have been watched with
interest by Bol. He based on it a fairly personal and
somewhat romantic style that shows greater
attachment to his old master than his history
paintings and portraits from the same period would
lead one to expect. This conclusion is borne out by
the attribution to Bol, which Martin Royalton-Kisch
of the British Museum was able to argue
persuasively, of a group of rembrandtesque
landscape drawings (that had in fact mostly been
ascribed to Rembrandt) from around 165031,

But before looking at Bol as a landscape painter
around 1650, we ought to consider what part he

Dismissal of Hagar from the earlier 1650s (fig. 49), the Amsterdam
portraits of Roelof Meulenaar and his wife from 1650, the Orléans Venus
and Adonis of ¢. 1660 (Blankert Bol, nos. 17, 16, 3, 145, 146, 147 and 27;
Sumowski Gemalde 1, nos. 83, 81, g2, 166, 167 and 106).

Panel 38.5 x 52.8 cm, in 1939 in coll. Edwin S. Webster in Boston;
Blankert Bol, no. 183; Sumowski Gemalde I, no. 185. Hofstede de Groot’s
attribution to Bol (HdG p. 453 note 68) was based on a resemblance in
the treatment of cows and landscape with that in the Leningrad
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played in Rembrandt’s workshop production in this
field in the late 1630s; and here all we really have to
go on is the certainty that, as we have seen, Bol must
have been thoroughly familiar with the landscape
type one finds in Rembrandt’s Leningrad 1635
Abraham’s sacrifice. We have already advanced the
possibility that the Munich copy of this painting
dated 1636 (no. A108 copy 2; fig. 44) is by Bol
Though his evident familiarity with the landscape
type that appears in this lends persuasiveness to the
idea, it remains no more than speculative. One may
perhaps see some support in the only landscape for
which an attribution to Bol in Rembrandt’s studio is
plausible — the Hanover Landscape with the baptism of
the Eunuch (no. C 16; fig. 47), a painting that until a
short while ago was taken for a Rembrandt and,
because of the (one has to assume, spurious) date of
1636, seen as his earliest landscape. Its origin in
Rembrandt’s workshop is confirmed by the fact that
the canvas most probably came from the same bolt
as that of Rembrandt’s Two dead peacocks and a girl of
¢. 1639 in Amsterdam (no. A 134). There are several
similarities that argue for Bol’s authorship, both in
the general approach to the subject and in a number
of specific features. First of all the distribution
of chiaroscuro — a diagonal zone of light slicing
through image and space — lends the picture a
markedly rembrandtesque appearance, though this
comes not so much from Rembrandt’s landscapes as
from his small-figured history paintings like John the
Baptist preaching (no. A 106) and the Concord of the State
(no. A 135); the riders in their helmets and armour,
picked out by glancing light in the semi-darkness on

Dismissal of Hagar (fig. 49) that was dated by Blankert and Sumowski
(nos. 3 and g2 respectively) in the early 1650s. Blankert thought it
possible that the figures were by another hand; they do however seem
characteristic of the staffing that Bol used in his landscapes (see also
below).

Thanks are due to Martin Royalton-Kisch of the British Museum, who
has made available to us the text of a paper given at the Ian Woodner
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Symposium at the Royal Academy, London, on 17 October 1987 and
scheduled for publication in 198g. See also no. B 12 fig. 6.
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Fig. 47. Rembrandt workshop (F. Bol?), Landscape with the baptism of the Eunuch (no. C u6), canvas 82.6 x 105 cm.

Hanover, Niedersichsische Landesgalerie

et an o=

the right, remind one to some extent of the latter
work. It is however the way the composition is
constructed in this somewhat forced arrangement of
lighting that one might see as typical of Bol;
diagonals play a great part, more than one ever finds
in Rembrandt’s landscapes. In this respect there is a
striking resemblance to the River landscape with cattle,
and the result is similarly unsteady due to the lack of
any clear orientation on a horizontal base, and has a
similar feeling of unsureness in the perspective due
to lack of clarity in the division of planes and the
scale of the figures, trees and plants. Equally typical
is the indeterminate, almost woolly modelling of the
mountain-slope on the right, painted in an orangish
brown-yellow and other yellows, brown and grey. In
this modelling, and its silhouette, the mountainous
area foreshadows Bol’s later landscapes; but it is also
somewhat similar not only to Rembrandt’s
prototype in the Leningrad Abraham’s sacrifice but also
— and even more — to the copy in Munich. The
manner in which, in the latter, the cliff repoussoir is
(more emphatically than in Rembrandt’s original)
modelled in an almost ornamental way with squiggly
brushstrokes is wholly comparable with what one
sees in the Hanover painting. This makes the
attribution of the Munich painting somewhat more
probable; but it has to be said that that of the
Hanover landscape, though less speculative, is so far
only narrowly based. If one were to discover similar
works this could give us a clearer picture of Bol’s

landscape style during his rembrandtesque phase, as
has proved possible in the case of Flinck.

Less isolated are three works that may be grouped
around the River landscape with cattle as later works by
Bol, in which one can recognize both similar stylistic
features and similar relationships to Rembrandt’s
prototype. On the matter of dating all that can really
be said is that they appear to have been painted
around 1650; as to the sequence in which they were
done, one can at most try to imagine this from

Fig. 48. F. Bol, River landscape with cattle, panel 38.5 x 52.8 cm. Formerly
Boston, coll. Erwin S. Webster




STUDIO PRACTICE AND STUDIO PRODUCTION

Fig. 49. F. Bol, The dismissal of Hagar, canvas 58.7 x 70.5 cm. Leningrad, The Hermitage Museum

stylistic features that can be linked to successive
phases in Rembrandt’s stylistic development. Thus,
one is inclined to put the Wooded landscape with
castle (no. Ci21; fig. 50), previously attributed to
Rembrandt, as the earliest — perhaps before 1650.
The execution shows a clear resemblance to that of
the (somewhat larger) River landscape with cattle; in the
coarse paint surface the contours of the trees
become rather vague against the sky and the shapes
of the castle, as if modelled in the thick paint, lack a
sense of depth. The figures, broadly indicated with

Fig. 50. F. Bol, Wooded landscape with castle (no. C 121), panel 31.3 x 45.2 cm.
Whereabouts unknown
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bold, flat brushstrokes and in each case including a
woman reading, are also very alike and seem for all
the difference from those in Bol’s history paintings
to be typical of those staffing his landscapes.
Compared with the River landscape the contrasts of
chiaroscuro play a greater part in separating the
planes, and the horizon is a good deal lower; this
may mean that Rembrandt’s earlier landscape type
— which includes, for example, the Landscape with a
stone bridge — was still providing the model for this
painting. This would also explain the emphasis put
into the chiaroscuro of the side-lit clump of trees.
There are also, in the rendering of the wooded
passages, strong similarities with various of Bol’s
history paintings, in particular the Leningrad
Dismissal ~ of Hagar (fig. 49)1%2. One can find
confirmation that the similarities between the works
we have been comparing do point to their having a
single author, in the animals in the Dismissal of Hagar
— the cows that reappear almost identically in the
River landscape, and a sheep standing on the
downward~sloping river bank that recurs in the
Wooded landscape with castle in the same pose and
position (though smaller and less distinct).

If the Wooded landscape incorporates more
reminiscences of the contrasty Rembrandt landscape
of the late 1630s than the River landscape, and can thus

132 Blankert Bo/, no. 3; Sumowski Gemdlde 1, no. 92.
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Fig. 51. (Rembrandt and?) F. Bol, River landscape with a windmill (no. B 12), panel 67 x 87.5 cm.

Kassel, Staatliche Kunstsammlungen Kassel, Schloss Wilhtlmshéshe

e b
e

perhaps be dated rather earlier, then this is also to
some extent true of the Kassel River landscape with a
windmill (no. B 12), at least as this appears in a second
version painted on top of an earlier landscape with a
different composition (fig. 51). We can leave aside
here the question of whether this earlier landscape,
part of which done in the style of the late 1630s can
be seen only in the bottom righthand corner, was
painted by Rembrandt or by Bol. An argument for
the first might be the crispness with which the
reflexion of the sailing-boat is drawn in the water,
which one does not find even in the early Bol; for the
second, the shape of the mass of cliff on the right
which (according to the X-rays) corresponded
notably in the first version too with this motif as it
was to continue to occur in Bol’s later work. Here,
the style in which the part painted later is done is
specially relevant, and there can be hardly any doubt
about the work being that of Bol. First of all, there is
the form of the indistinctly-modelled cliff on the
right, which offers almost the same silhouette as the
mountain Bol used at various times in his career. The
remarkably unarticulated manner of painting in
large area of the distant vista, as well as in the left
foreground, reminds one strongly of the River
landscape with cattle, and the same applies to the
stylized trees to the right of the bridge with their
edgings of light. The dark silhouettes of trees in the
middle ground form a motif that though appearing
in the River landscape, again contrasting with the light
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edges of the trees to the front, is still not present in
the Wooded landscape with a castle. It seems not
impossible that the introduction of this motif stems
from a development in Rembrandt’s work — see, for
instance, his etching dated 1650 of A canal with swans
(B. 235) — and can provide a clue to the chronology
of Bol’s landscapes. In both the River landscape with a
windmill and the River landscape with cattle there is a
lack of clarity, evidently characteristic of Bol, as to
the nature of the lighting, of a kind we have already
met in the Dordrecht double portrait; local lighting
effects sometimes seem to suggest a beam of light
coming from the side, but elsewhere the light
appears to be diffuse or even to come from behind.
Finally, the purpose of overpainting large parts of
the underlying composition, with a resultant
appreciable raising of the horizon, seems wholly
consonant with Bol’s treatment of space as we know
it from his River landscape with cattle. The Kassel
painting must originally have shown a fairly abrupt
transition from the foreground, via a lit middle
ground, to a distant vista with a town immediately
above the bridge, roughly as one sees this in
Rembrandt’s Landscape with the Good Samaritan of
1638. Bol has eliminated the rapid succession of
planes by adding, over the earlier vista (which is still
visible to the naked eye), a rising middle ground
closed off by the silhouettes of trees and hills. To
replace the town he has added an iconographic
equivalent of it, the high-set celestial castle, a motif
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Fig. 52. F. Bol, The Mill, canvas 87.5 x 105.5 cm. Washington, D.C., National Gallery of Art, Widener Collection

clearly inspired by Rembrandt’s Landscape with a
castle in the Louvre (Br. 450), mentioned earlier as
important for the direction taken by Bol’s ‘romantic’
landscapes.

This direction, which in the Kassel Landscape with a
windmill, and even more so in the Landscape with
cattle, led to a three-dimensional interplay of forms
interpreted as silhouettes in a murky light, points us
to a painting that once occupied an important place
in the general view of Rembrandt’s landscapes until
it first gave rise to considerable argument and then,
in 1935, was not included by Bredius in his book —
The mill in Washington (fig. 52)!3%. This work too
seems to fit wonderfully well (provisionally as the
last) into Bol’s landscape production around or soon
after 1650. Unhappily, the composition, reached by

Following the sensation caused by the sale of The mill from the coll.
Marquess of Landsdowne to P.A.B. Widener of Philadelphia (see, for
instance, Burl. Mag. 19, 1911, pp. 3-4) it became silent around this famous
painting. Hofstede de Groot recognized it as a Rembrandt (HdG 592), as
did others including J. Rosenberg, op. cit. 55, p. 168 (in the same breath
as the Kassel River landscape with a windmill), W. Stechow, op. cit. 120, p.
137, S. Slive in: Burl. Mag. 130 (1988), pp. 396397, and A.K. Wheelock Jnr.
The lastnamed provided an overview of the history and appreciation of
the painting in ‘De geschiedenis en de bekoring van “De molen™’,
Kroniek van het Rembrandthuis 29 (1977), pp. 20~32, a report prompted by
restoration in ‘De restauratie van “De molen”’, ibid. 31 (1979), pp. 9-13,
and a combination of both in ‘The art historian in the laboratory:
examinations into the history, preservation and techniques of 17th
century Dutch painting’, in: R.E. Fleischer and S.S. Munshower ed., The
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the artist only after radical alterations!34, has been
reduced at the top and, especially, the righthand
side, upsetting the intended balance and placing the
mill too close to the centre!3’; but even in its present
state, the work shows so many similarities — in the
execution of the figures as well — with the two river
landscapes that an attribution to one and the same
hand is justified. The silhouette of trees in the middle

ound of the Kassel River landscape with a windmill
(with which in the older literature this painting used
to be compared, as a work by Rembrandt) are found
again along the riverbank in the righthand part of
The mill. The road rising in the bottom lefthand
corner is in function and treatment like the
corresponding passage in the Kassel painting, and
even more like the path on the left in the River

age of Rembrandt. Studies in seventeenth-century Dutch painting (Papers in
Art History from Pennsylvania State University vol. II), 1988, pp.
214-245, €sp. 217-218.

An etching by Mathieu and Dequevauviller published in 1786,
reproduced in fig. 6 of Wheelock’s last article mentioned in note 133,
already shows the painting in its present state.

The X-ray reproduced by Wheelock in 1979 and 1988 reveals changes
that are partially also visible to the naked eye. On the right there was
initially not the presentday boat but, slightly higher up, a single-arched
bridge with its reflexion in the water. Above this one can see a reserve
as if meant for hills; this does not coincide with the trees on the other
side of the water, but roughly with what now appears as a grey
lowering cloud. To the left of the mill there is a reserve for a hill that is
today partly incorporated in the sky.
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landscape with cattle, where there is also walking along
it a figure of a man that is scarcely smaller than the
figures in the foreground. The mill shares with the
Kassel work the effect of a reflexion of trees and sky
in the water, and all three paintings are linked by a
similar diffuse lighting that does not bear a clear
relationship to the distribution of light in the sky.
Even more than in the other two paintings Bol has
here raised to the status of a principle the form
defined as a silhouette. It must have been mostly this
marked simplification and the resultant intriguing
character of the form-that later won the painting its
great reputation; but by then Bol had long been
forgotten as a landscape painter, and Rembrandt
seemed the only artist who could be seen as
responsible for it.

Looking back over the landscapes painted by Flinck
and Bol during and after their time in Rembrandt’s
studio, one can say that while — just as with
Rembrandt himself — these occupy hardly more
than a marginal place in their oeuvre, and form
relatively incohesive groups, they do help to give us
a picture of the relationship in which these two
major pupils of Rembrandt from the 1630s stood to
him. In a sense Flinck was the closer imitator of the
two; the impression that Rembrandt’s landscape
backgrounds made on him as soon as he joined the
workshop continued to a large extent to dictate how
he was to handle landscape motifs, especially in the
backgrounds, both during his apprenticeship and
afterwards into the 1640s. It did seem as if his
Landscape with a bridge and ruins dated 1637 (fig. 36),
his first independent landscape that is known
to us and probably predating Rembrandt’s own
production, might form the start of a personal
landscape style; but remarkably each new landscape
ended up a paraphrase of successive examples from
Rembrandt’s hand (as can sometimes be said of his
history paintings as well). The moment at which
Flinck turned his back firmly on Rembrandt’s style
— probably after a visit to Flanders of which we
learn from Baldinucci!3® — can be pinpointed fairly
accurately as 1644/45; from then on there are hardly
any rembrandtesque features to be found in Flinck’s
work!37 and this radical about-face meant for the
artist, who had just turned 3o, the end of his
production of landscapes as well.

Rembrandt’s effect on Bol was quite different, but
in his case too the production of landscapes reflects

136 F. Baldinucci, Notizie de’ professori del disegno da Cimabue in qua . .. 1V,
Florence 1728, p. 484: Flinck was rather better in his outlines than
Rembrandt ‘come quegli, che grandissimi studj aveva fatto in disegno,
molto avendo perigrinato per la Fiandra, e molto faticato intorno alle
pitture di valenti uomini di quella provincia, e particolarmente
d’Anversa’.

An exception is the rather rembrandtesque Crucifixion in Basle dated
1647 (Von Moltke Flinck, no. 57; Sumowski Gemdlde II, no. 630).
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his relationship with his teacher. Though scarcely
younger than Flinck in years, he was certainly so in
seniority in the workshop. During his time there he
too was greatly influenced by Rembrandt’s
landscape backgrounds, but he also witnessed the
appearance of the rembrandtesque landscape in its
own right. If the Hanover Landscape with the baptism of
the Eunuch is in fact by him, this painting represents a
rather original attempt at incorporating items from
the rembrandtesque history painting in a large
landscape of what might be termed the heroic type.
Even after he had left the studio around 1640/41, and
had in 1643/44 adapted his style to a Backer-like use
of colour, Bol never broke away from Rembrandt
and his past as abruptly and radically as Flinck. On
the contrary, it is surprising not only how much his
etchings and (sometimes) his drawings kept a
rembrandtesque feel right into the 1660s, but also
how much rembrandtesque features and motifs
appeared in his history paintings that in general had
a quite different orientation. Bol must have kept up
contact with Rembrandt, far longer than Flinck did,
and his painted landscapes are the clearest proof of
this. Just like the ending of landscape production
with Flinck, so the continuation of it with Bol — in a
style that is almost anachronistic seen against most
of his other work — seems to epitomize his attitude
towards Rembrandt.

J-B.



Chapter III

A selection of signatures, 1635-1642

In our assessment of paintings the signature has
always played a very subordinate role; and where
the material contained in the present volume is
concerned, too, this approach will prove to be
justified. Comparison of the inscriptions on these
works shows time and again that the borderline
between signatures that convince one as being
autograph and those that do not does not at all
coincide with that between paintings that can be
seen as autograph and those that are unacceptable
as such. This chapter will not do much more than
illustrate this general truth; for a deeper insight one
would need more facts and greater expertise — facts
about the stratification of the paint at the point in
question (where an intervening layer of varnish can
point to a later addition), and expertise in the
analysis of handwriting, which would allow us with
greater precision to recognize Rembrandt’s own
hand. As matters stand at the moment we have had,
in the main, to work on what one might call a
style-critic’s interpretation of the writing, using the
same criteria as those already defined in Volume II
(pp- 101-102). These relate on the one hand to the
shape and rhythm of the letters and figures, and on
the other to the inner cohesion of the inscription that
can be roughly equated with regularity and homoge-
neity. As we did when discussing the signatures from
Rembrandt’s early years in Amsterdam, we have for
the signatures examined in this volume benefited
from talking to Professor Dr W. Froentjes and the
handwriting experts Ir H. Hardy and Ms. R. ter Kuile-
Haller of the Forensic Laboratory of the Ministry of
Justice at Rijswijk; their conclusions, to be published
elsewhere!, have in some instances been of great help
to us in reaching a yea or a nay judgment. There is
one reservation that must be made here once again:
our views on the features of individual signatures are
to a great extent based on comparison. This means,
unhappily, that in studying and interpreting the
signatures we are wholly dependent on the
availability of good detail photographs, and that a
number of interesting cases must of necessity be left
out of account while in others a judgment can be
given only with great reservations and without any
means of making a subsequent crosscheck.

A final caveat has to do with the importance that
ought to be assigned to the signature. As our
opening says, a verdict on it plays only a minor part
in our assessment of a painting. It is well to realise
that as late as 1800 it was still possible to add an
imitated signature with a clear conscience?, as it
were to provide an essential though not necessarily
authentic confirmation of the attribution. This
attitude naturally opens up unlimited opportunities
for interpretation, in the case of both autograph and
non-autograph works. Yet the problem of signatures
added by other hands does mn two respects have
some part to play over and beyond the question of
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Fig. 1. A 87 Portrait of a go-year-old woman. Louisville, Kentucky, J.B. Spced Art
Museum. A typical specimen from 1634

Fig. 2. A 99 Portrait of Maria Bockenolle. Boston, Mass., Museum of Fine Arts. A
typical specimen from 1634

whether a given inscription was applied by
Rembrandt’s own brush. In the first place the
inscription often contains a date, and for our
understanding of the artist’s stylistic development it
is not unimportant to determine what trust can be
placed in this. And in the second it is conceivable that
(as we assumed in Volume II, pp. 105-106) Rembrandt
signatures were appended in the workshop by his
studio assistants — as a kind of trademark — which of
course would speak very much in favour of their
reliability as an indicator of origin and (possibly also)
of date. Besides the evidence for this assumption that
has already been put forward, we shall below discuss
further grounds in support (see figs. 24 and 23). It is
remarkable that to date we have met nothing that
argues for the theoretically perfectly plausible
opposite situation — that of Rembrandt putting his
own signature on the work of pupils.

How did Rembrandt himself sign his work?

The works from 1634 provide us with enough reliable
signatures to serve as a starting-point for assessing
those from the following years, and also to give us an
idea of the variations that may be expected within
what can be regarded as autograph examples. On
the one hand there is the chunky type (fig. 1), of the
kind seen on the Louisville Portrait of a woman
(no. A 87; cf. also, for instance, nos. A go, A 93, A g6,
A 103 and A 104). In this the letters have a rather
compact appearance, partly through the use of a
relatively thick brush and fairly thick (‘short’) paint.
On the other one finds a more elegant version (fig. 2)
done with a brush that is thinner, in relation to the
scale, and with a somewhat more runny (‘long’) paint,
such as that on the Portrait of Maria Bockenolle (no.
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Fig. 3. A 114 Minerva. Japan, private collection. A typical specimen from 1635

Fig. 4. A 122 Half-length figure of a man in Polish’ costume. Washington, D.C., The
National Gallery of Art. A typical specimen from 1637

PR

A 99). The letters in the latter example do of course
have a rather slimmer shape and are more finely
worked (most clearly in the n), but both types have
important features in common not only in the shape
of individual letters and figures but also and espe-
cially in the way the whole inscription is organized:
the b, seen almost as symmetrical, forms the central
pivot of the name, and is flanked by the slightly taller
R and d. In all three of these letters one finds a certain
balance between elegance and clarity, the same
confident and spontaneous mode of execution.

A group of closely similar signatures from 1633
and the following years shows the same traits. One
can naturally be certain of this only when the
condition of the paint encourages confidence. The
nucleus of works fulfilling both conditions would
comprise, for instance, the inscriptions on the 1635
Minerva (no. A ny; fig. 3), the Ganymede from the
same year (A u3), the 1636 Standard-bearer (no. A 120),
the 1637 Man in ‘Polish’ costume (no. A 122; fig. 4) and
then, at some distance, the 1641 Portrait of Agatha Bas
(no. A 145; fig. 12). One ought perhaps to include the
well-preserved signature and date of 1640 on the
Portrait of Herman Doomer (no. A 140; fig. 5), the
slender and even elegant script of which is at first
sight surprising. If however one takes into account
the ‘long’ paint used, with great sureness of touch, to
append the signature then the similarity with the
more elegant type of signature mentioned earlier
(see fig. 2) is such that one can, in spite of the rather
wider form of the a and as the handwriting experts
named above have suggested to us, accept it as being
autograph.

Clustered immediately around this nucleus there
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Fig. 5. A 140 Portrait of Herman Doomer. New York, N.Y., The Metropolitan
Museum of Art. A probably authentic specimen from 1640

Fig. 6. A 109 Samson threatening his father-in-law. Berlin (West), Staatliche
Museen Preussischer Kulturbesitz, Gemaldegalerie. An authentic signature
distorted by retouching

is a group of signatures that, because of either their
state or slight deviations, generate doubts or
objections. A clear example of the former is that on
the 1635 Samson threatening his father-in-law (no. A 109;
fig. 6). At first sight it appears spontaneous and
characteristic, allowing for the fact that the loop of
the 6 is for the most part missing due to paint loss; as
one can see with the naked eye there is a retouch at
that point (at which the craquelure stops short). The
shape of the R is a little off-putting; the continuity of
the curve of the bowl is not entirely convincing, and
the stem extending well upwards is definitely
aberrant and gives the whole letter a taller look than
in the examples mentioned so far, where the stem
begins a little way below the top of the bowl. One
finds, however, that — as the X-ray confirms quite
precisely — the entire righthand upper part of the R
1s on an inpainted area of paint-loss. Though a
difference in colour and consistency between the
original paint and that used later is not immediately
evident, the unusual shape of the R has to be
ascribed entirely to subsequent reworking of the
damaged but otherwise totally authentic inscription.

A further example of a signature evidently
distorted by later interference and restoration is that
on the Susanna at the bath (no. A 117). Here it was not
paint-loss that was to blame for the damage but the
sawing-oft of part of the panel at a later date that
resulted in both lines having kept only the first four
letters or digits in their authentic form, with the rest
now consisting of a replacement of the lost elements
that is not really successful in terms of either form or

spelling.



Fig. 7. A up Portrait of Philips Lucasz. London, The National Gallery. An
authentic signature that was later reinforced

Fig. 8. A 138 The Visitation. Detroit, Mich., The Detroit Institute of Arts. A
probably authentic signature that was later totally gone over

Fig. 9. A 139 Self-portrait. London, The National Gallery. A definitely aberrant
signature, conceivably applied over an authentic one

It is, sad to say, exceptional for a later inter-
vention to be so obviously responsible for the
present condition of a signature. In most cases there
is no such certainty; one can, for instance, surmise
that there has been a later redrawing of the letters,
though often without having any really sound
evidence that there is an underlying and more
convincing signature. In the case of the Portrait of
Philips  Lucasz. of 1635 (no.Anps; fig.7) the
authenticity can be fairly readily assessed; wearing
seems to have given rise to a certain amount of
reinforcement — most evident in the b, n and the
last three figures of the date — but the characteristic
shape of the letters and figures can still be
recognized and so closely matches what one sees in
better-preserved autograph signatures that there
need be no doubts as to the basic reliability of the
inscription. Things become more difficult when the
original appearance is almost or totally hidden by
subsequent overpainting, and the original character
can no longer be gauged. In the 1640 Visitation
(no. A 138; fig. 8) we believe we have found beneath
the now dominant inscription, uncharacteristic
because of its lack of an even rhythm, evidence
enough to show the presence of another inscription;
that this might be an authentic one is however
scarcely more than conjecture. Often, there is no
definite evidence for the presence of an underlying
inscription and all that one can say is that the
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Fig. 10. A 129 Porirait of @ man standing. Kassel, Staatliche Kunstsammlungen
Kassel. Not acceptable in its present state

Fig. u. A 144 Portrait of Nicolaes van Bambeeck. Brussels, Musées royaux des
Beaux-Arts. A careful copy after an authentic signature, presumably the one
on the companion-piece

Fig. 12. A 145 Portrait of Agatha Bas. London, Buckingham Palace, H.M. Queen
Elizabeth II

presentday one, though broadly showing the general
characteristics of a Rembrandt signature, offers too
many deviations to count as autograph. A problem
of this kind is presented, for example, by the
inscription with the date 1640 on the London Self-
portrait (no. A 139; fig. g); though in the overall layout
of the letters and figures along the line it does
roughly correspond to what one might expect, this
quite confident script offers all kinds of radical
differences. Most of the letters are linked in a way
one does not find in any Rembrandt signature, and
in the m and n the upstrokes leave the downstrokes
at a remarkably low point. Is one seeing here the
overpainting of an originally genuine signature? The
same question can be asked about the signature on
the Kassel Portrait of a man standing of 1639 (no. A 129),
where the inscription (fig. 10) not only shows little
sign of ageing in the paint layer but is also so shakily
written that it cannot in its present state be regarded
as the original version. Sometimes, in such cases, it is
not clear whether the original lies hidden beneath
the signature seen today; with the Kassel man’s
portrait it is possible that the present version was
appended by a later hand, copying an inscription
found elsewhere — e.g. on a lost companion-piece.
We believe we have already discovered examples of
the addition of a signature to an originally unsigned
pendant®. Of the paintings discussed in this volume,
it may be assumed that the Portrait of Nicolaes van
Bambeeck from 1641 (no. A 144; fig. 1) carries such an
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Fig.13. A u6 The blinding of Samson. Frankfurt-am-Main, Stidelsches
Kunstinstitut. An inscription in a clearly different handwriting

Fig.14. A 133 A dead bittern held high up by a hunter. Dresden, Staatliche
Kunstsammlungen Dresden. An inscription in a clearly different handwriting

Fig. 15. B 10 Bust of Rembrandt with an architectural background. Paris, Musée du
Louvre. An inscription probably done in the same handwriting as that in
fig. 16

Fig. 16. A 121 The angel Raphael leaving Tobit and his family. Paris, Musée du
Louvre. An inscription probably done in the same handwriting as that in
fig. 15

inscription copied from an original signature,
probably that on its companion-piece (no. A 145;
fig. 12). Though very much like it in form, the writing
does not show the characteristic firmness of touch
and has just a little too much emphasis on serif-like
details. It is natural to suppose that the inscription
was done when the two paintings were separated in
1814. In cases like this it is not hard to appreciate how
an inscription that cannot be regarded as authentic
can still give a wholly plausible date.

Things are more difficult in cases where authentic
paintings carry deviant and even markedly differing
inscriptions that have obviously not been placed
over earlier ones and also cannot have been copied
from genuine signatures on a companion-piece. This
applies to, for instance, the wuncharacteristic
signature and date on the Blinding of Samson
(no. A u6; fig.13), set down with a reasonably
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Fig.17. A 134 Two dead peacocks and a girl. Amsterdam, Rijksmuseum. An
inscription in a clearly different handwriting

Fig. 18. A 125 Landscape with the Good Samaritan. Krakow, Muzeum Narodowe.
The handwriting would seem to differ from Rembrandt’s.

Fig. 19. Rembrandt, Portrait of Cornelis Claesz. Anslo, red chalk drawing
(Ben. 758). London, The British Museum

confident hand but written with almost upright,
rather squat letters and with the same thickness
throughout. It is also true of the no less confident
but quite differently written inscription on the Dead
bittern held high up by a hunter (no. A133), whose
letters and figures (fig.14) are marked by a
uniformity produced partly by singular curves in the
verticals (in the m, n, d, ¢, etc.) and which is clearly
different from Rembrandt’s own writing. One
cannot tell when and by whom such inscriptions
were appended, and all one can do is hope that the
datings — 1636 and 1639 respectively — were based
on reliable knowledge, perhaps of a signature
somewhere else that has become invisible or has
disappeared. Sometimes one can assume that this
knowledge was based on an inscription that was lost
when the painting was cut down in size. This could
be the case with the Danae (no. A 1g), just as we have
already supposed for the Portrait of the shipbuilder Jan
Rijcksen and his wife (no. A 77). Assumptions of this
kind can of course seldom or never be checked out
and, to make matters worse still, the number of
cases where obviously unauthentic inscriptions do
inexplicably give dates that are acceptable on the
grounds of style is remarkably large.

Though companion-pieces being separated may
give a pointer in this respect, there is generally little
or nothing that can be said about the period at
which these evidently unauthentic inscriptions were
added. An exception to this is perhaps the
inscriptions on two paintings in the Louvre, the Angel
Raphael leaving Tobit and his family (no. A 121) and the
Bust of Rembrandt with an architectural background
(no. B 10). The signature and date of 1637 on the
latter (fig. 15) are on a part of the background that
may be assumed to have been overpainted outside
Rembrandt’s circle, and if only for this reason —
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Fig. 20. After Rembrandt (no. A 108 copy 2), Abraham’s sacrifice. Munich, Bayerische Staatsgemildesammlungen, Alte Pinakothek.
Inscription in a different handwriting

though there is also that of the spiky, uncertain
writing — cannot be seen as being done by either
Rembrandt himself or a pupil. The same reasoning
does not apply to the inscription likewise with the
date of 1637, on the first named painting (fig. 16). The
remarkable thing is, however, that both inscriptions
are so alike in the shaping of the letters and the way
they have been applied that they do seem to be from
the same hand. If this is so, the dates when they
came into the French royal collection (by 1750 and in
1785 respectively) are evidence that the inscriptions
were appended in 1785 at the earliest. The
foundation for dating the paintings in 1637 thus
becomes very shaky, making matters awkward for
the Tobit work in particular.

Less of a problem in this respect — because it does
not involve a date — is the inscription ‘Rembrandt’
(without an f, though that could well have been at the
edge and have been lost) on the Dead peacocks (no.
A134; fig. 17). Though this comes very close to the
shaping of Rembrandt’s own letters, the execu-
tion is too uncertain and too lacking in continuity to
persuade one that the signature is autograph.

One problem all on its own is that of the very
small signatures that appear on landscapes
especially, and that must occupy us here in relation
to the Landscape with the Good Samaritan (no. A 125;
fig. 18). One is tempted to see the slightly aberrant
and rather over-careful shaping of this inscription as
due to the unusually small scale, but it has to be said
that neither the balance within the individual letters
nor the relationship between them matches up
entirely to what one expects of Rembrandt’s
handwriting. Comparison with a signature done with
a rather blunt chalk at a more or less equally small
scale on a drawing from 1640 (the Portrait of Cornelis
Claesz. Anslo in the British Museum, Ben. 758; fig. 19)
— does not serve to explain the difference — the
sturdiness of the lettering achieved even on such a
small scale, and the cohesiveness as a whole, make
the signature on the Landscape with the Good Samaritan
all the more difficult to accept.

Assumptions as to inscriptions done by workshop assistants

As might be expected, the inscriptions on
non-autograph works show a wide variety, and only
exceptionally is it possible to detect any order or
pattern among them. Though as has already been
said, we have not so far come across an
unmistakeably authentic inscription on any of the
non-authentic paintings discussed in the present
volume, we have in fact got the impression that
workshop assistants marked their productions with
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Fig. 21. Ferdinand Bol, David’s dying charge to Solomon. Dublin, National Gallery
of Ireland (infrared photograph)

their master’s name, written more or less as he did
himself; so it is at best on this point that one might
hope to trace some kind of logic among
non-authentic signatures, in the sense that studio
works that seem to come from a single hand would
carry similar inscriptions, or even that inscriptions
on workshop pieces would show the handwriting of
pupils known to us by name. Below we shall be able
to point to one more or less convincing example of
each of these occurrences, but for the most part
there is little or no pattern to be found among all the
variety. Given the multiplicity of Rembrandt
signatures added subsequently to works done in a
more or less rembrandtesque style!, this is not
surprising. Thus, there is no clear link between the
inscription on a number of works that can be
connected in some way with Ferdinand Bol (nos.
B 12, C 84, C 83, C 87, C 88, C 116 and C 121), nor any
with Bol’s handwriting> — but then one is not in the
least sure that they were appended in the workshop.
The latter is generally accepted for the re-
markably lengthy inscription ‘Rembrandt . verandert.
en over geschildert . 1636 on the Munich version (a free
studio copy, one may assume) of the Abraham’s
sacrifice dated 1635 (no. A 108 copy 2; fig. 20). One
cannot indeed see to whom it would have occurred
later to add such an exceptional inscription. It starts
by reproducing Rembrandt’s own  writing
punctiliously — though gradually less and less so —
but shows, in the poor cohesiveness and various
over-accentuated details, so many clear differences
that Rembrandt himself can be ruled out as the
writer. The workshop assistant who painted the
work must thus probably be seen as responsible for
the inscription; our impression, voiced above, that
assistants wrote Rembrandt signatures is to that
extent confirmed. Who did so in this particular
instance one cannot tell for sure, though it must be
said that the form of the letters does show some
similarity with that of early Bol signatures (fig. 21).
A prime example of an obviously unauthentic
signature with a clearly individual character is on the
Bust of a man with a plumed cap in The Hague
(no. C g8; fig. 22). Most of the dancing letters, with a
rather modest R, show a singular spikeness or. as in
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Fig. 22. C 98 Unknown Rembrandt pupil, Bust of a man with a plumed cap. The
Hague, Koninklijk Kabinet van Schilderijen, Mauritshuis

Fig. 23. C 72 Unknown pupil, Portrait of a man. Boston, Mass., Museum of Fine
Arts. Inscription possibly done by the same hand as that of no. C 104

the b, a definite rhythm in a curve; these are foreign
to Rembrandt’s own script in this form, and do not
appear again in any other known signatures.

The latter is perhaps true in the case of an
inscription on a Portrait of a man of 1635 (no. C 104),
which we believe to be from the same hand as three
portraits dated 1634 — a pair of pendants in Boston
(nos. C 72 and C 73) and the Portrait of a woman In
Edinburgh (no.C82). It would of course be
interesting if a similar manner of signing were to
confirm this link, but unfortunately the condition of
some of the paintings mentioned and of their
signatures does not warrant too firm an opinion on
this point. Yet one might (with due reservations in
respect of the retouches that must be assumed in
both cases) well imagine that the inscriptions on the
two men’s portraits (see fig. 23) — marked by an
out-of-balance R and a somewhat puny b — were
done by a single hand, and thus find some support
for the idea that the two portraits have one and the
same author.

In general, such inscriptions do not point the way
to any artist to whom we can put a name. One might
see an exception to this in the case of the Glasgow
Slaughtered ox (no. C 122), which we think can on the
grounds of style and execution be attributed to Carel
Fabiitius. The signature, remarkably enough
scratched in the wet paint (fig. 24), would seem to
bear out this attribution. As material for comparison
we have a number of signatures written by Fabritius
both on documents and on paintingsb, the latter
including one scratched into the paint on the Bust of a

Fig. 24. C 122 Attributed to Carel Fabritius, 4 slaughtered ox. Glasgow, Art
Gallery and Museum

Fig. 25. Carel Fabritius, Bust of a young man (Self-portrait?). Rotterdam, Museum
Boymans-Van Beuningen

= LEEET r.

man  (self-portrait?) in Rotterdam (fig. 25). The
Glasgow inscription shows enough points of
similarity with this in rhythm and form — especially
that of the a with the stem written separate — to
make us think that the same hand wrote both.

Though the prospects that such cases offer seem
encouraging, it must not be forgotten that in the
great majority of cases it is impossible to bring any
order into the chaos of the great many
non-authentic signatures. But luckily, paintings are
more important than signatures.

J.B.

In periodicals in the fields of art history and handwriting analysis.
See Vol. 11, p. 104 notes 11.

[S-IEN

See Vol. II, pp. 104-105 and nos. A g8 and A gg.

See Vol. II, p. 104, notes 12 and 13.

For Bol’s signatures see, besides Blankert Bol pp. 31-34, Sumowski
Gemalde 1, nos. 78 and 79, and J. Bruyn in: O.H. 97 (1983), pp. 2n-213 with
iltus.

6 C. Brown, Carel Fabritius, Oxford 1981, pl. g.
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Biographical information 1635-1642

26 February 1635

17 November 1635

15 December 1635
15 February 1636
February 1636

1656

. 1636

10 March 1637

10 September 1637

7 October 1637

1 Strauss Doc., 1635/1.

In the Barent van Someren sale held on 22-28 February 1635, Rembrandt is mentioned
on 26 February as ‘Rembrant van Rijn tot Hendrick Uylenburch’s’. From this one may
gather that he was still living with the painter and art dealer of that name, where he
had already been mentioned in July 16322

Rembrandt and Saskia make their will at the notary Sybrant Cornelissen, naming each
other as sole heir®. From this one may deduce that they were married under the
joint-estate regime. It was usual for couples to make a will before the first child was
born, in case the wife died in childbirth.

Baptism of Rembrandt and Saskia’s first child Rombertus, in the Qude Kerk!.

Burial of Rombertus?.

First letter to Constantijn Huygens®, in which Rembrandt reports on good progress
made on three Passion pieces for Frederik Hendrik - an Entombment, a Resurrection and an
Ascension (nos. A 126, A 127 and A 18). Rembrandt gives his address in this letter as ‘niuwe
doelstraet’. The date ‘Feb. 1636’ is in a different hand, probably that of Huygens’.
Second letter to Constantijn Huygens, in which Rembrandt says he will soon be coming
to The Hague to see how the painting fits in with the others®. For this painting, the
Ascension, Rembrandt asks 200 pounds?.

Notes on the verso of a drawing in Berlin, a copy after Pieter Lastman’s Susanna and the
elders (Ben. 448): ‘{first line undecipherable] / verkoft syn vaendraeger synt 15.-.- / en
floora verhandelt 6.-.- / fardynandus van syn werck verhandelt / aen n ander werck van
syn voorneemen / den Abracham een floora / leenderts floora is verhandelt teegen 5 g’
(p- 14 fig. 2)10 (his standard-bearer sold at 15 guilders / a floora traded at 6 guilders /
some of fardynandus’ work traded / another work of his design / the Abraecham one
floora / leendert’s floora sold at 5 guilders). ‘leendert’ and ‘fardynandus’ may be
identified as Leendert Cornelisz. van Beyeren and Ferdinand Bol'l.

At the sale of the coll. Jan Basse (Lille 1571~Amsterdam 1637) held g-30 March 1637
Rembrandt buys, on 10ff March, various lots of prints, shells and plaster figures!? His
pupil Leendert Cornelisz. (van Beyeren) buys on 18 March, inter alia, an album with
work by Lucas van Leyden. It has long been assumed that in doing so he was acting for
Rembrandt; Dudok van Heel thought it possible Leendert was buying on behalf of his
father, a rich timber merchant!®. The inventory drawn up at Leendert’s death in 1649
describes an album with prints and drawings by Lucas van Leyden; an album of
drawings and prints by Lucas van Leyden given by Rembrandt as a pledge for a
6oo-guilder loan in 1668 would have been acquired from Leendert’s estate!“.

At the sale of the paintings from the estate of Nicolaes Bas (1607-1636) Rembrandt buys
a landscape by Govert Jansz. (1578-1619) for 3o guilders!s.

In the diary of Trojanus de Magistris, administrator of the financial estate of the brothers
Jan Jansz. and Arent Jansz. Uyl: ‘Noch den 7 October 1637 gegeven aen Jan Jansz Uyl om
te gaen sitten op de vercoopinge van sijne schilderije mit Rembrant een rijcxdaelder

g If one assumes that the word ‘Vlaams’ is omitted in front of ‘pond’, the

2 Winman (H.F. Wijnman, ‘Rembrandt en Hendrick Uylenburch te
Amsterdam’, Amstelodamum. Maandblad . . . 43, 1956, pp. 94-102, esp. 100)
interpreted this note as giving the address, but Van Eeghen, less
plausibly, read it as an indication of Uylenburch standing guarantor for
Rembrandt (LH. van Eeghen, ‘Het Amsterdamse Sint Lucasgilde in de
t7de eeuw’, Jaarboek Amstelodamum 61, 1969, pp- 65-102, esp. 87).

8 Strauss Doc., 1635/5.

4 Strauss Doc., 1635/6.

5 Strauss Doc., 1656/3. LH. v[an] E[eghen], ‘De kinderen van Rembrandt en
Saskia’, Amstelodamum. Maandblad. .. 43 (1956), pp. 144-146, concluded
from the evidence that no child of Rembrandt’s - neither Rombertus nor
either of the two girls that followed him - could as Benesch believed have
served as a model for the drawings of children, which are on stylistic
grounds placed around 1635 (Ben. 258, 259, 277, 280b, 313, 313a and 440).

6 H. Gerson, Seven letters by Rembrandt, The Hague 1961, pp. 18-24; Strauss
Doc., 1636/1.

7 Gerson (op. cit.5, p. g1) by mistake placed this remark in his commentary
on the second letter; see Strauss Doc., 1636/2, note 2. The idea of it being
in Huygens’ handwriting is very plausible when one compares it with that
in his Vita (see our Vol. 1, p. 192).

8 Gerson, op. cit.%, pp. 26-31; Strauss Doc., 1636/2.
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price Rembrandt had in mind would amount to 1200 guilders. In his
comment on this letter, Gerson (op. cit., p. 31) believes this reading
presents problems because 600 guilders each was paid for the paintings
delivered earlier. In 1646, however, 1200 Carolus guilders each was paid
for the Birth and Circumcision (Strauss Doc., 1646/6).

The drawing on the recto is dated variously, but mostly ¢ 1635/37; a
certain preference for 1636 can be based on Rembrandt’s occupation with
the Susanna theme in that year (see no. A ny). That the notes on the
verso are roughly contemporaneous with the drawing is of course by no
means certain.

Ferdinand Bol entered Rembrandt’s workshop probably in 1636 (Blankert
Bol, p. 12). Leendert Cornelisz (van Beyeren) was named on 10 March 1637
as ‘disipel van Rembrandt’ (Strauss Doc., 1637/2).

Strauss Doc., 1637/2.

HdAG Urk., no. 51; S.A.C. Dudok van Heel in: Jaarboek Amstelodamum 70
(1978), pp- 146169, esp. 152.

Strauss Doc., 1649/5a (Addenda) and 1668/ 5.

Strauss Doc., 1637/3. At the time of his cessio bonorum in 1656 Rembrandt
owned two paintings by Govert Jansz; see Strauss Doc., 1656/12, nos. 44
and 107.
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8 October 1637

17 December 1637

9 February 1638

16 July 1638

22 July 1638

13 Or 14 August 1638
5 January 1639

12 January 1639

[January 1639)

27 January 1639

f.2:10:-"16, Van Feghen interpreted this note as meaning that Jan Jansz. Uyl gave
Rembrandst a rijksdaalder to bid at the sale of Uyl’s paintings and thus drive up the price!’.
In the diary of Trojanus de Magistris, administrator of the financial estate of the
brothers Jan Jansz. and Arent Jansz. Uyl: ‘Noch den 8 October 1637 [...] van Sr.
Rembrant schilder vier hondert vierentwintich gulden thien stuijvers acht penningen,
over den coop van een schilderije van Leander ende Hero bij Ribbens gedaen, dwelcke
ick tot onderpant hadde [ .. .J'!3 (Furthermore on 8 October ... from Sr. Rembrant
painter four hundred twentyfour guilders ten stuyvers eight pence, for the purchase of
a painting of Leander and Hero done by Ribbens, the which I had as a pledge). Around
1644 Rembrandt sold the painting to Lodewijk van Ludick (1607-1669), art dealer of
Amsterdam, for 530 guilders!®.

In a deed drawn up by the notary Benedict Baddel dated 17 December 1637 two
witnesses state that they have been present when on the evening of 16 December 1637
‘...Reijnbrand van Rhijn...” promised Samuel d’Orta to use only for his own
purposes the 3 or 4 prints still in his possession of the etching of Abraham and Hagar
(B. 30), the plate of which he had sold to D’Orta?’. Rembrandt is living on the ‘Binnen
Amstel deser voors. Stede . . .”, where on the evidence of the address on his third letter
to Constantijn Huygens he was still living on 12 January 16391

At the sale of the estate of Gommer Spranger held on gff February 1638 Rembrandt buys
prints including some by Lucas van Leyden and Albrecht Diirer (including the latter’s Life
of the Virgin in nine copies and a Passion, 3 drawings by Goltzius and 2 prints by Raphael)?2.
Rembrandt brings a libel action, through his brother-in-law Dr Ulricus Uylenburch,
against Dr Albertus van Loo and Mayke van Loo the widow of Dr Adigerus Adius in the
Court of Friesland. They are alleged to have said to Saskia that she has squandered the
inheritance from her parents through ostentatious living. The defendants reply that
they have not named Saskia but her eldest sister Jeltie, and that it has been done with
the best of intentions. The court dismisses Rembrandt’s complaint?3,

Baptism of Rembrandt and Saskia’s second child Cornelia, in the Oude Kerk by
Johannes Sylvius?.

Burial of their daughter Cornelia in the Zuiderkerk?s.

Rembrandt signs the deed of purchase for a house on the St. Anthoniebreestraat.
Completion is to be on 1 May. Of the purchase price of 13 ooo guilders, 1200 are to be
paid on completion, a further 1200 on 1 November of the same year, and on 1 May 1640
850 guilders, together making up one-quarter of the total price. The remaining
three-quarters can be paid by the buyer over the next 3 or 6 years, as will suit him. An
annual 5% interest is to be paid on the unpaid amount?¢.

Third letter to Constantijn Huygens. Rembrandt reports completion of the Entombment
and Resurrection for Prince Frederik Hendrik. He also offers Huygens a painting,
probably the Blinding of Samson (see no. A n6)?’.

In the undated fourth letter to Constantijn Huygens Rembrandt announces the
despatch of two paintings, and hopes the Prince will pay 1000 guilders for each or, if he
does not find them worth this, a lesser amount at his discretion2. _

In the fifth letter to Constantijn Huygens Rembrandt expresses the desire to have

Strauss Doc., 1637/5; Hofstede de Groot (Urk., no. 53) believed that
Trojanus de Magistris wanted to have purchases made by Uyl at the sale
of Uyl’s work, with support and advice from Rembrandt. They would
together have received a rijksdaalder for their trouble.

LH. v{an] E[eghen], ‘Jan Jansz. Uyl en Rembrandt als “tamme eend” [i.e.
decoy duck]’, Amstelodamum. Maandblad . .. 64 (1977), pp- 123-126.

Strauss Doc., 1637/6. There is a version of this subject at New Haven, Yale
University Art Gallery (canvas 95.9 x 127 cm) and a larger and probably
later one at Dresden, Gemildegalerie Alte Meister (cat. no. 1002, canvas
128 x 217 cm). For the history of both of these, see M. Jaffé, ‘Rubens in
Italy: Rediscovered works’, Burl. Mag. 100 (1958), pp. 411-422, €sp. 420-421.
Strauss Doc., 1637/6 and 1659/14.

Strauss Doc., 1637/7.

H. Gerson, op. cit.b, pp. 34-40.

HAG Urk., no. 56; Strauss Doc., 1638/2. Hofstede de Groot concluded from
the purchasing of large numbers of identical prints that at this time
Rembrandt was acting as an art dealer.
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23 Strauss Doc., 1638/7.

24 Strauss Doc., 1638/8.

25 Strauss Doc., 1638/9. See also L.H. vlan| E[eghen)], op. cit.5, p. 145.

26 Strauss Doc., 1639/1.

27 H. Gerson, op. cit.5, pp. 39-40; Strauss Doc., 1639/2.

28 H. Gerson, op. cit.%, pp. 42-47; Strauss Doc., 1639/3. C. Vosmaer, ‘Brieven

van kunstenaars. Briefwisseling tussen Rembrandt en Huygens’, De
Nederlandsche Spectator, 1865, pp. 60-62, believed that this undated letter
followed that of 27 January 1639 and then came that of 13 February 1639.
Huygens, he thought, gave permission for the despatch of the two
paintings in a letter, which has not survived, written after 14 January.
Hofstede de Groot (Urk., no. 65) thought the undated letter was written
before that of 27 January, and crossed the latter of 14 January from
Huygens. This latter sequence is adopted by Gerson (op. cit.®).. Schwartz
(1984, pp- ng-ng) had the fourth and fifth letters in reverse order.



13 February 1639

17 February 1639

[February 163¢]

20 January 1640

3t March 1640

29 July 1640

12 August 1640

30 August 1640

14 September 1640

22 September 1641

5 June 1642

14 June 1642

19 June 1642
1 November 1642

17 December 1642

BIOGRAPHICAL INFORMATION 1655-1642

payment for the last two paintings sent, preferably in cash, via the receiver of direct taxes
Johannes Wtenbogaert, to whom he has already spoken and who has no objection?’.
In his sixth letter to Constantijn Huygens Rembrandt reluctantly agrees to the payment
of 1600 guilders each for the two paintings, though he thinks they are worth more.
provided he receives the 44 guilders he has had advanced for frames and packing??.

At the intercession of Constantijn Huygens, the Prince issues an order to Thyman van
Volbergen to pay Rembrandt 1244 Carolus guilders for two paintings, the Entombment
and Resurrection (nos. A 126 and A 127)3%.

In his seventh letter to Constantijn Huygens Rembrandt complains of the delay in
payment32. This letter must have been written between 13 February and the payment
that had been authorized by the Prince on 17 February.

Hendrick Uylenburch gives his art dealer’s business as a pledge to his creditors, who
included Rembrandt. By this arrangement, the creditors as shareholders owned
Uylenburch’s as a guarantee for the moneys advanced by them?®.

On Rembrandt’s behalf his brother Adriaan sells his brother Willem a plot of land near
Leiden by the Wittepoort in Zoeterwoude, for 459 guilders (of 40 stuyvers to the
guilder) and 3 stuyvers in cash34.

Baptism of Rembrandt and Saskia’s third child Cornelia in the Oude Kerk?s.

Burial of a child in the Zuiderkerk. It is unclear whether this note about a child of
‘haerbrant’, elsewhere called ‘Garbrandt’, refers to Rembrandt. This would be so only
if one assumes that the address ‘over die sluis’ means across the Anthoniesluis, i.e. in
the Anthoniebreestraat, and that the father’s name was misspelled?®. At all events, the
third child was no longer living when Saskia died in 1642.

Rembrandt empowers a lawyer to claim at Leeuwarden the part-inheritance coming to
his wife from her aunt Sas Rommertsdochter Ulenburg (before 1554-1634). The
witnesses are ‘Srs. Ferdinandus Bol ende Herke Ibbeler schoemakersgezel . . .37,
Burial of Rembrandt’s mother in the St. Pieterskerk in Leiden. Rembrandt visited
Leiden more than once in connexion with the winding-up of the estate?s.

Baptism of Rembrandt’s son Titus in the Zuiderkerk; he was named after his mother’s
sister Titia van Uylenburgh, wife of Frangois Coopal, commissioner of maritime muster
at Flushing, who was a witness at the baptism39.

Saskia makes her will, naming Rembrandt as sole beneficiary until his remarriage or, if
he does not remarry, until his death. She further provides that Rembrandt need make no
deposition on or give an inventory of her estate. The chamber of orphans is excluded
from any say in the affairs of her children. If Titus or any other children should die
without issue, Saskia’s share on the death or remarriage of Rembrandt is to go to her
sister Hiskia, provided the latter gives 1000 guilders to her brothers Ulricus and Idsert
Uylenburgh and to the children, jointly, of her deceased sister Jeltje van Uylenburgh?0.
Death of Saskia, according to a note by Rombertus Ockema in his album ‘Notabilia
quaedam’!. Rombertus was a son of Doede Ockema and Jeltje van Uylenburgh, one of
Saskia’s sisters.

Saskia buried in the Oude Kerk#2.

By a deed of notary, Floris Stevens, magistrate of Edam, and Pieter Cornelisz Oots,
father of the Edam almshouse, promise to guarantee to ‘Sr. Rembrant Van Rijn,
coopman te Amsterdam’ discharge of a sum of 1200 guilders he has paid as ransom for
the release of Cornelis Jansz of Edam, who was being held captive by Barbary pirates. It
is assumed that Cornelisz Jansz was an acquaintance of Geertje Dircx, known as Titus’s
nurse and Rembrandt’s mistress, who also came from Edam and whose brother Pieter
was a ship’s carpenter*s.

Saskia’s will registered by the chamber of orphans*.

29 H. Gerson, op. cit.b, pp. s0-55; Strauss Doc., 1639/4. 38 Strauss Doc., 1640/8. See also ibid. 1640/9, 1640/11, 1640/12, 1640/13 and
30 H. Gerson, op. cit.b, pp. 58-63; Strauss Doc., 1639/ 5. 1640/14.

31 Strauss Doc., 1639/7.

39 Strauss Doc., 1641/4.

32 H. Gerson, op. cit.®, pp. 66~71; Strauss Doc., 1639/6. 40 Strauss Doc., 1642/2.

33 Strauss Doc., 1640/2.
34 Strauss Doc., 1640/3.
35 Strauss Doc., 1640/5.

41 Strauss Doc., 1642/3.
42 Strauss Doc., 1642/4. See also ibid. 1642/5 and 1642/6.
43 Strauss Doc., 1642/8.

36 Van Eeghen, op. cit.®, p. 146; Strauss Doc., 1640/6). 44 Strauss Doc., 1642/9.

87 Strauss Doc., 1640/7.
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Notes on the Catalogue

The catalogue is arranged in three sections,
according to how, in our opinion, each of the
paintings can be related to Rembrandt:

Nos. A 105-A 146

Paintings by Rembrandt, arranged in chronological
order year-by-year on the grounds either of a date
shown on the painting or of a dating suggested by
us. Within each year the paintings are arranged
iconographically - biblical and other history
paintings are followed by half-length figures and
busts (including self-portraits) without any explicit
thematic significance, - portraits (group portraits,
companion-pieces, single portraits, known sitters in
alphabetical order, unidentified sitters according to
size, men preceding women), landscapes, animals
and still-life.

Nos. B9-B 12 ,
Paintings Rembrandt’s authorship of which cannot
be positively either accepted or rejected.

Nos. C 83-C 122

Paintings Rembrandt’s authorship of which cannot
be accepted, including those that are usually
associated with his work of 1635-1642 but were
probably executed at a later date. The paintings
are arranged in iconographical order, irrespective of
their status as works by contemporary artists,
schoolpieces, copies, old imitations or later
imitations. For convenience sake the following
works are singled out for special mention:

C 117, C u8 and C ug: attributed to Govaert Flinck
C 84, C85, C87, €88, Cug, Cnb, Ci21 and (the
completion of) no. B 12: attributed with a varying
degree of plausibility to Ferdinand Bol

C 97, C106, C 107 and (possibly) Ci22: attributed to
Carel Fabritius

C 104 (and C 105?) to the same hand as C 72, C 73 and
C 83

C go and C gu: attributed to one anonymous follower
C 108 and C n2: attributed to one anonymous studio
assistant

C 86, C 88, C 93 and C g4: copies after lost originals

Each entry has the following sections:

1. Summarized opinion
2. Description of subject

3. Observations and technical information
Working conditions

Support — DESCRIPTION — SCIENTIFIC DATA

Ground — DESCRIPTION — SCIENTIFIC DATA

Paint layer — coNDITION (including Craquelure) -
DESCRIPTION — SCIENTIFIC DATA

X-Rays
Signature
Varnish

4. Comments

5. Documents and sources
6. Graphic reproductions
7. Copies

8. Provenance

9. Summary

The interpretative sections 1, 4 and g are printed in a
larger type than the descriptive and documentary
sections.

The following notes on the descriptive and
documentary sections will be found useful:

3. Observations and technical information

Support

DESCRIPTION: Dimensions are given in centimetres, as height
followed by width. The terms ‘left’ and ‘right’ are used as they
appear to a viewer looking at the painted side of the painting,
even when the back of the painting is being described. In
describing panels special attention has been given, wherever
possible, to the thickness and the treatment of the back surface,
in case these offer any indication of the manner and period in
which the panel was prepared and of any change in format,
possibly at a later date. Inscriptions, labels and wax seals are not
discussed here, but are - when of interest - mentioned under 3.
Documents and sources or 8. Provenance.
SCIENTIFIC DATA: Whenever they are available, this includes for
oak panels the results of dendrochronological measurements
carried out by Prof. Dr J. Bauch and Prof. Dr D. Eckstein, joined
later by Dr P. Klein, of Hamburg University, who were kind
enough to pass their findings to us. For more detailed
information see the comment on the Table of dendrochro-
nological data in this Volume.

The number of threads per centimeter in the canvases used as
a support was counted using X-ray films. For a survey of the
information given on canvases, see Vol. II, Chapter II of the
Introduction.

Ground

DESCRIPTION: The word ‘ground’ has been used to describe what
the eye (using a magnifying glass, and in some cases a
microscope) sees in open places in the paint layer or showing
through translucent areas. In some instances the more or less
translucent underpainting (‘dead colouring’) may also be
involved here.

SCIENTIFIC DATA: Where available, mformation coming from a
variety of sources and obtained and described in a variety of
ways is reproduced without comment. In a few cases it was
possible to make use of cross-sections specially prepared for the
purpose by the Central Research Laboratory for Objects of Art
and Science, Amsterdam.

Paint layer

CONDITION: Observations we mainly made with the naked eye;
information was also obtained with the help of an ultraviolet
lamp and from radiographs.

Attention was paid to the craquelure, 2 complex phenomenon
which is difficult to describe, mainly in case this could give any
indication of a variant dating or of the painting being produced
in a specific way.

DESCRIPTION: The description is based on a fairly detailed
inspection which was however generally made using only a



magnifying glass, plus on a number of occasions a microscope.
The authors are well aware that their description of colours,
affected as this is by lighting conditions and by the state of the
varnish and paint layer, is of relative value.

SGIENTIFIC DATA: The comments made under Ground, SCIENTIFIC
DATA also apply here.

X-Rays

Since it can be assumed that the X-rays were taken in different
ways from one case to the next, the results are not immediately
comparable with each other. We have tried to describe and
interpret the X-ray (which is a complex piece of documentary
evidence) in particular from the viewpoint of how the painting
came about 1n its various stages. Intrusive features such as part
of a cradle, wax seals, painting on the back surface, etc. are
mentioned.

Signature

The transcriptions given do not of course give a clear impression
of the signature being described. Where we could obtain
satisfactory photographs, they have been reproduced.

Varnish

This is mentioned only if, on the date mentioned under Working
conditions, the varnish hindered us in studying and assessing the
paint layer.

5. Documents and sources

Information which is significant solely in respect of the origin of
the individual painting is as a rule given only under 8. Provenance.

6. Graphic reproductions

We have tried to mention all prints from before the end of the
18th century, and to reproduce them where they are important
for judging the attribution or examining any change the original
has undergone; they are reproduced in the ‘same direction’ as
the painting (and thus often in reverse compared to the print). In
transcribing inscriptions on prints, words occurring some
distance apart on a single line are separated by a —, and those
appearing on different lines by a /.

7. Copies

This is taken to include drawn as well as painted copies. No
attempt has been made at completeness, and we have as a rule
mentioned (and sometimes reproduced) only copies that throw
some light on the earlier form or significance of the original. We
do not go into the provenance of copies unless it could give, or
has given, rise to confusion with that of the original.
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8. Provenance

Unless stated otherwise, pedigrees are based on those given in C.
Hofstede de Groot’s Verzeichnis (HdG). Previous owners whom
we have listed and who are not already included in HdG are
marked with an asterisk. The titles and descriptions appearing in
old inventories and catalogues (up to about 1800) are as far as
possible reproduced in full, including the measurements they
quote. The latter have been converted into centimetres on the
basis of the following data, taken for the most part from Staring’s
Lijst van alle Binnen- en Buitenlandsche Maten, Gewichten en
Munten . .., grd edn, Schoonhoven 1885, or Theodor von
Frimmel, Gemdldekunde, Leipzig 1904, pp. 173-174-

]

Amsterdam foot 28.31 cm; 11 inches

1inch = 257cm

Antwerp foot = 28.68 cm; 1 inches
rinch = 260cm

Bruges foot = 27.6 cm; 1t inches

tinch = 2.50cm

Brunswick foot = 29.18 cm; 12 inches
tinch = 2.43cm

Brussels foot = 27.57 cm; 1 inches
tinch = 2.50cm

British foot = 30.47 cm; 12 inches
tinch = 2.54cm

[French] pied du roi = 32.48 cm; 12 pouces
1pouce = 2.70cm

Nuremberg foot (Schuh) = 30.40 cm; 12 Zoll

1Z0ll = 2.53cm

Prussian foot = 31.38 cm; 12 inches

tinch = 260cm

Rhineland foot = 3139 cm; 12 inches
tinch = 2.61cm

Russian archine = 7110 cmy; 16 verchokk
1verchokk = 4.44 cm

Vienna foot (Schuh) = 31.61cm; 12 Zoll

1Z0ll = 2.63cm

For the towns listed below, the units of measurement that follow
each were either in use as indicated by the sale catalogue (when
they are shown in brackets in the entry quoted) or have been
assumed to be in use there prior to the introduction of the
metric system:

Amsterdam - Amsterdam foot
Antwerp -~ Antwerp foot
Bruges -~ Bruges foot
Brussels - Brussels foot
Kassel -~ Prussian foot
Delft - Rhineland foot
The Hague - Rhineland foot
London - British foot
Het Loo - Rhineland foot
Paris - [French] royal foot (pied du roi)
Pommersfelden - Nuremberg foot (Schuh)
St Petersburg - Russian archine
Salzdahlum -~ Brunswick foot
Strasbourg - [French] royal foot (pied du roi)
Vienna - Vienna foot (Schuh)
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A 105 The Entombment

[1633/35]

GLASGOW, HUNTERIAN ART GALLERY, UNIVERSITY OF GLASGOW

HDG 13Q; BR. 554; BAUCH 74; GERSON 217

1. Summarized opinion

A well preserved, authentic work with the character
and probably also the function of a preparatory
sketch, datable not later than 1635.

2. Description of subject

In an only partially lit cave the body of Christ is being laid in a
tomb which appears to be sunk partly into the ground but on
the right clearly has a vertical end.

To the left an old bearded man kneels by Christ’s head and
supports his body, which lies in a shroud, under the armpits. A
younger man stands holding the two erids of the shroud, taking
the weight of the body; alongside him a man stands, somewhat
higher up and perhaps stepping down from a ledge, with one
hand resting on a rock. The shroud is held together at Christ’s
feet by a kneeling figure wearing a large headdress. At the
righthand end of the tomb a standing (or kneeling?) figure
wrapped in voluminous drapery is seen only vaguely in the
gloom. To the left, close to the body, a kneeling woman uses one
hand to shield a flaming torch held in the other hand and
providing the main source of light; her figure throws a shadow
on the rear wall of the cave. To the left of her stands an old
bearded man, looking down.

A group of figures at some distance on the right appears to be
approaching the tomb down some steps. They are weakly lit by
the glow of a lantern carried by a bearded man with a wide, flat
hat. To the right of him a man’s head emerges from the
darkness, while to the left two figures can be seen extremely
vaguely; a child stands in front of them. The group is preceded
by two figures who, further to the left, are halfway down the
steps. On the right an old seated man can be made out, leaning
on a boulder and supporting his head on his left hand.

3. Observations and technical information

Working conditions

Examined in June 1971 (B.H., P.v.Th.) in satisfactory lighting and
out of the frame. A radiograph covering the whole of the
painting was received later.

Support

DESCRIPTION: Oak panel, grain horizontal, 2.1 x 40.3 cm. Of very
uneven thickness (thickest on the left), averaging about 0.9 cm.
Single plank. Back bevelled on all four sides. A horizontal crack c.
5 cm long runs at the lower left at 2 cm from the bottom edge.
SCIENTIFIC DATA: None.

Ground

DESCRIPTION: A ground of grey-brown tint is clearly visible at
many places, especially in and below the standing figure on the
far left; elsewhere it shows through.

SCIENTIFIC DATA: None.

Paint layer

CONDITION: Very good. Craquelure: very slight, and only in the
thickest parts.
DESCRIPTION: A transhucent brown has been used to lay in the
picture. An opaque paint was then used for working it up, in
both dark tints and lighter mixed colours that occur in
numerous variations from grey-brown to a light ochre yellow
and white. Besides a mainly broad and firm approach the work
shows, in some passages, a considerable variety of treatment.
The surroundings are done with broad strokes of mostly dark
paint; in rendering the majority of the figures the treatment
becomes denser with brushstrokes cursorily defining shapes and
the fall of light. Paint is applied thickly, especially in the parts of
the woman kneeling to the left of Christ that catch the light. The
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standing (or kneeling) figure at the foot of the tomb is rendered
mainly with a few arching movements of the brush, in dark and
somewhat lighter paint. Elsewhere, particularly in the group at
the upper right, paintstrokes are placed over darker paint that
remains partly visible through reserves, where it contributes to
the suggestion of form.

The figure of Christ is rendered with greater precision, the
body done with thick and very light ochre-coloured paint, the
head in almost white paint on top of which there are minute
strokes of grey and a brownish ochre colour that strengthen the
structure. The teeth are shown with two tiny spots of white. The
shroud, too, is painted thickly in white, with dry, glancing
brushstrokes of a dark brown paint marking the lower outline
and the fall of the folds. Christ’s legs are done more thinly in a
brownish white, with on top of it a few touches of dark brown;
the feet are worked up quite precisely. The old man supporting
Christ’s upper body, with his hands hidden in the folds of the
shroud, has hazy outlines and yet is subtly defined. The two men
further up to the right, painted in browns and greys with the
heads in an ochre colour, form the most detailed passage in the
painting. As with Christ’s head and that of the white-bearded
man, the structure and expression of the faces are determined to
a great extent by a few gossamer-fine and tellingly-placed
accents. A few scratchmarks in the paint have been used in
rendering the clothing of the man standing on the left.

A pentimento can be seen to the left of the head of the figure
holding the shroud together at Christ’s feet; a second appears at
the place where a part of the rock wall or a round stone is
indicated at the middle of the righthand edge. Both pentimenti
can be seen in the relief.

SCIENTIFIC DATA: None.

X-Rays

The radiographic image is dominated by mainly bold
brushstrokes showing the lit forms in radioabsorbent paint.
Some have been toned down in the final execution, or filled in
with detail, while others have been slightly altered. The latter is
the case mostly with the figure at Christ’s feet; here, various
shapes interfere with the forms now seen at the surface. One
gets the impression that this figure was laid in quite differently
— possibly she (or he) had the arms outstretched, with the hands
clasped.

Signature

None.

Varnish
No special remarks.

4. Comments

The unsigned painting is generally thought to be an
autograph work by Rembrandt, and we share this
opinion. The absence of any doubt on this score
stems firstly from the general character of the work;
only some of its individual features can be closely
compared to other authentic works. Quite
exceptional is the extremely sketchlike treatment,
evident not only in figures placed to one side but
also in the figures in the centre; it is very striking
even in a lit figure like that of the woman with the
torch. Even though the work may have been left
unfinished, it shows a spontaneity and sureness of
touch of a kind that one expects to find only in an
original work. The free treatment is accompanied by
great mastery in distributing light values and in



A 105 THE ENTOMBMENT

Fig. 1. Panel 32.1 x 40.3 cm

giving character to the figures at the centre of the
action, where there is a convincing rendering even of
the characters’ emotional involvement in what is
happening. This handling of light, treatment of
depth and typing of the figures accord well with
what one knows of Rembrandt, though these
features, together with the occasionally noticeably
free handwriting, perhaps remind one more of his
drawings and etchings than of the paintings. Such a
night scene, in which some figures are lit more
strongly and most of the others only sparsely by one
or more sources of light, is also one of Rembrandt’s
favourites, especially as a setting for a biblical scene.
It is to a large extent the mood, as created by the
chiaroscuro and reticent action, that convinces one
of his authorship; for all the sketchiness, one senses
here, if only in embryo, the effective balance
between the narrative and the contemplative that is
so characteristic of his history paintings.

The various but closely connected features
mentioned above are, to an important extent, part
of the essence of Rembrandt’s work and are thus not
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linked to any specific period. It is therefore
understandable that alongside the general certainty
about the painting’s author there is in the
Rembrandt literature a considerable variety of
opinion as to its date. At one extreme Hofstede de
Groot! placed its date of production around 1633,
and at the other Valentiner? referring to the Munich
Entombment (no. A126) which was about half
completed in February 1636 and was delivered to
Prince Frederik Hendrik in 1639, put the production
‘about a decade later than the similar composition in
Munich’, so that one has to think in terms of
1645-49. There is, between the Glasgow picture and
the fine and detailed working of that in Munich, an
evident difference in treatment that prompted Van
Gelder?, too, to assume different dates of production
for the two works. He saw ‘the more vital Glasgow
sketch’ as being ‘probably a later version of a sketch
for the Munich picture’. Schwartz4, too, thought of a
version derived from the latter. Hofstede de Groot?,
on the other hand, regarded the oil sketch itself as a
preliminary study for the Munich Passion painting,
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and Brochhagen® thought it was used during the
preparations for this, in which case the work would
have been done not later than 1635. Bauch’ and
Gerson?, finally, preferred to see in the Glasgow
sketch the design for an etching that was never
executed; Bauch considered 1639 as then being the
earliest date of production, while Gerson pointed to
affinities with drawings from the 1630s in general.
When considering the dating, the Munich work
that Rembrandt painted for Prince Frederik Hendrik
(no. A 126) naturally serves as a point of reference.
Strictly speaking, there is between the two pictures a
close resemblance only in the placing and form of
the body of Christ and of the two men standing over
him. Similar in a more general sense in the two
works is the lighting from the left, the torch shielded
by the hand of the person holding it, and the motif
of the kneeling figure holding Christ’s feet. In both
pictures the actors are divided into two groups, the
main one shown at the bottom by the tomb while
the other is placed higher up to the right by the
entrance. Apart from the handling of paint —
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improvising in the Glasgow oil sketch and carefully
considered in the Munich painting — the main
difference between the two lies in the proportion of
the picture area (oblong in the sketch and upright in
the painting, in which one can see the extreme
lefthand and righthand figures from the sketch as
appearing somewhat lower down). Ought one, in the
light of this, to see the Glasgow sketch as preceding
the Munich painting or following it?

Looked at in isolation, the sketch offers, as we
have said, hardly any clue to an accurate dating. The
fact that the group in the middle ground (especially
the man with the wide headdress and the lantern)
recurs in a corresponding place in reverse in the
Munich Adoration of the shepherds painted for Prince
Frederik Hendrik in 1646 (Br. 574) cannot count for a
great deal — as this group appears also in the
Munich Entombment (where it has become almost
invisible), this in any case involves the re-use of an
earlier motif. A drawing of the subject attributable
to Rembrandt and earlier in coll. F. Giiterbock,
Berlin (Ben. 64), which shares a number of motifs
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Fig. 3. Detail (1:1)

with the Glasgow sketch, gives no clear evidence of
the relationship between the two works, and its date
is too uncertain to yield any conclusion about
no. A 105. One cannot however help feeling that the
composition and typing of the figures point to a date
before rather than after 1635. The closing-off of the
scene on the left with a scarcely-lit figure acting as a
repoussoir can already be found in works from the
late Leiden years, e.g. the Raising of Lazarus in Los
Angeles (no. A 30). The man standing in the centre
holding up the body looks, in his attire and facial
features, more like the servant in the 1633 etching of
the Good Samaritan (B. go) than like his counterpart in
the Munich painting. More specifically, the
indication of the whites of the eyes and teeth using
fine dots of white is very reminiscent of Rembrandt’s
habit in the Leiden years and the early 1630s, which
then continued in work like the Munich Ascension
completed in 1636 (no. A u8). Because of this, the
similarities between the Glasgow sketch and Munich
painting can be interpreted with a great measure of
probability as meaning that Rembrandt used the
former when painting the latter.

Whether no. A 105 was intended from the outset
as a preparation for the Munich painting is of course
a different question. The difference in proportions
makes this doubtful, and a closer study of the nature
and functions of Rembrandt’s grisailles prompts a
different conclusion. The London Ecce homo on paper
of 1634 (no. A 8g) is the only monochrome sketch
that is definitely known to have served for an
etching at the same scale. With the other grisailles
that can with great probability be dated in the years
1633-35 — the Amsterdam Joseph relating his dreams
(no. A 66), the Berlin john the Baptist preaching
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(no. A 106) and the London Lamentation (no. A 107) —
one cannot be sure of their purpose. One gets the
impression, however, that all these sketches, no
matter how much they differ in the degree of detail,
were like the Ecce homo made with an eye to etchings
that probably had to be done on the same scale as
the sketch. Bauch and Gerson’s idea that the
Glasgow sketch too was meant for an etching that
was never made thus gains in plausibility. This does
not however contradict Brochhagen’s view that the
sketch was the starting point for the Munich
Entombment and thus was done in 1635 at the latest.
This would mean that it was painted around 1633/35.
Despite the greater measure of sketchiness that (like
the Joseph relating his dreams) it betrays compared to
the Ecce homo and John the Baptist preaching, there is
much to be said for the idea that the whole group of
stylistically more or less similar sketches were
painted in the same years, all of them done in
preparation for etchings most of which never
materialized.

5. Documents and sources

‘Een schets van de begraeffenis Cristi van Rembrant’, perhaps
identical with no. A1os, was listed in the inventory of
Rembrandt’s possessions drawn up on 25-26 July 1656 (Strauss
Doc., 1656/12, no. ). It is less likely that the mention of ‘een
grafleggingh van Rembrant’ owned by Ferdinand Bol in 1669
(Blankert Bol, p. 77 no. 13) could be related to no. A 105; it more
probably referred to one of the copies of no. A 126.

6. Graphic reproductions

1. Etching by Pierre Frangois Basan (Paris 1723-1797), inscribed:
Rembrandt Pinxit — F. Basan Excudit | Les morts ensevelis (fig. 5).
Reproduces the picture in reverse compared to the original in a
framing smaller at the top but especially at the left and bottom.
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The kneeling figure shown very summarily at the lower right in
the oil sketch is omitted from the etching, as is a configuration of
dark patches that appears above this figure and in which one can
read a seated figure. The floor is shown as flat, while the oil
sketch gives the impression of the tomb being partly sunk into
the ground.

2. Mezzotint by Johann Jakob Haid (Kleineislingen 1704
—Augsburg 1767) is in these and other features so close to Basan’s
etching that the latter must have been the model for it;
accordingly, the mezzotint picture is reversed compared to that
in the etching.

7. Copies
None.
8. Provenance

- Probably identical with a sketch described in the inventory of
Rembrandt’s possessions dated 25-26 July 1656 (see Documents
and sources). :

*- To judge mainly from the dimensions, identical with a
painting in coll. Robert Strange: A descriptive Catalogue of a
Collection of Pictures . . . collected during a Journey of Several Years in
Italy, by Robert Strange, London 1769, no. 39: ‘Rembrandt. Born
near Leyden 1606, died 1668. The Entombing of Lazarus. The
composition of this picture is extremely fine, and the characters
remarkable for expression; though we must neither expect to
find an elegance of outline, nor the taste of the antique.
Rembrandst, though born with a happy genius for painting, was a
stranger to both. He followed nature strictly, but it was that of
his own country; so that his figures for the most part are
deficient in elegance. His pictures are however conceived with
the most lively imagination. He possessed above: all other a
sovereign knowledge of light and shade; of which this picture is
an example. One foot three inches and a half wide, by one foot
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Fig. 5. Etching by P. F. Basan (reproduced in reverse)

half an inch high [= 32.3 x 40 cm]. Sale London (Christie’s) 7-9
February 1771 (Lugt 1888), 2nd day no. 61: ‘Rembrandt. Born near
Leyden 1606, died 1668. The Entombing of Lazarus. — This
picture is remarkable for character and expression, the author
possessed, above all others, a sovereign knowledge of light and
shade: we have here a striking example of it. — 1 foot g% wide,
by 1 foot % an inch high.”

- Coll. Dr William Hunter, Glasgow, bequeathed to University
College, Glasgow in 1783.

9. Summary

Though it is in its partly extremely sketchy
treatment hard to compare to any other Rembrandt
work, this monochrome oil sketch convinces one of
its authenticity; it was presumably done in
preparation for an etching, possibly at the same time
—1633/35 — as other monochrome sketches. It may
have been identical with a sketch of the
Entombment listed among Rembrandt’s possessions
in 1656. The unmistakeable link with the painting of
this subject in Munich (no. A126), which was
described as half completed in February 1636, can be
interpreted as meaning that the sketch was used for
the painting, without necessarily having been
intended from the outset as a preparation for it.

REFERENCES

1 HdG 139.

2 W.R. Valentiner, ‘The Rembrandt exhibitions in Holland, 1956, Art
Quarterly 19 (1956), pp. 390-404, €sp. 404 note 14.

3 J.G. van Gelder, ‘The Rembrandt exhibition at Edinburgh’, Burl. Mag. g2
(1950), pp- 327-329, esp. 328.

4 Schwartz 1984, p. u7.

5 C. Hofstede de Groot, ‘Hollandsche kunst in Schotland’, 0.H. 11 (18g3), pp.
129-148, esp. 146.

6  E. Brochhagen in: Hollindische Malerei des 17. Jahrhunderts (Alte Pinakothek

Miinchen Katalog I1I), 1967, p. 66.

Bauch 1966, 74.

8 Gerson 217.

~



A 106 John the Baptist preaching

[1634/1635]

BERLIN (WEST), STAATLICHE MUSEEN PREUSSISCHER KULTURBESITZ, GEMALDEGALERIE, CAT.NO. 828 K

HDG 97; BR. 555; BAUCH 63; GERSON 71

Fig. 1. Canvas 62.7 x 811 cm

1. Summarized opinion

A well preserved grisaille the authenticity of which
is, on the grounds both of style and quality and of
evidence as to the genesis of the work, combined
with documentary evidence, beyond all doubt. The
work must, in its smaller, first state, have been
painted around 1634 in preparation for an etching
and have been enlarged to its present format soon
afterwards.

2. Description of subject

The picture is based on an episode that is described in all four
Gospels. ‘And the same John had his raiment of camel’s hair,
and a leathern girdle about his loins’ and he preached in the
desert of Judaea, saying ‘Repent ye; for the kingdom of heaven is
at hand. For this is he that was spoken of by the prophet Esaias,
saying, The Voice of one crying in the wilderness, Prepare ye the
way of the Lord, make his paths straight.” “Then went out to him
Jerusalem and all Judaea, and all the region around about
Jordan, and were baptized of him in Jordan, confessing their
sins. But when he saw many of the Pharisees and Sadducees
come to his baptism, he said unto them, O generation of vipers,
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who hath warmed you to flee from the wrath to come?’
(Matthew 3: 3-7)-

John, clad in a coarse garment held together with a leather
girdle from which hangs a round bottle, is standing on a hillock
with his left hand held to his chest and the right arm
outstretched. He, and the figures at his feet, are brightly lit by a
concentrated beam of light. The remainder of the scene is in the
shadow from a grey, cloudy sky. A group of three old men, with
their backs turned to John and talking among themselves,
attracts attention by standing in the centre just at the edge of the
beam of light, intersecting the swarming crowd. These are
evidently some of the Pharisees and Sadducees to whom John
spoke so harshly. Of these three, the man to the left wears
hanging over his shoulders a headshawl bearing Hebrew
lettering — a text from Deuteronomy 6: 5 {And thou shalt love]
the Lord thy God with all thy heart [and with all thy soul]’
{(information kindly supplied by Drs. E. van Volen, curator of the
Jewish Historical Museum, Amsterdam).

The crowd — numbering almost 100 — is made up of a wide
variety of figures. The majority of them are, judging by their
dress, accessories and facial features, meant to represent various
nations or parts of the world. On the left in the shadows, level
with the group of Pharisees, sits a figure clad in Japanese
armour. A little to the right is a figure with a short feathered
headdress, possibly an Indian. Behind John and in his shadow
sits a negro behind whom in turn stands an Indjan with a tall
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feathered headdress and a long weapon — perhaps identifiable
as a bow — slung over one shoulder and with a full quiver of
arrows at his hip. To the right of the Indian in the shadow, and
seen in profile, stands a figure in headgear somewhat
reminiscent of an Egyptian wig. To the extreme right in the
same group a standing figure, facing right, holds a large bow in
his hand and has a quiver at his hip, a curved shield on his back
and on his head a turban with a narrow part rising high in the
centre — the type of turban often (for example in the woodcuts
of Pieter Coecke van Aelst) depicted as typical of Turkish dress.
To the left of this Turk and seated on the ground a figure,
similarly looking to the right, has a bald head and may possibly
be intended to represent an Asiatic type. The lit group directly
at John’s feet includes a wide variety of types and poses, so
clearly defined and differentiated that one is inclined to lend
these figures a special significance. To the left behind John a
richly-clad young man leans with his head propped on his left
hand, and in front of him immediately next to John’s foot there
is a sleeping woman — she seems aimost to be intended as a
pendant to a man to the right above John who, half-hidden in
the foliage, is looking at him and listening intently. To the left
below John sit an old man and an old woman, both with their
head tilted devoutly — the woman is often described as being
Rembrandt’s mother. The figure with the plumed cap half in
shadow between them, the only figure to be looking straight at
the viewer, is — for understandable reasons — sometimes
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looked on as being a self-portrait.

While many of the figures appear to be listening, with a
greater or lesser amount of attention, to the words of John the
Baptist, there are some whose attention is occupied in other
ways. The reason why the Turk and Asiatic are looking to the
right (at a point outside the picture) is not clear. A woman.
wearing a flattish headdress, seated in the shadow to the right of
John, is looking at a thick book with the fingers of her left hand
tucked between the pages; she reminds one of a Sibyl, and is
perhaps looking up the prophesy of the coming of John the
Baptist in the Book of Isaiah. In the right foreground there is a
girl with a small child on her knee, on whose head she is placing
a garland of flowers. To the right of her a boy sits near what
seems to be a pool of water. In his right hand he holds a limply
hanging rope apparently attached to a metal ring fixed in turn to
an unidentifiable object (a wooden ‘keep-net’?) floating in the
water; in his left hand he has a rod with, fixed to its tip, a
hanging cord that he is holding against the rod. (This is
presumably a fishing-rod or, less probably, a whip.) To the right
of this boy, a woman kneels and holds a small child who is
defecating. Behind this woman are seated men in eastern dress,
talking to one another. To the left of the Sibyl-like woman with
the book two children are squabbling over a bunch of grapes. A
bearded man turns and glares at them angrily, obviously bidding
them to be quiet. To the left of him a woman tries, with her
finger to her lips, to quieten a howling baby. A man — in the
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Fig. 3. Infrared photograph

shadow of the group of Pharisees — turns towards a figure
largely hidden behind this group, whose hands can be seen
resting on the lap. Between these two figures one sees a dog,
viewed three-quarters from the rear in a squatting posture that
seems to indicate that it is defecating (as it does for the dog in
the etching of The Good Samaritan, B. go).

To the left in the shadow two richly-clad men on horseback
are listening attentively; a man with a falcon on his arm close
alongside may belong to their retinue. To the right of this sits a
man recognizable as a pedlar from the large basket he carries
slung over his shoulders on a strap. A tethered monkey squats
on the basket. In front of the pedlar a man with a fur hat and
long, shoulder-length hair, lies on his stomach; he has a long
quiver trimmed with a fringe on his back, and a sword at his hip.
Between the pedlar and this prone figure there are indistinct
shapes that can best be described as two dogs fighting. In the left
foreground, in the shadows, there are two more dogs fighting,
and to the left again a pair of dogs coupling. Above them,
leaning over a bank, two men are deep in conversation. Behind
these the ground slopes sharply down to the river glistening far
below, undoubtedly the River Jordan in which John is to baptize
the gathered crowd. A turbanned figure seen from behind is
leading a camel to the water. Animals are drinking on the other
bank of the river.

The landscape is determined very largely by the course of the
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river. The water spills, beneath a high arched bridge, down as a
waterfall to a lower level, from which it drops again over a wide
edge on either side of a rock. Through the lefthand arch of the
bridge can be vaguely seen a round shape that might be
interpreted as the arch of a second bridge in the distance. To the
left, on a high hill, is a town. A number of tiny figures can be
made out with difficulty in the landscape; just above the flat
sunshade of the eastern figure with the camel on the left can be
seen two cows, one grazing and the other lying down. A few
figures appear to be walking behind them. In front of the middle
pillar of the bridge sits a figure with a fishing rod, and a few
figures are visible to the right of him.

The transition from the comparatively enclosed and
brightly-lit scene around John to the wide space of the landscape
beyond is marked by a column on a pedestal, topped by a bust
of an emperor (possibly a reference to S. Luke’s version of the
story of John preaching, which begins with the statement that it
happened in the 15th year of the reign of Tiberius — Luke 3: 1).

3. Observations and technical information

Working conditions

Examined in November 1968 (S.H.L., E.v.d. W.) in good
daylight and artificial light, and out of the frame. An old X-ray
of part of the painting was available at the time of examination:
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six X-ray films and five infrared photographs, together covering
the whole painting, were received later.

Support

DESCRIPTION: Canvas stuck to an oak panel, 62.7 x 81.1 cm. There
is every reason to believe that the original support, a piece of
canvas now measuring 39.8 x 49.5 cm, has been enlarged to the
present dimensions in two stages, and stuck to the panel on the
second occasion. The last added piece of canvas surrounds the
original one asymmetrically — it is 17.4 cm wide to the left,
10.9cm to the right, 1.8 cm at the top and 1.5-12 cm at the
bottom. Between the righthand edge of the centre canvas and
the righthand inner edge of the surrounding canvas there is a
narrow strip of canvas about 3§ cm wide, attached to the central
section. This strip must — as will be shown below — be looked
on as forming part of a first enlargement of the canvas.
Arguments have been put forward in the literature for the view
that the painting was done only after the canvas was brought to
its present dimensions. The most important of these arguments
was that the legs of the group of three Pharisees and Sadducees
are cut a little above the ankles by the join between the centre
canvas and the surrounding part. Clarity on this point is
important in connexion with a reconstruction of the genesis of
the painting.

The following facts can be gleaned from observations on the
painting itself and from the X-rays. One notices that the joins
between the centre canvas (including the strip added on the
right) and the surrounding piece are ruler-straight, and
particularly clean-cut. The centre canvas and the surrounding
piece have not been stitched together, but are to all appearances
stuck down to the panel butted up to each other. They are
separated by narrow gaps that have been partly filled in with a
radioabsorbent material. The fact that the righthand cut runs to
the right of the 3 cm-wide added strip indicates that this narrow
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strip forms part of an earlier enlargement of the original canvas.
A hypothetical reconstruction of the final enlargement offers an
explanation for many of the features already described or to be
described below. For the nub of this hypothesis we are indebted
to Mr H. Bohm, one-time Head Restorer at the Berlin
Gemildegalerie. The procedure followed must have been akin to
a technique like that common today when, for example, laying
floor-covering: the pieces to be fitted together are overlapped,
and then cut through together. In the present instance, a
‘window’ was cut in the piece of canvas being added, and a strip
was cut off all round the original canvas (including the narrow
added strip on the right); this strip all round carried part of the
original painting, which must have included the feet of the group
of three Pharisees. Bshm assumes that this operation was
possible only if the original and new canvases had been glued
down to the panel out to the area where the cut was to be made.
After the pieces cut off had been removed, the canvas would
have had to be reglued on either side of the cut. That this is
indeed what happened is corroborated by the fact that on either
side of the cut the canvas is slightly bulged as if glue — or, as the
X-ray suggests, priming containing white lead and used as an
adhesive — was carefully worked in under the edges of the
canvases and filied the gap between them. From the continuity
of the painting on the canvas, enlarged and stuck down
following the procedure thus reconstructed, one may deduce
that the entire operation must have been carried out by
Rembrandt — or at his instigation — and cannot be seen as a
later affixing of the strips of canvas to the panel. There is further
confirmation for this conclusion in the fact that
dendrochronology examination has shown that the panel comes
from the same tree as panels used for two paintings by
Rembrandt dating from 1640 and 1644 respectively (see
SCIENTIFIC DATA below). Radiographic examination of the canvas
provides further evidence as to the genesis of the painting. In
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particular, the cusping and other distortions of the weave of the
three pieces of canvas offer interesting information, as do the
thread-counts. In the case of the centre canvas there is normal
cusping, at a pitch of 7-g cm, at the left and bottom; there is
admittedly no sign of nail or basting holes, but this is to be
expected in view of the fact that a strip has been cut off along all
the edges during the enlargement process. There is strong
evidence that the original support — the centre area of canvas —
was a piece of prepared canvas cut from the corner of a much
larger sheet. Thus, cusping is entirely absent at the top, and
normal cusping is also lacking on the right; on the right there is
in fact a whole series of holes at a pitch of about 4 cm, with the
canvas stretched a little towards the right in the immediate
surroundings of each of these holes, which are filled in with
radioabsorbent material. The nature of these distortions shows
however that at this point the canvas was put under tension after
the ground had dried. The canvas must — after being cut from a
larger canvas — have been stretched anew, either with cords or
with pins or nails on a board. That the holes can be seen only
along the righthand edge of the original canvas can be explained
by the fact of the canvas undergoing an initial enlargement on
this side — with the narrow strip mentioned before. There is
every reason to assume that there were holes like this along all
four sides, and that these were trimmed off along the top,
bottom and lefthand side during the final enlargement of the
canvas. The distortions in the surrounding piece of canvas
present features that are hard to interpret with any certainty.
The weave of the surrounding piece of canvas is at some points
very clearly apparent at the surface; this indicates that this piece
of canvas was scarcely prepared at all, so that distortions in the
weave must have occurred when it was being stuck to the panel.
On first inspection of the X-rays this assumption seems to be
disproved by the fact that on the left there is clear; 8-10cm
cusping to be seen. There is hardly any along the righthand side,
while at the top and bottom the weave is disturbed in such a way
as to prompt the idea that the canvas was stretched unevenly
during the glueing-down and fixed in this position. The cusping
on the left would then show that this canvas was attached to an
underlying surface throughout the drying process. Combined
with the absence of cusping on the right, these features suggest
that the canvas was stretched by being pulled towards the right.

The panel to which the canvas was stuck consists of a single
plank. The back is unevenly bevelled along all four sides, over a
maximum width of 7 cm on the right and about 4 cm on the left,
bottom and top. The back surface has been deeply gouged
during planing. On the right, about 32 cm from the bottom,
there is a crack over which a small piece of wood has been stuck.
SCIENTIFIC DATA: The cusping on the centre piece of canvas has a
pitch of ¢. 8 cm (7.4-8.5) at the left, ¢. 9 cm (8-9) at the bottom,
and ¢. 4.5 cm (3-5.2) at the right (where it is difficult to measure).
Along the lefthand edge of the surrounding piece of canvas the
cusping has a pitch of about g cm (8-10), except for the spans at
the extreme top and bottom which curve outwards (they are 4.5
and 5.5 cm across, respectively) as if the canvas was stretched far
more tautly at these places.

Thread-count of centre canvas: 12 vertical threads/cm (11-13),
14.3 horizontal threads/cm (13-15). Thread-count of the narrow
strip added at the right: 14.1 horizontal threads/cm (13.5-14.5),
17.4 vertical threads/cm (16.5-19). Thread-count of the
surrounding piece of canvas: 12.9 vertical threads/cm (12-15), 15
horizontal threads/cm (14.5-15.5)-

In the central piece the density of the horizontal threads is
more even than that of the verticals; from this one may deduce
that the warp runs horizontally. In the narrow added strip the
warp direction is hard to judge, as the vertical threadcount
cannot be considered representative. In the surrounding canvas
the horizontal density is so much more even that the warp can
be taken to run in this direction.

In view of the strong resemblance in threadcount between the
added strip and the canvases of the Holy Family datable in 1634
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(no. A 88), the 1634 Cupid (no. A g1), the Vienna S.Paul (Br. 603)
probably of ¢. 1635, the 1635 Samson threatening his father-in-law
(no. A 109) and the central piece of canvas on which the original,
paper support of the London Lamentation (no. A 107) is stuck, it
must be assumed that all of them came from a single bolt (see
also Vol. II, pp. 24 and 27).

The panel has been subjected to dendrochronology
examination by Prof. Dr J. Bauch and Prof. Dr D. Eckstein of
Hamburg, and is a radial board. Along the lefthand edge, above
the heart part of the trunk, 192 annual rings of heartwood were
measured (+1 counted); below the heart only the last 52 rings
were measured. It has so far been impossible to give a dating. It
was however discovered that the plank comes from the same
tree as three other panels carrying paintings by Rembrandt, the
Rotterdam Portrait of Aletta Adriaensdr. of 1639 (no. A132), the
New York Portrait of Herman Doomer of 1640 (no. A 140) and the
London Christ and the woman taken in adultery of 1644 (Br. 566).

Ground
DESCRIPTION: The colour of the ground, yellowish, can be made
out in the central part of the canvas — which is painted

opaquely almost everywhere — at only a few places such as the
head of the nearer horse. In the narrow added strip on the right
the ground cannot be seen. In the surrounding canvas the
ground is again a yellow colour. Despite the resemblance in
colour between the ground of the original canvas and that of the
enlargement framing it, there is one important difference —
while the structure of the canvas in the central part is hardly
visible, that in the surrounding portion is clearly apparent. This
indicates that the canvas added later — which must have been
attached when unprepared (see Support above) — can have been
prepared only very perfunctorily.

SCIENTIFIC DATA: None.

Paint layer

cONDITION: The paint layer is in excellent condition, apart from
inexplicable cuts in the surface along the lower edge.
Craquelure: in the thicker parts there is a mainly vertical and
extremely fine craquelure evidently caused by working of the
panel. Somewhat more pronounced craquelure can be seen in
the narrow added strip.
DESCRIPTION: In describing the paint surface it is inevitable that
one should discuss the problem of the likely phases in the
production of the work. It must be stated first of all, in this
connexion, that in no instance is any definite break in the
brushwork to be seen directly at the occasionally open join that
would indicate that the artist extended the central part, starting
from exactly at the border between the two canvases. This means
that after the support had been enlarged Rembrandt must have
gone over the central part quite substantially. This is certainly
true for the sky, nowhere translucent and done in opaque greys,
which like the similarly painted landscape penetrates, so to
speak, into the central area from the edges. In general it is
impossible to detect the limits of the overpaintings with any
degree of probability. Sometimes, however, they are quite
evident, for instance in the upper righthand corner of the centre
canvas, where the somewhat fluffy and loose strokes of brown,
ochre and grey extend from the part of the rock on the
surrounding canvas over an opaque, lumpy grey of an earlier
version of this area of rock in the centre part. Other examples will
be discussed later. Underlying strokes visible in relief to the left of
the column suggest that there was originally a tree at that point,
so one cannot dismiss the possibility of substantial changes
having been made to the landscape (see further under X-Rays).
Differences in the manner of painting between figures on the
inner and outer canvases can indeed be seen, but the question is
whether these provide evidence for a substantial difference in
date or indicate a change in the nature and function of the
foreground figures connected with the enlargement of the
composition. The figures in the middle area are predominantly
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Fig. 5. Detail (1 : 1)
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laid down in an off-white that merges sometimes into a darker
tone of grey and sometimes into brown, occasionally with light
highlights. The drawing, using succinct, often angular but supple
brush-lines, is in many cases in a warm brown placed over
lighter tints, while the shadows are for the most part done in a
cooler grey-brown. The figures on the surround have been done
from a brownish lay-in, with the detail drawn in general with
fluent, rapidly applied and quite broad — and often coarse —
lines of blackish brown. The lighter tones are applied thinly in
shades of a yellowish brown. One figure that in its degree of
detail resembles those on the centre portion — the Turkish
warrior on the extreme right against the cliff-face — seems to
come close to the central figures in colouring as well, and also
shows similar treatment (though the degree of preciseness — e.g.
in the turban and quiver — is taken a good deal further than in
comparable passages in the centre part of the composition). Just
as the Turkish soldier is in many respects like the figures on the
inner part of the canvas, so the execution of the ‘Sibyl’ is akin to
that of figures on the outer section. This can however be
explained by assuming that this figure was added at the stage at
which the composition was made larger. True, she did —
according to the X-ray — have a reserve left in the light paint
used for the surrounding figures (making it certain that her
position, pose and form were planned), yet one gets the fecling
that while the hands holding the book fit in well, stylistically,
with the lit figures of the first phase, the rest of her is more like
the figures on the surrounding portion of canvas than like the
other shadowed figures from the first phase, such as the upper
part of the Pharisee in shadow in the foreground, or the
falconer. While these figures show a thorough control of the
halftones, and a relatively fluent modelling and contour in a
paint of easily workable consistency, the dark areas in the Sibyl
are, like the figures in the righthand lower corner of the
surrounding piece of canvas, drawn rapidly using a paint that
could be worked only very unevenly, with a coarse and
obviously harder brush. One gets the same impression from the
passages along the lower edge of the clothing of the Pharisee on
the left in the foreground, and from the lower half of that of the
Pharisee in shadow; in both cases one sees a process connected
with creating a transition from the original canvas to the added
section. On the one hand it was clearly possible, when
expanding the composition, to match up with the original
version in the degree of fineness of execution where necessary,
and even to exceed it; on the other, the artist went much further
in the added section than in the middle canvas in using a
sketchlike rendering.

There is a further aspect in which the surrounding part of the
canvas differs from the centre section with its added strip — the
paint used in extending the composition over the surrounding
area of canvas has a good deal of reddish brown, and sometimes
almost red brushstrokes are worked wet-in-wet into the
fluidly-applied browns and blacks.

Despite these differences in treatment it is still difficult — for
instance in the case of the woman in the left foreground next to
the Japanese soldier — to say which parts of the inner section
were painted during the enlargement stage; perhaps close
microscope examination of the overlaps might allow greater
certainty on this point. Abrupt differences in the degree of
working-up and in the handling of paint are, after all, almost a
hallmark of Rembrandt’s style, and it would be going too far in
every case to posit the existence of separate phases in the genesis
of a work on the basis of these discrepancies alone.

The sky and the distant landscape on the left are executed in
opaque, thin and muddy-seeming paint. A far more lively
pattern of brushstrokes is — certainly in the sky — hidden
beneath this layer; these strokes fan out from the column
towards the left, prompting the thought, already mentioned,
that there may originally have been a tree at that point
Unattractive though the handling of paint may be in the sky and
vista, there is no reason to imagine that there is a later
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overpainting. The nature of these areas must rather be
explained by the fact that various versions were, during the
painting of the last, covered over in quick succession with a layer
of opaque paint (see X-Rays below).

Along the edges of the composition a dark band is applied as a
form of framing, with the inner edge curved in the upper
corners. In contradiction to the fall of light from the upper left
within the picture, a partly illuminated rebate at the top lefthand
corner suggests light coming from the right. As may be seen
from the radiographs, the sky continues underneath these
spandrels, so one can assume that they are a later addition to the
straight edge that is visible (at least on the left) in the X-rays.
Whether these added spandrels are from Rembrandt’s hand is
unclear, but improbable (see also 4. Comments).

SCIENTIFIC DATA: None.

X-Rays

In the first place, the radiographs give a clear picture of how the
three pieces of canvas on which no. A 106 is painted were fitted
to, and into, each other. The interpretation of these
observations has already been discussed when describing the
Support and Ground. We shall consider here mainly the evidence
the radiographic image can provide about the genesis of the
painting.

The X-ray image shows that on a very large scale the artist
essayed a variety of solutions, both in the groups of figures and
in the landscape. The various stages in this search for the
ultimate solution can be reconstructed only with difficulty. One
can be certain that after the enlargement of the initial
composition, too, he made radical alterations, in particular in
the landscape.

Modifications — obvious though hard to interpret — can be
seen in the area around John’s feet, where it is evident that
changes were made to the grouping of the listeners. The most
striking of these is the reserve, visible as a dark shape, left for a
figure seen from behind that masked John’s left leg up to the
knee. The fleshy man with the tall cap, to the right of the
overpainted figure, was — to judge from the shape of the reserve
— also partly overlapped by this figure, while the reserve for the
reading ‘Sibyl’ encroaches upon it. This to some extent locates
this figure among the crowd — one has to imagine it standing
close to the woman with the headscarf below John’s right foot.
Traces of this figure can still be detected at the paint surface —
the head shows through in John’s garment at knee level. The
forearm and elbow of the fleshy man with the tall cap are
placed, with several strokes of light paint, over a dark paint at
the position of the back of the overpainted figure. It is not clear
to what extent a patch in the headscarf of the woman just
mentioned that shows up light in the X-ray belongs to this
figure.

Changes can also be seen in the space between the woman
and the old man with his head tilted, at the point where the
‘self-portrait’ is now found. The relatively large area of shadow
here does not tie in with the dark shapes that can be seen in the
X-ray. It is not improbable that the ‘self-portrait’ was not
intended to be at this point, and that the lit eminence in the
ground on which John is standing initially continued as far as the
tilted head of the old man. .

An alteration that is also apparent at the surface in relief is
seen as a curved shape running through the chest and upper arm
of the ‘self-portrait’. The man glaring round angrily to the right
below the ‘self-portrait’ has evidently been painted in his present
form in a second essay — an assumption supported by the fact
that the dark parts of this head show up just as light in the
radiograph as do the light areas. This alteration slightly changed
the shape of the dark, silhouetted head in front of the shoulder
of the angry man — the headdress had originally a more
bowl-shaped reserve.

The man’s head between John and the figure of the negro



Fig. 6. Detail (1 : 1)

behind him on the right has no reserve left for it in the light
image of the background, and was obviously not planned for in
the initial design. The strong light area to the right of John
continues around the head and partly to the left along this figure
to the reserve left for the richly-clad young man; one may
deduce from this that in an earlier version the lit rock face
stretched further along towards the left. It is also not
improbable that changes were made during the course of the
work on the group in the lower lefthand corner of the centre

77

A 106 JOHN THE BAPTIST PREACHING

canvas — the group with the pedlar and his monkey; a very
pronounced dark reserve, to the left of the woman seen from the
back and half hidden behind the group of Pharisees, does not for
example correspond at all to what can now be seen at the paint
surface. A change in the group of listeners is evident from the
infrared photograph — above the falconer can be seen the head
and shoulders of a figure that was painted out at a later stage.
The changes in the landscape must have been considerable.
The area appearing light in the radiographic image here differs
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Fig. 7. Detail (infrared photograph, 1: 2)

totally from what might be expected from the paint surface. To
arrive at a picture of what happened it is easiest to start with the
lefthand part of the surrounding piece of canvas. A largely dark,
but locally light, vertical band along the lefthand edge indicates
that a second sky, done in paint that shows up light in the X-ray,
has been placed on top of an earlier version that ran right out to
the edge. This second sky runs only up to the edge of the dark
framing, but continues under the spandrel done in dark paint.
The different appearance of the present sky, which incidentally
also continues up to the black edge visible today, makes it clear
that this must — at least on the surrounding piece of canvas —
be a third version. How the distant vista appeared on the centre
canvas prior to this being enlarged — with the first sky initially
expanding on the surrounding canvas — is not clear. With the
second sky there appears at first sight to be a distant view that
was quite low down, roughly level with the heads of the two
listening horsemen. Yet dark forms in the ‘sky’ seem to belong
to a slope that runs down steeply from the top left; all that one
can say is that the sky and vista must have looked different in
earlier versions. The landscape in the left foreground, too, seems
to have had an entirely different character. To the left of the
reserve for the Japanese sitting on his chunk of rock there is
admittedly a light zone that to some extent matches the present
view through to the Jordan flowing far below; but at the bottom
left — where part of a large dark reserve running up to the edge
still corresponds to some extent to one of the men now seen in
conversation, silhouetted against the river — there must have
been a much bigger corner repoussoir. To the right of this one
can see very definite dark and light shapes that point to an
arrangement of the view down towards the river quite different
from that seen today.

The sky on the centre portion, showing up light in the X-ray
and painted with readily recognizable brushstrokes, links up,
close to the ‘vista’, with the second sky on the surrounding part
— yet here the paint layer, producing a light image, does not

78

present the same pronounced brushwork. This could indicate
that with the second (and hence also the first) version of the sky
on the surrounding part of the canvas the artist was trying to
extend the first sky on the centre canvas, and that only
subsequently did he arrive at a totally fresh concept for the
whole landscape.

It is not clear how the initial version of the landscape in the
central area of the canvas may have looked. Where there is now
the arched bridge, the landscape seems originally to have been
set out somewhat differently: at the position of the righthand
arch there is a dark reserve that though of similar height is very
irregular in shape. To the left of this there is a large, lighter zone
with a horizontal boundary, sitting rather lower down than the
bottom edge of the dark reserve just mentioned. This light area
has a consistently vertical pattern of brushstrokes, so that it may
perhaps be read as the first version of the waterfall dropping
down over a cliff-face (the large, dark reserve). The distribution
and intensity of radioabsorbency in the other passages in the
upper lefthand corner of the central piece of canvas seem to
show that there was a dramatic sky above a vista that took a
quite different form from the one we see today. Although the
column can be seen as a slightly vague, dark reserve, there is so
much radiotranslucency connected with forms outside its
outline that the possibility certainly cannot be dismissed of the
column not being present in the first version — especially since
there is to the left of it a reserve spreading out towards the left,
in an area of brushstrokes that creates a very light image and
obviously belongs to the area of sky that is underneath the
present, far more blandly painted sky. It is thus by no means
impossible that the traces of relief fanning out to the left of the
column, already described under Paint layer, are indeed vestiges
of a large tree that would have been to the left of the figure of

ohn.
J The narrow strip used for the first enlargement of the canvas
shows light brushstrokes unconnected with what can be seen on



the other two areas of canvas. This seems to indicate that this is
a strip from a canvas that had already been painted on. The
extremely fine weave of the canvas may mean that it once
formed part of a considerably older painting.

Signature

None.

Varnish

A layer of yellowed varnish hampers observation slightly.

4. Comments

In a work as complex as this painting the description
and the interpretation of what is being described can
hardly be separated one from the other. Much of
what ought to be included in here has already been
discussed when describing the support, ground,
paint layer and X-rays. Yet there are a number of
aspects that still call for comment. They do not
include the matter of authenticity — this is beyond
all doubt, on the grounds of the documentary
evidence coupled with the internal evidence of the
very complex genesis of the work and, especially, on
that of its style and quality. What remains to be
discussed is the work’s function, its dating and the
time at which the composition was extended, as well
as the relationship to the drawings that are usually
linked to this painting.

Where function is concerned, Haverkamp-
Begemann! and Timpel? have in recent years
considered it possible, and Bauch® and Kelch* have
judged it probable, that — as Bode’ and Six®
assumed earlier — the grisaille was done in
preparation for an etching. There is much that can
be said for this assumption, especially as far as the
canvas in its original format (including the narrow
added strip along the righthand side) is concerned.
In 1633 and 1635 Rembrandt published two
particularly ambitious etchings, of roughly the same
large size — the Descent from the Cross (B. 81, I and II),
as a reproduction of his own painting now in Munich
(no. A 653), and the Ecce homo (B. 77) based on the
London grisaille of 1634 (no. A 89) done specifically
for this purpose — and one can assume that the
Amsterdam grisaille of Joseph relating his dreams
(no. A 66) was also intended to serve for an etchin:
of, again, the same size. If this latter grisaille can be
dated in 1633, one can detect a certain climax in the
degree of intricacy of the compositions and their
wealth of interesting and exotic types, both of which
give-an idea of the impression the artist wanted to
make on his public with these elaborate and effort-
consuming prints. The John the Baptist preaching fits in
extremely well with this kind of composition meant
for etchings, not only because of the wealth of detail
but also, as will be seen from the survey below,
because of the size. Allowance has to be made in this
for the fact that the joseph relating his dreams has been
reduced slightly in width, and that the John the Baptist
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preaching was trimmed down all round when the
canvas was being enlarged (see above under Support).

larger smaller
dimension dimension
Descent from the Cross,
etching (B.81I) 51.6 40.2 cm
Descent from the Cross,
etching (B.81 II) 53.2 41.3cm
Joseph relating his dreams,
grisaille (no. A 66), 16337 55.8 38.7 + ...cm
Ecce homo, grisaille (no. A 89),
1634 545 44-5 cm
Ecce homo, etching (B.77),
1635/36 553 44.2 cm
John the Baptist preaching,
grisaille,
(including the narrow strip 53 + ... 39.8 + ...cm
added to the right)
The similarities in format — obviously connected

with a standard size for copper plates or paper or
both — are so striking that one can almost think of
them as making up a single project. This project
would not have so much the character of an
iconographically and formally homogeneous series
— this is already contradicted by the fact that john
the Baptist preaching has a horizontal format, while the
other completed or merely planned etchings are
upright — as that of a sequence of large (and hence
costly) prints of biblical subjects that are similar in
conception; as Bode has already remarked, Rubens’
successful publication of numerous prints after his
own work may have inspired Rembrandt to emulate
him. One can only guess at the reason why, after the
Descent from the Cross, only the Ecce homo was in fact
committed to etching form, and published.
Commercial considerations or problems in the
execution (which in both etchings appears to have
involved the help of an assistant) may have led
Rembrandt to abandon the project.

The difference in the material — paper or canvas
— on which the various grisailles were done does not
argue against their being seen as working documents
of a similar kind. One finds that Rembrandt did
literally alternate between paper and canvas for
sketches of this kind. Thus the (smaller) grisaille of
the Lamentation in London (no.A107) was first
painted on paper, which was subsequently cut, with
a very irregular edge, and stuck onto a larger piece
from a corner of a canvas that had already been
stretched and painted on. In the case of the john the
Baptist preaching, a piece from the corner of a larger,
already prepared canvas was used and, as one must
assume, painted while temporarily tacked down (see
above under Support). For the first extension by a
strip along the righthand side, use was made of a
strip from a canvas probably already painted on —
to judge from the weave, the same one that yielded
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Fig. 8. Rembrandt, pen and wash drawing of the painting in a frame, 14.5 x
20.4 cm (Ben. 969 recto). Paris, Louvre, Département des arts graphiques
(L. Bonnat Bequest)

the strip onto which the London Lamentation was
stuck (the sticking onto panel must in this latter case
have been done later, and by another hand). The
choice of material, and the way it was handled, are
unmistakeable pointers to these being working
documents that could be discarded after use. This
makes it all the more interesting that in the case of
the John the Baptist preaching the status of the painting
evidently underwent a change during the course of
the work. At the time of the final enlargement it was
stuck onto a well-made panel, while the other
grisailles remained as loose sheets.

The question then is whether the enlarged
grisaille, too, was still meant to serve for a (very
much bigger) etching; the answer, will depend on —
apart from the maximum size that r7th-century
printing presses allowed — what interpretation one
gives to the composition (see below), and also to the
painted black surround that, besides that in the
upper corners and on the left, can be seen along part
of the bottom and righthand sides, most clearly so in
the infrared photograph (fig. 7). By itself, this
surround does not point clearly to either an
independent painting or a draft for an etching.
Sometimes Rembrandt included a painted surround
in a painting — cf., for instance, the Kassel Self-
portrait with helmet of 1634 (no. A g7) or the Kassel
Holy family of 1646 (Br. 572) — but on a few occasions
he also did the same in an etching, e.g. in the Raising
of Lazarus of c. 1632 (B. 73). In enlarging the canvas
Rembrandt may originally have meant to extend the
crowd only to a limited extent, and was mainly
thinking in terms of having a broader picture area. It
was in this stage that the black surround was applied.
A number of figures were added to the composition
only afterwards, i.e. after he had discarded the
surround; this is evident from the fact that they
partly intersect the framing. This is true of the Turk
on the extreme right, of the group of listeners below
him (who form a whole with the standing man with
the turban to the right of the ‘sibyl’), of the figures in
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Fig. 9. Back of the previous drawing (Ben. 969 verso)
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the bottom righthand corner, and the copulating
and squabbling dogs at the lower left. Remarkably,
the painted surround does not continue along the
upper edge, and on the left Rembrandt has perhaps
left open only the straight-edged reserve (visible in
the X-ray), without painting the surround. It is not
clear whether the two stages in which he expanded
the composition have to do with a change in
function for the painting.

The question of when the grisaille was produced,
and whether any time elapsed before Rembrandt
expanded the composition (and if so, how long), has
found a wide variety of answers. Bode’, who was the
first to address the problem in 1892, when the Berlin
museum bought the painting, corrected the dating
of 1656 that was then current. This had been based of
an inscription on an etching by Norblin, where it is
located above the squabbling dogs (see 6. Graphic
reproductions, 1; fig. 20); when the painting was
cleaned in 1892 (revealing the overpainted copulating
dogs), no trace of any signature or date was found.
On the grounds of stylistic comparisons and the
facial features of a number of figures identified as
members of the Van Rijn family, Bode arrived at a
dating of 1637/38; the enlargement would have taken
place soon — at most one or two years —
afterwards. In 1907 Six%, who believed that eight
pieces of canvas had been added to the central
portion, thought that the enlargement had taken
place considerably later than the execution of the
middle part of the composition; this he put at
around 1656, basing himself on the one hand on a
date that he reported (erroneously) as being
mentioned in the catalogue of the Cardinal Fesch
sale in 1845 and that (as Six added in 19187) was also
on Norblin’s etching, and on the other on the
treatment of space in the composition in its enlarged
form and the stylistic similarity with Rembrandt’s
clearly later drawing — datable in the 1650s — in the
Bonnat collection in the Louvre (Ben. g69; our figs. 8
and g). According to him, this latter drawing was a



sketch not only for a frame — in 1918 he spoke of
wooden panelling into which the painting was to be
recessed — but also for the composition in its
expanded form. This view was convincingly refuted
by Neumann®; he pointed out that in both
composition and style the painting was typical of the
1630s, and that the drawing differed so radically
from it that this must be a later reproduction made
as a design for a frame. Lugt?® later pinpointed the
moment at which the drawing would have been
done, by assuming that this had to do with the sale
of the painting to Jan Six in the mid-1650s (cf. 5.
Documents and sources). Neumann thought that the
painting was done in rapidly-consecutive phases
which he put at around 1634/1636, mainly on the
ground of the farreaching similarity of the
landscape to that in Rembrandt’s etching, dated
1634, of The angel appearing to the shepherds (B. 44; our
fig. 10). Neumann’s interpretation of the Paris
drawing as a later design for a frame has won
general acceptance. His view — which was also
Bode’s idea — that the enlargement of the grisaille
took place shortly after the painting of the central
section was adopted by Kelch? and (apparently)
implicitly also by Bauch® and Tiimpel?, while others
including Sumowskil® and Gerson!! left open the
possibility of an enlargement some 15 years later,
around 1650.

Both these theories in fact left one point
unexplained — how it was possible for the feet of the
three Pharisees and Sadducees, who occupy a
prominent place in the composition, to be on the
added, surrounding piece of canvas. It is thus quite
understandable that Benesch!? drew a radically
different conclusion; according to him, the canvas
‘had already been enlarged from the very beginning,
before the composition took shape on the centre
part of the canvas. Benesch thought he had evidence
for this view in a privately-owned pen-and-ink
drawing which, in a very broad way, reproduces the
present composition of the grisaille and which in his
Addenda he listed as an autograph composition
sketch done by Rembrandt for the painting (Ben.
Addenda 10). While Benesch’s conclusion is, on its
own, already something of an anomaly — certainly
with what we now know about how Rembrandt
sometimes trimmed down and enlarged his grisailles
on paper and canvas during the course of the work
— his evidence is in fact unacceptable. The drawing
in question is so coarse and so lacking in cohesion
and clarity that it cannot be looked on as either a
composition sketch or a work by Rembrandt;
Rosenberg!? already regarded it as an imitation. The
singular fact that the feet of three protagonists are
outside the surviving centre part of the canvas must
find its explanation in the way this centre part was
enlarged; in line with a suggestion made to us by H.
Bohm, head restorer at the Berlin Gemildegalerie,
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Fig. 10. Rembrandt, The angel appearing to the shepherds, etching (B. 44 II)

one has to assume that as this was being done strips
were — as described earlier under Support — lost
from the centre canvas. The placing of the small
group of Pharisees and Sadducees (who, according to
the X-rays, have always occupied the same position)
cannot provide any argument for the assumption
that the canvas was enlarged from the very outset.

Surveying the various datings and interpretations
of how the grisaille came about, one is inclined to
give most credence to the arguments and
conclusions of Neumann, who thought that it was
produced in rapidly-consecutive phases starting in
1634. This preference is based on the general stylistic
features of the painting, on its execution and on
specific  similarities with dated works and
(admittedly undated) related drawings.

In its spatial organization the composition is
dominated most of all by the lighting; a strong beam
of light falling from the left strikes a strip of terrain
that rises towards the rear, together with the figures
on it, thus creating a diagonal axis in depth. This
applies to the painting in its present state, but will
also have been true of the composition on the
original, smaller canvas on which the figures placed
towards the front of the beam of light must have
occupied the extreme foreground, more or less as is
the case in two works dated 1634 — the Anholt Diana
with Actaeon and Callisto (no. A g2) and the etching of
The angel appearing to the shepherds (B. 44; our fig. 10).
Neumann rightly pointed out the great resemblance
to the lastnamed work, where the lively structure of
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Fig. 1. J. van Noordt, John the Baptist preaching. Oldenburg, Landesmuseumn

4 |

a composition containing a great many free-moving
and mostly only partially-lit figures, and the
three-dimensional effects suggested by chiaroscuro
contrasts, produce a closely similar effect. On top of
this there is the similarity, already mentioned, in the
structure and lighting of the landscape — in the
etching, too, there is a river glistening far below on
the left, with the ground rising steeply on the other
side to a high arched bridge and a town set on top of
a hill. The degree of similarity shown by the
landscape in the grisaille in its present (according to
the X-rays, altered) state with the etching dated 1634
can be seen as one indication that the process of
production did not extend much beyond 1634, and
probably (as Kelch, too, assumed) to not later than
1635 when, as it happens, Rembrandt used landscape
motifs of the same kind in Abraham’s sacrifice
(no. A 108). That would mean that the alteration in
composition, for which Rembrandt needed a larger
canvas, reflected the stylistic intention of more or
less the same moment. The original composition can
no longer be fully visualized, even with the help of
the X-rays. A painting at Oldenburg (fig. u), at-
tributed convincingly to Jan van Noordt and associ-
ated with Rembrandt’s John the Baptist preaching by W.
Sumowski (Gemalde 1, pp. 140, 163), may well be based
on the latter picture before its enlargement. Several of
Rembrandt’s figures recur in slightly varied form and
different arrangement, and especially the two (in-
stead of three) disputing old men in the foreground
give a clear idea of the position and function this
oup had in Rembrandt’s initial composition. When
he enlarged the canvas, the addition of a more gener-
ous foreground and, mainly to the right, of animated,
shadowy figures, must have resulted in a greater
viewing distance and a stronger, diagonal effect of
depth. Itis remarkable to see how in the Paris drawing
from the 1650s (Ben. g69) Rembrandt — evidently
working from imagination — summarized the com-
position as a far more horizontally-structured frieze.
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In this connexion one has to wonder once again
whether the composition was, in its enlarged form as
well, intended for an etching; one can offer only a
tentative answer. One could imagine that the
alteration and enlargement were connected with a
change in intention, not in respect of the style in the
real sense of the word, but of the reversal of the
picture that would occur in an etching. If the
smaller, original picture was meant for an etching,
John would have been to the left in the print and,
following the convention of reading from left to
right, the moving of the Pharisees and Sadducees
towards the right would have been more strongly
emphasized. One cannot tell from the X-rays exactly
how the landscape was originally constructed, but it
could not, as it does now, have had the deep valley
opposite John seen in the enlarged composition; the
two horsemen (with the falconer?) must have
formed roughly the edge of the picture. The fact that
in the enlarged composition Rembrandt introduced
the deep valley and the distant mountainous scenery
and an arched bridge with the same form and same
function as is seen in the etching of The angel
appearing to the shepherds may indicate that in this
phase he was not thinking of the reversal of the
composition in an etching. Later, in the 1640s, he was
to come back to the idea of a subject of this kind in
an etching of more modest size, The hundred guilder
print (B. 74).

The execution reveals, as has already been
described under Paint layer, a variety of treatments
— more careful and detailed modelling contrasting
with a more sketchlike manner using deft dark
paintstrokes that act as contours —, but this
difference does not seem to have been the outcome
of a stylistic development. For the most part it has
clearly to do with the degree of light or dark, and
although the more sketchy manner is used mainly in
the figures on the added, surrounding canvas, it tells
one more about a function of these passages in the
enlarged composition than about a stylistically
different treatment (as the result of a difference in
date). In the London grisaille for the Ecce homo both
these treatments are found side by side. In general,
this latter grisaille offers the closest analogies in
execution with that in Berlin, despite the somewhat
larger scale of the figures.

This similarity with the Ecce homo of 1634 also
extends to a number of the motifs employed. This is
true most of all of the group of Pharisees and
Sadducees (mainly on the original, centre canvas)
who In type and costume are very like the high
priests at the feet of Pilate; in both works one of the
figures has an inscription in Hebrew on his
headdress (cf. 2. Description of subject). A further motif
that both pictures have in common is the figure
looking down from above — from among the foliage
above John’s head in the Berlin grisaille, and from a



Fig. 12. Rembrandt, The pancake woman, etching (B. 124 II)

window in the Ecce homo — at the main character,
and apparently serving the function of reinforcing
the dramatic cohesion of the picture. A number of
other figures, this time from the second phase after
the canvas was enlarged, show striking resemblances
with work by Rembrandt dated 1635 or with
drawings that can be grouped around these. The
pose of the ‘Sibyl’, seen obliquely from behind
reading a book, is readily comparable with the
etching of the Pancake woman (B. 124; our fig. 12) and
the way she is used as a sketchily indicated
repoussoir is very reminiscent of drawings that
Benesch places in 1635 (Ben. 405 and 406). The crying
child to the left below John is also almost the same as
in the same 1635 etching. Around two drawings
(Ben. 112 and 455) used for this etching one can group
a number of freely-done drawings of women and
children in pen-and-ink (such as Ben. 402, 403 recto)
or chalk (e.g. Ben. 278, 308, 403 verso, 421 and 422),
which in turn come very close in style and character
to the little scenes being acted out in the right
foreground. There 1is every indication that
Rembrandt was here using ‘model’ drawings of
motifs that were common in his drawings around
these very years 1634/35. This is at all events true for
some of the dogs depicted — motifs for which he
demonstrably made use of the same ‘model’
drawings on various occasions (where the dogs are
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Fig. 13. Rembrandyt, Studies of John the Baptist, red chalk, 17.6 x 18.6 cm (Ben.
142A). London, The Courtauld Institute Galleries (Princes Gate Collection)

concerned, only one of these survives, Ben. 455); the
dogs fighting on the left occur exactly like this in the
1634 Diana with Actaeon and Callisto and later in a
drawing of Titus van Rijn (cf. A. Welcker in: 0.H. 53,
1938, pp. 268-273, fig. 4); the dog defecating had
already appeared in the Good Samaritan of 1633
(B. go). Although strictly speaking the occurrence of
these motifs in the Berlin grisaille do not provide a
terminus post quem, they do in combination indicate
that the enlargement and completion of the painting
during the year 1635 is, at the least, not improbable.

Apart from model drawings that had not been
done with this composition in mind, use has also
been made of a number of figure sketches that have
long been connected with it and that must have been
drawn with the grisaille in view. It is perhaps no
mere chance that Houbraken comments, in relation
to this very painting, that various of Rembrandt’s
pupils had told him that the artist sketched a face in
as many as ten different ways before he painted it
(see 5. Documents and sources). Rembrandt is found to
have done these sketches sometimes with chalk and
sometimes in pen-and-ink. A red chalk drawing,
which entered the Courtauld Institute Galleries in
London with the Princes Gate collection (fig. 13), was
recognized by J. Wilde and J. G. van Gelder!* as a
twice-repeated sketch for the figure of John, with the
gaze and gesture directed less to one side than in the
grisaille and more towards the place where the
Pharisees and Sadducees are standing; Rembrandt
must have given up this idea at an earlier stage, since
the X-rays show no trace of the figure of John having
had a stance different from the one seen today. A
second sheet of sketches, this time done with the
pen, is now in Berlin (Ben. 141; our fig. 14) and shows
mostly various versions of the group of Pharisees
and Sadducees. A third sheet, again in pen-and-ink,
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Fig. 14. Rembrandt, Studies in pen and bistre, 16.7 x 19.6 cm (Ben.141). Berlin
(West), Staatliche Museen Preussischer Kulturbesitz, Kupferstichkabinett
(KdZ 3773)

1
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at Chatsworth; our figs.15 and 16) contains yet
another version of this group and, on the back, three
sketches for a tall headdress like that worn in the
grisaille by the middle of the three figures. For the
head of the same man Rembrandt drew a pen sketch
now in the Pierpoint Morgan Library, New York
(Ben. 336; our fig.17). It was Kauffmann!> who
looked on a pen-and-ink drawing in Berlin (Ben. 140;
our fig. 18) as a sketch of listening figures intended
tor John the Baptist preaching; though none of these
figures reappears in the painting exactly as they
appear in the drawing, there is much to be said for
the idea that the drawing was made with this in
mind, especially since the almost caricature-like old
woman with a flat hat, sitting above and to the right
of the drawn group with her head propped forward
on her hand, does seem to have been used, albeit
freely, for the reading ‘Sibyl’. A drawing of a Mongol
or American Indian archer in Stockholm (Ben. A 20;
our fig. 19) shows a clear resemblance to the figure
lying on his stomach to the left alongside the pedlar;
its authenticity is dubious, but it may well be a copy
done in Rembrandt’s workshop, particularly as a
note on the back (“.. Iderij 2-0-0/3 [altered to 5]-0-0")
seems to be in his handwriting. All these drawings,
the majority of which Benesch dated at 1637 on the
grounds of the dating he gave the grisaille, can be
readily imagined as being done around 1633.

One weighty argument appears to militate against
the assumption that the grisaille was begun, enlarged
and completed in rapidly-consecutive stages, to be
put in 1634 and 1635 and at the latest in 1636. The
panel onto which — in all probability during the
process of enlargement — the various pieces of
canvas were stuck cannot, it is true, be dated by
dendrochronology; but it has been found to come
from the same tree that yielded the panels (likewise
radial boards) on which the 1640 Portrait of Herman
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Fig. 15. Rembrandt, Studies of figures, pen and wash 12.7 x 12.6 cm (Ben. 142
recto). Chatsworth, Devonshire Collections

Doomer in New York (no. A 140) and the London Christ
and the woman taken in adultery (Br. 566) of 1644 are
painted (see above under Support). This discovery
suggests that the panel used during the enlargement
of the Berlin grisaille came available only in the early
1640s. Against this one has however to say that the
time that elapsed between using each of the other
two panels can be termed considerable; from this
one might get the impression that Rembrandt did
sometimes keep his panels — and perhaps especially
radial boards, which must have been relatively
uncommon — in stock for quite a long time before
using them. In some instances this seems to be the
case (cf. nos. A 72 and C 77, both from 1633, and
no. C ug, probably from about 1640). Although the
results of dendrochronology examination must not
be treated too lightly, they do not rule out a dating,
based on different and cogent grounds, of around
1635 for the enlargement and completion of the John
the Baptist preaching.

The Paris drawing already mentioned, which
Rembrandt made years later in the 1650s (Ben. 969),
was primarily a design for a frame; a simpler version
of the same design was drawn on the back of the
sheet. In its form the frame matches quite closely the
painted frame for the Holy family of 1646 in Kassel
(Br. 572), and there too the image area is bounded at
the top by a flattened arch. This kind of boundary
occurs — apart from the Detroit Visitation of 1641
(no. A 138) where it appears to be original — mainly
in etchings from the 1650s; two landscapes (B. 217
dated 1651, and B. 227) and a biblical scene (B. 70
dated 1657). Whether it was already in his mind when
the grisaille was completed around 1635 is doubtful.
Today, black edges are to be seen all round the



Fig. 16. Rembrandt, Studies of a headdress, verso of fig. 15. Chatsworth,
Devonshire Collections

picture, and the two upper corners are occupied by
black spandrels. It is evident that this painted
surround is not wholly from a later date, from the
fact that the straight edge on the left appears dark in
the X-ray. In the X-ray the sky however continues
under both spandrels (though it is not entirely clear
which paint layer corresponds to what is seen in the
X-ray). That means that Rembrandt probably, when
completing the painting, had a rectangular picture
arca in mind. Whether the present spandrels were
added by his or by a later hand is not clear; at all
events they were already present in 1808, when
Norblin did his etching (see 6. Graphic reproductions, 1;
fig. 20).

The extent to which what began as a sketch for an
etching grew into an admired painting is evident not
only from the frame that Rembrandt designed in the
1650s, perhaps for the new owner Jan Six, but also
from the high price that was paid for it after Six’s
death and from the fact that it remained in the
family’s possession until 1803 (see 8. Provenance).
Moreover, the work was singled out for special
mention by Samuel van Hoogstraten in 1678 and by
Arnold Houbraken in 1718 (see 5. Documents and
sources).

The picture is unique among Rembrandt’s work
for the variety of exotic figures, with specific facial
types and attributes. The latter remind one of the
mterest in and substantial importing of naturalia and
artefacts from foreign lands common in Amsterdam.
According to the inventory made of his possessions
in 1656, Rembrandt too collected specimens of these,
such as ‘een Indies Koppie’ (a small Indian head),
‘Een Japanse hellemet’ (a Japanese helmet), ‘Een
moor nae 't leven afgegoten’ (a Moor’s head cast
from life), ‘Een turcxe kruijtfles’ (a Turkish powder
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Fig. 17. Rembrandt, Studies in pen and bistre, 10.5 x 9.6 cm (Ben. 336). New
York, The Pierpont Morgan Library (I, 174 A)
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horn), ‘60 stucks soo indiaens hantgeweer, pijlen,
schichten, azegaijen en bogen’ (60 pieces of Indian
hand weapons, arrows, shafts, javelins and bows),
“.. een turcxe boogh’ (a Turkish bow), ‘.. .jndiaense
waijers’ (Indian fans), ‘een jndiaens mans een
vrouwe cleet’ (a pair of costumes for an Indian man
and woman), etc. (Strauss Doc., 1656/12, nos. 148, 158,
161, 184, 313, 316, 339, 340; cf. also R. W. Scheller,
‘Rembrandt en de encyclopedische kunstkamer’,
O.H. 84, 1969, pp- 81-147). This multiplicity, shown
with  almost  ethnographical  precision, is
undoubtedly here evidence of the meaning that
Rembrandt was giving to his subject. Alongside the
Pharisees and Sadducees, the mothers with their
children and the various figures, listening or
otherwise, the Japanese, Indians, negroes and Turks
represent the whole of the known world, the sinful
world that pays scant attention to the message from
the man preaching the Kingdom of Heaven. The
sinfulness of the world is further emphasized by the
fighting, defecating and copulating dogs (of which
already in 1678 Hoogstraten was unable to grasp the
point), by the behaviour of the children (which
especially since Bruegel stood for the futility of
human endeavour) and also by the tiny fisherman
hidden in the landscape who (as in many of
Rembrandt’s landscapes) represents idleness and
voluptuousness. That the contrast between large
areas in shadow and the lit central group has, in this
respect, a symbolic significance can scarcely be
doubted. Although in earlier pictures of the same
subject — by Jan Swart and Herri met de Bles, Pieter
Bruegel the Elder and his school, and Abraham
Bloemaert — a meaning of this kind was not entirely
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Fig. 18. Rembrandt, Studies in pen and bistre, 19 x 12.5 cm (Ben. 140). Berlin
(West), Staatliche Museen Preussischer Kulturbesitz, Kupferstichkabi.nett
(KdZ 5243)

absent, it does not seem to have been incorporated
so emphatically in a picture, even by Pieter Lastman,
to whose lost painting of 1611'6 Rembrandt’s initial
composition shows some similarity in layout. Less
probable is an interpretation given by Keller!?,
according to which Rembrandt was, in various
biblical scenes including John the Baptist preaching,
expressing a theological concept — an antithesis
between faith and ecclesiastical rigour, which
Rembrandt would have depicted in a polemical way
in the contrast between John the Baptist on the one
hand and the Pharisees and Sadducees on the other.

5. Documents and sources

1. The painting is first mentioned in a deed dated 13 September
1658, in which two previous agreements between Jan Six and
Rembrandt were annulled. In the first of these, made at Jan Six’s
request on 5 October 1632, it was stated that Rembrandt had
sold him the portrait of his wife (cf. no. A 85, Documents and
sources); in the second, made at Rembrandt’s request — on a date
unknown because Rembrandt had lost the document —
unspecified conditions were laid down concerning two
paintings, a Simeon (presumably identical with a painting of this
subject by Lievens that was in Jan Six’s estate in 1702) and a
Sermon. of John [the Baptist]; the penalties mentioned in this deed
for the case of one of the parties failing to keep to the agreement
were cancelled (Strauss Doc., 1658/18):
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Fig. 19. Ascribed to Rembrandt, Studies in pen and bistre, 15 x ncm (Ben.
A20). Stockholm, Nationalmuseum

‘de heer Joan Sicx Comissaris

contra
Mr. Henricus Torquinius, Advocaet, als curateur over den
boedel van Rembrant van Rhijn.
Commissarisen hebben met consent van parthijen geannullert
beijde de acten d’eene bij Rembrant van Rhijn ten behoeve van
den eijsscher verleden op ten 5 October 1652, waer bij den
voorn. Rembrant van Rhijn aen den eijsscher bekent verhandelt
te hebben sijns huijsvrouwe conterfeijtsel, ende de andere bij
den eijsscher ten behoeve van den selven Rembrant verleeden
(vermeldende van twee schilderijjen d’eene van een Simeon,
ende de andere van een Johannis predicatie), welcke acte geseijt
wert onder hem Rembrant vermist te sijn, te weeten voor
sooveele aengaet de respective peenen in deselve Acte vermelt in
cas deen ofte d’ander van parthijen contrarie den inhouden van
dien quame te doen.
Actum den 13.¢" September 1658. presentibus de heeren Michiel
Pancras, Cornelis Abba, ende Nicolaes van Waveren,
Commissarisen [van de Desolate Boedelskamer].
(Mr. Joan Sicx, commissioner,

vs.
Mr. Henricus Torquinius, advocate, as the administrator of the
property of Rembrant van Rhijn:
By mutual consent of the parties the commissioners have
annulled both formal agreements, the first made by Rembrant
van Rhyn with the petitioner on 5 October 1652, whereby the
aforementioned Rembrant van Rhijn certified that he had sold
to the petitioner his wife’s portrait and the second in
Rembrandt’s favour (pertaining to two paintings, one of Simeon
and the other of a Sermon of John [the Baptist]), which
Rembrant stated he had mislaid — to wit, [the annulment is]
limited to the respective penalties mentioned in the above
agreement in the event of one or the other acting contrary to
their provisions.
Done on 13 September 1658 in the presence of Michiel Pancras,



Fig. 20. Etching by J.-P. Norblin, 1808 (reproduced in reverse)

Cornelis Abba, and Nicolaes van Waeveren, Commissioners [of
Bankrupt Estates]).

The date of the second deed is not known; it does not seem
necessary to assume that it dated from 1652 like the first, as has
sometimes been thought (cf. Strauss Doc., 1652/7, 1658/18). What
its content was is unclear. In 1893 Six!8 stated that it could not be
connected with a loan of 1000 guilders made by Jan Six to
Rembrandt in 1633, since this debt had been taken over by
Gerard Ornia in 1657. In 1907 the same author assumed® that
when selling the John the Baptist preaching to Jan Six Rembrandt
had reserved the right to make an etching of it. That the one of
the named paintings was at all events no. A 106 can safely be
concluded from the pedigree (see 8. Provenance).

2. Samuel van Hoogstraten mentions the painting in his Inleyding
tot de hooge schoole der schilderkonst . . ., Rotterdam 1678, p. 183, in
connexion with ‘gevoeglijkheyt’ (or decorum). He rejects the
combination of disparate objects in a single picture, and warns
young painters ‘om geen heerlijke ordinantien door beuzelmart
te onteeren. 't Gedenkt my dat ik, in zeker aerdich geordineert
stukje van Rembrant, verbeeldende een johannes Predicatie, een
wonderlijke aendacht in de toehoorderen van allerleye staeten
gezien hebbe: dit was ten hoogsten prijslijk, maer men zach’er
ook een hondt, die op een onstichtlijke wijze een teef besprong.
Zeg vry, dat dit gebeurlijk en natuerlijk is, ik zegge dat het een
verfoeilijke onvoeglijkheyt tot deze Historie is; en dat men uit dit
byvoegzel veel eer zou zeggen, dat dit stukje een Predicatie van
den Hondschen Diogenes, als van den Heyligen Johannes
vertoonde. Zoodanige uitbeeldingen maeken het onnoozel
verstant des meesters bekent; en zijn te bespotlijker, alsze in
geringer opmerkingen dwaelen.” (not to spoil sublime
compositions with trivialities. I recall having seen a marvellously
composed painting by Rembrandt showing john preaching, a
striking depiction of attention by his hearers of all ranks and
degrees; this was worthy of praise, yet one saw also a dog that in
a most scandalous manner was mounting a bitch. One might
well say that this is something that can happen and is natural;
but I say that it is an abhorrent indecency in the context of this
story, and that one would rather suppose, from this addition, the
painting to show a discourse by Diogenes the cynic than the holy
John preaching. Such scenes betray the artist’s lack of judgment,
and are all the more absurd when the errors have to do with
minor details).

3. Arnold Houbraken mentions the painting in his De groote
Schouburgh  der Nederlantsche  konstschilders en  schilderessen,
Amsterdam 1718-1721, vol.I, p.261, in connexion with
Rembrandt’s  ability ‘de werking der Dbeelden, en
wezenstrekken . .. zoo natuurlyk naar de gesteltheyt van het
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geval’ [uit te drukken] ‘als te bedenken is’ (to express the
appearance of the figures and facial features as naturally in
accordance with the specific situation as one can conceive): ‘Dus
is ook het stukje ’t Vroutje in overspel bevonden, genaamt, by
den Heere en Meester Willem Six oud Scheepen der Stadt
Amsterdam. Als ook het stukje de predikinge van Johannes den
Dooper, in ’t graauw geschildert; verwonderlyk om de
natuurlyke verbeeldingen der toeluisterende wezenstrekken, en
veranderlyke bekleedingen by den Heere Postmeester Johan Six
mede tot Amsterdam te zien. Waarom ik ook vast moet
besluiten dat hy daar inzonderheit zyn werk van gemaakt, en op
de rest zoo veel agt niet gegeven heeft. Hier in word ik te meer
verzekert, om dat verscheiden van zyne leerlingen my hebben
verklaart, dat hy zomtyts een wezen wel op tienderhande wyzen
afschetste eer hy 't zelve op paneel bragt; ook wel een dag of
twee konde doorbrengen om een Tulleband naar zyn zinlikheit
op te tuigen.” (Thus is also the little painting named The woman
taken in adultery in the possession of Willem Six, gentleman,
formerly magistrate of the city of Amsterdam. As also the piece
of the sermon by John the Baptist, done in grisaille; admirable
for the natural depiction of the facial features of the listeners
and their varied dress, to be seen also in Amsterdam in the
house of the Postmaster johan Six. From which qualities I must
surely conclude that he concentrated particularly on these and
did not give as much attention to the rest. In this I am the more
assured, since various of his pupils have told me that he
sometimes sketched a face in as many as ten ways before
committing the same to the panel; and spent one or two days
arranging a turban to his liking).

Houbraken makes no adverse comment about the dogs to which
Hoogstraten objected. They may in his time have already been
overpainted; at all events they had been by 1808, as can be seen
from the etching by Norblin (see 6. Graphic reproductions, 1;
fig. 20).

6. Graphic reproductions

1. Etching, large folio, by Jean-Pierre Norblin de la Gourdaine
(Misy-faut-Yonne 1745 — Paris 1830) (fig. 20), signed and dated
1808 i.e. two years after he did the drawings mentioned under ;.
Copies, 1. Reproduces the picture in reverse and in great detail,
including the dark spandrels in the two upper corners, but
without the two copulating dogs which appeared from beneath
an overpainting during cleaning in 1892. On the ground above
the two dogs fighting is written Rembrandt fc. / 1656, suggesting
that this is reproducing a signature. There is none on the
painting in its present state, and Bode® — under whose
supervision the cleaning in 1892 was carried out — does not
mention any inscription that might have disappeared with the
removal of the overpainting.

7. Copies

1. Nine drawings of various figures by Jean-Pierre Norblin in
Warsaw, Muzeum Narodowe; cat. exhn. La tradition rembranesque.
Dessins-estampes, Warsaw 1961, nos. 23~31 (cf. J. Bialostocki in:
NKJ. 23 (1972), pp- 139-140, figs. 6 and 7). One drawing is dated
1805, five others 1806. Norblin thus did the drawings after his
return to Paris from Poland in 1804, and two years before the
etching mentioned above.

2. A copy by Benjamin West (1738-1820), sold in his sale, which is
mentioned by Smith in 1836.

8. Provenance

— It may be assumed from a deed dated 13 September 1658 (5.
Documents and sources, 1) that the painting was then already owned
by Jan Six (1618-1700), who had by then twice been portrayed by
Rembrandt and was later to become burgomaster; at all events it
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does not appear in the 1656 inventory of Rembrandt’s
possessions, but is in the sale of Jan Six’s estate, Amsterdam 6
April 1702 (Lugt 183), no. 38: ‘St Jans Predicatie, in 't Graauw, van
Rembrand van Ryn, zo raar en ongemeen konstig als te
bedenken is’ (The Sermon of St John, in grisaille, by Rembrand
van Ryn, done as exceptional and uncommon skilfully as may be
imagined). (710 guilders to J. 8ix, according to an annotated copy
in the Six Foundation).

— Coll. Jan Six (1668-1750), second son of the foregoing;
described as in his possession by Houbraken in 1718 (see s.
Documents and sources, 3). Subsequently passed on through the
estate of Pieter Six (1686-1755), grandson of the elder brother of
the burgomaster Jan Six, and remained in the family until 1803
when the painting was, sold to the dealer Coclers of
Amsterdam!8.

*— Apparently seen by Jean-Pierre Norblin in an unidentified
collection in Paris (cf. 6. Graphic reproductions and 7. Copies).

— Coll. Cardinal Fesch, sale Rome 17 March 1843, no. 189 (14 000
scudi).

— Coll. P. Norton 185720,

— Coll. Lord Ward, later Earl of Dudley, London; sale London
25 June 1892, no. 19 (£2625 to the Berlin Museum).

9. Summary

The grisaille of John the Baptist preaching can be
regarded as one of the best documented of
Rembrandt’s works, and because of this and of its
outstanding quality and complicated genesis there
can be no doubt as to its authenticity. The painting
was most probably initially intended as a draft for an
etching, and must be linked with a project for
producing a number of very large etchings that must
have occupied Rembrandt between 1633 and 1635. It
cannot entirely be ruled out that the grisaille still
served the purpose of a design for an etching after its
enlargement to the presentday format, but there is
some evidence that this was not the case.

On stylistic grounds it can be assumed that the
enlargement took place not long after the painting
of the smaller centre canvas. When it was being
enlarged the painting was stuck to an oak panel the
wood of which came from the same tree as two
panels that were not used by Rembrandt until 1640
and 1644 respectively. The X-ray image shows
repeated and drastic changes in the landscape at
various stages of the work when — at least on the
last occasion — the landscape on the centre canvas
was totally recast. Motifs from both the first and the
second phase of the work are connected in so many
ways with work by Rembrandt from the years 1634
and 1635 that it is hard to date the execution of the
whole picture as much later than those years. The
wealth and variety of ethnic types among the crowd
for the greater part give a picture of the sinful world
that is untouched by John’s preaching of repentance.
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1. Summarized opinion

A reasonably well preserved and autograph grisaille,
in all probability done around 1634/35 in preparation
for an etching (that was never executed). The
grisaille has been extended at top and bottom by
another hand, and parts of the original were
overpainted in the process.

2. Description of subject

In writing this description, use has been made of the infrared
photograph of the painting and of clarifying information
provided by a print from 1730 made after the painting by
Bernard Picart. The scene depicted here is not described in the
Bible.

Lit strongly from the left, the scene is taking place at the foot
of the Cross set on a high point in the landscape — the hill of
Golgotha — with the city of Jerusalem in the background. Christ
lies stretched out on the ground. His head, tilted back, lies in
Mary’s lap as she sits on the ground to the right with her legs
stretched out to the front. She sinks back, swooning, and the
attention of those standing, kneeling and squatting around her is
concentrated mainly on her. An old man (Nicodemus?) supports
her from behind, and her head, lolling to one side, rests on his
chest. Further to the left an old woman wearing a white
headscarf holds Mary’s senseless right hand. On Mary’s other
side a richly-clad young woman tends her. At her feet is what
could be a shallow bowl, with lying next to it in the foreground a
bone. On the far right there is a sketchily-shown figure gazing
upwards, with hands clasped.

A young man (John?) leans forward towards the right from
behind the old woman with the white headscarf, gesturing
towards Mary with his right hand. Picart (sce 6. Graphic
reproductions, 1 below) and Ferdinand Bol (see 7. Copies, 1 below)
believed they could recognize his left hand in shapes that may
belong rather to lit folds in his left sleeve. It may be that the
young man’s left arm is meant to pass behind the back of the old
man (Nicodemus?) in order to support him. To the left of this
young man are two kneeling or squatting figures, one a bearded
man in a fur cap who looks towards Mary, the other a turbanned
figure with hands raised. Behind them stands a weeping woman,
brushing tears from her eyes. A young woman, undoubtedly
Mary Magdalene, has thrown herself to the ground at Christ’s
feet and clasps them in her arms. In the left foreground, seen
three-quarters from behind and mostly in shadow, stands a man
with a turban a long loose end of which hangs down his back; he
has a sash round his waist, and his right hand hangs by his side
with the sleeve drooping in long folds from the elbow. Four
figures can be seen to his left; one of these is visible only as a
headdress, another is an old bearded man wearing a turban with
ear-flaps of whom one sees the head, part of his shoulder and
the right forearm held horizontal. Left of this are, one above the
other, the profile head of a man with a long, curved nose and
below this the tilted head, seen three-quarters from the front, of
a bearded man in the shadow. (Both these heads are — as
discussed under Support, DESCRIPTION and Paint layer — later
additions by another hand. An unidentifiable dark shape filling
the lefthand bottom corner also belongs to these later
additions.) On the left, by the feet of the standing turbanned
man, there seems to be a dog, whose bent head and front paws
stretching forwards are vaguely seen.

Two ladders are propped against the empty cross, with a man
standing on that on the left. Another man is engaged in moving
the righthand ladder. The heads of two men wearing bonnets
can just be glimpsed as dark silhouecttes below this ladder; they
are otherwise hidden behind the standing, weeping woman.
Behind this group, seen square-on and strongly ht, one of the
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two thieves (no doubt the ‘good thief’) hangs with outspread
arms on a cross. On the extreme left the other thief — in his
present state painted entirely by another hand, as we shall
discuss below under. 4. Comments — hangs, seen from behind,
with his arms over the crossbar.

In the middle ground to the right a group of figures, two of
them on horseback, descend the slope of the hill; a figure walks
alongside the front rider, while between them is a figure with a
plumed cap. The front rider is turbanned and carries a lance,
and can perhaps be seen as the centurion Longinus. An old,
turbanned man meets the group, with bowed head; this may be
Joseph of Arimathea, who begged Pilate for the body of Jesus
(Matthew 27: 57-58).

To the left, in the distance, there is a large, arched bridge seen
in shadow, with (as a dark silhouette on the nearer bank) a
truncated tower, possibly a gatehouse. Various figures are
crossing the bridge, one of them with a long stick. Further back,
appearing as a sea of houses, lies the city crowned by the
Temple, which is shown as a high, long building flanked by the
two towers, rendered here as columns. On the right, behind the
group of riders and rising above the city, there is a castle-like
building.

3. Observations and technical information

Working conditions

Examined in May 1968 (B. H., E. v. d. W.) in good daylight and
out of the frame, with the aid of fullsize X-ray prints, IR, UV and
raking-light photographs, which were also available later. In 1982
the painting was examined again under a binocular microscope
(E. v. d. W.) in collaboration with Mrs C. M. Groen.

Support

DESCRIPTION: The support is very complex. An irregularly-shaped
piece of paper measuring ¢. 19 x 26 cm, first torn and then
trimmed, is stuck to a canvas 21.4 cm high on the left and 20 cm
high on the right, and 26.7 cm wide. Along the top edge the
shape of the paper is, as may be seen from the radiograph, very
irregular. At the position of the ladder and thief in the middle
ground, a large chunk of paper has been cut and torn out. The
shape of the gap this leaves is such that the head of the man
moving the ladder falls entirely outside the paper, as do the
trunk, head and right arm of the thief. The upper edge of the
paper runs 1cm to several centimetres below the top of the
canvas. At the bottom, a large triangular piece of paper has been
torn and cut away at the righthand corner. The lefthand side of
this triangle runs through Christ’s ear and along his jaw to a
point to the right of John’s head. The other side of the triangle
passes through Mary’s head to the left hand knee of the
richly-dressed woman on the extreme right. The canvas to
which the paper is glued has cusping at the top and left,
indicating that it is a fragment from a previously stretched and
primed canvas (see SCIENTIFIC DATA below). This piece of canvas
has at some time been stuck on a larger oak panel, rounded at
the top cormers and measuring 31.9 x 26.7 cm. When this was
done, another strip of canvas ¢. 8 cm at the left and g cm at the
right was stuck along the top, and a piece of what is probably the
same canvas, some 3.5 cm wide, was added at the bottom. These
added strips of canvas cover parts of the panel that were left
exposed by the first canvas at the top and bottom. The three
pieces of canvas must have been stuck on in a single operation;
the two seams are dead straight, and were evidently produced
by cutting simultaneously through the middle canvas and the
added canvases as they overlapped it. This must have been done
after the paint on the middle canvas was dry and hard, to judge
from the way the paint has crumbled along the cuts. As we shall
discuss below it cannot on stylistic grounds be assumed that
Rembrandt himself painted the added strips.

The panel is very probably oak, and has pieces of paper
bearing writing stuck on the back (see 5. Documents and sources).
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Fig. 1. Paper stuck to canvas, subsequently stuck to panel 31.9 x 26.7 cm
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Fig. 2. X-Ray
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SCIENTIFIC DATA: According to the X-ray, the middle canvas has
cusping along the lefthand edge, with the only full cusp g cm
long. The bottom has cusping at pitches of 10 and 8 cm.
Threadcount: 18.5 vertical threads/cm (18-19), 13.1 horizontal
threads/cm (12.5-14). Because of the greater regularity and
density of the vertical threads and the fact that most of the
thickenings are in the horizontal direction, it may be assumed
that the warp runs vertical. Canvases with the same threadcount
and weave characteristics, and thus probably coming from the
same bolt, are the supports of the Holy family of ¢. 1634 (no. A 88),
the Samson threatening his father-in-law of 1635 (no. A 10g9), the
Cupid of 1634 (no. A g1) the Vienna S.Paul (Br. 603) and the
narrow added strip in the John the Baptist preaching of ¢. 1634/35
(no. A 106). The lastnamed strip and the canvas for the
Lamentation could also come from the piece of canvas that was
trimmed from the bottom of the Cupid before it was painted on
(see Vol. I, Introduction, Chapter II).

The upper added strip has cusping (7 and 8.5 cm in pitch)
along the upper edge. Threadcount: 13.25 vertical threads/cm
(13-14), 14.3 horizontal threads/cm (14-14.5). There is no cusping
in the lower added strip, which has a threadcount of 14.25
vertical threads/cm (14-14.5) and 14.5 horizontal threads/cm
(14-15). The warp cannot be determined with certainty in either
piece. On the grounds of threadcount and weave characteristics
it is not unlikely that both come from the same bolt of canvas.

Ground

DESCRIPTION: A light yellowish tint shows through at many places
in the section painted on paper — probably that of the paper
itself. This tint is also visible, showing through a brownish tint
that possibly belongs to the first lay-in, in damages in, for
instance, the head of the front rider. No ground was observed in
the other parts.

SCIENTIFIC DATA: According to recent investigations, no ground
appears to have been applied to the paper. A two-layer ground
was found on both added strips; the lower layer contains an
orange-red pigment, while the upper is a mixture of white lead
and charcoal black (for further details, see cat. exhibn. Art in the
making. Rembrandt, London 1988-89, pp. 70, 72).

Paint layer

CONDITION: Generally good. Small vertical blisters, mostly in the
part painted on paper, have become fixed in the past. Such
blistering must in an earlier stage have led to some paint loss and
retouching, in view of the presence of a number of dark, vertical
patches in the X-ray image, at the group of riders and above
them. These retouches show up partly dark under UV
fluorescence, indicating that there has been retouching in the
none-too-distant past. The same is true of a fairly large damage
a little below the upper seam, along the contour of Christ’s
chest, at the place where the two ladders touch the cross, and in
the upright of the cross itself. A number or more or less clearly
distinguishable overpaintings in the middle section are probably
mostly connected with the enlargement of the picture at top and
bottom, and will consequently be discussed in that context (see
Paint layer, DESCRIPTION). Craquelure: fine cracks are seen at some
places in the thickly painted passages.

DESCRIPTION: The painting technique, brushwork and degree of
detail vary greatly, partly because of the nature of the work as a
preparatory sketch for an etching, and partly as the result of the
complicated genesis and later enlargement of the work. In the
parts of the composition that have remained in their initial form
(the repoussoir figures in the left foreground and the main group
around Jesus and Mary) one sees a technique of showing the lit
passages with firm strokes and dabs of light paint placed on top
of a thin tonal preparatory layer that can be seen in the shadow
areas. In these grey-brown shadows the grain of the paper is
apparent throughout, as is the imprint of the underlying canvas.
The detail of lit parts of costume and of faces is here and there
added with dark lines over lighter paint. Many of the linear
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elements however consist of parts of the tonal lay-in left exposed
between the lights — and in the latter there are occasional dark
brushlines most of which probably belong to the lay-in.

The lights in these passages seem to have been executed
predominantly in white and yellowish and brownish
intermediate tints. Despite the broad treatment, the suggestion
of form is in general remarkably differentiated and effective.
Exceptions to this are the figure with clasped and raised hands
on the extreme right — evidently added at a late stage — and
the head of the richly-clad woman to the right of Mary, which
consists of little more than a shapeless, impasto patch of light
paint. The drawn copy (see ;. Copies) shows more detail at this
point, possibly lost through abrasion. The figure with raised
hands on the left of the old man, wearing a cap with ear-flaps, is
also done remarkably sketchily, but this too appears — in view
of the alterations to the London drawing at this place — to be an
addition or the consequence of a radical change made here at a
later stage in the production process.

In the alterations that Rembrandt himself certainly made in
the second stage, after the main body of paper had been stuck to
the canvas, the technique is necessarily different. Little or no use
could be made of the underpainting left exposed for the shadow
areas; the shadows are done in opaque paint, applied partly
wet-in-wet with the paint of lighter areas. This is seen, for
instance, in the two men with the ladders, as well as in Christ’s
cross (which may have been strengthened at this stage) and in
the good thief and his cross. The background and sky, too, are
executed mostly in this way.

In the upper addition the paint in the sky is, especially in the
light areas, applied thickly with bold strokes — only in the dark
parts can anything be seen of the weave of the canvas. The
border of the overlap of this paint on that already present on the
middle section makes more or less one line with the underside of
the crossbar of the good thief’s cross. To the left of the other
thief the overpainting runs downwards to the left of the man
with a turban with ear-flaps, in a narrow strip. The two figures
on the far left form part of this zone. The bad thief and the cross
on which he hangs are also, as a whole, part of the later painting
done in connexion with the enlargement. The figure is done
with fairly long strokes, with the tones worked into each other
wet-in-wet, producing a muddy appearance made the more so
by a fairly thickly applied cool grey worked into the shadows of
the figure. At some points a rather striking brown-red has also
been used in this figure, a colour that does not occur in the
passages that can be regarded as autograph. It is also used in
Christ’s cross, at the underside of the further arm of the
horizontal crossbar. The fact that the same colour occurs again
in the paint used for the headdress of the richly-clad woman to
the right is strong evidence that this and probably also a few
other minor changes to the middle section were done at this
stage (by a hand other than Rembrandt). The headdress of the
richly-dressed young woman to the right of Mary, for instance,
must originally have been much larger; one can see, from the
drawn copy by Ferdinand Bol (see 7. Copies, fig. 8), that it was a
flattened, slightly turban-like hat. The copy must in this respect
have accurately resembled the prototype, since the same shape
can be partly made out in the X-ray and in relief under the
present hair and its surroundings. The paint used for this
alteration is different from that of the original passages. One
may deduce, from the fact that it shows up markedly dark in the
infrared photograph, that it contains a good deal of black
pigment. The same is true of the minor additions already
mentioned, i.e. small strokes in the cross of the good thief, to the
right of his waist and below and to the right of his loincloth and
the (pointed) ear that has been sketched to the left of the head of
this figure. Similar sketchy lines, intended to add clarity, can be
seen in and alongside the hip and across the chest of the man on
the ladder to the left. The fact that a similar alteration can be
seen in the same area, viz. by the instep of the bad thief, makes
one wonder whether these changes — or some of them — were
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Fig. 3. Detail (1:1)
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done by an even later hand than that responsible for the
overpaintings linked with the enlargement

SCIENTIFIC DATA: Analyses of pigments and medium were carried
out and some 12 cross-sections prepared during cleaning in 1987.
For observations relating to technical differences between the
original and the added areas, see cat. exhibn. Art in the making.
Rembrandt, London 1988-"89, p. 72.

X-Rays

The radiographic image reveals, first of all, the complexity of the
support, as already described under Support, DESCRIPTION. Partly
because of this the X-ray is difficult to read. On the whole it
matches reasonably well what one expects from the paint
surface, though on a few points it does differ. In the lower
righthand corner a remarkably large amount of radioabsorbent
paint has been used; possibly the skull shown in the drawn copy
by Ferdinand Bol (see 7. Copies, 1) was at this point. Where the
bowl is seen on the right at the feet of the richly-clad young
woman there are shapes that suggest that originally other
objects were depicted here. A patch showing up very light above
her head is an indication that here too alterations were made as
the work progressed. Above the figure of John there are curved
shapes giving a light image, possibly the first lay-in for the head
of a figure that was not worked up further (cf. Rembrandt’s
drawing in the British Museum, which will be discussed further
under 4. Comments).

Rather difficult to interpret are forms that appear light to the
right and diagonally to the right above the man with the plumed
cap in the middle ground, the reserve for whom can be clearly
seen in the light paint, while that for the rider to the right of him
is lacking.

On the left, alongside the clear reserve for the repoussoir
figure below the cross, there is paint that shows up unexpectedly
light; this could indicate that this passage was altered during the
work, although the reserve left for the face of the old man with a
turban is proof that this figure was always intended to be there.
A large shape in the background shown with a few light strokes
and also visible in the IR image — perhaps a tower (as in
Rembrandt’s own drawing, fig. 4)? — is also apparent in the
X-ray.

Signature

None.

Varnish

A fairly thick layer of yellowed varnish was removed during
cleaning in 1987.

4. Comments

Before going into the close links there are between
this work and other grisailles by Rembrandt —
which are such that there can be no doubt as to the
attribution — some time needs to be spent looking
at the history of its production.

It will already be clear, from the description of the
support and paint layer, that the genesis of this work
was eventful. The irregularly shaped piece of paper
that accommodates most of the main group
obviously represents the rump of a once rectangular
composition of unknown size. The fact that parts of
this fragment have obviously been deliberately
removed — the gap by the righthand ladder and the
good thief, and the triangular gap by Christ’s head
and Mary — is evidence of intent. The natural
supposition is that the parts of the composition
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retained on the paper fragment were judged
satisfactory by Rembrandt, while improvements or
additions were to be done on the new support (the
canvas to which the paper fragment was glued). The
only strange thing is that when looked at closely the
straight top and bottom edges of the paper too are
found to have been irregularly trimmed and torn,
which can only mean that there is more of the
original composition missing than the gaps just
mentioned. One cannot tell if anything is missing at
the sides because it is impossible, from the X-ray
evidence, to say anything about the course taken by
these edges of the paper; the iconographic tradition
into which the picture fits makes it hardly likely,
however, that the composition was originally very
much larger. Finally, the grisaille was enlarged — in
Rembrandt’s workshop or elsewhere — at top and
bottom; this complicates the situation further,
especially since when this was done the autograph
core of the work was overpainted, to an extent it is
impossible to gauge precisely, by a hand that cannot
be thought to be that of Rembrandt himself.

We shall start by looking at the authentic part of
the painting, on the irregularly outlined piece of
paper and the canvas to which it is glued. The key to
interpreting the substantial changes that Rembrandt
had obviously decided on before he radically
amputated his original composition along the top
can be found with a large measure of certainty in a
drawing by him in the British Museum (fig. 4;
Ben. 154). This drawing is very closely connected
with the grisaille and, as will be shown below, had
an equally complicated genesis. The two works,
taken together, form exceptional documents in
Rembrandt’s oeuvre for a working process that in
the case of this composition must have been very
labourious. It is generally accepted in the
Rembrandt literature that the purpose of all this
must have been to produce a sketch for an etching.
This places the grisaille in a small but important
group of works, done on paper or discarded
fragments of canvas and all in greyish or brownish
tints, only one of which — the Ecce homo grisaille of
1634 also in London (no. A 89) — in fact resulted in
an etching (which was partly executed by another
hand).

To understand the sequence of events properly it
is essential to determine where the drawing comes in
the process of production of the grisaille. Gerson!
saw the drawing as preliminary study for the
painting, just as Benesch? too had talked of a
‘preparatory sketch’. Stechow?® had however as early
as 1929 pointed out how difficult it was to
understand the relationship between the drawing
and the grisaille. Bauch* did not go into the question.
In 1969 Harris® gave an enlightening analysis of the
genesis of Ben. 154, but still looked on it as a
preliminary drawing. It is however far more likely
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Fig. 4. Rembrandt, The Lamentation, pen and ink, red and black chalk, wash and oil paint, 21.6 x 25.3 cm (Ben. 154)-

London, The British Museum

that the London drawing was produced not before
the grisaille, but after it was well advanced, or even
completed, in its first version. As mentioned in
Vol. 1, Introduction, p. 22, there are other cases
where it has turned out that drawings that have
traditionally been looked on as preparations for a

composition owe their existence to changes
undertaken at a stage where the painting involved
was already largely or totally completed. As
explained in that reference, Rembrandt generally
prepared his compositions not as drawings but
directly on the support for the painting. Probably
the drawing of the Lamentation too, or at least the
part done in pen and ink, was based on the grisaille
before the latter was altered, and was made in order
to work out ideas that could subsequently be (wholly
or partly) incorporated in the grisaille.

The drawing in any case has to an unusual degree
the character of a working document, the stage of
development of which can to some extent be
reconstructed thanks to various media (pen-and-ink,
washes, red and brown chalk, and oil-paints) having
been used.

An inscription by Jonathan Richardson Jnr. on the
back of the grisaille (see 5. Documents and sources)
states that the drawing was a collage made up of
17 pieces of paper. As Harris® pointed out this gives
an unnecessarily complicated idea of what has
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actually happened. According to his reconstruction
of the genesis and the accompanying illustrations
(on which our figs. 5-7 are based) the drawing was in
the first place enlarged somewhat by being stuck
onto a piece of paper, thereby adding about 2 cm to
the picture area all round. In a subsequent stage this
entity was cut through, the two parts moved apart
and stuck onto a still larger sheet. It is found that
pen-lines appear on the drawing only in its first
enlarged state, and not on the third sheet. On the
other hand the materials that can be found on the
third sheet (chalk and oil paint) do occur on the
central section and the first enlargement. This may
be seen as evidence that all the elements executed in
these materials were painted after it had been
decided to cut the drawing apart and stick it down.
The way the two separated parts of the drawing
have been moved apart suggests that, as Harris
already concluded, Rembrandt was doing this
primarily to make room for the ladder leaning
against the righthand side of the cross. Pen-lines
seen here and there in Christ’s cross form a
substantial indication that the position of the cross
was already fixed. Just like the man with the ladder,
a considerable number of other elements seem to
have been done only in chalk and oil paint; these
include the other ladder with the figure on it, the
crosses of the two thieves, the woman behind the
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Figs.5-7. Reconstruction of the genesis of Rembrandt’s drawing (according to
Anthony Harris)

Stage one: the size of the original drawing

Stage two: the added marginal areas
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central group, and the background in its present
form. This can be seen as a strong argument that
what is involved here is changes and additions
itended to be carried out subsequently in the
grisaille.

Only some of these were in fact incorporated in
the grisaille — the two ladders with the associated
men, the crosses of the two thieves, and the dog in
the left foreground. The figures in the middle
ground of the drawing, the view of the city and the
drapery in the right foreground were not taken over.
This made it possible for the figure of the thief to be
inserted into the grisaille lower down, and shown in
its entirety. At the place where in the drawing there
is the forward-leaning woman with a round hat,
done in oil paint, the radiograph of the grisaille
shows light shapes that can, with a little difficulty, be
read as a figure. In the grisaille the new elements
that were in fact taken over from the drawing are to
a great extent on the canvas to which the fragment
of paper was stuck; this would explain its irregular
shape. The kind of changes that have been made to
both the drawings and the grisaille gives the
impression that Rembrandt, apart from adding the
ladders and making a number of changes, was
concerned with introducing the crosses of the two
thieves. Apart from the alterations in the grisaille
that Rembrandt made on the basis of the drawing,
he also added the old man in a fur-trimmed bonnet
behind John’s back and, very sketchily, the woman
wringing her hands on the extreme right. One
notices that in the parts of the grisaille that match
the parts of the London drawing done only in pen
and ink, the execution is rather thin — at many
places the paper shows through. In the additions, on
the canvas and at places where in the drawing
changes have been made in chalk and oil paint, the
paint of the grisaille is for the most part thicker and
coarser. MacLaren® has tended to see significant
stylistic differences in this, and has consequently put
the stages in the production of the grisaille at some
remove from each other. A more plausible
explanation is that when these additions or
alterations were made underlying passages in the
grisaille must have been covered over, resulting in a
heavier handling of paint. The phenomenon of
Rembrandt appearing to have made changes and
additions to such sketchlike works with impatient
haste — e.g. in the John the Baptist preaching (no. A 106)
and the Concord of the State (no. A 135) — might also
explain such ‘stylistic differences’.

MacLarenS, probably rightly, dubbed the
righthand thief the ‘good’ thief, presumably because
he hangs in the light and does not exhibit the
tormented posture one expects of the bad thief. The
fact that the latter is placed on the right hand of
Christ’s cross might then indicate that the grisaille
was indeed done as a design — in reverse — for an



Fig. 8. F. Bol after Rembrandt, The Lamentation, brush and brown ink over
black chalk, 16.3 x 24.5 cm. New Zealand, private collection

etching. Unfortunately the posture of the bad thief
was executed by the painter who made the
enlargement, so the difference in posture between
the two thieves does not allow any definite
conclusion to be drawn. What is shown of this thief
in a drawn copy attributable to Bol (fig. 8; see 7.
Copies, 1) is however in shadow; this may indicate that
in Rembrandt’s grisaille before the overpainting this
figure was indeed intended as the bad thief.

Opinions on the dating of the grisaille vary a great
deal. On the grounds of a not very convincing
connexion that Hofstede de Groot’ made with an
etching of the Descent from the cross from 1642 (B. 82)
he arrived at a date around that year, as did
Haverkamp Begemann®. Stechow? believed in a date
even after 1642, and Bredius too put it in the early
1640s%. Benesch? and Gerson!, on the other hand,
placed the grisaille in the period 1637-38, with
Gerson assuming that Rembrandt continued work
on it for some considerable time after 1638. He may
have based himself on MacLaren’s belief that
Rembrandt must have worked on it over a period of
‘some years®. In the figures at the foot of the cross,
and the bearded man behind Mary Magdalene,
MacLaren recognized stylistic features from works
(not identified specifically) from around 1637/39 and
earlier; but the style in which the good thief is
painted made him think that Rembrandt must have
been still working on the grisaille in the early 1640s.
Possibly on the same grounds Sumowski has recently
again suggested a date between 1640 and 1645!° while
Ttimpel on the other hand gives 1635-"42!1.

There is one important reason, not yet touched
upon, for thinking that the grisaille was produced
well before 1640. This lies in the existence of a
painting dated 1637 by Govaert Flinck (Von Moltke
Flinck, no. 59; Sumowski Gemdlde 11, no. 612); it treats
the same subject, and contains features that are hard
to explain other than through knowledge of the
Rembrandt grisaille. Flinck too combines in his
painting the grieving round the dead Christ, the
concern around the fainting Mary and the action
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around the empty cross. Although Flinck’s much
larger painting contains no literal quotation from
the grisaille, one cannot escape the impression that
he based his composition on that of Rembrandt,
albeit in a vertical format, and repeated a number of
motifs (some in reverse). Such a procedure is not
unusual with Flinck or with Rembrandt’s other
pupils, and echoes the way Rembrandt himself used
works by his teacher Pieter Lastman.

A date around the mid-1630s is thus, on the

ounds of Flinck’s use of Rembrandt’s design, more
likely than the later datings that have been assumed
up to now. It would also chime with our findings,
which indicate that the grisailles that Rembrandt
made in preparation for etchings (only one of which
was in fact executed) can be placed within a fairly
limited period, between 1633 and 1635. In the present
nstance 1634 seems a plausible date, because of the
strong suspicion that the piece of canvas onto which
the paper is stuck was taken from the prepared
canvas on which the Cupid, dated in that year, was
painted (see no. A g1; cf. Vol. II, Chapter II, table B).
What is more there is — for all the diversity evident
in the execution of the whole of the central part
(varying from quite detailed to extremely cursory) —
a convincing similarity in motifs and style with work
done around 1634; a similarity that not only warrants
an attribution to Rembrandt, but also provides more
precise evidence for the date. His preoccupation
with the Passion pictures he was producing for
Prince Frederik Hendrik may have prompted
Rembrandt to explore related themes like the
Lamentation that are not included in the series. This
is borne out by a pen-and-ink drawing in Berlin
(ﬁg. 9; Ben.1oo recto), in which a number of
components of the grisaille occur in a different
arrangement; the body of Christ is stretched out
below the only partly-visible cross, with a single,
diagonally—placed ladder, a few standing figures and
a group of kneeling figures (rather as in the
engraving of the Descent from the Cross in Diirer’s Little
Passion); Mary hugs the body of the dead Christ in a
way reminiscent of early 16th-century Netherlandish
versions of the Pieta (Gerard David, Quentin Massys).
Similar motifs occur in an etching of the Crucifixion
generally dated around 1635 (B. 80), where the body
lying on the ground is not Christ but, just as for
example in the Munich Descent from the Cross of
1632/33 (no. A 65), the unconscious figure of Mary.
In the grisaille — which thus does not necessarily
postdate these two works — these motifs are
combined with each other, as well as with a compact
group of figures bending over the two bodies and a
less compact group of standing figures who (as in the
etching) are partly used as a repoussoir. To this is
added on the extreme right, at a late stage (Le. later
than the half-finished drawing in the British
Museum), the figure of a woman wringing her hands



A 107 THE LAMENTATION

Fig. 9. Rembrandt, The Lamentation, pen and bistre, 17.1 x 15.4 cm (Ben. 100
recto). Berlin (West), Staatliche Museen Preussischer Kulturbesitz,

Kupferstichkabinett (KdZ 2312)

which appears to be based on the figure of John seen
on the extreme right of Mantegna’s print of the
Entombment (B. 3), a drawn copy of which was later
to be made in Rembrandt’s workshop (Ben. 105a).
The old bearded man wearing a bonnet who leans
over Christ’s feet was on the other hand planned
from the start, and (in reverse) closely matches a
greybearded and bareheaded man in the Glasgow
Entombment (no. A 105), which we put at 1635 at the
latest. In style of painting the grisaille comes closest
however to the three grisailles that were done with
an etching in mind — the Ecce homo dated 1634
(no. A 89) and the Joseph telling his dreams (no. A 66)
which we date at ¢ 1633 (both of which have the
figures on a much larger scale), and the john the
Baptist preaching (no. A 106) which should probably be
placed in 1634/35 (and where the scale of the figures
is about the same as in the Lamentation). This
grisaille’s greatest similarity to the Joseph telling his
dreams lies in the mainly sketchlike rendering of form
and in a detail like the profile head of John with his
reddish hair, reminding one of the figure of Joseph.
But more detailed passages such as the lit draperies
and facial features of the standing figures on the left
and some of the others are very reminiscent of the
treatment of corresponding motifs in the Ecce homo
-and, even more, the John the Baptist preaching. Other
features reminding one of the latter work are the use
of scarcely-lit and picturesque figures as a
repoussoir, and the great attention paid to posture,
clothing and facial expression; a similar dating,
around 1634/35, thus seems justified. The first phase
of the work can be placed in 1634 because of, in
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particular, the almost graphic way lit folds and facial
teatures — in the standing figures on the left and the
old woman with the light-coloured headdress
turning towards Mary — are shown with streaks of
thick paint; something very similar is found not only
in the Ecce homo of 1634 but also in the Moscow
Incredulity of Thomas (no. A go), likewise dated 1634.
This does not mean that further very detailed
passages were not added in the final stage. This is
especially the case in the background, where a
distant city and a middle ground with a bridge and
figures are shown; they had not yet appeared in the
British Museum drawing. The figure of the crucified
good thief must also come from the same late phase;
in the drawing he was placed higher up so that only
his legs were seen, whereas here, through some of
the figures in the drawing being eliminated, he could
be moved lower down. It may have been the rather
summary rendering of this figure that prompted
MacLaren to put the execution of it later than that of
the main group, perhaps even in the early 1640s. This
conclusion seems unwarranted. The difference in
the amount of detail, comparable with that between
the figure of Christ and that of Pilate and the high
priests in the Ecce homo, can be accounted for by the
more distant placing of this figure.

So far there can be no reasonable doubt that the
work and alterations described — and the motives
for them — can be attributed to Rembrandt himself.
The same cannot be said of the final enlargement of
the grisaille. This involves, along the upper edge, a
broad strip including a large part of the sky, the
upper part of the empty cross and the upper part of
the body of the good thief, and along the bottom a
narrow strip. The enlargement was made by taking
the centre piece of canvas, partially carrying
stuck-on paper and partially painted-on, and sticking
it in turn onto a taller upright panel together with
extra strips of canvas along the top and bottom. This
enlargement must at all events have taken place
before 1730, when the grisaille was reproduced in
this state in an etching by Bernard Picard (see 6.
Graphic reproductions, 1). One cannot in fact rule out
the possibility of it having been done in Rembrandt’s
lifetime or indeed in his workshop; the same method
of enlargement was used for the john the Baptist
preaching (no. A 106) and the type of ground applied
to the two added strips (see under Support, SCIENTIFIC
DATA) was a common one in Rembrandt’s studio
(though also elsewhere, of course). If the 1637
painting by Flinck already mentioned, which closely
matches the grisaille in its enlarged form in
dimensions and layout, was in fact also derived from
it in these respects, then one would even have to
assume that the final enlargement took place no
later than 1637. It cannot however be taken for
granted that Rembrandt himself was responsible for
the painting on the added strips. This painting,



which besides the passages already mentioned also
takes in a strip along the lefthand side with the legs
of the bad thief and the two figures to the left of his
cross, is so insensitive and primitive that one has to
assume another hand. Technical reasons for
thinking that the additions are ‘most certainly not by
Rembrandt himself and quite possible not even of
his studio’ were given in the catalogue of the
exhibition Art in making. Rembrandt, London 1988-’8g,
p- 72.

The final enlargements and additions do not
affect the way the subject is presented, unlike the
changes that Rembrandt himself made earlier to the
composition, and that give a surprising insight into
his sequence of thought. From the very first lay-in he
departed from the iconographic tradition, by
bringing in the motif of Mary swooning (which is of
pre-Reformation origin, and is normally used not
with the Lamentation but with the Crucifixion, the
Descent from the Cross and sometimes with the
Entombment). The alteration that he made
subsequently — at first as an experiment in the
drawing, and then in the grisaille itself — must have
been aimed at incorporating in the picture even
more aspects of the Passion story. Cutting-out the
paper — preceded by a try-out done in the drawing
— made room for the righthand figure seen
manhandling a ladder against the cross, a motif that
(like the man with the ladder done at the same time
on the left) again calls the Descent from the Cross to
mind. The two thieves’ crosses, added at this stage,
introduced a fresh element into the depiction of the
Lamentation, one that alludes to the previous
episode in the story and emphasises on the
continuity of the latter. If the figures shown in the
middle distance are indeed meant to represent
Joseph of Arimathea coming out from Jerusalem
(after asking Pilate for Christ’s body) and the
centurion Longinus carrying his lance and
descending the hill on horseback with his retinue,
this means a further ramification of the narrative. All
these changes and additions seem to reflect an
attempt by the artist to incorporate into his
depiction of one instant during the Passion as many
aspects of the latter as possible, without however
violating the dramatic unities of time, place and
action.

It is not improbable that the grisaille was still in
Rembrandt’s possession in 1656 (see 5. Documents and
sources). At an unknown moment between 1730 and
1738 it appeared in Venice, where the composition
made a clear impression on Giovanni Battista and
Giovanni Domenico Tiepolo!?. In the late 1820s it
was among the first Rembrandts to enter the
National Gallery, London.
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5. Documents and sources

The inventory of Rembrandt’s possessions made in July 1656
mentions, in the room behind the ‘sydelcaemer’ (side room): ‘79
Een cruijstingh Cristi gemodelt vanden selven’ (A crucifixion of
Christ modelled by the same ie. Rembrandt) (Strauss Doc.,
1656/12). No. A1o7 may be identical with the work thus
described. Although the word ‘gemodelt’ is not entirely clear —
elsewhere there is talk of ‘Een schets van de begraeffenis Cristi
van Rembrant’ (no. u1; cf. no. A 105) and of ‘Een excehomo in
gracuw, van Rembrant’ (An ecce homo in the grey) (no. iz
cf. no. A 8g) — it must almost surely relate to a sketch.

Two pieces of paper stuck to the back of the panel bear
inscriptions in three different hands. On the uppermost piece,
the edges of which have suffered local damage, there is in the
handwriting of Joshua ReynoldsS: . . .] Picture [ .. .] graved by
{Pi] cart / in what he calls his Impostures | Innocentes whilst in the
Cabinet / of M. L (de?) Barrij of Amsterdam. / It passed
afterwards into that of / Mr Smith Consul at Venice, / and from
thence to the King, His / Majesty having purchased his [‘his” has
been crossed out and ‘Smith’s’ written above] Collection / and
library of Books for ten thousand / pounds. At the sale of M
Dalton / who was keeper of the Kings Pictures / it was bought by
Sir Joshua / Reynolds April 211791, In another hand, evidently
that of Jonathan Richardson Jnr. there is: ‘Sir Joshua has the
Drawing which Rembran [...] / made for this picture behind
which / is wrote by Jon. Richardson Jun. these words’. On the
lower piece of paper, again in Reynolds’ handwriting (copied
from Richardson Jnr.’s inscription on the back of Rembrandt’s
drawing in the British Museum): ‘Rembrant has labour’d this
study for the lower / part of his famous descent from the Cross /
graved by Picart, & had so often changed / his mind in the
disposition of the clair obscur, / which was his Point here, that my
Father / & I counted I think seventeen pieces of / paper’. In
another hand, evidently that of Sir George Beaumont: ‘Bought
by Sir George Beaumont at Sir Joshua Reynolds / sale Monday
March 16 1795.”

6. Graphic reproductions

1. Etching by Bernard Picart (Paris 1675 — Amsterdam 1733).
Inscribed: Gravé par B.Picart en 1730, sur le Camayeux peint par
Rembrandt, haut d’un [ pied, sur 10. pouces de large [= 32.5 x 27 cm]
appartenant & J. de Barij a Amsterdam; published in Picart’s
Impostures innocentes ou Recueil d’estampes d’aprés divers peintres
illustres, Amsterdam 1734. Reproduces the picture from the
enlarged grisaille in reverse, with the top corners rounded. The
high degree of detail may on the one hand be seen as evidence
that in 1730 many details were better visible than they are today,
but on the other could be due to the etcher ‘sharpening-up’ the
forms. On ‘. de Barjj’, sce below under 8. Provenance).

2. Chiaroscuro woodcut by John Baptist Jackson (1702 —
Newcastle-on-Tyne? ¢. 1780), inscribed: Rembrandt pinxit.alt.p.1.lat
unc.X.Extat Venetiis in domo JSMITH. J.BJackson figuras juxta
Archetypum Sculp & excudit 1738. Cf. cat. exhibition Gravures sur
bois, clairs-obscurs de 1500 & 1800 (coll. F. Lugt), Paris-Rotterdam
1965-1966, no. 272 and fig. XXXVIL Reproduces the grisaille in
the same direction as the original.

7. Copies

1. Drawing by Ferdinand Bol, brush and brown ink over a sketch
in black chalk, 16.3 x 24.5 cm (fig. 8). New Zealand, private
collection; Sumowski Drawings I, no.146. Earlier generally
described as a copy after Rembrandt’s drawing in the British
Museum (fig. 4) but, as Harris’> and Sumowskil® have already
said, certainly done from the grisaille when this was in a fairly
late stage or even completed. In the latter case the artist has
shown some motifs — the legs of the good thief, the woman on
the far right wringing her hands, the middle distance and the
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background — only very cursorily and partly as reserves. It is
unlikely that these motifs were at the time not worked up any
further than this in the grisaille itself; some are, in the grisaille,
quite obviously placed on top of passages done previously, and
cannot really ever have been seen as reserves. In the more fully
worked-up parts the drawing matches the grisaille fairly exactly;
only the headdress of the kneeling woman on the right and the
skull on the ground in front of her are now missing in the
grisaille, though they may well once have been there (see
X-Rays). The drawing seems to have been trimmed along the top
— there the edge does not correspond with that of the grisaille
after this had been stuck on the canvas; at the bottom, it does
match. This makes one think that the drawing was done from
the grisaille before the latter was enlarged at top and bottom, an
assumption confirmed by the fact that the visible legs of the bad
thief do not have the shape they are given in the final
enlargement. The drawing would then have been done in 1637 at
the latest (see 4. Comments), which would mean that Bol (who
probably came to work with Rembrandt in 1636) had by then
mastered the very painterly manner of drawing seen here. A
later date of production is not however ruled out. Sumowski (op-
cit.) puts the date as probably . 1643/45, though he works from a
date in the years 1640-1645 for Rembrandt’s grisaille.

2. A painted copy, known to us only from a photograph, in the
Muzeum Narodowe, Warsaw, shows the picture of the enlarged
grisaille in reverse, and is evidently done after Picart’s etching
(see 6. Graphic reproductions, 1).

8. Provenance

*~ Perhaps still in Rembrandt’s possession in 1656 (see
5- Documents and sources).

~ According to the inscription on the etching by B. Picart (see
6. Graphic reproductions, 1), owned in 1730 by <. de Barij a
Amsterdam’, probably one Jacob de Bary, whose collection of
coins and medals was auctioned in Amsterdam on April 1730
(Lugt 397) and who thus may have died in 1730, the year of the
etching.

- Coll. Joseph Smith, Venice, by 1738, according to the caption to
the chiaroscuro woodcut by J.B. Jackson (see 6. Graphic
reproductions, 2). A grisaille auctioned at Amsterdam on ¢ 5
September 1743 (Lugt 585), when it was described as: 3. De
aflaating van ’t Kruys, in 't graauw, door Rembrand van Ryn
(The descent from the Cross, in the grey, by Rembrand van
Ryn)’ (14 guilders 5 stuyvers) (Hoet I, p. 123) cannot, as Hofstede
de Groot’ believed, be identical with no. A 107 (which was by
then already in the coll. Joseph Smith in Venice) but may have
been a copy (perhaps no. 2 above?).

- Among the Dutch and Flemish pictures acquired with the
Smith collection by George III of England in 1762: ‘Rembrandt
149 A Deposition from the Cross with numerous figures on
board This is the Piece Engraved by B. Picart in the stil of the
Author & again in wood plates in Colour by Jackson of the same
size 1 [foot] x 10 [inches]’ (see: A. Blunt, Venetian drawings . . . in the
Collection of H.M. the Queen, 1957, p. 23).

- Coll. Richard Dalton, Surveyor of the King’s Pictures (together
with a few other paintings bought for the king from Smith), sale
London (Christie’s) g-u April 1791 (Lugt 4704), 2nd day no. 1g:
‘Rembrandt. The descent from the cross in chiaro oscura [sic],
engraved by Picart’ (25% guineas to ‘Grosier’ — probably Joseph
Grozer, who either bought it for Reynolds or sold it to him
later!3).

- Coll.) Sir Joshua Reynolds (d. 1792), sale London uff (postponed
to 13ff) March 1795 (Lugt 5284), 3rd day no. 38: ‘Rembrandt. The
Descent from the Cross, a capital sketch of this master, engraved
by Picart. A particular account is to be seen on the back of it in
Sir Joshua’s handwriting’ (41 guineas to Sir George Beaumont
Bart.).

- Co)ll. Sir George Beaumont, Bart.; presented by him to the
British Museum for the proposed National Gallery in 1823, and
transferred to the National Gallery in 1828.
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9. Summary

Like other grisailles done by Rembrandt in the years
¢. 1633-35, the Lamentation must have been intended
as a fullscale sketch for an etching (which was never
executed). In its present state it comprises a variety
of materials, and an analysis of this complicated
structure throws light on the history of its
production and on the artist’s sequence of ideas. At
the start, the sketch was done in oil paint on a sheet
of paper; this was then divided into two and cut and
torn along the edges before being stuck onto a
canvas of oblong format. This operation was tried
out in a drawing now in the British Museum (fig. 4),
which underwent similar alterations. Some of the
changes introduced — such as the addition of the
ladders and the crosses of the two thieves — were
incorporated in the grisaille; other elements, such as
the middle distance and background, were finally
given a different form. For a number of reasons,
some relating to the canvas used and others to do
with style, Rembrandt’s work on the Lamentation can
be put in ¢. 1634/35. Finally, perhaps in Rembrandt’s
studio and perhaps as early as 1637, the oblong
composition that thus resulted was expanded by
sticking the canvas, together with a broad strip along
the top and a narrow strip along the bottom, onto an
upright panel; the primitive painting of the added
strips must be attributed to another hand.

Rembrandt’s intention with a draft like this, and
in particular with the changes he made to it, could be
described as an increasing ‘amplification’ of the
central theme by adding motifs that represented
other episodes in the Passion story.
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Fig. 1. Canvas 193.5 x 132.8 cm
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Fig. 2. Detail (1: 2)

1. Summarized opinion

A reasonably well preserved, authentic and charac-
teristic work, reliably signed and dated 1633.

2. Description of subject

The subject is taken from Genesis 22:1-13, where God tests
Abraham by asking him to sacrifice his son Isaac on a
mountaintop in the land of Moriah. At the last moment — when
it is plain that Abraham is going to bow to God’s will — an angel
sent by God interposes himself between them.

On a high place covered with undergrowth and a tree, Isaac
lies on the bundle of wood brought for the sacrificial fire, with
his hands bound behind his back. Part of his pleated shirt is
wound round his otherwise naked body as a loincloth; his
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overgarment lies beneath him, on the wood and spread over the
ground to the left. On the right, behind the pile of wood, stands
a pot containing fire, with tiny flames licking above the rim (in
the present state the appearance of this object is probably
determined partly by overpainting (see Paint layer, CONDITION).
Abraham kneels beside his son, bending Isaac’s head back with a
hand pressed over the lad’s face. His tear-streaked face is turned
towards the angel who has appeared behind him from a cloud.
The latter seizes his other hand from which the knife is seen
falling. Behind them, in the distance, can be seen a wooded
valley, with an arched bridge and, further back, a sheet of water.

3. Observations and technical information

Working conditions

Examined in August 1969 (J. B., S. H. L.) in good daylight and out
of the frame. Three X-ray prints were available later.



Support

DESCRIPTION: Canvas, relined, 193.5 x 132.8 cm (measured along
the stretcher). Just above the centre, some 108 cm from the
bottom, is a horizontal join that probably belongs to the original
canvas. The canvas on which the Munich copy is painted (see 7.
Copies, 2) is similarly divided into two unequal parts by a
horizontal join (for more on this, see Vol. II, p. 40). An
inscription on the back in Russian states that the painting was
transferred from the old to the new canvas in S. Petersburg by
F. Tabuntsov in 1830'. No cusping can be detected, even in the
X-rays (q.v.)

SCIENTIFIC DATA: None.

Ground

DESCRIPTION: Not seen for certain; a grey that shows through the
translucent paint of the shadow on Abraham’s temple can
probably be taken as being the ground.

SCIENTIFIC DATA: None.

Paint layer

CONDITION: Generally quite good, although somewhat flattened;
a distinct relief is now seen only in the handle of the knife
Abraham is dropping, and in the scabbard with a small knife
that hangs at his side. Some areas show varying degrees of
overpainting — the brown of the earth close to Isaac’s knees, the
brown of the cloud (lying over grey) in the top lefthand corner,
the browns in the front surface of the angel’s uppermost wing,
the browns of the treetrunk on the right, and probably the part
to the right of Abraham’s left arm and knee. The angel’s head
exhibits retouches around the nose and in the shadowed cheek
on the left. Small local paintlosses have been painted in, either in
the same colour as the surrounding area (e.g. in Isaac’s body) or
in red-brown (e.g. in the landscape on the left, in particular level
with Isaac’s left knee). It is natural to assume that at least part of
the damages and restorations are connected with the 1850
transfer. It is (leaving aside a layer of yellowed varnish) also
probably because of restoration that the legibility of some parts
of the background is poor. The fire-pot to the right of
Abraham’s left arm seems specially to have suffered; if two
18th-century prints can be believed (see 6. Graphic reproductions,
especially 2) this was adorned with festoons and had a
baluster-shaped foot. Craquelure: an irregular pattern is
distributed evenly over the entire surface.

DESCRIPTION: In general the paint is opaque; only here and there
does a warm-tinted underlayer, probably belonging to the
underpainting, show through. Flatly painted passages include
the blue-grey of the sky (above the landscape), the dark brown
and grey of the cloud and the broadly brushed, thick blue of the
angel’s cloak (to each side of his right wing). The brushwork is
careful and not very pronounced in the mountain landscape,
done in shades of brown, green and bluish grey. The brown and
grey-brown of the tree and firewood on the right are applied
broadly and sketchily, as are the greys and whites of the angel’s
wings, and large areas of the garments in the shadows, as well as
some clothing in the light such as Abraham’s sleeve to the right,
where strokes of ochre yellow have been placed over an opaque
grey to represent the sheen of light, and the grey-blue,
heightened with thin strokes of white where the light catches it,
of his fur-trimmed overgarment. The lit areas of flesh, hair and
beard are done with clear modelling and articulation, as are
parts of the angel’s pleated shirt in which small colour accents in
pink and light blue indicate a pattern on the long strokes of
broken white and grey that alternate with thinner brown in the
folds. Firm strokes of brown mark the shadows and cast
shadows between and on the fingers. In Abraham’s head a
yellowish flesh tint, applied on the forehead with long strokes
that indicate the wrinkles and lying just over the background on
the left, exposes along the nose, below the cheekbone and in the
temple a grey (belonging to the ground) and some brown (from
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the underpainting). Fine white and grey highlights show the
moisture rimming the white of the eye (done in grey), the
drooping eyebrows and the tears (one of which is seen running
down his beard!). Isaac’s body shows a yellowish flesh colour,
applied with a bold, modelling stroke with pale impasto
highlights and reflexions of light, with a light brown in the folds
of the neck and in the remaining shadows where a thin grey
provides a transition; this same grey gives subtle modelling in
the hollow by the collarbone. Dark brown marks the deepest
shadows. The pleated shirt serving as a loincloth is painted in
broken white and grey with brown shadows in the folds, and has
a pattern shown in brown and light grey; to judge from a
vaguely wandering line of relief in the paint surface, the edge of
the loincloth initially ran higher up, close to the navel. To the
right below Isaac’s body” and to the left of his legs his
overgarment is done in blue with light blue sheens of light and
dark brown shadows; in colour and treatment it somewhat
resembles that of Abraham.

SCIENTIFIC DATA: None.

X-Rays

An adhesive containing white lead, used for the transfer,
prevents a legible radiograph.

Signature

At the lower left in dark paint <Rembrandt. f. 1635.>. In sound
condition, apart from some restoration of the R and 4, and
wholly convincing through the spontaneity of the script and its
similarity to other Rembrandt signatures.

Varnish

A layer of yellowed varnish somewhat hampers examination.

4, Comments

In execution and approach this painting fits in
convincingly among Rembrandt’s work, and in line
with the apparently reliable signature and date it
bears it can be placed in 1635. In format and scale,
and in the execution which is obivously designed for
viewing at a certain distance, it comes closest to the
Munich Holy family datable in 1634 (no. A 88) and the
London Belshazzar’s feast (no. A no) which can
likewise be put in 1635. It is however more
homogeneous and richer in treatment than the
former, where one can find in the Mary’s veil a
similar indication of pattern to that seen here in the
shirts of the angel and Isaac. Seen overall the
handling of paint, varied though it may be, brings
about an extremely homogeneous whole, in which
the contrast effect clearly serves the spatial
relationship between the three figures. The way
areas of the background are kept in an indifferent
dark colour and, for instance, parts of the angel’s
blue cloak are painted flatly are typical examples of
how the artist avoids distracting the viewer’s
attention from to the centres of dramatic sig-
nificance.

In composition the picture has similarities to both
the Holy family and Belshazzar’s feast. The two
diagonals described by the angel and Isaac’s body,
crossing at right angles, together define the
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Fig. 3. Detail (1: 2)

at

relatively shallow space in which the action is
occurring, just as the similarly placed figures do in
the Holy family. They are ‘linked by the curve of
Abraham’s extended arms’ in a similar way to the
gesture of the king in Belshazzar’s feast — and, besides,
to that of the wife in the London Portrait of the
shipbuilder Jan Rijcksen and his wife of 1633 (no. A 77) —
‘which, in its turn, crosses the curve of the
patriarch’s body’2. In this spatial construction built
up from contrasting axes Rembrandt has found a
solution of perfect logic and strong expression for
the problem of embodying the twofold conflict of
this dramatic moment — Isaac’s submission to
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Abraham, and the interruption of the latter’s action
by the angel. To an extraordinary extent the hands
of the two active dramatis personae play individual
roles; only those of the defenceless Isaac are not
seen. Whatever prototypes Rembrandt may have
had in mind, the strong formal link and the
concentrated action in the painting are very much all
his own, and mark a culminating point in his
production of large-scale compositions in the 1630s.

On this matter of possible prototypes, a number
of suggestions have been made. One must however
say that the depiction of the subject has long shown
a number of almost generally-employed features,



and that Rembrandt’s composition shows too few
specific resemblances to some of the suggested
prototypes for any direct connexion to be assumed.
For example Weisbach® rightly points to Titian’s
ceiling for the Santo Spirito, now in S. Maria della
Salute in Venice, as a prototype in a general sense
for a common dramatic rendering of the subject in
the 16th and 17th centuries. There are more specific
reasons for thinking that a composition by Rubens,
which was engraved by Andreas Stock and is
mentioned especially by Broos? in this connexion,
did play some part in Rembrandt’s imagination;
several motifs that can be interpreted as deriving
from Rubens — Abraham’s outstretched arms, for
instance, and Isaac’s back-tilted body — even though
they may be placed differently in the composition.
In particular the flaming sacrificial vessel decorated
with festoons that in Rubens, too, appears on the
right indicates a direct link. It is even more natural to
think of the three versions of the subject painted by
Lastman — the painting dated 1616 in the Louvre
that is referred to by Stechow® in particular, a
painting that though lost is reproduced in a
mezzotint by Jan van Somer (1645 — after 1699) and
in which Miiller® saw the main group as forming a
startingpoint for Rembrandt, and an wundated
grisaille in the Rembrandthuis in Amsterdam. The
resemblance between the upper half of Rembrandt’s
composition, with Abraham’s head turned towards
the angel, and the lastnamed work by Lastman
where the angel is seen in profile has already been
stressed by Bredius’ and more recently by Bruyn?.
Bruyn moreover mentions the great similarity (in
reverse) of this very part of Lastman’s composition
with Caravaggio’s second altar-piece of S. Matthew
and the angel in the S. Luigi dei Francesi in Rome, and
looked on the Caravaggio as being Rembrandt’s
indirect source. These somewhat speculative ideas
do at least have the merit of focussing attention on
how much Rembrandt, whatever precise prototypes
he may have used, placed himself squarely in a
stylistic current that radiated from Italy. Finally,
Rembrandt’s composition has a similarity with that
of Jan Lievens’ large undated painting in the Galleria
Doria-Pamphili in Rome. Schneider® assumed that
this resemblance can be explained by both artists
independently basing themselves on Lastman’s
prototypes. Broos* has pointed out that this
explanation is not entirely satisfactory — the works
by Rembrandt and Lievens have elements in
common (for instance Abraham’s kneeling posture)
that cannot be found anywhere in Lastman. This
latter author therefore assumed a direct relationship
between the two paintings; he believed that
Rembrandt possessed the work by Lievens — the
inventory of his belongings in 1656 mentions a
painting of this subject by Lievens — and made use
of it for his own painting in 1635. The premise for

105

A 108 ABRAHAM’S SACRIFICE

this assumption, ie. that Lievens produced his
painting before 1635, does however for the moment
seem extremely dubious.

Where colour is concerned no. A 108 stands
somewhat on its own, in having an unusually large
amount of blue in various shades, not concentrated
only in the centre of the composition as it is in the
Dresden Ganymede of the same year (no. A u3), but
spread over the angel’s cloak, Abraham’s and Isaac’s
clothing and the sky above the landscape as well.
The rather matt nature of the blue is somewhat
reminiscent of the liking for broken tints that
Rembrandt had already shown earlier in the
Leningrad Flora of 1634 (no. A 93) and the Munich
Holy family; but while there the light green and matt
purplish red respectively was concentrated in a
single large area, here the dispersed blue in the
middle of whites and greys, browns and flesh tint
lends the whole colour-scheme a noticeably cool
character. Matching in with this is the distant
landscape on the left, the presence of which in a
composition with largescale figures may be termed
exceptional. It does not form an atmospheric whole
with the figures lit strongly from the left, and with its
low horizon it acts mainly as a contrasting backdrop
that accentuates the scale of the towering group of
figures. In form and colour — the receding planes of
trees and hills in green, a high bridge done in browns
and a grey sheet of water with a blue vista — it most
resembles a late 16th- and early 17th-century
landscape type from Antwerp, in the same way as a
number of landscapes by Hercules Seghers and
Rembrandt himself follow a similar scheme.

Finally the painting, and especially the way the
lefthand edge cuts through the ends of the angel’s
right wing and cloak, prompts the question of
whether it has kept its original dimensions. A
suspicion that it has not is created mainly by a
mezzotint dated 1781 by John Murphy (see below
under 6. Graphic reproductions, 2; fig. 4) that shows the
composition in a frame that is wider especially on
the left but also slightly so on the right. There are
however a number of complications that prevent
Murphy’s print being taken as valid evidence. In the
first place, the canvas of the free copy made in
Rembrandt’s workshop and now in Munich (see
7. Copies, 2) is exactly as wide as the Leningrad
painting, which certainly does not suggest that the
latter has been cut down. And secondly, the
dimensions given by the inscription to the print
match those of the painting today; these same
dimensions were already given in an earlier print by
Johann Gottfried Haid (see 6. Graphic reproductions, 1
who reproduced the painting with its present format
in 1767, and even in the first, 1747 edition of the
description that Horace Walpole gave of the
collection of paintings owned by his father Robert
Walpole (see 8. Provenance). Finally, this collection
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Fig. 4. Mezzotint by J. Murphy, 1781

Fig. 5. Copy 1. Red and black chalk, wash and white
19.4 % 14.6 cm. London, The British Museum

body colour,

had already left England in 1779, i.e. two years before
the appearance of Murphy’s mezzotint (which was
made after a drawing). All things considered, there is
every reason to look on the Murphy print as a
misleading reproduction with arbitrary additions;
the painting thus appears to have preserved virtually
all its original dimensions.

5. Documents and sources

Nothing is known of the painting’s history until it was described
in the collection of Robert Walpole, first Earl of Orford (see
8. Provenance). From a note made by Rembrandt (Strauss Doc.,
p- 594) on the back of a drawing from his hand in Berlin
(Ben. 448) it may be deduced that around or soon after 1635 he
sold copies of his work by pupils — in succession one whose
name is not given or is illegible, ‘fardynandus’ and ‘Leendert’ —
and that these included an ‘Abracham’ by ‘fardynandus’ Bol. One
might assume that these copies, which fetched 4.6 to 15 guilders,
were detailed drawings. We know of such a signed copy by
Ferdinand Bol (cf. no. A 1n4), and two far more skilful brush
drawings after the Standard-bearer (no. A120) and the Flora
(no. A u2) in the British Museum may be identical with the
‘vaendraeger en floora’ that are mentioned in the note as being
the work of an unknown pupil or collaborator. A drawing of this
kind done after Abrakam’s sacrifice is not known, though there is a
sketchy drawing with a number of changes (cf. ;. Copies, 1).

6. Graphic reproductions

1. Mezzotint by Johann Gottfried Haid (Kleineislingen or Salach
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1710 — Vienna 1776) with, on either side of the arms of George
Walpole, grd Earl of Oxford, the inscription: Rembrandt pinxt. E.
Edwards delin'. — J. Boydell excudit — London 1767 — J. G. Haid
Jecit. | Abraham offering — Up his Son Isaac. | From the Original
Picture, Painted — by Rembrandt; In the Collection / of the Right
Honourable the — Earl of Orford, at Houghton. Size of the Picture Fy
13% by F61I3 in height [= 190.7 x 1311 cm] (Charrington 63).
Reproduces the painting in its present format; on the right, next
to Abraham’s elbow, a decorated vase is more distinctly seen
than it now is in the painting. In the 1760s Haid worked in
London for a time, for Boydell; he is mentioned as being back in
Vienna in 1766.

2. Mezzotint by John Murphy (Ireland c. 1748 — London before
1820), with in the second state, on either side of the same arms,
the inscription: Rembrandt Pinxit. — John Boydell excudit 1781 — 1.
Murphy Sculpsit. | Abraham’s Sacrifice. In the Gallery — at Houghton. |
Size of the Picture Fq I3%; by F6 I3 high. | Publish’d Sepr 1 1781 by John
Boydell Engraver in Cheapside London (Charrington 114; our fig. 4).
Included in The Houghton Gallery, 11, published by John and Josiah
Boydell, 1 January 1788. Reproduces the painting in a framing
that is slightly broader on the left and right. The area to the right
of Isaac’s head and Abraham’s left arm is rendered even more
distinctly than in Haid’s print. The drawing after which the
mezzotint was made was exhibited by the publisher in London in
1770 (Mr.Boydell’s Exhibition of Drawings from many of the most capital
pictures in England: at Mr. Ford’s Great Room in the Hay Market,
no. 239).

7. Copies

1. Drawing, red and black chalk, wash in Indian ink, heightened
with white, 1g.4 x 14.6 cm, London, British Museum (A. M. Hind,
Catalogue of drawings by Dutch and Flemish artists . . . 1, London 1913,



p- 16 no. 6; Ben. go; our fig. 5). At the lower left is a vague
mscription, readable as Rembrand, which is quite unlike any
genuine signature. Until some time ago it was regarded as the
work of Rembrandt, in preparation for either no. A 108 or the
free copy in Munich listed as 2. below; unlike the former and like
the latter it has the angel swooping forward from the rear, and
there is a ram beside Abraham on the left. The very broad
framing and the position of Isaac’s legs differ from both the
paintings. We agree with Haverkamp-Begemann?® that the
drawing must probably be seen as a variation of the Leningrad
painting done by a pupil, perhaps the same as did the Munich
painting. A further but not very likely possibility is that it is by a
third hand, working from the Munich painting. The manner of
drawing, which is singularly lacking in articulation in some
places (e.g. in Abraham’s head) might indicate that the artist
concentrated on making departures from Rembrandt’s original,
and in particular on a different version of the angel; he too,
however, is depicted rather cursorily, especially in the wings
which are moreover very different from those in the Munich
painting,.
2. Canvas, lined, 195 x 132.3 cm (measured along the stretcher).
Munich, Alte Pinakothek, inv.no. 438 (figs. 6-10). At the bottom,
to the right of centre, is the inscription with dark paint:
<Rembrandt.verandert. En  overgeschildert. 1636> (Rembrandt.
altered. And overpainted). The second part (after ‘verandert’)
has been done in slightly blacker paint and with greater
irregularity, yet evidently by the same hand as the preceding
words. To judge by the weak horizontal cohesion and the shape
of individual letters, neither part of the inscription can be
regarded as autograph. Examined in February 1969 (S. H. L.,
P. v. Th.) out of the frame, with the aid of 30 X-ray films together
covering almost the whole painting, copyfilms of these were
received later. Along the right and large stretches of the left side
the original canvas has been pulled round the stretcher to a
maximum of 1.5 cm. A horizontal join runs at 106 cm from the
bottom edge, i.¢. at practically the same height as in the original.
The canvas is, to judge from the weave, from the same bolt as
that of the London Belshazzar’s feast of ¢. 1635 (no. A o) and the
Minerva dated 1635 (no. A 114); on this see Vol. II, Introduction,
Chapter II, pp. 24, 28 and 40, figs. 7 and 8. This may be taken as
evidence that the painting was done in Rembrandt’s immediate
circle. The light ground that shows through here and there lies
exposed on the right along the upper edge for 15 cm, and is grey.
According to Kiithn (p. 204) there is underneath this a red layer
consisting of (red) ochre and some white lead in an oil or resin
medium; evidently this is the formula common in the 1630s.
The scene resembles in its main features that in no. A 108,
apart from the different position of the angel flying forward
from the rear and the addition, to the left of Abraham, of a ram
with one horn entangled in a branch, as is mentioned in the
biblical text; on the right next to Abraham’s arm, the flaming
sacrificial vessel is replaced with foliage painted with broad
strokes in a rich gamut of browns over grey. In general the
execution is typified by a bold treatment, which in the draperies,
for instance, models the forms most effectively. In some cases
the corresponding passage in the Leningrad painting is followed
closely (as for the most part in Abraham’s clothing, though the
right sleeve of this is in different colours — not ochre yellow
strokes over grey, but red and red-brown over grey); sometimes,
however, the form is done differently, as in the vividly modelled
garment on which Isaac is lying, which is in light greys and white
instead of blue with light blue sheens and dark brown shadows.
The brown edges along fingers that act as cast shadows
(especially in Abraham’s left hand) and the draperies are even
more emphatic than in the Leningrad painting. This greater
degree of boldness is also seen in passages such as Abraham’s
head, where the shadow areas make a stronger contrast with the
flesh colour, and where the hairs of the eyebrows and
moustache are placed over the dark areas with strong and
almost straight strokes of thick broken white in a way that

107

A 108 ABRAHAM’S SACRIFICE

differs markedly from Rembrandt’s supple strokes, suggestive of
depth, used for the corresponding details in the Leningrad work
— but which is on the other hand similar to the treatment given
to the old man’s eyebrows in Rembrandt’s Samson threatening his
father-in-law of 1635 in Berlin (no. A10g)! The tendency to
accentuate the form by means of bold drawing is, perhaps not
coincidentally, most evident in the areas where the Munich
painting differs from that in Leningrad. This applies to the head
of the ram, especially its eyes and horn; in the corer of the eye
on the left a touch of bright red is proof that the artist also had
colouristic daring. The tendency to a draughtsmanlike treatment
is specially evident in the figure of the angel, most so in the
greatly foreshortened head that is executed in a ruddy tint with
torms indicated mainly in greys, and that through a lack of an
effective handling of light is least in keeping with what one
would expect Rembrandt to have made of it. But elsewhere, too,
this figure has, with its poor cohesion and primitive
management of light, not been all that successful.

After having been regarded as an autograph Rembrandt by,
among others, Karl Voll who on hardly convincing grounds
declared it superior to the Leningrad work!?, it has mostly been
assumed that this painting was for the most part the work of a
pupil and, because of the inscription, that Rembrandt altered it
by means of overpaintings. The words verandert. En overgeschildert
were then interpreted as ‘altered and overpainted’. The question
of who this pupil may have been has not been fully answered.
The name of Govaert Flinck, which has repeatedly been put
forward!!, is not wholly convincing — the vague and often
rather woolly shaping of form in Flinck’s early work would not
seem to match the style of this painting, and to judge from
signed works of his from 1636 Flinck’s status was by then already
that of an independent painter. Nor has there been any
satisfactory identification of the changes made by Rembrandt.
Haak!? consequently rejected this interpretation, pointing out
that the execution appears to be homogeneous and that the
X-ray too does not provide any evidence of alterations. Indeed
the painting shows only minimal alterations compared to the
first lay-in (in the angel’s wing on the left, on the right along his
left forearm, and in Abraham’s falling knife). Haak’s conclusion
was that Rembrandt produced the whole of the painting as a
replica, incorporating his own alterations, of the work in
Leningrad. The verandert in the inscription would relate to this,
and overgeschildert would not mean overpainted (in modern
Dutch ‘overgeschilderd’) but painted afresh (by analogy with
‘overdoen’ = do over again). Ernst Brochhagen and Brigitte
Kniittel® also emphasized the homogeneous execution of the
painting and its closeness to Rembrandt’s own way of painting;
they concluded that Rembrandt’s contribution in the form of
overpainting (‘Uberarbeitung’) must indeed have been very
extensive. Stechow’ saw the Munich painting as {Rembrandt’s]
own version of the 1635 painting’, and Broos too again attributed
the entire work to Rembrandt (op.cit. pp. 146-148), though on
the grounds not of manner of painting but rather of his
interpretation of the inscription. He felt that verandert. En
overgeschildert, like the word ‘geretuckeert’ (retouched) that
appears on three of four etchings of 1635 freely copied after
Lievens (B. 286-28g), refers to improvements that Rembrandt
made to Lievens’ version of the subject in the Galleria
Doria-Pamphili in Rome. This interpretation must however be
termed scarcely acceptable: it is improbable that Lievens’
painting predated Rembrandt’s version (see above under
4. Comments), and if the word verandert does not (as would seem
most obvious) have to do with alterations to the painting itself,
then one could at most assume (like Haak) that it relates to
changes compared to the Leningrad version.

The inscription, unique in its wording, seems not to be from
Rembrandt’s hand but does appear contemporaneous, and thus
deserves careful consideration. ‘Overschilderen’ is a synonym
for retouching (‘retokeren’), and means the application of paint
on earlier paint, either to complete a painting or to make
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Fig. 6. Copy 2. Rembrandt workshop, canvas 195 x 132.3 cm. Munich, Bayerische Staatsgemildesammlungen, Alte Pinakothek
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Fig. 7. Copy 2, X-Ray
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Fig. 8. Copy 2, detail (1: 2)

corrections or restorations to it; in particular it could have to do
with what Mrs de Pauw calls ‘the adding of the master’s
paintstrokes’. In this meaning one also finds the word ‘overdoen’
{past participle ‘overdaen’) used (see L. de Pauw-de Veen, De
begrippen ‘schilder’, ‘schilderij’ en ‘schilderen’ in de zeventiende eeuw,
Brussels 1969, pp.282, 306-309). The past participle of
‘overschilderen’ occurs as both ‘overschildert’ and ‘over-
geschildert’. There should consequently not be much doubt as
to the meaning of the inscription: Rembrandt helped to
complete it {the work of another) and according to the word
verandert this was coupled with changes to its form. The problem
however remains that unless this means changes compared to
the Leningrad original (which is not all that likely) there is hardly
any trace of such changes to be found in the painting, from
either the paint surface or the X-rays. The X-rays do however
shed some new light on the problem in as far as they suggest
that the painter of the Munich picture worked with greater
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freedom in the figure of the angel than in those of Abraham and
Isaac. In the latter the radioabsorbent passages match exactly
the light areas that can be seen at the surface. This close
correspondence supports the view that these parts were copied
from the Leningrad prototype. In the angel, however, the areas
showing up light do offer a number of interesting differences
from the paint surface. The reserve for the hair is broadly
shaped and stays within the sinuous contour of the hair in the
final execution. Directly adjoining the contour of the check on
the right one sees radioabsorbent paint that runs into the lit
shoulder. Evidently, the distribution of light in this area was
altered during the work. The reserve for the angel’s raised arm is
somewhat narrower at the wrist; as may also be seen in the paint
relief at this point, the artist shifted the outline. In the upper
lefthand corner there is the image of a number of curved strokes
running towards the lefthand edge, that can also be detected to
some extent in the paint relief. This might be taken as evidence



Fig. 9. Copy 2, detail (1: 2)

that in the first lay-in the angel was copied faithfully from the
prototype. The decision to move the angel into his present
position would then have been taken during the course of the
work, and probably in connexion with the London drawing (sec
copy 1). In the final execution the passages that differ from the
original — the ram and, most of all, the angel — give no cause to
see Rembrandt’s hand in them. Both are done with a certain
linear bravura and a clearly Rembrandtesque use of the brush,
but do not stand out by having a firm structure; both of them
are more an assembly of parts than a suggestive representation
of the whole by indication of form or play of light and shade. Of
the passages that do match those in the Leningrad work it may
be said that their execution does, with some variations in colour,
follow that of the original but generally (and especially in the
cast shadows) with rather more emphasis; as a result the balance
achieved in the original somehow gives way to overemphasized,
self-concious effects. This applies, for instance, to the marked
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shadow cast by the scabbard at Abraham’s side; and the change
made in the garment beneath Isaac’s shoulder, from a dark blue
jacket into a white one, reveals the same urge for a stronger
contrast and so does the more pronounced modelling of trees
and mountains in the distant landscape. There is therefore every
reason to assume that not Rembrandt’s but another hand was
responsible for the whole, or near enough the whole painting.
Rembrandt’s participation in the execution, though explicitly
mentioned in the inscription, is not borne out to any significant
extent.

That the handling of the brush gives a Rembrandtesque
impression need not be surprising — not only did the painter
undoubtedly have the Leningrad original before him, but there
is still a number of copies evidently painted in Rembrandt’s
workshop in these very years around 1635 that show how much
pupils made the master’s technique their own (cf. e.g. nos. A 10g,
Angz, Aub6 and A 121).
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Fig. 10. Copy 2, inscription

The question of which pupil was responsible for (almost all of)
the painting cannot be answered with any certainty. As has
already been said Govaert Flinck, whose name has been
mentioned on stylistic grounds!!, is not really acceptable as a
candidate, and in 1636 — the year of his earliest known signed
and dated painting — he was probably no longer in
Rembrandt’s workshop. An attribution to Lievens (J. N. van
Wessem in: exhibition cat. Rembrandt als leermeester, Leiden 1956,
p. 6) has very little to recommend it. A note made by Rembrandt
(see 5. Documents and sources) gives one reason to think in
particular of Ferdinand Bol or Leendert Cornelisz. van Beijeren.
The latter was Rembrandt’s pupil at the time since he was
described, as a buyer (presumably on Rembrandt’s behalf) at a
sale on 9 March 1637, as ‘disipel van Rembrant’ (Strauss Doc.,
1637/2; A. Bredius, Kiinstler-Inventare VII (Supplement), The
Hague 1921, p. 10). No works by him are however known of and
grounds for an attribution to him are therefore lacking; it is
worth mentioning that when he died in 1649 his possessions
included ‘een groot stuck schildery met vergulde lyst
uytbeeldende Abrams Offerhande’ (a large painting in a gilt
frame showing Abraham’s sacrifice) (A. Bredius, Kinstler-
Inventare 1, The Hague 1915, p.252). The other candidate,
favoured by Valentiner'4, is Ferdinand Bol. The liking for strong
contrasts evident in the painting would not seem to point to his
style, yet the inscription does have some similarity to Bol’s
earliest signatures (see Introduction, Chapter 111, figs. 19 and 20)
and the treatment of the landscape is not unlike the scattered
specimens of his landscape production (see nos. C 116, C 121, B 12
and Introduction, Chapter II). The possibility of the Munich
Abraham’s sacrifice belonging to a group of copies that Bol
executed in Rembrandt’s workshop cannot be ruled out. It
should be noted that Bol too owned, according to his marriage
contract of 1669, a picture of ‘Abraham’s offerhande’ (Blankert
Bol, p. 77 no.1).

The Munich painting (not, as Hofstede de Groot!® thought,

the Leningrad one which was by that time already in England)
was bought for 100 guilders at an anonymous sale in Amsterdam
on 16 September 1760 (Lugt 1111}, no. 1 ‘De historie van Abraham,
daar hij zyn Zoon Isaak offert, zeer kragtig en konstig geschildert
door Rembrandt, hoog 7 breed 4l voet [= 198.2 x 127.4 cm]’
(The story of Abraham sacrificing his son Isaac, very skilfully
and artfully painted) by the dealer Hendrik de Winter, from
whom it was bought in the same year by Lambert Krahe
(1712-1790), court painter to the Elector Palatine Carl Theodor,
for his own collection. Subsequently it came into the Elector’s
gallery of paintings in Mannheim, and moved with them in 1799
to Munich.
3. Canvas 183.6 x 132.8 cm. Columbia, Missouri, University of
Missouri (Kress Collection). Earlier Richmond, Surrey., Cook
Collection (cat. 1914, no. 323). Reproduced (wrongly as being the
Leningrad original) by C. Hofstede de Groot in: Feest-bundel Dr
Abraham Bredius, Amsterdam 1915, pl. 20 fig. 7; C. Eisler, Paintings
from the Samuel H. Kress Collection. European schools excluding Italian,
Oxford 1977, pp. 140-141. Not seen by us.

112

4. Canvas 87 x 70 cm. Coll. Félix Ravaisson-Mollien, sale Paris 23
November 1903, no. 87.

5. Canvas 194.8 x162.4 cm, described in the Lenglier sale, Paris
(Lebrun) 10ff March 1788 (Lugt 4280), no.105: ‘Par le méme
[Rembrant V.R.. Un Tableau représentant Abraham au
moment de sacrifier son fils, & I’Ange qui vient lui arréter le bras
prét a frapper le coup. Ce Tableau harmonieux est d’'un grand
caractére de dessin; 'exécution en est facile & savante. Hauteur
6 pieds, largeur 3 pieds. Tloile] [= 194.9 x 162.4 cm].

6. A canvas of 159.3 x 116.1 cm, described in the de Montribloud
sale, Paris 13ff February 1784 (Lugt3673), no.42, was
subsequently described in the second Frangois Tronchin sale,
Geneva {cat. 1780) as containing a ram lacking from Rembrandt’s
painting in Leningrad. It may have been a copy after the Munich
version (no. 2 above). After the Tronchin sale, Paris 23-24 March
1801 (Lugt 6220) where the painting appeared as no.i52 (177
francs to Lhomme), it has been without trace (cf. exhibition cat.
De Genéve a ’Ermitage, Geneva 1974, no. 201).

8. Provenance

— Coll. Robert Walpole, first Earl of Orford (1676-1745), prime
minister until 1742; first mentioned in supplementary page to
1736 ms list of pictures!$; at first in 10 Downing Street, London,
later (presumably after 1742) Houghton Hall, Norfolk. Described
by his third son Horace Walpole (1717-1797) in: £des Walpolianae:
or, a Description of Pictures at Houghton-Hall in Notfolk, the Seat of the
Right Honourable Sir Robert Walpole, Earl of Orford, 1st edn London
1747, here quoted from the 2nd edition of 1752, p. 88: ‘Abrakam’s
Sacrifice, by Rembrant. Abraham’s Head, and the naked Body of
Isaac, are very fine; the Painter has avoided much of the Horror
of the Story by making Abraham cover the Boy’s face, to hide the
Horror from himself. Six Feet three Inches high, by four Feet
three and three quarters wide [= 190.5 x 133.2 cm]’.

- Coll. George Walpole, grd Earl of Orford (1730-1791). Sold with
his whole collection in 1779 to the Czarina Catherine II of Russia.
Then valued at £300, according to: An Account of the Pictures
purchased by the Empress of Russia being nearly the whole of the Walpole
Collection at Houghton Hall with the price fixed to each Picture according
to a valuation made by Mr West and Cypriani 1779, 26 December 1798.
~ Coll. Catherine II of Russia; described in Catalogue raisonné des
Tableaux qui se trouvent dans les Galeries, Sallons et Cabinets du Palais
Impérial de S. Petersbourg, commencé en 1773 et continué jusqu’en 1783
incl.: (manuscript, Leningrad, Ermitage) under no. 22go: ‘Paul
Rembrand. Le Sacrifice d’Abraham. La Téte d’Abraham et le
Corps nu d’Isaac ont de la plus grande perfection. Le peintre a su
diminuer I'horreur de ce Spectacle en faisant couvrir au pere le
Visage du fils. La Surprise et I'étonnement d’Abraham y sont
aussi tres bien exprimés par le Couteau qui lui tombe des mains,
quand I’Ange vient lui porter les ordres de Dieu. Sur toile.
Haute 2.arch.[ine], 10% Verch.[okk]. Large iar. g% V. [=
188.8 x 114 cm].



9. Summary

The work, dated 1633, fits entirely in approach and
execution into the group of paintings from the
mid-1630s when Rembrandt dealt with compositions
in which lifesize figures are placed in a dynamic
relationship to each other and the action has a
strong dramatic character. It may be assumed that in
this instance a traditional type of composition
played a role, and that Rubens and Lastman in
particular had a certain influence on Rembrandt’s
conception. The combination of a large-scale figure
group with a far-off vista in the form of a landscape
mn the Flemish style is unusual with Rembrandt.

As is also true of other work from these years,
there is a copy (now in Munich) of Abraham’s sacrifice
that can be regarded as having been done in
Rembrandt’s workshop. This is certain from the very
Rembrandtlike and bold execution, the canvas used
(of the same weave as two Rembrandt paintings of
1635), and a quite unusual — somewhat enigmatic —
inscription with the date 1636.
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[1635]
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HDG 31; BR. 49Q9; BAUCH 14; GERSON 78

Fig. 1. Canvas 159 x 131 cm
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Fig. 2. X-Ray
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1. Summarized opinion

A moderately and in some places poorly preserved,
authentic work, with a reliable signature and
incomplete date that must have read 1635.

2. Description of subject

The subject comes from Judges 15:1-3. Some time after the
unhappy outcome of the feast to celebrate his marriage to a
Philistine woman from Timnath (see no. A 123), Samson went to
visit her, taking a kid goat as a gift. Her father would not
however allow him to see her, and Samson was told that she was
now the wife of one of his companions; it was suggested that
instead her younger sister could become Samson’s wife.
Samson’s response was that the Philistines would be to blame for
the harm he would bring them.

Samson is seen down to the knees, standing before the door of
his father-in-law’s house, which is closed to him. He raises his
clenched right fist towards his father-in-law. The latter, a
grey-bearded old man wearing a red skullcap, leans out of a
window holding onto one shutter with one hand and raising the
other. A shaft of light falls from the left onto the two figures and
part of their surroundings; the cast shadow of Samson’s fist falls
on the wall of the house.

Samson’s thick locks of hair — the seat of his strength —
hangs down onto his shoulders. He is richly and exotically
garbed with a headband set with jewels, a halflength tunic of
shiny dark yellow material decorated with a flower pattern, and
a purple-red cloak that on the left hangs down over his back and
on the right falls wide over his left arm and hand, which is
planted challengingly on his hip. The panels of the tunic are
braided, and held together with a sash wound round the waist;
one end of this, and a short curved oriental sword on a sling,
hang down over the hip. On the left in the shadows behind
Samson are two young Moorish boys, the lefthand one seen only
partly and in profile, the other full-face. The doorframe in the
background is made of thick, profiled posts topped by a
flattened arch. The wall to the right of Samson is divided up by
fluted pilasters on carved pedestals, on either side of the window
frame (which is hidden from sight).

3. Observations and technical information

Working conditions

Examined in November 1968 (S.H.L., E.v.d. W) in good
daylight; 24 X-rays, together covering the whole of the picture,
were received later from the museum.

Support

DESCRIPTION: Canvas, lined, 159 x 131 cm measured along the
stretcher and not including strips of the painted canvas about
1 cm wide that have been folded over the stretcher at the left,
right and bottom.

SCIENTIFIC DATA: At the top there is cusping with a pitch ranging
from 16 to 20 cm, extending some 26 cm into the canvas; on the
right the pitch is between 16 and 19.5 cm and the depth ¢. 12 cm.
The cusping at the bottom varies in pitch from 14 to 16.5 cm and
extends about 14 cm into the canvas, while that at the left has a
pitch of 15.5to19.5cm and extends inwards about 13cm.
Threadcount: 18.5 vertical threads/cm (18-19.2), 14 horizontal
threads/cm (13-15). The pattern of thickenings shows no clear
difference between vertical and horizontal threads. Because of
the similarity in threadcount (showing a marked difference
between warp and weft) and weave structure, one may assume
that this canvas came from the same bolt as the Munich Holy
family of c. 1634 (no. A 88), the 1634 Cupid blowing a bubble
(no. A g1) and the Vienna Apostle Paul (Br. 603). The same bolt
also supplied the canvas to which the London Lamentation
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(no. A 107) (painted on paper) is stuck, as well as the narrow strip
used for the first enlargement of the Berlin S. John preaching
(no. A 106). By analogy with the conclusion drawn in respect of
the Holy family it may be assumed that the warp is vertical in this
canvas as well

Ground

DESCRIPTION: A yellowish brown may be seen in scratchmarks in
Samson’s hair and in the profile of the doorframe on the left. If
this is the ground colour it would be exceptional. The
observation may however also relate to an underpainting or
have been influenced by varnish.

SCIENTIFIC DATA: None.

Paint layer

conprTiON: In places the painting is in a fairly poor state.
Horizontal, painted-in cracks in the paint layer are found at the
top in the background, in the shutter above the old man’s head
and, a little lower down, in his skullcap, running through into
the fluting of the pilaster to the right of it. In the figure of
Samson the lit areas are reasonably well preserved but the
shadow passages have been partly strengthened — with dark
paint in the hair and a ruddy brown in some places on the
shadow side of the face and of the wrist and hand. Small
stoppings have been applied in the lit cheek, and a large number
of retouches in dark pamt elsewhere in the face and neck — the
eyes and borders of the eyelids, the tip of the nose and nostrils,
the upper lip on the left, the chin, the beard and the shadow side
of the neck. The greatest damage has however occurred in the
lower half of the painting. The X-ray shows that there has been a
great deal of paint loss in a strip about go cm wide along the
whole bottom edge, as well as further up in the left and,
especially, right of Samson’s cloak. The appearance of these
passages is thus now determined to a great extent by
mpaintings. At Samson’s knee on the right two holes have been
repaired with small inset pieces of canvas. At the lower right the
outline of the figure as it now exists is due wholly to a
restoration: this may be seen from a comparison of the picture
in its present state with two copies (see 7. Copies). In rendering
this passage both copies, which must have been produced
independently of each other, are in total agreement — Samson’s
tunic, and especially his cloak, are a good deal shorter at this
point, and the latter’s outline is intersected by the angular shape
of the tunic. Craquelure: an irregular craquelure in a pattern
varying in size can be seen all over the painting.
DESCRIPTION: The paint is in general applied fairly thickly, and
the weave of the canvas can be detected only here and there and
even then only vaguely. Some relief may be seen in the paint
with which Samson’s jewelled headband, the sheens of light on
his tunic and the hilt of the sword have been done. The shaded
background is executed in greys — thin but mostly opaque in
the door, worked up with darker grey for the hinges, keyhole
and ring and with a few spots of lighter grey for matt highlights;
similarly opaque in the doorframe (as already mentioned, a
yellowish brown shows through however in a vertical band on
the left), where the grey merges into a darker tint both upwards
and downwards, and the profiles and capitals are shown with a
dark grey. The lit areas of the wall are painted in a yellow-grey
that in the pilaster at the front becomes a more varied ochre
colour. Dark brown is used in the fluting and at places in the
cursorily defined area of carving beneath; the latter also has
some black. Towards the edge, below the horizontal ledge of the
pilaster, is a pair of semicircles in red, the significance of which is
not clear. The open windowshutter is depicted in a flatly-
brushed ochre colour toned down with some darker paint, the
edging of light at the front with a light ochre, and the bottom
with a reddish tint that merges into a red towards the left. The
bolt, in grey, is worked up with thick strokes of black and small
glancing touches of white.

The lit parts of Samson’s face are painted with mainly short



Fig. 3. Detail (1: 2)

strokes using quite warm tints — a pink-red in the cheeks, yellow
on the nose and below the eye on the left. In this eye (which as
we have said has been somewhat strengthened) the white is done
in an off-white, the oval iris is grey and the pupil black. A bright
and long-drawn-out highlight runs partly over the iris and partly
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over the white of the eye; along the lower eyelid are some small
strokes of pink. The shadow side of the face, in a ruddy brown,
likewise has a warm tint, but has been in part gone over,
including the eye on this side. The moustache is done partly with
thick strokes; in between these the lit upper lip is indicated with



3
<
o
Z
o
=
T
=
<
=
Z
T
v
Z
Z
=
E
<
[£3]
9
T
=
Z
)
[72]
=
<
)

A 109

Fig. 4. Detail (1 : 2)




an accent in pink. The mouth opening is shown in black, the
lower lip in a full red on top of which is placed some pink on the
left. The mass of hair standing out on both sides of the face is
shown on the left in very thin dark grey paint in which the curls
are rendered with numerous curving scratchmarks that go
through to the ground. Towards the shadow side increasingly
more black is mixed in, and to the right of the face there are no
longer any scratchmarks; along the contour, loose, curling
strokes have been placed over the grey of the background. The
very convincing modelling of the wrist and hand results from
firmly-drawn outlines and a well-chosen interplay of colour —
flesh tints on the side towards the light, over which the relief is
then picked out with small strokes of white, and 2 brown-red in
the shadow where a reflexion ef light is shown along the contour
with pinkish red. Greys and browns form the basic colour for the
tunic, depending on the fall of light. On top of these small,
generally curved strokes and dabs of thick paint are used to
indicate the pattern, in an ochre colour with yellow in the
highest lights. Blue-green has been used for the sash, worked up
with thick white highlights and merging, in the folds, into grey
and black. The blue-green recurs, to suggest reflected light, in
the hilt of the sword and in the scabbard next to it. The
catchlight on the hiltis in a thickly applied yellow, while that on
the scabbard has dots — and on the right a long line — of white.
The purplered of the cloak is applied, around the hilt, with
strokes that follow its outline. Along the lefthand contour of the
cloak there is a sheen of light done in grey-white.

The head and hands of the father-in-law consist of
broadly-brushed areas of flesh colour that in the light are
worked up with pink and that towards the shadows merge into
greys and browns. A little white is used on the ridge of the nose,
the eyelid, against the lower border of the eye and, as a few tiny
dots, in the eyebrows; it is used in the hands to heighten the
modelling, and spots of light are placed on the fingernails in
white. On the left the knuckle of the first finger, which projects
beyond the edge of the shutter, is painted over the grey of the
background. In the skullcap and part of the sleeve a deep red (a
kind of red lake) is used, with sheens done with an opaque light
red. The Moorish boys are hard to assess — the impression is
that of a fairly draughtsmanlike rendering in black and dark
brown. Here, and elsewhere in the lower section of the painting,
there are so many stoppings and overpaintings that it is better to
leave this part of the paint layer out of consideration.
SCIENTIFIC DATA: None.

X-Rays

The image of the stretcher with its cross-battens, showing up
light, somewhat impairs the cohesion of the picture, though
without seriously hampering legibility. The paint loss in the
lower section of the painting and in Samson’s cloak, which could
in any case be guessed from examination of the paint surface, is
very plainly apparent in the radiograph, as is the repair of two
holes in the canvas at Samson’s knee on the right with the
insertion of small pieces of canvas.

In the better-preserved areas the X-ray gives the impression of
a rapidly executed painting, in which no substantial changes in
composition were made during the work. In the architectural
features there is a pattern of broad strokes of radioabsorbent
paint, in which reserves were left for the figure of Samson, the
Moors, the shutter, the shadow of the latter on the cheek of the
window niche, and the cast shadow of Samson’s fist on the wall,
all more or less matching their present shape. The indication of
outlines was still fairly broad at this stage, as may for instance be
seen from the angular shape of the reserve for Samson’s raised
fist. The fluting in the rear pilaster (below the shutter) seems to
have been added only later over the light underpainting, since
the relevant area shows up uniformly light. In the shutter, below
the old man’s head, there is a dafk reserve evidently intended
for a cast shadow from the hand holding the ring-handle of the
shutter. It is obvious too that no reserve was left in the wall
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Fig. 5. Detail with signature (reduced)

behind for the knuckle of the first finger of this hand, which
projects past the edge of the shutter. The dark reserve that
appears to the right of the old man’s head as a continuation of
this may indicate that initially this figure was less hidden by the
pilaster to the front. A striking feature is the light image of the
paint used for Samson’s purple-red cloak; the borders with the
tunic (which has a much less light X-ray image) can be readily
followed (except at the lower right, where there are too many
gaps in the paint layer).

Signature

Close to the righthand edge at mid-height, on a locally restored
horizontal ledge in the pilaster, in dark paint <Rembrandt. fi.
163(.)> (the last digit is missing because of paint loss at the point
where the canvas is folded round the stretcher). The name is
written with short, firm brushstrokes, while the Jt and the
remaining numbers of the date are somewhat larger. Apart from
the upper part of the R and the loop of the 4, both of them due
to restoration, the signature makes a reliable impression.

Varnish
The varnish is somewhat yellowed.

4. Comments

Other than by Burroughs! who for unconvincing
reasons ascribed the work to Lievens, Rembrandt’s
authorship of the painting has been and is still
generally accepted. The same applies to the dating,
which in the recent literature has generally been put
at 1635. As already mentioned by Kolloff? this is
based on an etching made after the painting by
Georg Friedrich Schmidt in 1756 (see 6. Graphic
reproductions, 1; fig. 8) where — in reverse compared
to the original, like the whole picture, and with the
date placed below the signature rather than next to
it — the date is given on the horizontal ledge of the
front pilaster as 1633; it is repeated in the inscription
beneath the etching. One may assume that the final
digit, which has now disappeared, was still legible in
the 18th century.

Aside from this signature the work exhibits, in the
character of the brushwork and in the use of strong
partial lighting as the main means of suggesting
plasticity and depth, decisive similarities to other
Rembrandt paintings from this period. Candidates
for comparison are, in the first place, works showing
half-length figures in a large format on canvas, such
as the Madrid Sophonisba (no. A g4) of 1634, the 1635
London Flora (no. A 112) and Minerva (no. A 14), and
the 1636 Standard-bearer in a private collection in Paris
(no. A 120). From the relatively reticent and carefully
painted Sophonisba to the relaxed bravura of the
Standard-bearer, one can see a development in
Rembrandt’s manner of pamting that may be
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Fig. 6. Copy 1. Rembrandt workshop, canvas 162.2 x 174.8 cn. Whereabouts unknown

termed typical of this kind of painting. The
execution of the painting now under discussion —
broad in large areas, and finely-detailed though
keeping a certain freedom in points of interest such
as Samson’s clothing — occupies a middle position in
this development, and from this point of view indeed
resembles the Flora and Minerva, both dated 1635. In
both these female figures and that of Samson the
spatial rendering of the figure is based on a similar
interplay of lit and shadowed areas. We find the
same thing again in the Standard-bearer, where the
chiaroscuro in the head is virtually the same as in
that of Samson, and where stress is placed on the lit
hip, the attention being focussed on the rendering of
the material of the clothing and a sword seen
hanging in the full light; in the Samson this piece of
‘belle peinture’ is indeed one of the most striking
features of the painting. A familiar Rembrandtesque
element in the depiction of the figure of Samson is
the motif of a cloak hanging wide over an out-
stretched arm on the shadow side of the body; by
masking the arm this simplifies the appearance of the
figure and lends it weight, at the same time forming a
massive repoussoir against the background. An ear-
lier example of this is the Man in oriental dress of 1632 in
New York (no. A 48), and variants on the motif are
repeatedly to be found. In the Berlin painting this
part of the body is however now to a large extent
determined by overpaintings (see 3. Paint layer, CONDI-
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TION); the original line of the contour, angular and
lively and thus giving expression to Samson’s agita-
tion, may be deduced from two early copies that were
probably both made in Rembrandt’s workshop (see
7. Copies, 1 and 2; figs. 6 and 7), one possibly by Ferdi-
nand Bol, and that on this point are wholly identical.

The first of these copies (whereabouts unknown),
which is often attributed to Flinck, is considerably
wider than both the Berlin original in its present
state and the other copy (in the Chrysler Museum,
Norfolk, Va.). It shows the lefthand Moor in his
entirety, plus the kid goat mentioned in Judges 15.
Hofstede de Groot? assumed that this copy showed
the composition in its original state. This would
mean that a strip more than 40 cm wide was lost
from the original, which for a number of reasons
seems at first sight quite likely. In the first place the
kid seen on the extreme left in the copy has
immediate significance for the recognizability of the
subject; the 18th- and igth-century inscriptions on
prints made after the original are evidence that for a
long time people were wide of the mark in this
respect. Secondly, in dimensions, placing and form
the scene resembles in detail what can be seen in the
original and the second copy. Both copies show at
the bottom edge rather more of the figure of
Samson than does the original, where at the bottom
a painted strip of the canvas is folded over the
stretcher and some of the lower edge of the picture



Fig. 7. Copy 2. Rembrandt workshop, canvas 155.7 x 134 cm. Norfolk, Va.,
The Chrysler Museum

may have been lost. Finally, one can get the
impression that the wider format, which provides a
broader framework for Samson’s action, is in spatial
terms a more satisfactory composition. The idea that
the canvas of the original might have been
substantially larger to the left however comes up
against one insuperable objection: along both the
left- and righthand edges the canvas shows cusping,
which rules out the possibility of as much as 40 cm
having been trimmed off. Kelch? rightly concluded
that the Berlin work cannot have been appreciably
reduced on the left. The same author pointed out
that the photograph of the copy (which he too did
not see in the original) shows vertical lines matching
the lefthand edge of the Berlin painting, and
wondered whether the strip on the left might not
have been a later addition to the copy, provided so
as to make clear what episode is depicted. This is not
impossible, since copying with alterations was not
uncommon, as may be assumed from other
examples — the copy in Munich of Abraham’s sacrifice
in Leningrad (no. A 108), and a copy of the Angel
Raphael leaving Tobit in Paris (no. A 121). As both
copies agree in showing a different righthand
contour of Samson’s dress, they may be taken to
reproduce the original appearance of this passage,
which had already been altered by restoration when
G. F. Schmidt did his etching after the picture in 1756
(see 6. Graphic reproductions, 1; ﬁg. 8).

Although the painting is almost universally
accepted as being an authentic Rembrandt, it has
not met with entirely unanimous praise. Neumann?
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spoke of a ‘saftige und animalische Derbheit’, while
for Weisbach® it exhibits ‘etwas Theatralisches und
fiir uns einen — hier gewiss nicht gewollten —
grotesk komischen Anstrich’, a view that differs but
little from the opinion ‘painted in a melodramatic
empty manner’ and ‘weakly anecdotal spirit’
advanced by Burroughs! as his reasons for rejecting
Rembrandt’s authorship. What marks the picture is a
concentration, unusual in Rembrandt, on a single
violent action that is not counterbalanced elsewhere.
In general Rembrandt makes use, in his large-scale
history paintings in these years, of two types of
composition that each .in its own way lend the
picture a self-contained character. In a case where
one figure is shown, or dominates strongly, a
dramatic lighting is coupled with a static pose or at
most a limited action, as in the Madrid Sophonisba
and the London Flora or its forerunner the
underlying picture of Judith with her serving-maid.
The other approach, demonstrated for example
(again in 1635) with a limited number of figures in the
Abraham’s sacrifice in Leningrad (no. A 108) and a large
number in the London Belshazzar’s Seast (no. A 10),
has a dynamic balance, one emphatic action finding
its counterweight in another. In the Samson
threatening his father-in-law the old man does not
compositionally form a foil to the raging Samson,
and nor do the two Moors standing in the
half-shadow; this is in essence a composition with a
single knee-length figure, to which a certain extra
breadth has been given by adding figures on either
side. As a picturetype, it falls somewhere between the
two categories mentioned earlier — it shares the
predominance of a single figure with the first, and the
vehemence of the depicted action with the second.
Bauch’ put forward the possibility of the motif
having been taken from a 16th-century engraving,
perhaps a secondary motif in a larger whole. The
notion is understandable, but until such a source can
be identified it remains no more than a possibility.
Weisbach (op.cit., p. 182) and Madlyn Kahr? thought
of influences from the theatre, the first because of
Samson’s dress and the second because of the two
Moors, who are not mentioned in the biblical story.
There were indeed plays in the 17th century based
on the story of Samson, such as a tragicomedy
published in Amsterdam in 1618 by Abraham de
Koning, and Joost van den Vondel’s tragedy Samson
of de heilige wraeck (Samson or the sacred revenge)
which dates only from 1660; both of these however
have to do with later stages of Samson’s life, and
provide no explanation for Rembrandt’s choice and
treatment of the subject. Samson’s clothing is, for
Rembrandt, not exceptional enough to suggest a spe-
cial borrowing, though it is not improbable that the
world of his imagination did have points of contact
with that of the theatre. Though it is unfortunately
impossible to tell how the work came about, it is
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Fig. 8. Etching by G. F. Schimidt, 1756 (reproduced in reverse)

beyond doubt that Rembrandt’s special knack for
getting inside a situation is decisive for the immediacy
achieved in the picture. This applies to major compo-
nents — the figure of Samson would seem less
oppressive without the effective and selective use of
chiaroscuro — and to details such as the heavy lock
on the door and the bolt on the window-shutter, both
full of meaning in showing the impregnability of the
house and the fruitlessness of Samson’s visit. One
senses at work the same imaginative power that is felt
in Rembrandt’s other history paintings with their
perhaps more self-evident subjects.

Though a number of episodes from the story of
Samson have of course provided material for
pictures over the centuries, Rembrandt is almost
alone in choosing — twice over — a subject based on
Samson’s disastrous first marriage to a Philistine
woman from Timnath: besides this painting, there is
the Dresden Wedding of Samson of 1638 (no. A 123).
The only other known (and quite different) depiction
of the confrontation between Samson and his
father-in-law forms part of a series of twelve prints
that Cornelis Massys devoted in 1549 to the story of
Samson (Hollst. XI, p.177 nos. 5-16, in this case
no. 10), and which illustrates the story in unusual
detail. In the late Middle Ages (and afterwards) the
popularity of a number of episodes was connected
with the fact that Samson was seen as an Old
Testament prefiguration of Christ (Samson’s
imprisonment after the betrayal by Delilah was, for
instance, compared to the taking of Christ after his
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betrayal by Judas), or as a victim to feminine wiles.
In this latter connexion, however, it is the betrayal
by Delilah that tends mainly to be used as an
example (see comments on no. A 24), and seldom if
ever Samson’s relationship with his first, Philistine
bride. Bearing in mind the increasing freedom
enjoyed by the 17th-century producer of history
paintings in selecting his material, one can imagine
that in choosing his subject he made allowance for
the opportunity for the depiction of the ‘passions’
that was reckoned part of his task. Looked at in this
light, it is quite possible that Rembrandt was seeking
in the figure of Samson to depict the passion of
anger. Measured by the yardsticks of the time it is
not really likely that the picture was, as Bauch’
thought, ‘ganz offenbar ohne besondere Bedeutung’.

Later on, the unusual subject of this painting was
— Just like, remarkably enough, that of the Dresden
Wedding of Samson — no longer understood. In 1767,
when the painting was already in Berlin, it was said
to show ‘The Prince of Guelder threatening his
father’ (see 6. Graphic reproductions, 3). The reference
was obviously to the conflict between Duke Aernout
of Guelder and his son Adolf, who held his father
captive for many years from 1465. One has to assume
that this interpretation of the painting came from
Holland, where the son’s wicked behaviour was a
cause célebre in the writing of the country’s history.
Kolloff? reinstated the proper meaning of the subject
in 1854, on the grounds of an accurate interpretation
of what the picture shows and without having any
knowledge of the title ‘Samson threatening his
Father in law, by Rembrandt’ used in a London sale
in 1691 (see 7. Copies). Though this latter description
probably related to a copy, it shows that the theme
was still 2 known one in the late 17th century.

5. Documents and sources
None.
6. Graphic reproductions

1. Etching by Georg Friedrich Schmidt (Berlin1712-1775),
inscribed: Rembrandt. pinx: 1635 — G. F. Schmidt fec: 1756. / [below
a blank space] Le Tableau Original est dans la Gallerie de sa Majesté
Prussienne (fig. 8). Reproduces the original in reverse, leaving out
the Moors. An important feature is that it shows on the front
pilaster the date 1635 (which was evidently then still legible in
full) placed under the signature instead of beside it as in the
painting. The etching shows the picture with its present framing.
It also echoes the presentday situation with regard to the
overpaintings at the lower right that give the contour of
Samson’s cloak its present shape (for the original configuration,
see 7. Copies, 1 and 2).

2. Mezzotint by William Leader (Cambridge 1729 — ?), inscribed:
Rembrand! pinx! — W.™ Leader sculp®. [ Samson in the Prison House at
Gaza. [ Engrav'd from a Drawing after an Original Picture of
Rembrandt in the Collect™. of y* King of Prussia. / Printed for Carington
Bowles in §'. Paul’s Church Yard London 1765. (Charrington gg).
Corresponds in virtually every detail to Schmidt’s etching (no. 1
above) in reverse.



3 Etching by Daniel Berger (Berlin1744-1824) inscribed:
Rembrandt pinx: — D. Berger Filius, del. et Fecit, Berolinii767.;
beneath this, to either side of the crowned and embellished
monogram FR of King Frederick II of Prussia: Le Prince de Gueldre
Menagant son Pere [ Peint sur toiele par Rembrandt van Rijhn [ 5. pieds
de hauteur 4. pieds de largeur / Dans la Grande Gallerie Royale a Sans
Souci. Reproduces the scene in the same direction as the
painting, and includes the Moors; the framing and indication of
date are as for no.1 above. Probably Berger, who worked for
Schmidt for some time, based his etching partly on the latter’s.
The inscription shows that the subject depicted in the painting
was no longer being recognized for what it was, and was seen as
an episode from the dynastic conflict that took place in the 15th
century between Aernout of Guelder and his son Adolf.

4. Engraving by Joachim Jan Oortman (Weesp 1777 — Paris 1818),
inscribed: Dessiné par S. Le Roy.- Gravé par Oortman./ Le Prisonnier
en colere./ Gal. Napoleon. Filhol, Galérie du Musée Napoléon VII,
Paris 1810, no. 437. From the accompanying text it may be seen
that despite the inscription’s differing from that of the preceding
print the characters depicted were still being identified as
Aernout and Adolf of Guelder, with the surroundings shown in
the painting understood as an interior.

7. Copies

Waagen mentions a copy in Hamilton Palace, Scotland and,
without having seen it, one entitled ‘The enraged prisoner’ in
Glendon Hall (G. F.Waagen, Treasures of Art in Great Britain,
London 1854, III, p.308 and 462 resp.). According to the
Beschreibendes Verzeichnis der Gemdlde im Kaiser Friedrich Museum,
Berlin 1906, p. 312, the Hamilton Palace example was later in
private ownership in Montreal (perhaps identical with no. 2
below); that at Glendon Hall was earlier in the collection of the
Marquess of Buckingham, sale Stowe House 15 August 1848,
no. 406.

A mention of ‘Samson threatening his Father in Law, by
Rembrandt’ in a London sale on u December 16g1 (Lugt 128),
no. 279, possibly refers to one of the copies later in England
rather than to the original.

1. Canvas 162.2 x 174.8 cm, whereabouts unknown (fig. 6). Around
1923 with Amsterdam dealer Goudstikker; sale Amsterdam
(Fred. Muller)  22-29 March19ss,  no.go6 (200 guilders,
withdrawn). Attributed by Gerson® and Von Moltke (Von Moltke
Flinck, p. 69 no. 22) without discussion to Govaert Flinck; one
cannot however accept that Flinck still had such a dependent
relationship to Rembrandt in 1635. Probably painted in
Rembrandt’s workshop by an assistant. In a wider framework, the
half-length figure of the Moorish boy on the left is fully visible, with
the kid to the left of him. The belief held by Hofstede de Groot,
and, later, by Gerson?® that in this respect the painting shows the
original state of the original cannot be correct (see 4. Comments).
The assumption by Kelch? that the strip ¢. 40 cm wide on the left is
a later addition would have to be verified. At the bottom both of
Samson’s knees are visible below his tunic; the outline of the figure
of the lower right takes an angular path. On both these latter
points this copy closely matches the one listed below and, like it,
reproduces the original appearance of the Berlin painting.

2. Canvas 155.7 x 134 cm, The Chrysler Museum, Norfolk, Va.,
mv. no. L79.177; on loan from the collection of Walter P.
Chrysler Jr.; fig. 7. Reproduces the picture in its original state
(though in a somewhat narrower frame on the left and
especially, at the top), i.e. without the overpainting of the section
at the bottom right (see no. 1 above). Probably identical with a
picture described as a copy by Ferdinand Bol in the sale The
Hague 25-26 May 1772 (Lugt 2038), no. 198: ‘Een zeer kapitaal
Historieel Stuk van drie Persoonen, zynde een daar van een
Moor; Extra fors en schoon geschildert door Ferdinand Bol naa
Rembrand van Rhyn; op doek, hoog 69 en een half, breet
53 duim [= 181.4 x 138.3 cm]’. (A very capital history painting of
three figures, one of them being a Moor; painted extra
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vigorously and beautifully by Ferdinand Bol after Rembrand van
Rhyn; on canvas.) (21 guilders to Delfos for Loquet). The same
picture appeared in the Pieter Locquet sale Amsterdam z2ff.
September 1783 (Lugt 3611), no. 42: ‘Bol (Ferdinand). Hoog 70,
breed 54 duim [= 179.9 x 138.8 cm]. Doek. In dit Capitaal stuk
ziet men Adolph Graaf van Gelder, in blaakende gramschap zyn
ouden Vader dreigen; gevolgd van twee Mooren, hy is vertoond
in een ryke Kleeding, en zyn Hoofd verzierd met eenige Edele
Gesteentens; de hartstogten zyn in dit stuk zeer wel
waargenoomen; alles is ongemeen krachtig en breed gepenseelt
en van eene sterke uitdrukking.” (One sees in this capital piece
Adolph Count of Guelder threaten his old father in a fury;
attended by two Moors, he is shown in rich attire and his head is
adorned with some precious stones. The passions are well
observed in this piece. Eyerything is brushed uncommonly
vigorously and broadly and has a strong expression.) (14 guilders
to Nyman)

8. Provenance

- From at least the middle of the 18th century in coll. King
Frederick the Great of Prussia at Potsdam, as may be seen from
an etching dated 1756 by Georg Friedrich Schmidt (see 6. Graphic
reproductions, 1). After some time in Paris in 1815 it returned to
Prussian royal ownership, and from 1830 was in the Konigliche
Gemildegalerie in Berlin.

9. Summary

In its style of painting this is a typical work from
1635, an impression supported by the fact that this
date appears on an etching reproducing it and made
in the mid-18th century; on the painting itself the
final digit of this date has disappeared. A somewhat
broader studio copy does not, as has been thought,
show the picture in its original state. The painting is
in poor condition along the bottom edge, where it
has been extensively repaired and overpainted. This
must have happened prior to 1756, as appears from
G. F. Schmidt’s etching which shows the picture in
its present state.

As a type the picture is comparable with the
monumental halflength-figure history paintings
from this period, such as the Madrid Sophonisba
(no. A g94) and the London Flora (no. A n12). However,
the violent action that gives the figure of Samson its
character of a pathos-formula for ‘wrath’, lends this
picture a different nature.
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A 110 Belshazzar’s feast
LONDON, THE NATIONAL GALLERY, CAT. NO. 6350

HDG 52; BR. 497; BAUCH 21; GERSON 77

Fig. 1. Canvas 167 x 20g cm

1. Summarized opinion

An authentic painting, well preserved though
slightly reduced at an oblique angle, reliably signed
and probably datable in 1635 or thereabouts.

2. Description of subject

The scene is based on Daniel 5, which tells how Belshazzar, King
of Babylon, gave a feast for his nobles, wives and concubines,
and had them drink from the gold and silver vessels his father
Nebuchadnezzar had plundered from the Temple in Jerusalem.
During the meal a hand appeared and wrote on the wall a text
that Daniel alone could decipher: ‘Mene mene tekel ufarsin’
(thou hast been weighed in the balance and found wanting) —
and that same night Belshazzar was slain.

The feast is taking place in a barely-indicated room, where on
the left a curtain can be seen; light falls from the left, and the
letters appearing on the wall on the right also give off light. The
company, seen down to the knees, are grouped round a table
covered with a green-grey, patterned cloth. On the table are a
gold dish, a bowl of fruit and eating utensils.

King Belshazzar has jumped to his feet and stares in fright
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towards the right where glowing Hebrew letters are being
written by a hand on the wall. His left arm is raised, while his
right knocks over a gold winejug. He wears a turban with a tail
of cloth at the back, topped by a crown. A jewel with a horse-tail
tassel is fixed to the turban. He wears a richly-decorated gold
brocade cloak trimmed with fur, held together at the front by a
very large, jewelled clasp. Under this is a grey tunmic with
braiding, and a sash round his waist. A heavy chain loops across
his body.

In front of him to the right 2 woman in a low-cut red gown
starts back and wine spills from a goblet held in her right hand;
her upper body is tilted back towards the viewer. At the extreme
left 2 woman dressed in black, with ostrich-plumes on her head,
sits in a chair; she is seen from the side, with her face in lost
profile turned to the right. On the further side of the table, to
Belshazzar’s right, sits a woman with loose hanging hair, her
hands clasped in front of her; she looks towards the right, at
Belshazzar and the writing on the wall. Next to her on the left is
the head of a bearded man, wearing a black cap; his expression
is one of alarm, and he too stares towards the right. Behind him,
in the shadow, is the head of a young girl, playing a flute. The
dark background is formed by a curtain.



Fig. 2. X-Ray

3. Observations and technical information

Working conditions

Examined in May 1968 (B. H., E. v. d. W.) and again in March
1979 (B. H.). A print of the complete X-ray mosaic was received
later.

Support

DESCRIPTION: Canvas, lined, 167 x 209 cm. Two strips of canvas,
with a vertical seam roughly up the middle, to the left of
Belshazzar’s eye and to the right of the bowl of fruit; this runs
markedly oblique towards the upper left, at right angles to the
table edge. The line followed by the deeper parts of the cusping
suggests that the canvas was at some time mounted askew to the
left on its stretcher. Wedge-shaped strips must have been
trimmed from the original canvas on all four sides, in such a way
that the format stayed rectangular but the picture tilts down to
the left (see fig. 6). This assumption is in line with the path taken
by the seam, with the weave structure and with certain features
of the picture such as the table-edge and the way the wine runs
from the goblet of the woman on the right.

SCIENTIFIC DATA: Since the X-ray material available for the edges
shows only the left edge in its entirety and the rest in incomplete
or lacking, evidence of cusping is only partial. At the top the
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pitch of the cusping ranges between u and 12 cm and the depth
varies widely. No measurements are possible on the right. At the
lower left the cusping pitch is between 7 and 10 cm, and so far as
can be seen it extends about 10 cm into the surface. Along the
left side the cusping pitch ranges from ¢ to 10.5 cm; at the
bottom it extends 20 cm into the canvas, gradually decreasing
upwards to about 10 cm, thus matching the upwards and
leftwards slant of the warp threads. Threadcount: In the
righthand  strip: 111 vertical threads/cm  (10.5-12.5),  14.4
horizontal threads/cm (13-16); in the lefthand strip: 10.8 vertical
threads/cm (10-12), 14.4 horizontal threads/cm (13-15.5). From
the vertical path of a weaving fault in both strips (at a maximum
of ¢. 18 cm from the left edge in the lefthand strip, and of ¢. 16 cm
from the right edge in the righthand strip), and from the fact
that the two strips have a vertical seam, it may be concluded that
the warp is vertical. Because of the comparable density of the
weave and the presence of the weaving fault already mentioned
it can safely be assumed that the canvas of no. A 1o is from the
same bolt as those of the Minerva (no. A 14) and the Munich
copy of Abraham’s sacrifice (no. A 108, copy 2).

Ground

DESCRIPTION: A reddish colour shows through at a number of
places, e.g. by the righthand contours of the tablecloth, above
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Fig. 3. Detail (1 : 2.5)




these below the hand of the woman on the right, and in the
curtain at the lower left. This must be the bottom layer
mentioned below under sCIENTIFIC DATA. The places where the
top layer of ground lies exposed cannot, because of the grey
appearance of much of the painting, be clearly distinguished
from the paint layer.

SCIENTIFIC DATA: According to information kindly supplied by
Mrs Joyce Plesters, the ground has two layers. The lower, which
is an orange-red, contains red ochre in an oil medium; the top,
thinner and granular layer is grey and contains coarsely-ground
white lead and carbon black.

Paint layer

CONDITION: Outstandingly good apart from a little paint loss at
the righthand edge. Craquelure: the entire surface has cracking,
of irregular pattern, which varies somewhat with the nature and
thickness of the paint.

DESCRIPTION: The curtain in the left background is paiated in
dark grey with some translucency in the folds on the left;
towards the right the paint is darker and covers more fully. To
the left of Belshazzar, level with the tassel on his turban, one can
vaguely see the shape of a head that seems to have been painted
out by the artist himself. On the right the cloud from which the
hand emerges is done in grey over a darker grey, in strokes that
follow the shape of the cloud. The dark grey underlying layer is
also present beneath the patch of light, which is executed with
long radiating strokes of a thick light grey paint. The Hebrew
characters are painted in a uniformly light pale yellow, with
crisp contours, on top of a lay-in of them that shows through
vaguely and here and there differs slightly (see also X-Rays). To
the right, along Belshazzar’s left hand and the hanging part of his
sleeve there is dark brown, opaque paint placed over the grey of
the background. By the fingers this zone takes on cloudy shapes,
while downwards it has a ragged edge but contrasts strongly
with the grey. The writing hand is painted in a brownish flesh
colour, with thick white-pink for the edges of light and brown
for the shadows; it scarcely suggests living flesh.

Belshazzar’s head exhibits, in the shadow areas, a ruddy
underlying layer. The lighter parts of the face are done with fluid
strokes in a yellow-brown that contrasts quite sharply with the
grey of the background. The strongest accents of light on the tip
of the nose and lower lip are in yellow-white paint, and the
longish catchlight in the eye is done in the same colour. The
white of the eye is a yellow-brown, and the iris brown. The chin
has a dark grey-brown outline and similar lines are used at the
scarf to give the border between the throat and the scarf and
between the scarf and the cloak. The beard has a few fairly
broad scratchmarks to reinforce the suggestion of hairs. The
turban is done with long strokes in a yellowish white, grey and
ochre yellow. The dangling part of the turban is done mainly in
greys by the shoulder on the left, and in a very thick yellowish
white on the other side. The jewels show considerable impasto,
mainly in yellows, ochre yellows and white. The jewel with the
tassel, in particular, is as it were modelled in the paint.

Belshazzar’s cloak has a brown base tone that tends towards a
yellow, on top of which the patterns are laid thickly in ochrish
yellow followed by light yellow, white and black. The clasp is,
again, modelled in very thick paint. The fur trimming is painted
with short brushstrokes in browns and greys, and a strong
suggestion of the material is achieved. The chain is done in the
same way as the other jewellery, mainly in yellow with streaks of
white for the catchlights and with black and red for the stones.
The tunic is laid down in light greys, and the braiding in dark
grey and a brownish ochre colour. The shadow cast by the chain
1s dark grey, and produces a strong three-dimensional effect. On
the right in the area of shadow the grey has a carmine-like red
worked into it, and the sash, too, tends to a reddish sheen on the
$ide towards the woman on the right, suggesting a reflexion of
light from her red dress.

His right hand is painted in a brown-grey flesh colour, with no
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great subtlety of tone, and the modelling is poor. The
sparsely-applied highlights, shadows and reflexions of light from
the bowl do however give some suggestion of plasticity.
Brushstrokes that are visible in relief do not entirely match the
present shapes, and are probably the vestiges of a first lay-in.
The raised left hand is more ruddy in tone, and more strongly
modelled; its anatomical structure is followed more clearly, and
strong lights and dark accents produce a striking effect of depth.
The nails are clearly marked by lines of shadow and light
patches, and the thumb shows a black line for the dirty nail.

The gown of the woman on the right is executed in the lit
parts mostly in a vermilion-coloured paint. The folds of the wide
sleeve on the forearm are, where they catch the light, done with
firm strokes that create clear modelling. Here red and yellow are
used, often together in a single stroke and sometimes unmixed,
and the effect is an orangish haze. At her back there are patterns
done in boldly-brushed ochrish yellow and yellow with glancing
touches of white giving the highlights. The edge of the gown is
formed by a rapidly-drawn stroke in white and rather coarse
paint. The border with her naked back is shown by a line of
brown, which thickens by the spine. The adornments on the
further shoulder are done in a very thick pink-white; these, and
the salmon-red dabs of paint in between them, are placed over
the background. The rows of pearls at the woman’s wrists and in
her hair are painted carefully, all with a white catchlight, dark
centre and reflected light on the underside. The dark hair has
internal* detail that, though sparse, is quite effective. The left
hand, in its colour and manner of painting, much resembles
Belshazzar’s hand on the table, though it has stronger accents in
red and grey on the back that suggest dimples in the plump
flesh. The right hand, just visible grasping the goblet, is done in
an impasto light yellowish flesh tint; a black line forms the
border between hand and goblet. Her bosom, catching the full
light, is thickly painted, with crisp outlines. The pale flesh tint
runs gradually over into the shadows of her back and shoulders,
which are in a brownish grey. These shadows become darker by
the throat, and then merge into the area of her back in subtly
applied interchanges of light and dark that create an effective
suggestion of convexities and hollows.

The neck and cheek of the woman in the extreme left
foreground are painted in a yellowish flesh colour with a strong
pink at the ear and grey shadows at the nape of the neck. Here,
again, there are lights and reflected light applied along both
sides of the figure and contrasting sharply with the surrounding
areas. The cuffs and shirt are in yellowish white with firm
brushstrokes, and the jewels, in white and light yellow, stand out
crisply against the deep black gown, which is marked at the front
with impasto lights in white. The row of pearls round her throat
has very strong lights and shadows; tiny spots of yellow separate
each pearl from the next. The headdress is executed in very dark
paint with little difference in tone, and the ostrich plumes are
drawn with quite thick, parallel strokes in variants of greys and
browns and a single accent in blue. In one of the feathers that
catches the light there is light yellow and white. Her hand,
resting on the armrest of the chair, has remarkably little
anatomical clarity, and is in an almost uniform pale flesh tint.

The face and hands of the woman to the left of Belshazzar
differ greatly, in colour and manner of painting, from all the
other heads and hands; they are painted thinly in a pale flesh
tint, with a minimum of accents of light and shade. One wonders
if there has been some loss of thinly-applied nuances, but this
does not seem to be the case. The teeth in a slightly open mouth
are shown in light paint. In the eyes the greyish irises have
brilliant white and quite large catchlights, running into the
yellowish white of the eye. The hair is rendered with strokes of
grey-brown and an ochrish colour; the strokes run out over the
background. On the righthand shoulder, in particular, the fluffy
character of the hair has been effectively suggested.

The head of the bearded man has a far darker tint than that of
the woman alongside him, and shows strong accents in yellowish
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white for the highest lights by the wing of the nose and on the
ridge. The reddish grey shadows are placed over a brownish-
yellow halftone. The eye areas are drawn quite precisely, with
distinct edges of moisture and with shadow lines in ruddy grey.
The wrinkles in his forehead are drawn in a similar reddish grey.
The slightly open mouth, with the teeth visible, is modelled
carefully and effectively.

The girl playing the flute in the background is sketched lightly
over the grey top layer of the ground, through which the reddish
bottom layer can be glimpsed.

The grapes on the table are painted in a purplish grey, and

outlined in black. The pewter plates have accents of light in a
quite thickly applied white and a little yellow. The tablecloth’s
grey base tone tends towards green, and on this a pattern is
indicated in a lighter grey with rapid brushstrokes. The gold
vessels are done with firm strokes that almost invariably follow
the curves of the metal, and have impasto accents of light in
bright yellow and a yellowish white. The wine pouring out is
suggested effectively on the right with deft and powerful
brushstrokes.
SCIENTIFIC DATA: Thirteen samples were taken in the Scientific
Department of the National Gallery, and a number of her
observations from the cross-sections prepared from these have
been kindly communicated by Mrs Joyce Plesters. The red gown
of the woman on the extreme right is painted in the light
passages with a mixture of vermilion and a little lead-tin yellow.
In the darker parts of the gown there is a glaze of crimson-
coloured lake pigment over a black underlayer. Lead-tin yellow
has also been used in the yellow impasto on Belshazzar’s cloak.
In the lettering on the wall there is lead-tin yellow mixed with
white lead. The blue pigment encountered in the grey cloudy
area around the lettering has been identified as azunte. Further
details, including evidence for the presence of ‘a fully realised
“dead-colouring” stage, created before the composition was
worked up into its finished form, and involving what seems to be
a painted sketch executed mainly in translucent browns’, are
described in the catalogue of the exhibition Art in the making.
Rembrandt, London 1988-"89, pp. 76-79.

X-Rays

The radiographic image yields only a very partial insight into the
total image of the painting and the changes that took place
during the work.

To the right of the body contours of the woman sitting on the
extreme left there is an unexplained light area with heavily
apparent craquelure. The head of the woman immediately to
the left of Belshazzar appears with vaguely-defined forms; this
vagueness is explicable by changes or shifts that have been
introduced. An earlobe that appears twice in close proximity is
evidence of this. Firm strokes that show up light in the neck and
shoulder, perhaps an underpainting, bear no relation to the
image seen today. Most probably the shoulder on the left
projected further; this area cuts through the relatively vague
image of the old man alongside her on the left, who seems to
have been painted in this position only at a late stage.

In line with observations made at the presentday paint
surface, the X-ray has to the left of Belshazzar’s head the
shadowy image of a head facing right. The dangling part of
Belshazzar’s turban seems to have been laid-in differently. His
figure otherwise matches the visible paint-surface image. The
Hebrew letters present an image standing out clearly in white
with a looser and stronger brushstroke; some differ a little from
their present form.

The shoulder of the woman on the extreme right is
intersected by an irregular shape that appears dark in the X-ray.
To the far lower right the craquelure pattern shows up white,
probably due to the filling and inpainting of heavy cracking.

Signature
On the far right, above the shoulder of the woman furthest to
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the right, there is an inscription in lightish letter that is hard to
read. According to information kindly communicated by Mr
Christopher Brown it has been read <Rembrand (.)/ 163(°)>. The
signature and date are so worn that they are clear only in
ultraviolet light; there is a damage after the d, and much of the
penultimate digit of the date’is damaged such that only the top
of the 3 seems to remain; the last digit is lost. In view of the
peculiar placing and the loss of strips of the original canvas along
the edges, one may wonder whether the present inscription
could be a later substitute for a lost original one.

Varnish
No special remarks.

4. Comments

The manner of painting and use of colour in
no. Ao are remarkably varied. The figure of
Belshazzar exhibits throughout an approach and
execution that is in direct line with a group of
paintings of lifesize figures in fanciful costume such
as the Madrid Sophonisba of 1634 (no. A 94) and the
1635 Minerva (no. A u4). The treatment of the gold
brocade and the way the jewels have been painted
are virtually identical, while the manner of painting
in, for instance, the tablecloth is wholly the same;
that of the turban has a close similarity with the Man
in oriental costume at Chatsworth, probably from 1639
(no. A 128). Parallels can also be found for other
features of the clothing such as the tunic and fur.
Resemblances to the Munich Oriental of 1633
(no. A 73) have even led to that painting being seen
as a preparatory study for the figure of Belshazzar!.
The incisive cast shadows of the dangling chain on
Belshazzar’s body form a familiar motif that can be
seen in, inter alia, the Sophonisba and Minerva.

The seated female figure on the exteme left
closely resembles, both as a motif and in the broad
manner of painting, the figure of the serving-maid in
the 1634 Sophonisba. Since a repoussoir figure like this
seen in lost profile occurs only in these two
paintings, this feature is important evidence for the
dating of no. Amno. Finally, the similarity —
compositionally as well — between Belshazzar’s
gesturing arms and those (seen in reverse) of
Abraham in the Leningrad Abraham’s sacrifice of 1635
(no. A 108) suggests a date around the same time.
According to Keith Roberts?, Rembrandt used for
this gesture of the arms the figure of Ahasuerus in
Pieter Lastman’s painting The anger of Ahasuerus in the
National Museum in Warsaw, but its linking function
in a knee-length composition is at all events his own
device, and he had already made use of it as a
compositional feature in the figure of the woman in
the 1633 Portrait of the Shipbuilder Jan Rijcksen and his
wife in Buckingham Palace, London (no. A 77).

There is no analogous prototype to be found in
Rembrandt’s work for the woman’s figure on the
right. The woman’s pose has been chosen in such a
way that extreme foreshortenings occur, while the
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Fig. 4. Detail (1 :
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lighting too produces unusual effects. Weisbach®
mentioned in this connexion the figure seen from
behind in Rubens’ Allegory of Abundance in the coll.
Edmond de Rothschild, Paris. Van Rijckevorsel* and
Clark’ however offered as a prototype a figure in
Paolo Veronese’s Rape of Europa in the Ducal Palace
in Venice, and it does seem more natural, on the
grounds of the style of painting and use of colour, to
assume that Rembrandt was using a motif from
North Italian® art. As Timpel acutely observed, he
may even have known a picture described as ‘Europa
van Veronese’ in the inventory of Joan Huydecoper
in Amsterdam in 1622 (Schwartz 1984, p. 138)°.

In other respects, too, no.A o makes the
impression of having been designed to produce a
strong effect (and was perhaps meant to be viewed
from a certain distance): the very forceful brushwork
and the use of unmixed red and ochre yellow
alongside each other, the use of glancing strokes of
coarse paint and powerful accents of light are, it is
true, not entirely lacking in Rembrandt’s earlier
work; but they have never been used before to such
an extent. Remarkable in this context is the use of
dark lines to show or strengthen contours, as at
Belshazzar’s chin and by his scarf and in the back of
the woman on the right; they form an element that
cannot be seen so emphatically in other Rembrandt
works. This seems in this painting to have to do with
a strong urge to give every part of the composition a
distinct boundary. He achieves this here quite
consistently, either by a sharp contrast effect or by
this outlining. The contrast effect, and consequent
delimiting of forms, is exceptionally obvious in this
painting — almost invariably, for instance, a light
hand stands out starkly against a dark area behind it.
The light zone (remarkable in itself) around
Belshazzar’s raised hand seems to have been applied
at a late stage, in order to tone down the contrast in
this passage. Only the shadowy flute-playing girl in
the background is uninvolved in this contrast effect,
and she seems (on the X-ray evidence too) to be the
remains of a differently-planned group of figures,
done more in halftones.

It may be that use of light edges for the various
figures and objects has to do with the complex
composition and, especially, with the complicated
lighting with two conflicting light sources of roughly
equal intensity. This unusual lighting hinders a clear
indication of plasticity of each individual volume.
While these two light sources have given rise to
solutions to problems that cannot be regarded as
typical of Rembrandt, they do on the other hand
invite an extreme use of his penchant for reflexions
of light. And finally, the use of two light sources is
the reason for several concentrations of light being
distributed over the picture area in a way that may
be called untypical of Rembrandt in the mid-1630s.

No. A 1o exhibits a number of singular features
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that cannot be wholly explained by either an
assumed intention on the part of the artist or the
history of the painting’s production (which though
not entirely clear was certainly not straightforward).
The treatment of flesh areas varies substantially
from one passage to another, with both the sex of
the person and the lighting playing a role. Broadly, it
may be said that as usual a brown flesh colour is
reserved for the men, and a paler tone for the
women, but this common rule does not hold entirely
— the lower hand of the woman on the right comes
close, in manner of painting and colour, to the hands
of Belshazzar. One is struck by differences in the way
the hands have been painted, and in the extent to
which a suggestion of plasticity has been achieved.
Examples of both the broader manner of painting
(as seen here in Belshazzar’s resting hand) and the
thorough manner producing a threedimensional
effect (as in his raised hand) are to be found in
Rembrandt’s work; they do not, however, occur
elsewhere combined in one and the same work with
the extreme degree of difference seen here. The
aberrant treatment of flesh tones and the handling
of plastic form are most striking in the face and
hands of the woman to the left of Belshazzar. The
almost total absence of accents in the face and neck
produce an effect that is quite exceptional in
Rembrandt and that is in glaring contrast to the
head of the man to the left of her where, in a way
characteristic of Rembrandt, plasticity is suggested
with skilfully and effectively placed dark and light
brushstrokes.

The composition, finally, has remarkably little
homogeneity. The righthand female figure with
foreshortening that creates a strong three-
dimensional effect convincingly counterbalances
the figure of Belshazzar (roughly as the figure
of Isaac does that of Abraham in the Leningrad
painting of 1635, no. A 108), but the whole lefthand
half of the picture makes, against this, a spatially
rather flat and even confusing impression. The
changes that, according to the X-ray, took place in this
area did not produce a balanced result. Allowance has
however to be made for the fact that the composition
is today seen tilted slightly to the left and is
incomplete around the edges (see under Support). If a
copy formerly at Potsdam (see 7. Copies, 1; fig. 7) is to
be believed, not insignificant areas are missin
especially along the top and righthand side.
Moreover, the hint of a head can be seen on the
extreme left, next to the girl playing a flute.

As a type the composition, with its large knee-
length figures seen close to in a narrow framing may
be called Caravaggesque in character’. It is not
possible to point to an exact prototype, but one may
safely assume that Rembrandt had Jan Lievens’
depiction of Esther’s feast of ¢. 1625 (no. C 2) in mind
when arranging his scene.
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All things taken together, it may be concluded
that no. A uo is, on the grounds of the manner of
painting, to be seen as an authentic Rembrandt,
though one that differs on a number of points of
composition and execution from comparable works
done in the same period. The differences may
perhaps be in part explained by Rembrandt’s
ambitious plan and by an attempt to show a great
amount of movement and expression of emotion.
The painting is exceptional in that it is so to say a
sampler of problems that Rembrandt was struggling
with at the time. In the contemporaneous or slightly
later large-size works he takes certain motifs further;
in, for example, the 1635 Abraham’s sacrifice in Leningrad
(no. A 108) one meets a similar arrangement of the
main figures with intersecting diagonals, while the
lighting on the head of the angel and the falling knife
are other features that remind one of the Belshazzar; in
Abraham’s sacrifice, however, a more convincing unity is
achieved in a tighter framing. The move towards
motifs of fleeting movement and a virtuoso manner of
painting is continued more happily in the Frankfurt
Blinding of Samson of 1636 (no. A 116).

The lack of homogeneity in no. Auo might
prompt the thought that Rembrandt had the help of
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pupils in painting this canvas. There is however no
convincing evidence of this being so, and the
aberrant elements are found almost always,
individually, to have such a reasonable link with
various authentic works from the same period that
the idea must, for the moment, be discounted.
There are varying opinions in the literature as to
dating, ranging from the early to the late 1630s.
Kenneth Clark® gives, without stating his reasons, a
date of production before the Anatomy lesson of Dr Tulp
of 1632 in The Hague. Hausherr® has pointed out that
the calligraphy of the ‘Mene tekel’ inscription, and
especially the vertical sequence of the characters first
recognized as such by Dyserinck® in 1go4, first
appeared in this exact form book by Menasseh
ben-Israel published in 1639 (De terminis vitae libri tres,
Amsterdam 1639, p. 160). According to this Jewish
scholar the inscription was, because of the unusual
vertical arrangement (‘linea longa’), illegible to the
ests at the table because they were reading it
horizontally (‘linea recta’). Hausherr regards this as a
cogent argument for a dating in 1639 and thus comes,
though on different grounds, to the same conclusion
as Miiller Hofstede!? and Sumowski!! who both look
on Belshazzar’s feast as the end-point of Rembrandt’s
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baroque period, and therefore put it at the end of the
1630s. In the Annual Report of the National Art-Collections
Fund 19642 the standpoint is adopted that Menasseh
ben-Israel could well have given Rembrandt
information about the way of writing the ‘Mene
tekel’ inscription at an earlier date; on the evidence
of the portrait of Menasseh etched by Rembrandt in
1636 (B. 269), they must at all events have known each
other by that year. Van Gelder!®, Gerson'* and
Kauffmann!®, Schwartz'® and Tumpel® endorse this
view, and put the date around the mid-1630s. This is
a convincing conclusion. From what has been argued
previously it has become clear that no. A 1o shows
on a number of points a very strong resemblance to
works from the mid 1630s, such as the Sophonisba of
1634, the Minerva and Abraham’s sacrifice of 1635 and
the 1636 Blinding of Samson. A date about 1635 thus
seems, for these reasons, the most likely. It is
supported by the fact that canvases with the same
weave (and thus from the same bolt) are used for the
1635 Minerva and the 1636 Munich workshop copy of
Abraham’s  sacrifice (no. A 108, 7. Copies, 2). Of the
copies listed below (see 7. Copies) none has been
examined by us, and it is therefore impossible to tell
whether one or more of them was done in
Rembrandt’s studio, as was not unusual in the 1630s.

The theme of Belshazzar’s feast often gave rise to
sizeable paintings in the 16th and 17th centuries; one
can, for example, mention a large anonymous canvas
dated 1568 in Haarlem (cat.no.156, as M. van
Heemskerck) and the painting by Pieter de Grebber of
1625 in Kassel (cat. no. 221; illustrated in Bauch 1g6o,
fig. 80). This makes one suspect that the scene had an
exemplary significance in connexion with the
decoration of a room. Indeed, contrary to what
Schwartz!6 and TiimpelS thought, a tradition existed
on this point. In the early decades of the 16th century,
Hieronymus van Busleyden had wallpaintings done in
a room in his palatial dwelling in Malines (evidently
used asadining room), showing scenes of mythological
and biblical meals with a moralizing meaning;
Belshazzar’s feast is one of these, and, according to
Busleyden’s own comment in the form of two
epigrams (H. de Vocht, Jerome de Busleyden, Turnhout
1950, pp- 244ff), embodied a warning of God’s anger
with those who desecrate holy objects to serve their
craving for pleasure (as Belshazzar had done with the
vessels from the Temple). Around 1600 Crispijn de
Passe the Elder published an engraving of the subject
afterMartende Vos(Hollst. XV, p. 208no. 616)withthe
title ‘Impii convivii tristis exitus’ (the unhappy end to
an ungodly meal). In the 17th century a similar notion
still prevailed, as may be deduced from Philippus
Picinellus, Mundus symbolicus in emblemata unversitate . . .
(Book III, no. 373; Cologne edn 1693, p. 215); here, this
episode is given the motto ‘extrema gaudii luctus’, a
phrase taken from Proverbs 14:13 (‘risus dolore
miscebitur, & extrema gaudii luctus occupat’ or, ‘Even
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Fig. 6. Reconstruction of the painting in its original position and format

in laughter the heart is sorrowful, and the end of the
mirth is heaviness’). Paintings of the subject are
described in several 17th-century inventories.

One can assume that Rembrandt’s painting had
such a function and meaning. At all events, the
moment depicted was a traditional subject and not,
as for instance Weisbach?® thought, a personal choice
by Rembrandt. It is of course plain that the alarm
being caused by the event offered him a welcome
opportunity of displaying emotions through facial
expressions and gestures.

5. Documents and sources
None.
6. Graphic reproductions

1. Etching by Andreas Ludwig Kriiger (Potsdam 1743-¢. 1805),
inscribed Ferdinand Bol.pinx: — dess: et grav: par A:L : Kruger [
Festin de Beltasar | peint sur toile, 3 pieds 2 pouces de hauteur, 4 pieds 1
pouce de largeur. Reproduces the picture in the same direction as
the original. The framing is somewhat broader especially at the
top, left and right. At the extreme left there is the hint of a head
that is not seen in the original. This rather clumsy etching can be
dated around 1770, as in later years Kruger was active only as an
architect. It was done after a painted copy that was still in
Sanssouci in 1945 (see 7. Copies, 1).

2. Mezzotint by Henry Hudson (active in London 1782-1800),
inscribed Painted by Rembrandt — Engraved by Hudson | King
Belshazzar beholding the Handwriting on the wall /| Henry Hudson /
From the original Picture in the collection of Thomas Fullwood Esquire —
To whom this Print is most respectfully inscribed By his obliged & obedt.
Servt. Henry Hudson | Published as the Act directs, 14 Februaryt78s5, by
Judson, No. 28 Newman  Street, Oxford  Street,  London
(Charrington g2). A rather free reproduction in the same
direction as the original: the writing hand comes from the other
side, the inscription is altered, Belshazzar’s clothing and gesture
are different and he is Moorish in type, to the left of him there are
only two figures and a more orderly still-life, and to the right
there is an empty armchair. It must be assumed that this
academic version is either a free rendering of Rembrandt’s com-
position or was based on a painted paraphrase of it (see 7. Co-
pies, 5). Hofstede de Groot! wrongly read the date of 1785 as 1725.



Fig. 7. Copy 1. Canvas 101 x 131 cm. Formerly Potsdam-Sanssouci, Bilder-
galerie

7. Copies

1. Canvas 101 x 131 cm (fig. 7), earlier owned by the Prussian royal
family in the Palace of Sanssouci, Potsdam, where it was
described by M. Oesterreich, Beschreibung der kiniglichen
Bildergallerie . . ., 2nd edn 1770, no. 121 as being by Ferdinand Bol,
and reproduced at about the same time in an etching by Kriiger
(see 6. Graphic reproductions, 1). Still described in the catalogue of
1930 (as by Samuel van Hoogstraten); cf. also cat. 1975, p. go (as
destroyed in 1945). The old attribution to Bol is not borne out by
a photograph. The picture was nevertheless an important
document, as it gave a reasonably reliable idea of the originally
larger format of no. A no.
2. Hofstede de Groot! mentions a copy by Peter Tillemans
(Antwerp 1684-Norton by Bury S. Edmunds, Suffolk) in coll
Charles Jennens, London, described in 1761; cf. London and its
environs described, Printed for R. and J. Dodsley at Pall Mall, V,
. QO.
g. What was probably a copy was, according to C. White (in:
Rembrandt in eighteenth-century England, Yale Center for British
Art 1983, p. 111 no. 84), sold with coll. Dr Bragge in London in
1753, first day no. 39 (9 guineas to Fortescue).
4. Probably a copy (identical with 3 ?) was sold with coll.
Verhulst and Bertels, London (Clayton & Parys) 26-27 April 1780
(Lugt 312g), 2nd day no. 56: ‘Rembrandt, Belshazzar’s feast; the
expression and force of colouring predominant throughout this
picture, justly rank it among the first of this master’s works’.
Again (the same painting?) in the sale of the property of ‘A
Gentleman’, London (Clayton & Parys) 5-6 May 1780 (Lugt 3137),
1st day no. 65: ‘Rembrandt. Belshazzar’s Feast’.
5 A copy or variant (identical with 2, 3, 4 ?) was in 1785 in coll.
Thomas Fullwood, as may be seen from the mezzotint by Henry
Hudson (see 6. Graphic reproductions, 2), and later in sale of this
collection in London (Christie’s) 12 Aprili7g:, no. 86:
‘Rembrandt. Belshazzar’s feast, a very noble and capital picture’
(£42.0s.0d. to Drew). If the mezzotint is a true rendering, this
must have been a very free copy.

8. Provenance

- Coll. Earl of Derby, Knowsley House near Liverpool.
According to Scharf'? first recorded here in 1736 and bought for
£125 by Hamlet Winstanley for James Stanlay, ioth Earl of
Derby, from Thomas Fulwood who had owned it since 1725. This
last statement is certainly incorrect and probably stems from a
misreading of the date of 1785 on a mezzotint by Hudson (see
6. Graphic reproductions, 2), which was done after another version
(see 7. Copies, 5). Hamlet Winstanley (Warrington 1698-1756) was
a protégé of the Earl of Derby, and in the years 1721-30 he made
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twenty etchings after paintings in the Earl’s collection (‘The
Knowsley Gallery’); these do not include an etching after
no. A 110).

- Bought from the Earl of Derby in 19643

9. Summary

The painting shows a singular lack of homogeneity,
but aberrant though the execution may be the
various elements almost invariably do show a clear
relationship to other works by Rembrandt from the
period around 1635. There need therefore be no
doubt as to authenticity. The dating in the
mid-1630s, the most likely on the grounds of style, is
confirmed by the weave of the canvas used, which
recurs in other canvases from 1635-36.

The two conflicting light sources result in a
complicated lighting scheme, which evidently
brought Rembrandt to find solutions that in certain
respects differ from his usual way of working. For
example, he continually aims at a contrasting effect
of figures, or parts of them, against the surrounding
areas, and if this cannot be achieved he has used
dark outlining of the forms. The outcome is a
composition that has similarities with various works
from the years around 1635, but that stands out
among these through its low level of homogeneity.
Its present appearance is somewhat affected by a
slight reduction at an oblique angle.
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Fig. 1. Canvas 161 x 131 cm




A 111  THE PRODIGAL SON IN THE TAVERN

Fig. 2. X-Ray

135



A 111 THE PRODIGAL SON IN THE TAVERN

1. Summarized opinion

A poorly preserved pamnting that has undergone
changes in format and whose composition has been
altered. The areas belonging to the original
composition must be regarded as authentic work by
Rembrandt from c. 1635; the autograph nature of
subsequent appreciable changes, probably made at
the time of a reduction on the left, is much less
certam. At some time a good deal later a strip of
canvas was added along the bottom edge, once again
altering the dimensions.

2. Description of subject

A man is seated to the right of a table, on the edge of a chair of
which one sees the upholstered and fringed back. His left arm is
loosely round the waist of a woman sitting in his lap. Raised high
in his right hand he holds a tall graduated drinking-glass. The
woman has her back towards the viewer, at whom she looks with
her head turned sharply over the shoulder. Half visible, a tally-
board hangs high on the left on the rear wall, while to the right a
curtain hangs open and looped up. The light falls from the left.

The man (in whose features it is usual to recognize those of
Rembrandt) looks laughingly out of the picture. He wears a
black cap with two white ostrich feathers over long, curling hair.
A red coat ornamented with gold thread reveals a white pleated
shirt at the neck; the white sleeves of the shirt, project from the
wide sleeves of the coat. A bandolier supports a long sword with
a gold-coloured hilt.

The woman (in whose features one may perhaps recognize
Saskia) wears a gold-brown skirt and a greenish velvet slashed
bodice, under which can be seen a pleated white shirt with wide
sleeves. A gold chain set with Jewels hangs over the bodice. A
cap decorated with gold embroidery and a string of pearls is
worn over brown, curly hair, and her eardrop has a pear-shaped
pearl.

To the left of the woman, on a table covered with a heavy
oriental cloth, a plate, a knife, a dish with a peacock pie, a
rummer and a napkin are partly visible. The tail-feathers of the
peacock can be glimpsed between the woman’s right arm and
the man’s raised right arm, and to the right of the latter.

3. Observations and technical information

Working conditions

Examined on 14 May 1970 (B. H., E.v.d. W.) in good daylight
and in the frame, with the aid of UV fluorescence. Examined
again in November 1986 (B. H., E. v. d. W.) in moderate artificial
light, again in the frame but this time with the aid of X-ray films
covering the whole of the painting; these were not however
available subsequently.

Support

DESCRIPTION: Canvas 161 x 131 cm, comprising an original part
and a strip about 16.5-17 cm wide added at the bottom; the strip
is made up of two sections sewn together in a vertical seam at
¢. 33cm from the lefthand edge. The original section has a
horizontal seam at ¢. 41cm from the top edge. The whole
painting was transferred to a new canvas in 1838, and was
striplined in 1964'. The present dimensions are only a few
centimetres smaller than those quoted in an inventory of the
Dresden gallery from 1754 (see 8 Provenance). On the original
format, which was probably larger — perhaps even much larger
— see 4. Comments.

SCIENTIFIC DATA: At some places in the X-ray the weave is
difficult to make out, possibly because of the adhesive used for
the 1838 transfer. Along the bottom edge of the original canvas
there is clearly visible cusping with a pitch varying from

8 to 10 cm and extending some 10 cm into the canvas. Along the
lefthand side there are a few local distortions of the weave,
though not enough to be described as recognizable cusping. The
right has cusping, though it cannot be measured because of the
poor legibility of the radiographic image. The weave cannot be
made out at the top, and no observations of cusping were
possible there. Threadcount: in the original canvas, both above
and below the seam, 14.4 vertical threads /cm (14-15) and
12.6 horizontal threads/cm (11-13.5). Assuming the warp to run
parallel to the horizontal seam, the width of the widest piece of
canvas — ¢. 98 cm — makes one suspect that the original strip-
width was one-and-a-half ells (¢. 107 cm); this would mean that
there is almost 10 cm missing at the bottom. The canvas thus
belongs to the rare category in which the weft threads are more
numerous than the warp threads; of the canvases we have
examined, this feature is found only in the group taken from a
single bolt on which the Belshazzar’s feast (no. A no), the Minerva
(no. Auyg) and the Munich version of Abraham’s sacrifice
(no. A 108, Copies 2) are painted. The weave of this bolt has
uwarp threads (10-12.5) and 14.6 weft threads (12-17.5). The
difference in the number of warp threads found is rather too
large for it to be blandly assumed that the canvas of the Prodigal
son too came from the same bolt; given the difficulty of
measuring the weave of this canvas it must be left at a possibility
— the hypothetical width of the canvas at least does not argue
against it.

Threadcount of the lower strip added later : ¢. 12 vertical and
horizontal threads/cm.

Ground

DESCRIPTION: Not observed.

SCIENTIFIC DATA: Kithn?, on the basis of a sample taken from the
righthand edge of the painting, described the ground as a
brownish yellow consisting of chalk and white lead with some
yellow and red ochre. The ground of the two added pieces has at
least two layers; the bottom layer is a reddish yellow and
comprises yellow and red ochre with an admixture of quartz and
calcspar. The second layer is red and consists of red ochre with
an admixture of quartz and calcspar. There is a third layer, grey
in colour, but it is impossible to tell whether this belongs to the
ground or to an underpainting; it has white lead with vegetable
black and a small amount of bone black.

Paint layer

CONDITION: Poor. Apart from numerous though generally minor
retouches that, to judge by their visibility under UV
fluorescence, must be fairly recent, there are old retouches seen
especially along the whole lefthand edge of the painting (except
the added strip), in the scabbard above the added strip, in the
man’s face (particularly along the shadow of the nose, in and
around the eyes, below the nose and in the jaw), in the
shadowed tip of the upper ostrich-feather, in and beside the
raised glass, in the shadow edges and right eye-socket in the
woman’s face and to the right of this, in parts of her bodice, in
the pie and at some points in the background. Account also has
to be taken of practically innumerable tiny retouches that have
been needed because of the loss — apparent in the X-rays — of
very small particles of paint. A transmitted-light photograph (in
the files of the restorer’s studio) taken of the canvas with a
strong light-source behind it shows this paint loss as being very
heavy in the sleeve of the man’s red coat.

The older retouches can be linked to the substantial
restoration already mentioned, a report on which was made in
1838: ‘war nicht allein sehr erblindet, sondern durch viele
Spriinge in der Farbe, Abblitterungen derselben und alter
Retuschen in einem kliglichen und ungeniessbaren Zustand. Es
wurde daher im Sommer 1838 der gefihrlichen Operation
ungeachtet beschlossen, das Gemilde auf eine neue Leinwand zu
iibertragen, wodurch eine gleiche und reinere Oberfliche
gewonnen wurde. Die alten Restorationen, die bei dieser
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Fig. 3. Detail (1:1)
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Operation allemal verloren gehen, mussten wieder ersetzt
werden. Sie befinden sich haqptsichlich im Hintergrunde, in den
Kopfen weniger, mehr am Armel des ... besonders war ein
unten angesetztes Stiick wieder in Einklang zu bringen’!.
Restorers’ reports from 1860 and 1897 show that then, too, there
were retouches to the paint layer. A report of 1964 mentioned
local damages that were restored at that time!; these were
evidently the retouches mentioned earlier as now apparent
under UV fluorescence. In addition to the demonstrable
retouches, serious account also has to be taken of wearing
resulting from the repeated restorations. Craquelure: the whole
surface has a mainly irregular pattern of quite coarse cracking,
with in the background especially a somewhat wrinkled
shrinkage craquelure that may have occurred during or as an
outcome of the transfer.

DESCRIPTION: A canvas weave pattern can be seen over the entire
surface, possibly as a result of the transfer in 1838. The paint
layer itself gives the impression of being slightly flattened; there
is a distinct relief only in the ostrich plumes, the woman’s chain
and the sword-hilt.

The background, which is patchy and ‘busy’ because of the
numerous darkened retouches, appears a greenish grey that
darkens towards the top. Along the contour of the woman, from
her cap down to the left sleeve, there is a zone of yellow-brown.
Traces of white paint, some apparent in relief, are visible
beneath this and suggest (as the X-ray bears out) that there was a
veil at this point, hanging down from the cap. A similar yellow-
brown is used in the area between the woman’s head — at about
eyelevel — and the man’s raised arm where, as we shall see, a
third figure has been painted out (see X-Rays). This brown
continues some way into the part of the peacock’s tail seen to
the right of the man’s raised arm. The greenish-grey of the
background seems to have been painted over the yellow-brown
at the points of transition. So far as there is any brushstroke to
be seen in the background, it is unrelated to the present paint
surface, and appears to belong to an earlier lay-in. On and below
the tally-board on the left there is a grey-brown patch that
suggests the cast shadow of an object in the painting that is no
longer visible.

The woman’s head is painted fluently and rather broadly.
Because of the reflected light there is but little difference in tonal
value between the shadow and lit sides of the face, and the paint
is even in thickness and structure. Blotchiness in the shadow
areas is due to darkened retouches. The borders of the eye on
the left are done with grey and pink paint; the iris is brownish
with a touch of light brown at the bottom right and a tiny
catchlight at the upper left. The shape of the other eye is vague,
probably because of wearing. Strong accents in the face are
formed by the edge of the ridge of the nose in red, by the dark
shadow below the nose and by the deftly placed broad, dark
mouth-line with in it a line of ochre yellow that gives a hint of
the teeth. The shadows in the ear are done with brownish and
reddish strokes; the eardrop with its pearl, hanging slightly
diagonally from her ear (and thus suggesting something of the
movement as she turns her head) is in ochre-yellow and grey
with white on top of pinkish grey for the pearl. The shadow cast
by the eardrop on the neck contributes to the suggestion of
depth. The hair is in grey, brown and a little red, applied with
curling strokes; the: transition between hair and background is
kept vague. The cap is reddish with brown-grey stripes, while the
band at the front is green-blue with some rather thicker, fine
strokes and stripes of ochrish yellow and white for the gold
embroidery. The edging of pearls is suggested effectively with
very small catchlights. Two reddish brown lines round the neck
looks as if she is wearing a two-row necklace, but the line they
follow lacks suggestive power. The edges of the shirt are drawn
with thin lines of brown; the back panel of the bodice, with light
grey-green tints and brown lines for the decoration, is bordered
by black lines of shadow at the bottom. The bands and chain are
similarly given black shadow lines that produce a three-

dimensional effect. The shirtsleeves, at the shoulder, are done in
quite thin, opaque paint; on the edges of light thicker and
visually-effective strokes of occasionally coarse paint are placed
over it, and appear to be a greenish grey. At some points the
shadows of the folds are strengthened with dark lines. The
shadowing of the back panel and cloth straps linking it to the
bodice is shown mainly with lines of black, creating a
three-dimensional effect. These black lines are difficult to assess
— they seem partly to belong to the original paint layer, and
partly give the impression of being later additions; the same may
be said for similar black lines elsewhere in the painting.

Everywhere in the shoulders and back the paint is applied
with a degree of confidence that contrasts favourably with the
passage below, which at the bottom is bordered by the man’s
left arm and hand. The upper boundary is, as it were, set by the
lower edge of the bodice set off with figures in red and by the
sleeves. By the left arm and the lefthand part of the bodice this
edge is painted convincingly — and in terms of quality belongs
with the shoulder and back area - while to the right and on the
righthand sleeve the brushwork is rather awkward and the
colour muddy. Furthermore it looks, because of the lack of any
suggestion of depth, as if the figured edge of the bodice runs into
that of the sleeve. The sleeve projecting below this is painted in a
green-grey mid-tone with over it a thinly-brushed grubby yellow
and orangish strokes, with occasional heavy accents for the
shadows in the folds. The fall of the folds is rendered meanly
and with scant suggestion; the same is true of the part of the
skirt above the man’s arm, and in its manner of painting,
rendering of form and use of colour it is quite unlike the part
below his arm. It is plain that the passage described was
executed by a different — later — hand from the surroundings,
and a hand typified by a feeble suggestion of form and
unsatisfactory use of colour. The lit part of the skirt below the
arm is done in yellowish tints, with brushstrokes that are
difficult to separate one from the other. The paint has a rough
surface, with virtually no strong shadows in the billowing fabric.
There have probably been some overpaintings in the whole of
the dark area of shadow lower down, done when the added strip
of canvas at the bottom was painted on.

The man’s head has suffered badly and is partly retouched —
the brown lines showing the eyelids, for instance, are probably
by a later hand. The brown brushstrokes by the nostrils and
moustache serve no function, and are presumably due to later
additions. In general the face, like that of the woman, is painted
as thickly in the light areas as in the shadows. The open mouth
consists of a broad stroke of black with on top of it individual
touches of yellowish white to show the teeth. The lips are red,
and vague towards the edges; a long catchlight has been placed
on the lower one. The curling hair is painted in brownish tints
on the left, and stands out hardly at all against the man’s raised
arm; to the right the contours of the much darker hair are lost in
the darkness of the background. The cap is a uniform black, with
its crisp contour set down with verve and confidence. A few
strokes of white in the ostrich feather are placed over this
contour, just as the animated strokes of a coarse white paint are
at the top over the brown of the peacock’s tail. The curve in the
lower plume is suggested crisply with imaginative lighting
effects. The red coat, the slits on the back of which are shown
with lines of black, is painted in various shades of orange, red
and a carmine-like red — the last used especially in the edge of
the sleeve and at the shoulder seam. The bands of gold thread
decorating the coat are represented convincingly with fine white
and yellow dots and streaks, while the edge and collar of the
shirt are done with a few strokes of quite dry orangish, yellow
and white paint. The upper edge runs in a straight line, which in
view of the figure’s rather complicated pose is not all that
logical. This makes the whole neck area flat, an impression
heightened by the unsuggestive modelling of the neck itself,
done in a muddy grey.

The rendering of the bandolier is disappointing — its curve
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adds little to that of the man’s hip — and the execution with a
plethora of small lights and small dark accents does not result in
any convincing suggestion of materials. The sword hilt suffers
from the same defect: small, cramped brushstrokes that lose
themselves among the details and lack any broader impact; the
suggestion of depth is however far more persuasive. The
scabbard — or the part of it on the original canvas — has been
almost entirely overpainted. The lefthand cuff is executed with
fluent strokes of yellow-white and some yellow-brown, and
given a few scratchmarks that expose a darker underlayer. The
plumpish hand has a fair amount of detail, with well-placed light
highlights in a rather thick paint; the nails are shown with quite
some emphasis. The raised hand has suffered a good deal in the
shadows; the light areas, which have fared better, are dorie with
coarse brushstrokes; the shape of the individual fingers and the
indication of the joints and fingernails is rather awkward. The
quality of the contours may perhaps have been affected by the
present background which was butted up against them at a later
stage.

In the sleeve of the raised right arm one can sense a lobed cuff
that, as on the left arm, was once present (see also X-Rays). As a
consequence the paint relief does not match the present shapes
at some places. Where it is not concealed by overpaintings — as
it is in the lit bands of the lefthand part of the sleeve — the
execution is rather clumsy, and the paint is typically applied as
very small strokes and clumps of yellow ochre and light yellow.
The red bands are done hesitantly, and very thin; lower down,
by the elbow, overpaintings predominate. The glass the man is
holding is in a fairly poor condition, and much overpainted. The
passage to the left of the head seems to be in a rather better
state; there, the pattern of the sleeve is continued over a reddish
brown-grey with small lines of yellowish grey, in the same
hesitant and unsuggestive manner.

The yellow-grey back of the chair is ornamented with black
lines, and the shadows in the fringe are also done with black (the
same colour is used in the tablecloth to outline the figures done
in a bluish grey and brown).

The lower part of the peacock pie is a faded brick red, with
small, scratched-in figures. The bird’s breast has very little
structure, while the head is painted sketchily though with a sure
touch. The ends of the tail-feathers seen on either side of the
man’s raised hand, done in greyish and brownish tints, are
vague, confused and lack suggestion. The curtain on the right is
in brownish tints and, especially in the highlights, done with
bold fluent strokes using some red and painted over the
background.

SCIENTIFIC DATA: Kithn? described eight paint samples as
containing white lead, lead-tin yellow I, yellow and red ochre,
yellow lake, green earth, madder lake, smalt, natural
ultramarine, vegetable black, bone black and Kassel brown.
X-Rays

The two large-format radiographs we consulted, covering the
whole of the painting, were made after publication of the article
by Mayer-Meintschel!, and give so much clearer a picture than
the mosaic she had at the time that a number of her
observations have been overtaken.

The differences in structure and ground between the original
and added parts of the canvas are quite evident in the X-ray
image. In the righthand half of the original canvas there are
diagonal, broad white strokes that are unconnected with the
paint layer and probably have to do with the ground. A grey
cloudiness is seen here and there in the areas of paint loss,
showing up as dark patches and spreading over the whole
surface; this may be connected with the adhesive used during
the transfer.

It is hard to explain two light vertical bands seen at the top,
running through and alongside the raised glass to the right, and
at the bottom on the left close to the bandolier; they could not
for instance be blamed on the X-ray film, since they show
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patches of paint loss. Equally puzzling are dark vertical bands
along the lefthand edge with, at right angles, a horizontal band
level with and reaching to the woman’s hip. Brushstrokes are
plainly evident in these reserves. To the right of the vertical
band and both below and above the horizontal one there is
strongly radioabsorbent material. At first sight the shapes seem
to be connected with a stretcher, but the black traces of paint
loss also found here would appear to argue against that — they
make it likely that the radioabsorbent material is on the image
side of the original canvas. The fact that the phenomenon is also
to be found at the top right (though there somewhat less
pronounced) also shows that it has nothing to do with a
stretcher. One interpretation might be architectural features
that have been subsequently painted out, though there is no
trace of this to be found at the paint surface. A vertical band,
showing up light and with its upper righthand border curving to
the right, seen to the left of the woman’s head could be
understood with rather more certainty as an architectural
feature (a niche or small archway?), or as an earlier version of
the tally-board.

High in the picture area, between the man and woman, there
are the head and upper body of a third figure — a woman facing
square-on to the viewer; she is playing a lute the neck of which
points towards the upper right, with the frets clearly apparent as
small white lines on the neck. The throat and upper body of this
figure contain more radioabsorbent material than the head, and
one gets the impression that the upper body is bare. The hand
by the sound-hole is distinct, though only a couple of strokes are
seen of the hand holding the neck of the lute. Below the former
and to the left of the man’s raised arm there is a large half-moon
shape in very radioabsorbent material that is unconnected with
the present picture. This light zone takes up more space than is
now available between the woman’s sleeve and the man’s arm;
her presentday sleeve lies partly over it. At the top of the light
shape there is a small reserve and a straight, diagonal dark line
divides it in two. It may have formed part of the lower body of
the third, standing figure.

The pleated sleeve at the woman’s elbow appears much
lighter than one would have expected from the present paint
surface. It is not impossible that these shapes belong to an
earlier version of her right sleeve.

Broad forms show up light by the man’s right wrist, and are
also partially visible at the surface; these belong to a lobed cuff
— like that at the left wrist — that has been painted out. The
combination of one of the lobes with the sheen of light on the
foot of the presentday glass prompted Mayer-Meintschel
(op- cit., p. 50) to suppose that there was previously a different
design of glass here. It is possible that there may have been a
change in the shape of the glass, though in a different way — the
dark reserve at this point does not match its present shape. In
the man’s face one finds the radiographic image of a mainly
dark patch by the mouth and chin; it is not clear what this
reserve was intended to accommodate. Rather haphazard
brushstrokes showing up very light on the man’s shoulder
should probably be seen as an underpainting. The outline of the
reserve for the raised arm runs a little further to the right.

The distribution of light and shade in the woman’s head varies
from what one sees today, suggesting a much higher forehead
and a different cap. Her head was, to Jjudge from a strongly
radioabsorbent zone to the left of the head and upper body,
coiffed with a veil that hung down her back to the waist; this
matches the observations at the surface. The woman’s upper
body was perhaps originally seen much more from the side; dark
reserves between the light of the veil and her shoulder and back
could roughly coincide with an earlier contour to the back. The
bodice was different in shape, and appears to have been cut very
low at the back. The white strokes in the skirt below the man’s
arm are more mnervous and narrow than their present
appearance would make one expect.

At various places in the background there are white patches
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that cannot be interpreted. There are no reserves for the tally-
board or the still-life on the left, nor for the curtain on the right.

Signature

In the left background level with the peacock’s crown, in brown
paint <Rembrant f> (with the f partly on top of old retouches).
The letters stand on a slight curve; they are hesitantly written
and make a rather unconvincing impression. The inscription was
perhaps appended to replace an original signature on a
trimmed-oft piece of the canvas.

Varnish

A yellowed layer of varnish affects the picture’s appearance.
4. Comments

As it stands today, the painting shows us neither its
original format nor the original appearance of the
paint layer. At the time of very extensive restoration
in 1838 it was already in a very sorry state, and there
have been various other restorations since.
Considerable allowance therefore has to be made for
the effect of age and these restorations on the
appearance of the paint surface. Nonetheless, the
pamting as a whole still exerts a remarkable
persuasive power, and the reasonably well-preserved
passages — where they belong to the painting in its
original state — resemble those in Rembrandt’s
large-sized works from the middle 1630s. The
treatment of the man’s left sleeve, in a rich diversity
of red tints and with an effective suggestion of the
gold-thread decoration, and the lace cuff done with
tellingly placed strokes and scratchmarks, recurs —
even if not literally — in some areas of the London
Belshazzar’s feast (no. A no), while the application of
paint and to some extent also the characteristic
feature of the folds show some resemblance to those
in the Leningrad Abraham’s sacrifice (no. A 108), the
latter dated 1635. In the case of the man’s rather
plump hand, there are similarities in form and style
of painting in, for instance, the Leningrad Flora
(no. A 93), the 1635 Minerva (no. Aug) and the
Belshazzar’s feast. Details, such as the slightly off-
vertical angle of the eardrop suggesting
movement — and the way its cast shadow helps give
an impression of depth, fit perfectly into the picture
of Rembrandt’s work from these years. Though on a
smaller scale, the Dresden Wedding of Samson of 1638
(no. A 123) exhibits similar motifs in the movement
of the figures. It has consequently never been
doubted that the present painting is an autograph
Rembrandt, and his hand can indeed be recognized
in parts that belong to the original work (due
allowance made for its condition). In the case of
parts that result from a second phase this is far less
certain, while passages that are much later still —
certainly those connected with the addition of the
strip along the bottom — must have been executed
using other means and in another environment.

To get an idea of how the work came into being it
is important to know what its subject-matter is, and
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how it relates to other versions of it in Rembrandt’s
work. In 1749 the picture was described as a portrait
of Rembrandt with his wife (see 8 Provenance), but
was otherwise seen during the 18th century as a
scene of merriment with the title of La double
Jouissance (see 6. Graphic reproductions, 1). Vosmaer?
again saw the picture as that of Rembrandt and
Saskia, expressing their carefree married life in the
1630s; this view was maintained by many authors
until well into the present century. Valentiner* was
the first to link it with a number of drawings
showing episodes from the parable of the Prodigal
Son, and partly because of the presence of the tally-
board first recognized it as depicting the Prodigal
Son in the tavern; Weisbach’ supported this view.
BergstromS, giving a useful survey of the various
opinions on the subject, confirmed this
interpretation convincingly on the grounds of
numerous iconographic precedents, as later did
Tiimpel’. Whatever shades of opinion there may be
among the various authors on whether Rembrandt
had any special purpose in mind in portraying
himself and Saskia (on which see more below), the
conclusion they all arrive at seems wholly
persuasive. The exuberant clothing, the luxurious
food and drink (including the peacock pie), the
caresses and, especially, the tally-board on which the
reckoning is being kept are all traditional motifs in
the depiction of this episode from the parable. In
view of this, one can assume Rembrandt meant in
fact to show the Prodigal Son in the tavern and was
intending the picture as a history painting.

The surprising discovery of a third figure — a girl
playing a lute — in the radiograph, published by
Mayer-Meintschel (op. cit., p. 44), backs up the
iconographic interpretation, particularly when the
composition including this third figure is compared
with two drawings cited by the same author in this
connexion. In one drawing by Rembrandt himself
(fig. 6; Ben. 529), since 1977 in the Stadelsches
Kunstinstitut in  Frankfurt-on-Main (see M.
Stuffmann in: Stidel-Jahrbuch, new series 7, 1979,
p. 306) and dated by Benesch (undoubtedly too late)
as 1642/43, one sees in the centre of the picture the
Prodigal Son wearing a cap, with a wench on his lap
holding a rummer in her hand. Behind him to the
right stands an almost naked woman playing a
stringed instrument; to the right of her sits another
girl, and in the left background stands a woman seen
from behind who may perhaps be keeping the
account (on a tally-board?). On the extreme right the
Prodigal Son’s long sword leans against a table, and
there are curtains on the right and possibly also on
the left. In a second drawing (Ben. 328a) in Orleans,
regarded by Mayer-Meintschel as a copy after
Rembrandt and otherwise to be a workshop variant,
the Prodigal Son sits on the far right wearing a cap, a
sword at his side (or lying behind him) and a woman



on his lap holding a goblet in her hand. To the left a
second woman sits behind a table, while in the
background is a woman who is this time
unmistakeably marking up the bill on a tally-board.
A third drawing (fig. 7; Ben. 100 verso) in Berlin,
mentioned by Tumpel too in this connexion, also
seems to be linked to Rembrandt’s ideas on the
subject. It comprises three sketches the
uppermost incomplete because of the sheet being
trimmed off — of one and the same group: a man
with cap and sword standing with his knees bent and
his right arm round a scantily-clad woman, groping
beneath her skirt with the left hand. Benesch already
assumed these sketches to be connected with a
picture of the Prodigal Son, and there can be no
doubt that they are (even if distantly) linked with the
composition of the Dresden painting. This is clear
especially from the head of the man in the sketch
furthest to the right, who in pose, headgear and
lighting already depicts fully the type seen in the
final execution of the painting. In compositional
terms the Frankfurt drawing comes closer to the
painting, since it has the two protagonists not — as
in the Berlin sketches — standing, but the man in a
chair with the woman on his knees. The figures
however present roughly the mirror image of those
in the painting, and the woman faces to the front
instead of, as now, away from the viewer. This
makes it probable that the Frankfurt drawing
preceded the painting and does not, as is often
found to be the case (cf.nos. A1z and Ai3i),
represent an interim stage in which changes to a
painting already begun were being essayed. It is
practically impossible, in view of the cusping visible
along the bottom edge of the original canvas (see
under Support), that the painting in its original state
had a composition with full-length figures like those
seen in the Frankfurt drawing; there is however a
distinct possibility that the composition was wider
than it was high, and included more figures.

A number of observations made at the paint
surface and from the X-rays point to the painting
having had a complicated genesis. First, there have
evidently been substantial changes in format. A strip
has been added along the bottom of the canvas (with
some 10cm of the original canvas probably first
being lost, see Support), and the way the lefthand
edge cuts through some of the objects on the table
and the tally-board makes it more than likely that
the painting used to be larger to the left; this is borne
out by the absence of cusping along that edge. Along
the bottom, however, the cusping present suggests
that, as we have just said, there cannot have been
any appreciable trimming. Not all the alterations
that the X-rays show to have been made to the
composition can be interpreted with certainty. At all
events they include the painting-out of a third figure,
the girl playing a lute, and in connexion with this a
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Fig. 6. Rembrandt, The Prodigal Son in the tavern, pen and wash, 17.7 x 21cm
(Ben. 529). Frankfurt am Main, Stidelsches Kunstinstitut

change to the man’s right arm and the pose of the
woman sitting on his lap, the painting-out of her veil,
and — probably at the same stage — the addition of
the still-life. At the same time the background must
also have been revised to a large extent, possibly in
order to cover over architectural features that did
not fit in with the new format and composition.
These facts and assumptions of various kinds can,
taken in different combinations, lead to differing
reconstructions of the history of the painting’s
production. Mayer-Meintschel, who was the first to
arrive at conclusions on this point (op. cit., p. 48),
noted — besides the phenomena just mentioned —
appreciable differences in quality between various
passages. She judged virtually the whole of the man’s
figure to be superior in quality, including the sword-
hilt and bandolier and the drinking-glass. The
tablecloth and parts of the pie she also ranked as of
equal quality, whereas she considered almost the
whole of the woman’s figure, the curtain and the
chairback to be less strong. Far poorer in quality,
according to her, are the left background and the
other objects on the table. The lowest part of the
skirt and the man’s knee, together with the
scabbard, she thought very poor, and detected in
them the same hand as painted the added strip. The
painting’s production she divided into three stages: a
first lay-in would have shown several figures, along
the lines of the compositional sketches mentioned
earlier, on a canvas wider than it was high; at this
stage, which she placed around 1634, only the two
main figures plus the girl with the lute were more or
less worked up. In the latter half of the 1630s,
probably after 1638, Rembrandt returned to the
painting, cutting off a piece on the left and working
the righthand section up further as a two-person
group; in doing so he painted out the lute-player and
strengthened the portrait-like character of the work.
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Fig. 7. Rembrandt, Studies in pen and bistre, 17.1 x 15.4 cm (Ben. 100 verso).
Berlin (West), Staatliche Museen Preussischer Kulturbesitz, Kupferstich-
kabinett (KdZ 2312)

He probably again, according to Mayer-Meintschel,
did not complete the painting. Finally, another hand
enlarged the canvas at the bottom and painted in the
other passages — those poorest in quality — though
without altering the nature of the composition.
Mayer-Meintschel’s supposition of an originally
wider format for the composition has much in its
favour. The cut-off objects on the table and the
absence of cusping along the left side of the canvas
do, at all events, point to its having been trimmed,
though by how much one cannot tell. If the amount
removed was small, and the painting originally had
an upright or practically square format, then one
would have to assume that the original composition
showed three closely-packed figures with a relatively
large amount of space around them — an unusual
format and configuration for the 17th century. It
would also mean that Rembrandt from the outset
broke drastically with the iconographic tradition of
depicting the tavern scene from the Prodigal Son
parable with a larger company (see K. Renger,
Lockere  Gesellschaft, Berlin 1970, and Bergstrom,
op.cit.). It thus seems natural to follow Mayer-
Meintschel’s assumption of an originally oblong
format; the horizontal seam in the original canvas
provides some support for the idea. As has already
been said, a composition with full-length figures
must however be ruled out; yet there is little
difficulty in imagining a composition with figures
seen knee-length and in which on the left, providing
a counterweight to the group of three, there were
other figures including perhaps the landlady keeping
the reckoning on a tally-board. It is tempting to see
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the cast shadow now visible on and below the tally-
board as that of her arm. Such a composition can be
imagined both with and without the table (it is by no
means sure that the table seen today was already
part of the composition before the canvas was first
trimmed on that side). Following this line of
reasoning, the canvas of no. A m would have
originally measured something like 150 x 200 cm.
The fact that the figures in such a composition
would have to be pictured knee-length means that
the drawings mentioned earlier can not be looked on
as an immediate preparation. They do however
document Rembrandt’s preoccupation with the
subject, and as such (especially in the case of the
Berlin and Frankfurt drawings, the authenticity of
which is not in doubt) they are far from negligible
evidence, all the more so since — in the costume of
the Prodigal Son and the presence of a partly-naked
young woman — they share major motifs with the
painting in its original state.

Especially if the composition had a table with the
company gathered round it, it would in that respect
be very comparable with that of the Belshazzar’s feast
(no. Auo), a painting that now measures
167 x 209 cm and has already been cited above
because of its stylistic resemblances with the present
work. In a more general sense, such a composition
with sitting and standing figures — whether or not
round a table — was common currency among the
Utrecht Caravaggists in particular. The theme of the
Prodigal Son in the tavern was rendered in this way,
with a table, by for example Honthorst in 1622
(Munich, Alte Pinakothek, no. 1312;  J. R. Judson,
Gerrit van Honthorst, The Hague 1959, no. 195). The
notion that Rembrandt here took inspiration from
prototypes from that circle is reinforced by the
similarity that can be found in individual motifs;
Nissen® as early as 1914, for instance, pointed out the
resemblance in the man’s pose and gaze between the
present painting and a Violinist and girl with a glass of
1624 by Terbrugghen in Krefeld, which when Nissen
wrote was still regarded as a Honthorst (B. Nicolson,
Hendrik Terbrugghen, The Hague 1958, no. A 20). This
similarity has, as Timpel’ has already noted,
become even greater since restoration of that work
revealed a semiclad woman playing a lute.

Irrespective of the original dimensions of the
canvas, it must be assumed that the painting-out of
the lute-player was one of a number of associated
changes. There is every indication that the yellow-
brown paint used for covering her over is the same
as was used for overpainting the seated woman’s
veil. This points to a connexion between the changes
in the pose of the seated woman and the painting-
out of the lute-player. The present position of the
man’s raised arm, which was once rather more to
the right, together with the shape of the glass seems
to be an outcome of the need to fill in a gap that



occurred at this point; this alteration too would thus
have taken place at this stage. The peacock feathers
are painted on top of the yellow-brown background
paint, so the same applies to them. Since, according
to the X-rays, no reserves were left in the original
background for the table and objects on it, they
likewise probably do not belong to the first
composition. Where they are bounded by the
presentday background — there done in green-grey
— they appear to have been painted at the same
time. This background could, as we have already
said, be connected with the removal of architectural
features that no longer made sense (see also X-Rays
above). This green-grey background overlaps the
yellow-brown paint around the woman’s head and
must thus probably, like the still-life, have been a
final step in the change we are describing. Inasmuch
as the white brushstrokes of the man’s ostrich plume
lie over the background, they too must have been
painted only then.

The tally-board presents a problem of its own. It is
unfortunately impossible to say for sure whether this
was painted before or after the new background; at
all events a strip was cut off after the stlt-life and
tally-board had been executed, so that the objects
were severed in a way the artist who painted them
can never have intended.

The enlargement of the canvas at the bottom,
finally, cannot be regarded as other than even later
tampering, aimed probably at giving the canvas a
more usual format. It is very probable that, as
Mayer-Meintschel believed, the woman’s skirt and
the man’s knee were overpainted at this time; this is
in any case true for the sword-scabbard.

The question now arises of who was responsible
for what we have just described as a first series of
alterations probably made in connexion with a
drastic reduction at the Ilefthand side. When
describing the paint layer we noted the relatively
weak execution of the man’s raised right arm and
hand, as altered when the lute-player was painted
out. The associated change in the woman’s pose has
certainly not helped its naturalness; the present back
area — shown by the X-ray to have been totally
redone — is admittedly similar to Rembrandt’s work
in the characteristics of form and material, but
seems clearly inferior in quality. Mayer-Meintschel
explained this, too, by the variation in quality over
an interval of time in the work’s production that she
had noted, but believed that Rembrandt himself was
in fact responsible for it. We are inclined also to
allow the possibility of the changes linked with the
cuttingdown of the canvas having been made in
Rembrandt’s workshop but not by Rembrandt
himself. The part of the woman’s sleeve above the
man’s arm, which may be termed frankly
unsatisfactory, could have been overpainted for
some reason or other by a weaker hand at an even
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later stage (and not necessarily in Rembrandt’s
studio) — perhaps after some time the light form
seen in the X-ray showed through the righthand part
of the sleeve so obtrusively that it was decided to
overpaint the whole of the sleeve.

The bandolier and sword-hilt, the execution of
which does not measure up to Rembrandt’s level of
quality, must also probably be looked on as
shopwork. One may wonder whether in the original
composition, as in the Frankfurt drawing, the
bandolier and sword lay on a chair, and after the
canvas had been cut down in size had to be
incorporated in the righthand half as an essential
attribute of the Prodigal Son. All things taken
together, the attribution of the painting to
Rembrandt himself depends on what it still reveals
of the original design, and on an assessment of a
relatively small proportion of the paint surface —
mainly the lit parts of the woman’s skirt, the man’s
left hand and sleeve, and their two heads (which are
not well preserved).

All these complications do not make dating the
work any simpler. The similarities in manner of
painting already mentioned with various large
canvases by Rembrandt from the mid-1630s are
unmistakeable, but for the most part rather
inconclusive; perhaps the firmest aid comes from the
comparison already made with the Belshazzar’s feast
from ¢ 1635 (no. A no). Though the woman on the
right in that picture has a more pronounced
repoussoir function, the red sleeve of the man in the
present work is very similar in both function and
manner of painting; the manner of painting and
form of the hands, too, are very alike, and the broad
treatment of the woman’s face in the Dresden
Prodigal Son can be reasonably well compared with
the almost frontally-lit woman’s face on the left
beside Belshazzar. If one moreover imagines the
Dresden painting as an oblong composition, then in
that respect too it may have resembled the
Belshazzar’s feast. A date around 1635 for the original
execution thus seems the most likely. This would
chime perfectly with the possibility (see above under
Support) of the canvas of no. A 1 coming from the
same bolt as those of the Belshazzar’s feast, the 1633
Minerva (no. A 14) and the 1636 workshop version of
the Abraham’s sacrifice (no. A 108, copy 2), though the
odds on this must not be put too high.

Where the further history of the painting is
concerned, the number of possibilities and
uncertainties is too great to permit any definite
conclusions as to the successive changes made in
format and composition, and especially as to what
hands might have been involved. With regard to the
last point, assessing the quality — and thus deciding
on the authenticity — of various passages is made
very difficult by the degree to which one has to
depend on successive restorers for the present
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appearance of the paint layer. What we do know is
that when in 1764 (13 years after it had come to
Dresden) the painting was reproduced broadly in an
etching by Johann Anton Riedel, it did in its main
features look just as it does today, i.e. including the
strip added to the bottom of the canvas (see
6. Graphic reproductions, 1).

As to the subject matter — and as explained above
we too see it as the Prodigal Son in the tavern —
there is still the question of whether, as is quite
generally believed, the man and woman in fact have
the features of Rembrandt himself and of Saskia van
Uylenburgh. An answer to this remains somewhat
arbitrary; the woman does show some likeness to
Rembrandt’s small silverpoint portrait of Saskia
done in 1633 and now in Berlin (Ben. 427), but the
resemblance of the man to Rembrandt’s self-
portraits must be judged superficial at best. The
interpretation of the painting as a double portrait of
Rembrandt and Saskia, and accompanying
comparisons with, for example, Rubens’ portrait of
himself and his wife?, have to be looked on as now
superseded. That Rembrandt used himself and his
wife as models must certainly not be discounted, and
is accepted by most authors; but opinions differ on
whether in doing so he was seeking to have his own
person and that of his wife play a role in his
iconographic programme. Such an intention would
be in line with other examples from the 17th century
in which the painter cast himself — or a customer —
in the part of the sinner. Bergstrom® and
Bialostocki!® in particular have raised this point.
Kahr!! spoke in this connexion of ‘self-revelation’,
and went so far as to see the work not so much as a
history painting as a non-realistic portrait (‘though it
is a portrait, it is also something more’); on the basis
of an iconographic tradition broader than the
episode of ‘the Prodigal Son in the tavern’ alone, she
ascribed to the painting ‘the traditional message that
the pleasures of the senses are sinful and should be
avoided’. Schwartz!? too rejected the idea that the
Prodigal Son was being depicted, and thought one
must not ignore the realistic intent behind the
autobiographical elements in the picture. A quite
different intention — that of provoking bourgeois
society — was seen in it by B. Hinz!3, who concluded
there was an ‘Absage an alle Uberlieferungen
feudaler und biirgerlicher Ehebestimmungen und
aller Weisen ihrer Darstellung’. One is inclined to
think that the last three authors were in reaching
their interpretation making insufficient allowance
for the girl playing a lute, who is admittedly no
longer to be seen but who makes any idea of this
being a portrait quite unacceptable.

The simplest answer would be to assume, with
Valentiner and Timpel, that the Dresden work
should be seen as a history painting — probably a
fragment, but intended as such by the artist — in

which Rembrandt used himself and his wife as
models without any special intent. It remains
noticeable that the figures appear — in contrast to
the associated drawings — to relate not so much to
each other as to the viewer, towards whom both are
looking. This is probably one reason why various
authors have tended to see the painting as a double
portrait. Yet it seems out of the question that it was
meant as a portrait, or even a portrait historié; Kahr,
who rejected this idea, called it ‘indecorous in the
extreme’, very rightly so even if only in respect of
the open-mouthed, laughing man. If one
nevertheless looks for some meaning for the
Prodigal Son being recognizable as Rembrandt and
the whore on his knees as Saskia, this can hardly lie
in an allusion to their actual lifestyle. It can, seen in
the context of the reigning views on sin and
redemption, be sought only in an allusion to the
humble admission of sinfulness of the sitters as
representatives of erring humanity. The drawn-up
curtain (which cannot be seen with any certainty as
belonging to a bed, as Tiimpel believed) might then
be a symbol for the deeper truth being revealed to
the viewer.

5. Documents and sources

The possessions of the widow of Louys Crayers (Titus’s former
guardian) at the time of her re-marriage to Gerrit Hagen on
4 August 1677 included: ‘Een conterfeytsel van Rembrandt van
Rijn en sijn huysvrouw’ (HAG Urk., no. 336). It is extremely
doubtful that this mention can be linked with no. A uy; this
composition would probably not have been called a
‘conterfeytsel’ (likeness), even if one takes it that — as is by no
means certain — the text has to be taken literally and does not
mean one portrait of Rembrandt and another of his wife.

6. Graphic reproductions

1. Etching by johann Anton Riedel (Falkenau-bei-Eger 1736-
Dresden 1816), inscribed: Rembrant. Pinx: -Anton Riedel: 1764: /
Sculp. A:f:. Reproduces the painting in reverse (except for the
clearly reproduced signature). The author was from 1755
Unterinspektor and from 1757 Inspektor of the Elector’s collection
of paintings. According to Smith!* the etching bears (evidently in
a later state) the caption La double Jouissance.
2. Engraving by Georg Leopold Hertel (late 18th century),
inscribed: Rembrandt del. — Georg Leop. Hertel exc AV. Obviously
copied from the preceding print, and in the same direction.
Smith!¥ mentions an etching by Etienne Fessard
(Paris 1714~1777) with the inscription: Les Qeuvres de la Vigne. 1t
must however probably be assumed that this is due to a
confusion with a print Fessard made of the Leningrad Parable of
the labourers in the vineyard (no. C 88), which bears the inscription:
Les ouvriers de la vigne.

7. Copies

None.

8. Provenance

— Coll. Araignon, Paris; not in the sale on 26ff March 1749

(Lugt 698).
— Bought with other paintings by the Elector of Saxony’s agent



Le Leu from the Araignon collection for 2500 livres, and came to
Dresden in August 1751; described in a letter of June 1749 as: ‘Un
autre grand tableau peint par Reimbrant repr. son Portrait assis
tenant sa femme [sur] ses genoux’’. The inventory of the
Elector’s collection of 1754 describes it as: ‘Ein Officier sitzend,
welcher ein Frauenzimmer caressiret, in der einen Hand ein
Glasz mit Bier haltend, Kniestiick auf Leinewand; Hoéhe 5 Fusz
9 Zoll, Breite 4 Fusz 8 Zoll [= 167 x 135.9 cm]’.

9. Summary

The state of the painting, already described as poor
in 1838, makes a judgment very difficult. Apart from
the fact that the paint surface has suffered badly, the
format has also undergone changes through
reduction on the left and the addition of a strip
along the bottom. The extent of the reduction on
the left is uncertain, but allowance has to be made
for the possibility of the work having been
considerably larger on that side and having had an
oblong format. Evidence for this can be found in a
number of drawings showing the Prodigal Son in the
tavern. It was already being assumed by various
authors that this was the subject of the Dresden
painting when X-rays published in 1970/71 made it
clear that between the two figures there had once
been a third, a girl playing a lute. This figure has
been painted out, presumably in connexion with the
compositional repercussions of reducing the size of
the canvas; the woman’s pose was altered at the
same time. There appears to have been a further
reduction on the left since then, and a strip was
added along the bottom.

It can certainly be assumed on the grounds of
comparison with, especially, the Belshazzar’s feast of
¢. 1635 (no. A 110) that Rembrandt is the author of the
passages that belong to the original composition; a
dating of around 1635 is thus also probable for these
parts of the painting. It is hardly likely, however,
that he himself carried out the changes in
composition that accompanied the first reduction,
though they do at all events seem to have been done
in his workshop. Yet later changes, such as the
painting of the added strip at the bottom and
accompanying adjustments, are by a later hand.

If Rembrandt was in fact intending to portray
himself and Saskia van Uylenburgh as recognizable
models, this should not be seen as an allusion to
their own actual lifestyle, but rather as a moral
example.
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1. Summarized opinion

A reasonably well preserved, authentic and
characteristic work from 1635. An earlier picture, of
Judith, was altered by Rembrandt into the present
one, and the canvas then probably somewhat
reduced. At a later date, probably after 1756, the
canvas must have been further reduced a little at the
right, top and bottom.

2. Description of subject

A young woman, standing in dark surroundings in which
vegetation can be made out, is seen down to just below knee-
height. Her body is turned slightly to the left while the head and
gaze are a little to the right. The right hand rests on a staff round
which are twined ivy tendrils and blue-white flowers; in her
other hand she holds a wreath of flowers that can be identified,
from right to left, as a yellowish-orange marigold with dark red
touches, a dullish red tulip, a forget-me-not (?), a yellow-green
tulip, a green-white cuckoo-flower, an orange-pink carnation
tinged with yellow and white, a blue-yellow chrysanthemum, a
dull pinkish-red and white-yellow African marigold, a yellow
marigold, a buttercup, a small yellow tulip and a blue-white (?!)
chrysanthemum (botanical information kindly supplied by Dr S.
Segal, Amsterdam). She has a small ring of flowers round her
neck, and a garland — of forget-me-nots and scarlet pimper-
nels — around her head; a twig of rosemary is tucked into the
garland. On her hair at the back a small chain can just be seen,
holding up a veil that hangs down behind her back to right and
left and has goldish stripes on a dark ground. She wears a
close-fitting, lowcut bodice and a yellow-white, gold-
embroidered overskirt that spreads out wide and is open at the
front to reveal a white underskirt (one gets the impression that
at the front this overskirt is joined to the bodice, but hangs wide
to the right behind her sleeve). Draped around her waist, just
below where the skirts join the bodice, is a gold chain. The short
sleeves of the bodice, which has a square-cut neckline, show
small green- and gold-striped padded coverings. From beneath
these come wide sleeves, gathered at the wrists. Above the
bodice an open, pleated shirt with a smocked edging leaves the
bosom partly bare.

In the background, in addition to the plants, an indistinctly
shaped object can be made out at halt-height on the right
(originally an indication of foliage — see under 7. Copies).

Strong light falls from the left onto the figure; the flowers she
is holding in her left hand cast a shadow on the skirt that links up
with the shadows to the bottom and right of the figure.

3. Observations and technical information

Working conditions

Examined in May 1968 (B.H., E. v.d. W.} in good daylight. X-Ray
prints covering the whole surface of the painting, plus one of the
head alone, were received later.

Support

DESCRIPTION: Originally canvas, transferred to another,
123.5 x 97.5 cm. During restoration that must have been done
before the transfer a wedge-shaped patch about 15 cm high was
inserted in the area of the cheek, neck and breast; the threads of
this were removed during the transfer, but traces are still
apparent in the X-ray. Brown! wrongly thought that this had
been done only in 1938.

SCIENTIFIC DATA: The image of a remarkably fine and very
regular weave that shows up in the X-ray does not come from
the canvas on which the picture was originally painted. This is
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evident firstly from the fact that the fine-weave canvas
continues, surprisingly intact and with no paint or even remains
of paint covering 1t, round the stretcher, and secondly and
especially from the fact that in the X-ray one can see along the
edges irregular islands of a considerably coarser canvas weave.
There has obviously been a transfer, during which the layer of
ground was sanded down after the removal of the original
canvas, and in the course of this process small parts of the
exposed ground with the canvas imprint remained untouched
along the edges. These islands are so small that it is impossible to
say anything definite about the presence of cusping, though in
the small island at the lower left corner there does seem to be,
along the lower edge, a hint of this. Where the wedge-shaped
piece of canvas has been inserted the weave of the transfer
canvas continues through, but it is interfered with by sinuous
black lines running obliquely which are obviously vestiges of the
imprint of the old canvas used for the inlay.

A horizontal dark line seen in the X-ray 52 cm from the lower
edge might indicate that the old canvas had a seam at this point;
this is however by no means certain, since the craquelure
continues in the paint layer without a break, and there is no
trace at all of an imprint of a thread sewing the two pieces
together.

The original canvas has a thread count of 13 vertical threads/
cm (12—14) and 13.5 horizontal threads/cm (13—14), while that of
the transfer canvas is 16.4 vertical threads/cm (16—16.5) and 17.7
horizontal threads/cm (17—18.5). The warp direction is difficult
to make out.

Ground

DESCRIPTION: Not seen. At the top left one can see a light brown,
exposed at that point and also showing through in the foliage. It
may be assumed that this is not the colour of the ground, but of
an underpainting on it.

SCIENTIFIC DATA: According to a report by Joyce Plesters, of the
National Gallery, dated 29 June 1969 and based on her
investigation of a number of cross-sections of paint samples,
there is a two-layer ground on the canvas: ‘The lower and thicker
one, directly on the canvas, being of an orange to red colour (red
ochre), the upper and thinner being greyish or fawnish and of a
very granular, “pebbly” texture. In the upper layer a mixture of
coarse-grained lead white and charcoal black was found’.

Paint layer

CONDITION: Generally good; according to the National Gallery
catalogue? the shadows are ‘a little worn in places’. The inserted
piece of canvas ‘was formerly covered in part by a false curl
which was removed when the picture was cleaned in 1938; the
missing part was then restored to agree with the corresponding
area in the old copies’. According to the radiograph there is
some paint-loss at some places in a horizontal band at about
50 cm from the lower edge of the canvas. Along the righthand
side the paint has for the most part a dead and strangely opaque
appearance (see also Craquelure). This may have to do with the
changes in the composition (see X-Rays), but also with the
restorations intended, for instance, to cover over underlying
paint layers showing through. Craquelure: over the greater part
of the painting there is an evenly distributed pattern of irregular
cracks. In the right background the craquelure has a different
structure, with a widely varying pattern.

DESCRIPTION: The foliage in the left background is painted vividly
with dark brown and black of varying thickness. At the upper
left a light brown under-layer lies exposed; the same colour also
shows through in the foliage. In the right background, at the top,
the almost black paint is applied far more evenly, producing a
dead effect. From the shoulder obliquely up to the right upper
corner, and from there straight downwards, there are
brushstrokes visible in relief that have been covered over by the
black paint of the present background. By the shape running
diagonally upwards the underlying paint is apparent through the
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Fig. 3. Detail (1:1)
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craquelure, and is fairly light in colour. Downwards from the
shoulder the scarcely distinguishable black veil forms a band
that widens out towards the bottom. At half-height to the right
of this and in brown paint there is a form that is hard to make
out; probably this is a clumsy restoration of what was originally
an indication of foliage (see 7. Copies, 1 and 2). At the extreme
lower right, below the veil, a plant has been painted with broad
strokes in a greenish grey; to judge from old copies (ibid.) this
was not originally present at this point. In the background at the
bottom left there are pentimenti visible in the paint relief that
can also be seen partly in colour in the exposed cracks and on
the edges of the underlying brushstrokes; quite bold strokes
describe irregular and partly curved shapes. They penetrate into
the adjoining area of the woman’s skirt, and here and there
follow a zigzag course.

The flesh areas of the head, neck and bosom are, even in the
shadow parts, painted quite thickly and opaquely, and the
generally vigorous brushwork contributes to a strong effect of
plasticity. The paint is thickest in the lefthand part of the
torehead, which catches the strongest light. The brushstrokes
are partly visible, following the convexities of the face — for
instance by the contours on the right where quite strong
reflexions of light have been applied, by the neck and in the area
round the righthand eye.

The area by the eye on the left is marked by strong shadow
accents. The upper limit of the top eyelid consists of a collation
of shadow lines that widen out towards the comer of the eye
and merge into the shadow there, and from that point are joined
with the shadow beneath the eye-pouch. The shadow cast by the
eyelid on the eye is also executed in dark paint, contrasting
strongly with the light paint of the eyelid itself. Strokes in light
flesh tints starting from the nose area are partly placed over the
shadow in the corner of the eye. The lower edge of the eye is
defined only cursorily. The brown iris, darkly edged but with a
rather broken outline, stands out sharply against the white of
the eye. To the left, alongside the black pupil, there is a small,
clear catchlight; opposite this there is a somewhat lighter brown
in the iris. The area round the eye on the right is done in much
the same way. The light above the eye is applied with a very firm
brushstroke; the shadow area (which has here probably suffered
somewhat) forms a whole with the cast shadow of the nose, and
this, because of its shape, contributes a great deal to the
suggestion of plasticity in the righthand side of the face. The
strongest black is below the nose. The shape of the top lip, too, is
partly determined by the form of this shadow. Reflected light on
the underside of the nose and on the just visible wing of the nose
enhance the three-dimensional effect. The red of the lips merges
into the flesh tones; the broad, dark mouth-line, placed on top of
the red, suggests that the mouth is not entirely closed. The
strongly contrasting reflexions of light present in the area round
the chin and throat do much to define the convexities.

The hair is suggested with fluid strokes and touches that show
the shape of the curls. The garland of flowers has strong shadow
accents, set down with dabs and small curved brushstrokes; a
light colour can be glimpsed through cracks in the surface,
giving the impression that the garland was painted on top of the
tlesh colour (as is in fact confirmed by the X-ray). The sprig
worn on the head is defined crisply with bright edgings of light
in pale green that lie over the dark background and stand out
sharply against it. The veil on the left has a pattern done in
yellowish paint, while on the right a similar pattern is vaguely
seen, strengthened with scratchmarks. The fall of the folds in the
clothing is invariably defined clearly with firm brushstrokes, in a
great wealth and variety of colour. Yellow, an ochre colour,
green-blue, brown-red and white are used in the bodice; the
decorated edge of the overskirt is painted in yellow-white, an
ochrish yellow, pink and salmon pink, with thick strokes. In the
shadow areas there are mostly greys and browns, and on the
side of the lefthand sleeve that catches the light the dry and
coarse paint is placed partly over the background.
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The hand resting on the staff is shown with quite large fields

of colour, but is both anatomically and three-dimensionally
quite convincing. The fingernails are indicated summarily, and
the index and middle finger are separated by a single line of
shadow. The hand holding the flowers is entirely in shadow, and
has sufferend from wear. In its presentday form the anatomy is
hardly satisfactory. The cursorily placed lights and shadow lines
take an uncertain path. The stems and leaves of the flowers are
painted with firm strokes and dabs of an olive-brown, and have
pale, opaque green edges of light. The flowers are done mostly
with thick paint in blue-green, a muted pink, yellow, red and
pink over grey. They stand out quite dark against the yellow-
white of the skirt, also applied thickly at this point and
occasionally extending over the paint of the flowers and leaves.
The leaves and blooms wound around the staff are executed in
similar fashion.
SCIENTIFIC DATA: Thirteen paint samples were taken in 1969, and
cross-sections of nine of these were made by Joyce Plesters and
subjected to a provisional examination the results of which she
has kindly communicated to us. At the time this investigation
was carried out the complicated genesis of the painting that
must be assumed from the radiographs was still not known (see
X-Rays), so that the remarkably complex structure of layers
found by her now appears in a different light, and can certainly
not be looked on as representative of Rembrandt’s working
method.

The following pigments could be distinguished with varying
degrees of confidence: white lead, carbon black, red, yellow and
brown ochres in various areas; vermilion (red mercuric sulphide)
in the flesh and flowers; crimson coloured lake pigment on the
red rose; azurite (blue basic copper carbonate) in the blue-green
of the shirt, bright blue of flowers, also scattered in final glaze in
cool shadows of the flesh; a brilliant yellow and intense orange
yellow in the embroidery of the overdress which, from its
crystalline appearance under the microscope and particle
characteristics, appears to be orpiment (yellow arsenic sulphide).
In the green areas there was no green pigment to be found. The
pale green of Flora’s overgarment has been obtained with a
mixture of large crystals of azurite blue with a little yellow
pigment, plus some white lead. On top of this layer has been
placed a translucent layer of an as yet unidentified yellow.

Besides the two glazings just mentioned, there are two more
layers of paint applied as a glaze — a translucent layer using a
crimson-coloured lake pigment has been placed over the white
impasto of the red rose, and in the background there is a
translucent brown glaze over a white underlayer.

For a description of more recent examinations, see the
catalogue of the exhibition At in the making. Rembrandt, London

1988-"89, pp. 63-65.
X-Rays

As already mentioned under Support, one sees in large areas of
the picture the weave not of the original but of the transfer
canvas. Some parts of the present picture show up distinctly —
the head, without a reserve for the garland of flowers; the neck
area where, in view of the in some parts quite dark reserve, there
was always a necklace at the place where there is now a circlet of
flowers; and the bodice and a few thickly painted flowers of the
bouquet the woman is holding in her left hand. The lit parts of
both sleeves can also be readily made out, as can those of the
skirt hem, the staff on the left and (very vaguely) the hand
resting on it. The wedge-shaped insert by the neck — see Support
— gives a dark shadow. As has been mentioned, there is a
horizontal band of patches appearing black, at about 50 cm from
the lower edge, that indicate paint loss. The dark horizontal line
in the same area suggests that there was a seam here.

There is however also clear evidence of an earlier picture in a
more or less completed state. On the extreme right one can see
another version of the woman’s bare left arm, with the forearm
intersected by the frame. Less clear, on the left, one can make
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Fig. 5. Detail (1: 1)




out a perhaps also partly bare forearm seen foreshortened, to
the right of and a little lower down than the present right hand.
It is plain that the painting was quite appreciably larger to the
right, from a woman’s head seen in profile on the extreme right,
level with the present figure’s shoulder and bent a little forward;
she must have been leaning over the outstretched arm of the
main figure, and her right hand passes beneath it. This hand is
intersected by vertical brushstrokes that probably have to do
with the present dangling sleeve of the main figure. There are
however also similar brushstrokes, appearing light in the X-ray,
that give the impression that the second woman was holding
something in her right hand. At the same height there are
further light traces of bold brushstrokes that do not match the
present picture. The area of the present hand seen in shadow,
holding the flowers, does show up as a reserve in the light image
of the paint of the present lit skirt; but inside this reserve there
is, appearing quite light, a pattern of broad strokes that do not
coincide with the present picture; further down these become
vague. Somewhat similar broad and rather random strokes
appear low down at the extreme left, bordered at the top by
what appears to be the edge of a shape curving to the right.
These latter brushstrokes have already been described as visible
in relief at the paint surface; they penetrate a little into the light
image of the skirt. This area is intersected, towards the lower
right, by a slightly curved band that gives a weak, light image. To
the right above the main figure’s shoulder there is a white band
made up of repeated strokes; once again, the relief of this was
seen at the paint surface.

A large part of these observations become understandable if,
like Brown!, one assumes that they relate to vestiges of an
originally larger painting of Judith dropping the head of
Holophernes into a sack held by her maidservant. The upper
outline of the sack is vaguely apparent to the right below the
older woman’s right hand, while Judith’s hand that must have
held the head has been lost through the right edge of the canvas
having been trimmed off. Possibly the light patch on the
extreme right must be seen as a remainder of Holophernes’
head. The main figure has at all events been altered in respect of
the pose of both arms, the garland of flowers and part of her
costume; how far this also applies to the pose of the rest of the
body is hard to tell, partly because the significance of the
brushstrokes visible to the lower left beside the present figure
remains unclear. These ought perhaps to be seen as traces of a
radioabsorbent layer that the artist placed over an area that had
already been painted, before he painted the outstretched hand
with the staff on top of it. The meaning of the light band at the
top right is also unclear (possibly the edge of a tent opening?).

Signature

At the lower left, to the right of the staff at about 15 cm from
the bottom edge, worm and only partly legible,
<Rem(b).a . . .[/16535>>. The shape of the R, which is open on the
left and has stiff curves, differs from that in all signatures known
to us. The writing is weak, and the inscription cannot be
regarded as original.

Varnish
No special remarks.

4. Comments

In theme, approach and manner of painting
no. A n2 fits wholly into Rembrandt’s work from
around 1635. The painting is close, especially, to the
almost lifesize mythological and historical female
figures from the years 1633-35. In its three-
dimensional effect it represents a high point in this
series, and also ushers in a new phase. There is not
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the slightest doubt about the attribution to
Rembrandt, though the present signature and date
cannot be seen as authentic.

MacLaren? already considered the possibility of
the present composition having been somewhat
larger, and of the original signature and date having
been removed during the reduction and copied in
their present position. This supposition is based on
matching drawn and painted copies in which the
figure has been placed in a larger framing at the top
and bottom and especially the righthand side (see 6.
Graphic reproductions and 7. Copies, 1 and 2; figs. 6, 7
and 8); moreover, the canvas was still described in a
sale of 1756 as measuring ‘45 pouces de haut sur 54
pouces de large [121.5 x 145.8 cm], presumably with
the height and width transposed (see 8. Provenance).
This would mean that it was then about 20 cm bigger
than today in both height and width. This later
reduction of the canvas must of course be seen quite
separately from an earlier trimming down (probably
only in width) that took place when Rembrandt
altered the painting of Judith — of which the
radiograph shows indisputable traces — into one of
Flora (see below). The copies mentioned further
make one suspect that the indication of foliage in the
background was originally more distinct, that the
shapes on the right at half-height that are today hard
to read (because of restoration?) formed part of it,
and that the hint of a plant at the lower right is not
original and was added even after the second
reduction in size (cf. in particular Copies, ).

In the rendering of plastic form, with the powerful
yet invariably smooth and never incisive shadow
accents, and especially in the head, the characteristic
use of reflexions of light, no. A n2 closely resembles
the manner of painting found in, for example, the
Madrid Sophonisba and the Cupid of 1634 (nos. A 94
and A g1) and the Minerva of 1635 (no. A 114). In the
figure’s suggestion of depth, however, the London
Flora marks a new step. This is evident most of all
when one compares it with the 1634 Flora in
Leningrad (no. A g3). Quite apart from a number of
resemblances such as the manner of painting in the
background, one is struck by the fact that a generally
firmer brushstroke and a more subdued use of
colour (with brown and greys predominating
particularly in the shadows) lend the painting a
greater unity, and that the lighting has led to a
stronger three-dimensional effect. A high point in
this respect is the centre of the composition, where
the hand and bouquet of flowers, mostly hidden in
shadow, make a strong contrast with the very light
parts of the skirt at that point. The manner of
painting here, with thick paint (applied after the
flowers had been completed!) gives a contrast
producing a suggestion of depth that is enhanced
even further by the shadows cast from the flowers
onto the light skirt. This effect — already present to
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a limited degree in the Sophonisba and Minerva — is
seen to recur in various forms, e.g. in the Berlin
Samson threatening his father-in-law of 1635 (no. A 10g),
where the clenched fist throws a shadow onto the
light wall. Such strong contrasts of light within a
single figure, as an adjunct to foreshortening, occur
in a similar way in the 1636 Standard-bearer a private
collection, Paris (no. A 120). This painting shows a
great many features from the London Flora, taken
even further.

For the costume and iconography of no. A 112 one
can turn to the comments on the 1634 Flora in
Leningrad (no. A 93). It may be added that some
connexion with Titian’s Flora, now in Florence and
around 1640 in Amsterdam in the Alfonso Lopez
collection, is rather less unlikely than it is for the
Leningrad Flora. The partially bared bosom and the
outstretched hand with flowers might be interpreted
as evidence for this (though it is true that the figure’s
left hand, and the quite different flowers, differ from
the classic text that forms the basis for the Titian).

The London Flora in its present form shows for
the most part a homogeneous paint surface; an
exception to this is the zone to the right of the figure,
where the application of paint is dead and there is a
different craquelure pattern. This is no doubt
connected with the underlying picture, part of which
is still visible in relief at the surface, and plainly
apparent in the X-ray. It is possible that the
underlying layer of paint in this area became more
apparent at a later date, and led to overpaintings.
Apart from this, the presentday image does not
suffer any great disadvantage from the drastic
alterations the change of subject entailed.

The wunderlying picture, which was partly
overpainted by Rembrandt himself, prompts the
following comments. The radiograph reveals that
this differed quite substantially from the present
painting, and most probably depicted the episode
where Judith drops the head of Holophernes, after
severing it, into a sack held by her maid (as related in
the apocryphal Book of Judith, 13:1-15). A drawing in
the Louvre, generally attributed to Rembrandt and
dated in the later 1630s (Ben. 176) deals with the same
subject; its composition however shows scarcely any
resemblance to the original composition of no. A nz.
It may be assumed that the earlier picture
underneath the present painting was painted when
the canvas was considerably wider and somewhat
taller than it is today; it would no doubt have
provided more room for the maid than can be seen
in the X-ray; at that stage too the figures were
probably seen to just below the knees. The original
format might have been close to that of the Madrid
Sophonisba (142 x 153 cm). The composition will have
been of the type we know from, for example, two
paintings by Rubens — an earlier version in
Braunschweig and a later one in the Palazzo Vecchio

in Florence (R. Oldenbourg, P.P. Rubens, Berlin—
Leipzig, n.d., pp.136 and 236). In both these
paintings the maid leans over Judith’s outstretched
hand holding the head of Holophernes so as to hold
the sack open, and in the latter work especially the
configuration of hands and sack is very close to what
Rembrandt’s picture must have shown. In both
Rubens paintings Judith has both arms half-bare, as
she must have done in the Rembrandt; she holds a
sword in her right hand. Whether the latter feature
was also present in the Rembrandt it is impossible
to say for certain from the radiograph. The
interpretation of the band of light brushstrokes
running towards the upper righthand corner as the
edge of a tent-opening finds some support in the
corresponding passage in the later Rubens painting.

For the unlikely suggestion that Saskia acted as a
model, see the comments under nos. A 70, A 75, A 93
and A 94.

5. Documents and sources

None.

6. Graphic reproductions

1. Mezzotint by William Pether (Carlisle 1731 — London c¢. 1793)
(Charrington no. 126). In the third state this is inscribed:
Rembrandt’s Wife in the Character of a Jew Bride. / From the Original
picture Painted by Rembrandt,/ In the Collection of the Right Hon.b%
William Henry Fortescue. [ Published according to Act of Parliament by J.
Boydell Engraver, in Cheapside London. 1763. Reproduces the picture
in reverse, with framing wider at the right, top and bottom.
Since no. A n2 was almost certainly not in the coll. Fortescue in
1763 (see 8. Provenance), this mezzotint must have been made
after a copy which, because of the matching position of the staff
the woman is holding, will have been the painting described
under ;. Copies, 2.

7. Copies

A note in Rembrandt’s hand on the back of a drawing in Berlin
(Ben. 448) shows that he sold, for prices varying from 5 to 15
guilders, works (probably copied from his own work) by a pupil
whose name has become illegible or was not named, by
Ferdinand Bol and by Leendert van Beyeren; these included a
Standard-bearer and a Flora by the first, an Abraham and a Flora by
the second, and a Flora by the third. It seems possible that this
note related either to paintings or to detailed drawings like that
mentioned here as no. 1; there is a similar drawing of
Rembrandt’s 1635 Standard-bearer (no. A 120) by the same hand,
also in the British Museum, London. For similar drawings by
others, see no. A 114 and no. A 6, and also A go fig. 6.

A painting that, to judge from the pedigree of the original,
must have been a copy was in the Jan Joost Marcus sale,
Amsterdam 20-21 November 1780 (Lugt 3187), no. 35: ‘Rembrant.
Op Dock, hoog 49, breed 38 duim [= 125.4 x 104.5 cm]. In dit
Schildery beschouwd men een staande Vrouw, de Jooden-Bruid
of Rembrants Vrouw genaamd, hebbende op de linkerhand
eenige Bloemen, en in de rechterhand een Stok, wyders heeft ze
om haar hoofd een krans van Bloemen; dit Stuk is bevallig,
krachtig en fraai geschildert.” (Rembrant, On canvas . . . In this
painting one beholds a standing woman, called the Jewish Bride
or Rembrant’s wife, with some flowers in her left hand and a
staff in the right; she further has a garland of flowers around her
head; this piece is gracefully, skilfully and finely painted). This
painting can perhaps be identified with copy 2 or 5 below.



1. Drawing, pen and brown ink and Indian wash, 21.9 x 17.3 cm,
London, The British Museum (fig. 6; Sumowski Drawings I, no.
127). At the bottom of the back there is a partly trimmed-off
inscription: ‘Rembrant’. An attribution of this thoroughly
competent drawing to Bol (see also Sumowski op. cit.) must
remain a supposition; at all events it is far superior to the
Amsterdam drawing after Rembrandt’s Minerva that carries a
Bol signature (no. A 14, copy 1). Rembrandt’s note mentioned
above makes one suspect that it is this drawing and that of the
Standard-bearer that are from the hand of the pupil whose name
is illegible or is not named. Reproduces the picture in a framing
that is wider at the right, top and bottom, and in the background
has a clearer indication of vegetation which surrounds the dark
hint of a grotto (?). The shapes on the right at half-height that
are now incomprehensible in the painting are here clearly
understandable as leaves. At the lower left a lighter area seems
to indicate a patch of ground. On the right the hanging veil ends
in floating folds. The details in the background of the drawing
seem to give a good impression of the painting before the latter’s
appearance was altered by the darkening of brown paint, later
cutting-down (especially on the right) and overpaintings along
the righthand side. The only clear deviation from the painting in
its present state is the absence of a plant in the bottom
righthand corner.

2. Canvas 130 x 104 cm, present whereabouts unknown (figs. 7
and 8). Earlier coll. Mrs Ellice, Invergarry (W. Bode and C.
Hofstede de Groot, Rembrandt III, Paris 1899, no. 187); coll.
Russell Ellice, sale London 19 June 1942; sale London 17 October
1951 (part of the property of Mrs W. Hannah), no. 20 (£1400 to Mr
Rozendaal); dealer D. Cevat, London. According to the
photographs available to us, a very faithful copy painted in a
Rembrandtesque manner and apparently in the workshop. It
shows the picture framed wider at the right, top and bottom.
The tonal values appear to be those of the original in its present
condition. The shapes on the right at half-height however look
more like leaves (cf. copy 1). The veil does not have the floating
end on the right, and the indication of a plant at the lower right
is absent. The ivy-entwined staff, which in the original is tilted a
little to the left, is here almost vertical, and this last feature in
particular makes it likely that the mezzotint by Pether (see 6.
Graphic reproductions) was made after this painting, which would
then have been in the coll. Fortescue in 1763.

3. Canvas 193.5 x 132.2 cm, Krewzlingen, coll. Heinz Kisters.
Earlier dealer D. Katz, Dieren (1938); sale Berlin (Lange) 3/4
December 1940, no. 156. Reproduces the original in a framing
considerably wider on all sides, with the figure full-length (as is
the case in copy 4 below; there may easily be some confusion in
the respective pedigrees). Examined on § September 1972 (J.B.,
P. v. Th.). The canvas comprises two parts, with a horizontal
seam at about half height. A beige-grey ground is visible in worn
patches at the lower left. The manner of painting is in general
rather flat and less Rembrandt-like than that of copy ¢; it does
however, like the craquelure, make a 17th-century impression. It
is inconceivable that this copy shows the original composition of
no. A nz; it obviously came about through lengthening of the
figure and staff, without a satisfactory solution being found for
both of these resting on the ground — added vegetation has
been used to hide the critical parts of the garment and feet from
sight. In the upper half of the background the motifs that are
seen most clearly in copy 1 have been spread over a wider area.
This copy is the least interesting for forming an opinion of the
original, though it is noteworthy that it shares with copy 1 the
motif of the floating end to the veil on the right.

4. Canvas 134 x 127 cm (??), formerly coll. Sir Edmund Lechmere,
The Rhydd (c. 1882); dealer Thomas Agnew & Sons, London.
Reproduced in: W. Bode and C. Hofstede de Groot, Rembrandt
111, Paris 1899, no. 188 and: W.R. Valentiner, Rembrandt, Stuttgart-
Berlin 1go8 (Kl. d. K.), p. 535. Not seen by us. Shows the figure
fulllength as in copy 3 (but in a narrower framing). It is
conceivable that this was copied from copy 3.
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Fig. 6. Copy 1. Rembrandt workshop, brush in greys and black over pen and
ink, 21.9 x 17.3 cm. London, The British Museum

5. Canvas 122 x103 cm. Coll. Baron Exel J. Bonde, Ericsberg
Castle near Katrineholm, Sweden. Known to us only from a
mediocre photograph for which we are indebted to Mr R.
Gummesson, Stockholm,; this gives the impression that this copy
was made from the original after this had been trimmed down
somewhat at the top, bottom and — especially — right, but
before there had been overpainting along the righthand side; the
indication of a plant at the lower right seems to be missing.
Besides hints of foliage the background shows, at the lower left,
a patch of ground, such as is also visible in the drawing
mentioned under 1 above. The head is tilted a little more
definitely to the left than in the original or any of the other
copies.
6. Canvas 70 x34 cm. Coll. Dr G.H.N,, sale Paris (Drouot) 29 May
1908, no. 17 (as by G. Flinck). To judge from the reproduction in
the catalogue an old copy, apparently a fragment, of the figure
from the waist up. What was probably a similar fragment was a
painting in the coll. P.A.J. Knijff, sale Antwerp 18ff July 1785
(Lugt 3923), no. 417: ‘Rembrant. Le buste d’une temme a la fleur
de son age, vue en face; elle a de longs cheveux, dont les touffes
lui tombent sur les épaules; elle porte une faille attachée avec
une petite guirlande de fleurs, dont elle a aussi un collier; elle a
une partie du sein découverte; son habillement est brodé en or &
en argent: ses manches sont jaunes garnies d’or rayé de verd.
L’on remarque dans ce portrait un suave étonnant, un grand
relief, une touche fiere, piteuse & expressive, & un coloris
vigoureux. Haut 19% po. large 15% [..prises sur le pied de France
= 52.6 x 41.8 cm] T[oile]’. (15.— to Rombouts).
7. Drawing in red and black chalk, 25 x 19.4 cm (photo RKD
L58757). Anonymous sale London (Sotheby’s) 25 November
1970, 1n0. 68. Reproduces the original after the overpaintings on
the right had taken place, including the plant in the lower
righthand corner.

Summarizing, one can say that copies 1 and 2 offer the most
reliable information about the original in its completed state, i.e.
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Fig. 7. Copy 2. Rembrandt workshop, canvas 130 x 104 cm. Whereabouts unknown
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A 12

Fig. 8. Copy 2, detail (1:1)
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after the alteration by Rembrandt of the picture and its format,
and before the later reduction in size. The only strange feature is
that the London drawing shows the flapping end of the veil on
the right which also appears in the painting described under 3
above, while this is missing in copy 2. If one assumes that copies
1 and 3 were made independently of each other and after the
original, then it is probable that they are more reliable on this
point than copy 2, which otherwise makes an extremely reliable
impression. Copy j is important because it shows the original —
admittedly in a reduced format — without the overpaintings
present today; it would be interesting to be able to date this
copy more precisely.

8. Provenance

— Coll Duc de Tallard, sale Paris 22 March — 13 May 1756 (Lugt
910), no. 156: ‘Rembrandt. Une Mariée Juive les cheveux épars, et
une couronne de fleurs sur la téte, elle pose la main droite sur
une canne qui est pareillement entourée de fleurs, et de la
gauche elle tient un gros bouquet. La Figure est de grandeur
naturelle, et peinte dans ce ton de couleur vigoureux qu’on
admire dans tous les ouvrages de Rembrandt. La téte est d’'un
beau caractére et d’un grand effet. La grandeur de ce Tableau
est de 45 pouces de haut sur 34 pouces de large [=
121.5 X 145.8 cm — presumably height and width have been
transposed; less likely is the assumption by MacLaren? that 54 is
a printer’s error for 34 pouces = g1.g cm, i.e. a good 5.5 cm less
than the present width]’ (bought for 602 francs by Remy, one of
the auctioneers, ‘pour I’Angleterre’; one finds an identical note
to no. 141, Rubens’ Watering-place, which was later in the coll.
Duke of Montague, and this makes it probable that the
Rembrandt too was bought for this collector?).

— Coll. Duke of Montague; manuscript list of pictures at
Montague House made about 1780, no. 14: ‘Rembrandt A Jew
Bride, % Length’2. Inherited in 1790 by the Duke’s daughter who
was married to the grd Duke of Buccleugh.

— Coll. Duke of Buccleuch, Dalkeith Palace near Edinburgh,
later Montague House, London. Bought for the National Gallery
from the 8th Duke in 1938.

9. Summary

No. n2 fits, in its approach and manner of painting,
into Rembrandt’s work from around 1634—1636; in
terms of its subject it resembles closely the almost
lifesize mythological and historical female figures
from the years 1633—35, and forms a high point in
this series. The head, in which the effect of plasticity
is achieved to a major extent by means of strong
reflexions of light, shows striking similarities to,
especially, that of the 1634 Sophonisba in Madrid
(no. A g4). Strong contrasts of light and shadow have
produced within the figure an effective impression
of depth that, particularly when compared to the
Leningrad Flora of 1634 (no. A 93), already represents
a clear development and in somewhat later work
such as the 1636 Standard-bearer in a private collection
in Paris (no. Ai20) is taken even further. The
signature and date cannot in their present form be
seen as autograph, but no. A 112 can in every respect
be looked on as an indubitably authentic and very
characteristic work from 1635.

From observations at the paint surface and,
especially, from the radiographs one sees that the
picture originally showed a different and larger
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composition, which can be interpreted as Judith
dropping the head of Holophernes into a sack held
by her maid standing on her left. This composition
must, at least to a large degree, have been in an
advanced stage of completion. As the picture was
altered into that of Flora, the canvas was probably
trimmed down on the righthand side. The maid was
painted out, and the pose of Judith’s arms was
changed. The upper body of Judith was however
(with the addition of the garlands of flowers) used
almost unchanged for that of Flora. Old copies,
matching each other, indicate that at a later date
(probably after 1756) the canvas was further reduced
slightly at the right, top and bottom, and that
(probably later still) there were overpaintings of
minor importance.
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Fig. 1. Canvas 177 x 129 cm
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1. Summarized opinion

An authentic work, for the most part poorly
preserved and much overpainted, reliably signed
and dated 1635.

2. Description of subject

The myth of Ganymede, son of King Tros who gave his name to
Troy, can be found inter alia in Ovid’s Metamorphoses, book X,
verse 155t As the most beautiful of young boys, he was chosen
by the gods to be Jupiter’s cup-bearer. Jupiter, who also lusted
after the boy as a bedmate, disguised himself as an eagle and
abducted him from the Trojan plain.

Jupiter, in the form of an eagle with wings outspread, is seen
carrying his prey up into a sky partly covered with dark clouds
and partly filled with a pale light, in which the god’s lightning
flashes at the top left. He holds Ganymede fast by his clothing in
his beak and one claw, while the other claw grasps his left arm.
Ganymede, a small, plump child, dangles in the folds of his blue-
grey overgarment and white shirt, both of which are pulled up
baring part of his back and the lower half of his body. At the left
a belt hangs down from the folds, ending in a swaying tassel
with small metal beads. He is putting up a futile resistance,
pushing against his captor with his right arm and hand,
screaming, kicking out with his legs and urinating in his terror.
His left hand grips a small twig with cherries. Strong light falls
from the left onto the figure of the boy, making a strong
contrast with the dark background of trees silhouetted against
the sky. On the righthand side the horizon is visible, while the
curved wall of a building is seen, vaguely, far down at the
bottom left.

3. Observations and technical information

Working conditions

Examined in May 1970 (B.H., E.v.d.-W.) in good light and out of
the frame.

Support

DESCRIPTION: Canvas, relined, 177 x 129 cm. The old canvas has
been removed; a layer of gauze (visible from the front through
inpainted gaps) was then applied, followed by a new canvas. An
extra layer of canvas may have been added to the back of this.
The front shows two vertical ridges — perhaps due to seams in
one of the new canvases — at 38 cm from the lefthand side and
51 cm from the right.

SCIENTIFIC DATA: None.

Ground

DESCRIPTION: Not seen.

SCIENTIFIC DATA: In a cross-section prepared from a sample taken
from the lefthand edge, Kithn! found the usual two-layer
structure. The bottom layer is red, consisting of a mixture of red
ochre, quartz and fieldspar, while the top layer is grey and
comprises white lead, chalk (calcium carbonate) and an
unidentified black pigment.

Paint layer

conpiTION: The paint surface appears to have been flattened
during the relining. There are numerous overpaintings, covering
paint loss and wearing. In the figure of Ganymede they can be
seen in the shadow in the righthand side of the face, in the dark
parts of the hair, in the arm and hand above his head and in the
shadow area in the upper half of the back; horizontal bands of
overpainting run across the lit part of the abdomen, and in the
blue-grey overgarment the shadowed folds have been
strengthened. In the eagle the original paint layer appears, in the
painting’s present state, to be visible only in the edges that catch
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the light, in the beak and in the claw on the left. The area of sky
to the left of the bird is still to a large extent original, while to
the right there are further overpaintings. Large areas of the dark
landscape of trees and the vaguely-seen stretch of wall have
been overpainted, and are moreover in such a poor state that it
is no longer possible to assess this area, even from the viewpoint
of what it shows. A print from around 1770 (see 6. Graphic
reproductions, 1) has a hilly vista to the right, differing from the
almost straight horizon seen today.

The overpaintings can be seen as having been done in two
phases — a first, probably immediately after the transfer, in
which large areas of sky and landscape and (to a lesser degree)
shadow areas of the eagle and Ganymede’s body were
overpainted, and a second in which numerous patches of paint
that had by then darkened were retouched, in part over earlier
overpaintings. Craquelure: in the well-preserved parts one can
see an evenly-distributed, irregular craquelure, while in the
earlier overpaintings the craquelure has a shrinkage pattern.
DESCRIPTION: Only the figure of Ganymede in fact provides a
coherent picture of the original treatment. The head is painted
broadly and fairly thickly in yellowish and reddish flesh tints, the
shadows in browns and greys that are opaque above the eyes,
above and around the nose and at the mouth, and rather thinner
(though no longer wholly intact) in the shadow of the cheek. The
modelling is accentuated with touches of light paint: a few broad
strokes of light flesh colour have been placed above the mouth,
white highlights on the forehead, nose, cheeks, lower eyelids,
tongue, teeth and lower lip, and a reflexion of light in an orange-
brown on the underside of the nose. The screwed-up eyes are
depicted with a few strokes of dark paint, and there is a similar
strong, dark accent in the open mouth. The treatment of the lit
arm and hand and of the chubby body is (where it has not been
overpainted) entirely similar to that of the face — fairly thick in
the lit parts and, especially in the body, done with long strokes
that form and follow the convexities. On the right, just outside
the contour of the buttock and thigh, a slightly lighter paint
shows through the darker paint of the trees forming the
background at that point, and perhaps indicates that in the first
lay-in the contour of this part of the body ran more to the right.
The possibility of this light paint being part of a local light
underpainting cannot be discounted. A similar phenomenon is
seen on the left, along and outside the edge of the knee and
thigh.

éanymede’s clothing is painted with long strokes that follow
the folds, impasto where the white shirt and blue-grey
overgarment catch the light. There is a noticeable use of fairly
dry, lumpy paint in the sleeve of the shirt and on the folds of the
overgarment; in the latter there is an occasional sheen of light,
done in a thin light yellow. This use of dry paint is found again in
light curls in the lefthand side of the hair. Colourful accents are
formed by the defily painted ochre-yellow and orange-brown
edging above the sleeve, enlivened with dabs of thick light
yellow and white, and by the tassel painted with long, narrow
strokes of red, ochre-coloured, grey-blue and yellow paint. Red
occurs again in the cherries on the small twig, executed with
curling impasto strokes, that Ganymede holds in his left hand.

Among the best-preserved parts of the bird, the edges are
painted in a fairly light tint that tends to an ochre colour. The
claw that grasps Ganymede’s left arm is in greys and browns; the
shadow below it, where a translucent dark brown can be seen, is
the only place in the whole painting where one detects a hint of
a dark underpainting. The sky to the left of and above the bird
seems to have survived well, and is done in a dull blue with a
definite brushstroke. The flash of lightning at the top left is
painted in a yellow-brown. The sky on the n'ght, with varying
degrees of overpainting, is in a leaden grey among which there
are tints tending to a yellow-brown.

SCIENTIFIC DATA: Kithn! describes the results of examination of
five samples. Brown paint at the lefthand edge contains bone
black, white lead, yellow and red ochre; on top of this is a layer
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of varnish, over which there is the white, black and brown paint
of later, non-autograph overpaintings. The white of Ganymede’s
teeth consists of white lead containing a little copper and silver,
and the red of the cherries of vermilion with partly coarse grains
of pigment mixed with some white lead and bone black. The
decorative yellow border above Ganymede’s sleeve contains
lead-tin yellow, and the yellow pigment in the tassel has been
identified as yellow ochre.

X-Rays
None.

Signature

In black on the topmost fold of Ganymede’s overgarment:
<Rembrandt. ft/1635>. There is no reason to doubt its authen-
ticity.

Varnish

There is a layer of old and partly disintegrated varnish.

4. Comments

The figure of Ganymede, the only element in the
painting that still gives a reliable picture of how
paint was handled, confirms the authenticity of the
work in a wholly convincing way. The head, the lit
arm and hand and the body are marked by the
feeling for volume and mass that is peculiar to
Rembrandt in the mid-1630s and that forms the
foundation for the homogeneous treatment of these
passages. The handling of paint fits into one’s image
of his largescale figures from that period. The
brushwork is more generally broad than in the
preceding years, and provides a concise indication of
the modelling in which details and accents are
skilfully incorporated. In the figure the paint is
everywhere opaque, and especially in the clothing is
sometimes used dry and lumpy; alongside and
occasionally on top of this there is often a final
application of thin paint with short, broad strokes.
In this treatment the Ganymede shows similarities
with, for instance, the London Flora (no. A nz2). The
two works also have much in common in the
alternation of cool and warm tints in the centre,
where flesh tints are set off against honey-coloured
hair and where in the clothing blue-grey-green, red-
brown and ochre dominate alongside the white; they
show that in this period Rembrandt tried to give a
certain amount of variegation to his large-scale
figure works. Finally, the two works are linked by
their general design — in both the picture is
dominated by a lit figure placed against a dark
background, its plasticity emphasized by strong light
glancing across the body and creating deep shadows,
half-shadows and reflexions of light. These
similarities with the 1635 Flora suggest a roughly
simultaneous production that is confirmed by the
signature and date, also 1635, appearing on the
Ganymede; the form and writing of the signature
make a convincing impression of authenticity.
Beyond the figure of Ganymede, overpaintings
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Fig. 4. Detail with signature (1 : 1)

play a major part in the painting in its present state.
They do not, it is true, affect the shape of the eagle
as a whole, and the sky to the left of and above the
bird seems to have remained well preserved; but the
same cannot be said of the remainder of the
surroundings, which consist for the most part of
dark areas. One may assume that, as will once have
been the case with the Flora, these passages showed
greater variation and more details than they do
today. One might wonder whether the painting was
larger, because of the way the tips of the eagle’s
wings are cut off by the sides of the painting. This
feature can however already be seen in a drawing in
Dresden done after this painting (see 7. Copies, 1) and
probably dating from the end of the 17th century;
and in a sale in 1716 (see 8. Provenance) the painting
was described with its present dimensions (and
indeed even sligthly smaller), so that any change in
format must have occurred before then. It is even
unlikely that one ever took place; in the case of
Abraham’s sacrifice in Leningrad (no. A 108) such
suspicions based on similar considerations proved to
be unfounded.

A pen-and-wash drawing, also in Dresden
(Kupferstichkabinett; 18.5 x 16.1 cm; Ben. g2; our fig.
5) seems to be a preparatory sketch for the
composition. As such it is a very rare example —
only a few drawings can be linked with Rembrandt’s
paintings in such a direct way. The drawing has not
kept its original size, since the pen-lines and strokes
of bistre run past the framing lines along which it has
been trimmed. What remains is close to a square in
format; but though one does not get the impression
of a great deal of the drawing having been lost, it can
no longer provide any arguments as to what the
format of the painting may have been. At the
bottom left there are two gesticulating figures done
with rough penstrokes, of whom no trace can now
be seen in the painting; one has to wonder whether
they ever were there. One might interpret these
figures as being Ganymede’s parents; the one to the
front, possibly male (and thus perhaps his father
Tros, king of Troy) is holding a rod-like object (a
telescope?).

The classical theme depicted in the painting, that
of a king’s son borne away by an eagle to become
cupbearer to the gods, can be found in Ovid and
other authors. In Ovid (Metamorphoses, book X, verse
155tf) the eagle is Jupiter himself in disguise, while
Virgil (£neid, book V, verse 252ff) has the bird sent
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by Jupiter. Until recently, in discussions of
Rembrandt’s painting, the stress has been placed on
the erotically-tinged interpretation of the myth,
according to which Ganymede was not only
cupbearer to Jupiter but also coveted by him as a
bedmate because of his physical beauty. It was
concluded from this, very early on by Smith? and
later by Clark?, that in depicting the figure of a
screaming baby wetting itself Rembrandt was
offering a parody of the theme; for Clark, he was
prompted to do so not only by the revulsion for
homosexuality felt in the protestant culture, but also
by an anti-classical spirit — ‘It was a protest not only
against antique art, but against antique morality,
and against the combination of the two in sixteenth-
century Rome’. Years before this, Neumann* had
been more reserved about the possibility of a
parody. In discussing the Ganymede and other
Rembrandt works with subjects taken from classical
mythology, he made the point that the readiness
with which such subjects are treated is in fact an
indication of how far the mental world of 17th-
century man was bound up with antiquity, whose
centuries-old tradition was constantly adapted to
contemporary forms and experience, and indeed
‘mit elner gewissen unreflektierten Selbstver-
standlichkeit’.  The gist of Neumann’s argu-
ment is taken further in a study of Rembrandt’s
Ganymede by Margarita Russell®. This is mainly based
on the neo-platonic interpretation of the theme,
which has Ganymede as a symbol of the soul that
God loves for its purity. According to Russell it was
primarily this spiritual concept that was adopted by
the Renaissance. It was introduced into the imagery
of Dutch artists by Alciati’s Emblematum Liber and
Karel van Mander’s Schilder-boeck (1ste edn Haarlem
1604, 2nd edn Amsterdam 1618; the myth of
Ganymede in the 1oth book of the Welegginge op den
Metamorphosis Pub. Ovidij Nasonis). In Alciati Ganymede
(emblem 4, in some editions emblem 32) is no longer
a youth or young man, but a child, seated happily on
the eagle’s back with the motto ‘In Deo laetandum’
(rejoice in God). The interpretation of Ganymede as
the blameless soul taken by God to Himself made
the motif suitable for commemorative portraits of
children who had died young, a use that has been
mentioned by Knipping® and that Russel illustrates
with a series of works by Nicolaes Maes.

Unlike Maes, who has the children accepting their
fate with elegance and equanimity, Rembrandt has
the situation filled with fear and futile protest. The
rendering of the theme seems to be determined
mainly by an approach to the dramatic situation that
has made him reject an idealized interpretation. His
‘realism’ does not however stretch so far as has been
assumed, especially not on the points that have given
rise to the idea of a parody. Russell points out, as did
Schatborn’ earlier, that the puckered, tearful face of
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Ganymede seems to have been dictated by a
conventional model; it is tempting to recognize this
model — used by Rembrandt in a number of
drawings (such as Ben. 218 and 401, both in Berlin)
and in particular for the weeping Cupid in the
Leningrad Danaé (no. A ng) — in ‘1 hout kintgen’
(one wooden child) that was bought by Rembrandt
on 22 February 1635 at the sale of the effects of the
painter Barent van Someren (Antwerp c¢. 1572 /78 —
Amsterdam 1611; see Strauss Doc., 1635/1)3. For the
urinating there is even an explanation of cosmic
significance — as related later in the myth,
Ganymede is taken up by Jupiter to join the
Immortals, and transformed into the constellation of
Aquarius; in Van Mander (op. cit., p. 87 recto) one
reads ‘want Ganymedes wiert verandert in t Hemel-
teecken, stort water, 't welc van der Sonne
inghenomen wesende, ons niet al Nectar, maer
waters ghenoech schenckt, en afstort’ (for
Ganymede was turned into the sign [of Aquarius],
pours down water and, this having been taken in by
the Sun pours and sends down to us not Nectar but
water in sufficiency). Russell’s thesis that Rembrandt
had the Christian, spiritual interpretation of the
myth in mind cannot, in the light of this, be
regarded as a wholly satisfactory explanation of the
painting. In a discussion of a work by Pieter de
Hooch in which a Rape of Ganymede (by Karel van
Mander III, probably inspired by Rembrandt’s work;
cf. Russell, op. cit. p. 17) is seen serving as a
chimneybreast piece, the authors of the catalogue of
the 1976 exhibition Tot lering en vermaak® make the
point that the erotic connotation of the story had
not been forgotten in 17th-century Holland. This
can be seen inter alia from the classicist theory of art
which, to take the words of Samuel van Hoogstraten,
looked on any depicting of the Ganymede myth as
contrary to decency and good tastet. Rembrandt’s
picture in fact contains no element that would justify
a definite choice of either the neo-platonic or the
erotic interpretation (see also Schwartz!?). The same
applies to a detail like the cherries held in
Ganymede’s hand. Russell (op. cit., p. 1) sees them as
a symbol of purity, and points to pictures of the
Madonna and Child in which cherries occur. One
can however also find them used as a token of lust
(E. Snoep-Reitsma in: N.K,J. 24, 1973, pp. 213-215).
The expression on the howling child’s face appears
to be dictated by the dramatic action, and can
therefore throw no light on the underlying meaning
of the picture. The astrological element of
Ganymede/Aquarius does at all events seem to be
quite explicit, and it could even be thought that the
presence of what appears to be a telescope in the
drawing mentioned earlier has to do with this.



5. Documents and sources

An inventory, made on 17 February 1671, of the estate of
Catharina van der Pluym, widow of Willem Schilperoort and
aunt of Rembrandt’s great-nephew and pupil Karel van der
Pluym, mentions ‘een stuck van Ganimedes - f 7.-’ (A. Bredius
in: O.H. 48, 1931, p. 262); Bredius suggests that this might be
connected with the Rembrandt work in Dresden. This
identification is not all that likely — this collection of paintings
was of modest quality and value, as may be seen not only from
the low valuations but also from a description of the pieces
which with only one exception (bearing a quite mediocre name)
are anonymous; Rembrandt’s name would be sure to have been
mentioned in this inventory drawn up in Leiden.

6. Graphic reproductions

1. Engraving by Christian Gottfried Schulze (Dresden 1749 - 1819),
inscribed: Rembrand pinx. Seydelmann del. — C.G.Schulze sculp.
Dresdae. Below this, on either side of the arms of the Elector of
Saxony, there is, in Italian on the left and in French on the right:
Quadro di Rembrand, / dalla Galleria Elettorale di Dresda. | Alto piedi 6
onc.2% largo piedi 4 onc.6'%. — Tableau de Rembrandt, | de la Gallerie
Electorale de Dresde. [ large de 6 pieds 2% pouc. haut 4 pie.6'% pouc.
This was intended for the third volume of Receuil d’Estampes
d’apres les plus célebres tableaux de la Galerie Royale de Dresde, which
appeared only in 1870. The print however probably dates from
about 1770, as Schulze made a further four prints of Rembrandt
works in Dresden in the years 1769/70. The print reproduces the
picture in the same direction as the painting, and with the same
framing. The landscape shows a somewhat mountainous or hilly
vista on the right, while that in the painting in its present state is
almost flat.

2. Stipple engraving by Antoine Cardon (Brussels 1772 - London
1813), 1795, in the same direction as the painting.

3. Line engraving by A. Réveil in: Duchesne Ainé, Musée de
peinture et de sculpture, ou Recueil des principawx . . . de I’Europe, Paris
1828-1834, vol. XI part II, plate 308.

7. Copies

1. Drawing, probably pen in brown with a grey wash; Dresden,
Kupferstichkabinett. Illustrated by Michel!l.

8. Provenance

- Sale Amsterdam 26 April 1716 (Hoet I, p. 191}, no. 33 ‘Den
Arend, opnemende Ganimedes, levens groote, kragtig en sterk
geschildert, door Rembrand, van Ryn, h. 6v. br. 4 en een half v.
[=169.9 x 127.4 cm]". (The eagle carrying off Ganymede, life-size,
skilfully and powerfully painted, by Rembrand van Ryn) (175
guilders).

- Coll. W. van Velthuyzen, sale Rotterdam 15 April 1751 (Lugt
756), no. 46: ‘Ganimedes, door Rembrant, extra captael’.

- Bought in Hamburg in 1751 by Carl Heinrich von Heinecken for
the collection of Augustus 11, Elector of Saxony.

9. Summary

Although only partly well-preserved (mostly in large
parts of the main figure), the execution of the
painting leaves no doubt as to its autograph nature.
In approach, too, the work fits in extremely well
among Rembrandt’s paintings from around 1633,
and the reliable signature and date confirm this
attribution and dating. The interpretation (earlier
seen as burlesque) of the theme taken from classical
mythology could fit into a neo-platonic tradition,
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Fig. 5. Rembrandt, pen and wash drawing, 18.5 x 16.1 cm (Ben. g2). Dresden,
Staatliche Kunstsammlungen Dresden, Kupferstichkabinett
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though it also contains astrological elements and
erotic connotations cannot be excluded. The facial
expression of a crying child occupied Rembrandt a
number of times during the years 1635/36, and he
perhaps based himself on a carved model.
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1. Summarized opinion

A well preserved, authentic painting, reliably signed
and dated 1633.

2. Description of subject

A young woman sits obliquely at a table, in a chair of which one
can see only a velvet-upholstered and fringed armrest. Her body
is turned a little to the right and her head somewhat to the left,
and she looks past the viewer. Her right hand is placed on the
armrest, while the left hand rests on a folio book that lies open
on the table in front of her. The table is covered with a
decorated cloth. The woman wears a wide-sleeved greyish
garment that reveals a white shirt at the breast and by her right
wrist. A variegated sash encircles her waist. A gold-brocade
cloak lies over her shoulders, held together at the breast by a
gold chain with clasp; on the right this cloak is draped over her
arm, while on the left it hangs down over the back of the chair.
Her long hair falls wide over her shoulders and she has a laurel-
wreath around her head. Large, pear-shaped pearl eardrops are
worn together with a chain of pearls around the neck. Further
folio books are seen lying and standing on the right, together
with a globe, a helmet on a folded cloth, a spear and a shield
decorated with a Medusa-head hanging on a column that can be
vaguely made out against an otherwise neutral rear wall. To
judge from the attributes — the Medusa shield, helmet, laurel
wreath and signs of scholarship (the globe and folio books) —
Minerva is being depicted here.

3. Observations and technical information

Working conditions

Examined on 30 May 1975 (B. H., E. v. d. W.)in good light and in
the frame. It was unfortunately impossible to measure the
painting. Twelve X-ray prints, together covering almost all the
painting, were received later from the National Museum,
Stockholm.

Support

DESCRIPTION: Canvas, lined, 137 x 116 cm!. A seam runs vertically
at ¢. g cm from the left side.

SCIENTIFIC DATA: Cusping can be seen along the top edge at a
pitch of about 7-7.5 cm, on the right at ¢. 7-8 cm and along the
bottom at ¢. 7-8.5 cm; there is no cusping on the left (by the
vertical seam). Threadcount of main canvas: .2 vertical
threads/cm (10.5-11.7), 15.9 horizontal threads/cm (14.5-17.2). The
strip on the left yields roughly the same threadcount. The warp
is vertical, parallel to the seam. A weaving fault, where the warp
threads are pressed tight together, runs vertically at about 20 cm
from the right edge.

The canvases of Belshazzar’s feast of ¢. 1635 (no. A 110) and the
Munich version, dated 1636, of Abraham’s sacrifice (no. A 108
Copies, 2) have the same structure and the same fault in the
weave; it may thus be assumed that the threé canvases came
from a single bolt. While the other two have a complete or
almost complete strip (about 110 cm wide) on both sides of the
join, this is so in the Minerva on only one side. This canvas, too,
must have been of similar double-strip width, but will have been
reduced after the ground was applied (evident from the absence
of cusping along the left side), but before it was painted on (as
one may assume from the composition). What the reason for
doing this may have been is unclear; the piece about 1 metre
wide that was removed may have been used for another
painting, but if so this has not been identified (see also Vol. II,
Chapter I, fig. 8).
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Ground

pESCRIPTION: The ground, which seems to be yellowish, shows
through in the left background and in the tablecloth.
SCIENTIFIC DATA: None.

Paint layer

CONDITION: Generally good. A restored damage can be seen on
the woman’s right shoulder, where the sleeve and cloak meet.
Small local retouches are seen here and there. Craquelure: a
regular craquelure of irregular pattern extends over the whole
surface, with on top of this a much finer network of tiny cracks,
possibly the varnish craquelure.

DESCRIPTION: In the head the paint is opaque, somewhat thicker
in the lights than in the shadows. The chiaroscuro is geared
closely to the suggestion of plasticity, with the cast shadow of
the nose, in variants of brownish red, producing a very dark
patch on the cheek; both the shape of this shadow and the
differences in tone within it emphasize the convexities of the
face. The shadow stretches from below the eyebrows (shown in
dark paint) to the shadow part of the mouth. In the area of
shadow on the neck there are rather cursorily applied reflexions
of light done in a yellowish brown.

The structure of the eyes is indicated with curved lines for the
lids and eyepouch, using variations of grey, a near-black, reddish
brown and some red. The lower border of the woman’s right eye
is not defined distinctly, though there are touches of white to
give the rim of moisture. The white of the eye is a little lighter on
the left than on the right. The iris is brown, with light brown at
the lower right and a rectangular white catchlight opposite this.
The black pupil runs into the shadow at the edge of the eyelid. In
the righthand corner of the eye there is a strikingly red stroke,
with a little white. The other eye is slightly less clearly defined
still, though its structure is convincing. The kit areas round the
eyes and nose are painted more or less fluently, though here and
there one finds clear traces of the brushstrokes, which follow the
forms. The nose is strongly three-dimensional, due to light
strokes on the tip and subtly-brushed reddish strokes around the
black nostrils. The mouth area too has a lively interplay of light
and shade. The mouth-line consists of a broad black line that
runs on a litde at the corners. The chain of pearls is done fairly
rapidly, with strong highlights and browns for the shadows; the
matt sheen of the pear-shaped pearls in the eardrops is achieved
by placing catchlights of off-white on grey.

The lit part of the hair is done with fine lines that invariably
follow the waves, with scant difference of colour or tone; along
the outline these run out over the background and clothing. In
the shadow part the structure is hardly indicated. The laurel
leaves are set down in bold strokes, with strong lights and
shadows.

The brocade cloak is painted with firm, invariably curving
strokes in a fairly coarse paint, with the light passages placed on
top of the darker base tone. The pattern is rendered rather
indistinctly. Grazing strokes at the lefthand outline run out over
the background. Yellow and ochre tints predominate in the light,
and brown in the shadow. Here and there the paint is applied
quite thickly, most so by the clasp. The clasp itself consists of
links outlined with brown and carmine red, in which the lights
are indicated forcefully with thick paint. In the grey sleeve the
brushstrokes follow the supple fall of the cloth, except at the
lower left where randomly-placed strokes do not correspond to
the direction of the folds. The sleeve terminates in a band of
gold embroidery, rendered with deft strokes. The shape and
folds of the dress are shown in the light with quite cursory
strokes of grey; the dark cast shadow of the arm is in a reserve
left in this grey. The sash consists of numerous adjoining and
overlapped tints of brown, yellowish white, grey and ochre
yellow, for the most part in crumbly paint. The shirt is decorated
at the throat with tiny figures done in light yellow and brown.

The wrist and back of the hand on the left have been given
liccle tonal variation, since they receive subdued light from the
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Fig. 4. Detail (1:1)

left and a strong reflexion of light from the right. The fingers,
however, have a marked suggestion of depth, obtained by using
strong shadows and placing a quite strong reflexion of light on
the thumb, index and tip of the middle finger. The woman’s left
hand receives more light, and is rather more clearly defined: on
the fingers the shadows and lights have been placed with evident
care, and the nails are distinctly drawn, each with its catchlight.
The shadows between the fingers and on the book are virtually
black. A few differences in tone in the white of the page of the
book give this a rippled surface; the lines of writing are shown
summarily. The straight lines on the further, folded-over page
do nothing to suggest the curve. The page edges have long and
slightly sinuous, thickly painted lines, mainly black and brown.
The binding of the book behind the open folio volume is done in
thick brown and ochre yellow strokes that make little
contribution to suggesting shape. The globe behind it has
similarly been painted with little attention to form and
rendering of material, just like the green cloth further back still.
The helmet, in a brown base tone, has clear highlights in yellow.
The shield has very rapid, bold brushwork, probably with a
number of scratchmarks. The tablecloth, likewise, shows a
forceful and almost random use of the brush, with the
decorative pattern applied in dark brown and some red over a
more yellowish undertone. The column and rear wall are
painted quite thinly in a wide variety of greyish and brownish
tints.

SCIENTIFIC DATA: None.

X-Rays

In the main the radiographic image matches what one might
expect from the surface. Random strokes on the inside of the
sleeve and along the neckline suggest that the image is

determined partly by traces of a light underpainting. It may be
that, for instance, the light oblique strokes above the helmet in
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the right background have to be explained in this way. Other
light areas are plainly connected with the top paint layer. Dark
reserves with pronounced shapes that differ somewhat from
those seen today are apparent along the righthand side of the
hair, upper arm and elbow; in the first lay-in the cloak extended
a little less far to the right over the book.

The significance of a light shape that runs diagonally up to the
left, cutting through the hand resting on the book and
continuing into the body, is unclear.

Signature

In the left background above the armrest of the chair, in thick
dark brown <Rembrandt. f. /1635>>. Gives no reason to doubt the
authenticity.

Varnish

A quite badly yellowed layer of varnish.

4. Comments

The painting is marked by a chiaroscuro that
produces a strong suggestion of depth. This is
manifest in the face, where on the righthand side the
play of light and shade is exploited to give emphatic
definition to the convexities of the countenance. It is
also seen clearly in the very dark and sometimes
black shadows cast by the woman’s right arm and
hand, and in the shadows of the left hand on the
book. Apart from these concentrations of
chiaroscuro and detail there is in general a less
marked attempt at strict definition. In the still-life in



Fig. 5. Detail with signature (reduced)

the background this leads at some points almost to
negligence in rendering materials.

The similarity with the Madrid Sophonisba of 1634
(no. A g4) is striking. Not only are there similar
compositional elements such as the placing of the
table with its cloth and book, and a main figure set
askew behind it, but the brushwork and chiaroscuro
— and especially the illusionist effect of shadow —
are very much the same. The refined effect seen in
the Sophonisba of the lost profile, lit by reflected light,
of the serving maid that makes her stand out light
against the dark background occurs in a different
form in the Minerva; here it is the wrist and hand
that, because of the reflexion of light, stand out
against their own cast shadow so that the shadow is,
so to say, bridged. While the Sophonisba background
has lost its original aspect (see also Corrigenda and
Addenda in this volume), that in the Minerva is lively
in tone and translucent in its manner of painting. In
this no. A 114 comes much closer to the Scholar of
1634 in Prague (no. A g5); here, the treatment of the
still-life and tablecloth is also very alike in approach
and manner of painting. Apart from recalling the
painted knee-length works, the composition is also
reminiscent of the etching of the Great Jewish bride
(B. 340), which in its third state also carries the date
1635.

Because of the similarities just mentioned to
Rembrandt’s work, and of features such as the
rhythm and suggestion of plasticity in the lively
swelling contours, there can be no doubt as to the
work’s authenticity; the reliable signature and date
confirm this view. The canvas does, besides, come
from the same bolt as other works by Rembrandt or
from his workshop in the years 1635/36 (see Support,
SCIENTIFIC DATA).

In the literature, views on its autograph nature
have in fact been less positive. J. G. van Gelder?
suggested a collaboration between Rembrandt and
his pupil Ferdinand Bol, then nineteen years of age
— a suggestion that Sumowski® was inclined to
follow but that Blankert, in his book on Bol, did not
pursue. Gerson?, lastly, voiced his doubts as to its
authenticity in more general terms. The name of Bol
in connexion with this painting is prompted by the
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Fig. 6. Ascribed to F. Bol, brush in greys and black over black chalk, 25.7 x
20.2 cm. Amsterdam, Rijksprentenkabinet

existence of a drawing signed F: bol.fc in Amsterdam
(see 7. Copies, 1; fig. 6) that shows exactly the same
composition, and has rightly been looked on as a
drawing after the painting. That Bol did the drawing
soon after his arrival in Rembrandt’s workshop is
likely in spite of doubt as to the genuineness of the
signature (see Sumowski Drawings 1, p- 276).
However, the existence of this admittedly faithful
but at the same time somewhat clumsy drawing
makes any collaboration between Bol and
Rembrandt in the painting itself less, rather than
more, probable. One simply cannot accept the idea
of such a collaboration, because of the homogeneous
features of style in the painting that have already
been discussed: the rendering of plastic form is far
more powerful than Bol ever achieved, and the
brushwork more direct and more free than we know
from him. The same can be said of the accessories,
even where these are cursorily done. The doubts
voiced in the literature about a Rembrandt
attribution may perhaps stem from the broader
manner of painting, though this ties up with the type
of the painting and the different focus of attention in
such pictures (which can it is true be compared with
portraits in format and motif, but which plainly
belong to a quite different category). In this respect
Gerson was consistent when he rejected the
authenticity not only of the Minerva but also of the
1633 Bellona in New York (no. A 70) and the 1634
Cupid blowing a soap bubble in the Bentinck collection
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(no. A g1), and left that of the Sophonisba open to
doubt. Seen in the right context, however, none of
these paintings gives any reason for doubt.

It has been assumed, wrongly, that Saskia may
have been the model for this figure!.

5. Documents and sources
None.

6. Graphic reproductions
None.

7. Copies

1. Drawing 25.7 x 20.2 cm, signed in black ink: <F: bol. fc>, brush
in black ink and grey and black wash over black chalk,
heightened with white. Amsterdam, Rijksprentenkabinet
(Sumowski Drawings 1, p. 276, no. 126; our fig. 6). A faithful copy,
with rather narrower framing. Although the signature is unlike
any authentic Bol signature and may well have been added later,
the attribution to Bol seems plausible, and the drawing may be
seen as one of the numerous copies that were made in 1635-37 in
Rembrandt’s studio after paintings by him (see also
Introduction, Chapter II).

8. Provenance

- Coll. Lord James Somerville; Mrs Louisa Harriet Somerville,
Melrose (Scotland), sale London (Christie’s) 21 November 1924,
no. 123.

- Dealer Lord Joseph Duveen, New York.

- Coll. Marczell von Nemes, sale Munich 16 June 1931, no. 59.

- Coll Dr Axel Wenner-Gren, Stockholm.

- Sale London (Sotheby’s) 24 March 1965, no. 21.

- Coll. Julius Weitzner, London.

- Sale Paris (Galliéra) 6 June 1975, no. 27.

- Paris, private collection, until 1988.

9. Summary

The painting is marked by a strong chiaroscuro,
designed to give plastic form and a suggestion of
depth. The manner of painting is relatively broad,
though in some components such as the woman’s
left hand the detail is quite thorough. In the less fully
worked up passages the manner is rapid and
sometimes bold. No. A 14 belongs to a group of
paintings of lifesize figures in fanciful costume,
mostly on a classic theme, that were done around
1633-35. They invite comparison with portraits, but
certainly must not be seen as such. In this the
Minerva comes closest to the 1634 Madrid Sophonisba
(no. A 94). It must be seen as a wholly autograph
work from 1633, as is confirmed by the signature and
date it bears.

REFERENCES

Br. 469.
Van Gelder 1953, p. 296 (p. 24).
Sumowski 1957/58, p. 224.
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Gerson g4; Br.-Gerson 46q.
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A 115 Portrait of Philips Lucasz. (companion-piece of no. C )

LONDON, THE NATIONAL GALLERY, NO. 850

HDG 660; BR. 202; BAUCH 376; GERSON 178

1. Summarized opinion

A well preserved and mostly authentic painting from
1635, in which however the collar and remaining
costume together with an originally visible left hand
seem to have been executed by an assistant. As early
as the 17th century the format was altered from
rectangular to oval; the hand was evidently
overpainted at that time.

2. Description of subject

The sitter is seen down to the waist against a grey curtain
hanging in folds; he faces three-quarters right, and looks towards
the viewer. He wears a flat lace-edged collar over a black cloak
that hangs from his right shoulder and leaves exposed the shiny
sleeve of a dark grey doublet made from a napped cloth. The
cloak can be seen on the extreme right, draped m folds over the
man’s left arm. A gold chain hangs down from under the collar,
with four or five rows of links running downwards from his right
shoulder. The light falls from the left.

3. Observations and technical information

Working conditions

Examined in May 1968 (B.H., E.v.d.W.) in good day- and artifical
light, out of the frame; examined again in October 1982
(E.v.d.W.) with the aid of a microscope. Six X-ray prints,
together covering the whole painting, were received later from
the museum.

Support

DESCRIPTION: QOak panel, grain vertical, oval 79.5x 58.9 cm.
Thickness ¢. 1.4 cm. Single plank. Back bevelled at the bottom
along a straight ridge, and traces of straight bevelling apparent
at right and left but none at the top; this indicates that the panel
was originally not oval (see also Paint layer, CONDITION).
SCIENTIFIC DATA: Dendrochronology (Prof. Dr J. Bauch and
Prof. Dr D. Eckstein, Hamburg) provided no date but did show
the panel to be a radial board.

Ground

DESCRIPTION: A light yellow-brown is exposed in open patches in
the white of the eye, and shows through in translucent areas —
in the shadows, in the hair and to some extent in dark parts of
the background.

SCIENTIFIC DATA: Two cross-sections of samples taken by Mrs
Joyce Plesters of the Scientific Department of the National
Gallery show a double ground. The bottom layer contains chalk
and possibly some white lead in a binding medium that is — or
has turned — yellow. Over this layer there is a thin layer
containing lumps of white lead and some orangish and brown
pigment. In one of these cross-sections there is a thin layer of
yellowed medium between the two main layers.

Paint layer

CONDITION: Generally good. Somewhat worn in the dark parts of
the background, where there is also some paint loss in patches
running vertically with the grain. The paintstrokes end abruptly
along the edges, and here and there the paint layer is somewhat
crumbly, obviously due to the panel having been sawn at a later
date. Craquelure: a fine and regular net pattern in the collar.

DESCRIPTION: The painting technique can be readily appreciated
with the naked eye and with the microscope in this evidently
rapidly-done work. Using the procedure already described as
routine (see Vol. I, Introduction Chapter II, pp. 20ff) a first lay-in
was made in tones and lines of translucent brown paint over the
ivory-coloured ground. The ground and this underpainting and
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underdrawing are visible in, for instance, the eyebrow on the
right, the eyes and occasionally in the hair, and they show
through at many places in the shadow side of the face. Some
light areas have been underpainted with light paint containing
white lead; areas like this show through in the nose and the lit
part of the cheek. The collar, too, is similarly underpainted. In
the shadow parts of the lefthand half of the collar this
underpainting appears somewhat grey. Whereas in most
portraits the ground and underpainting are to some extent
visible in the dark areas of the background, in this painting the
curtain forming the background is painted almost entirely
opaquely in fairly thin greys and thin black, with lighter strokes
showing the sheen of light. The paint used for the curtain along
the edges of the figure is, as one would expect, overlapped to
some extent by that used for the figure — the paint of large
areas of the hair, together with that of the neck, collar and
costume. Only along the righthand side of the hair and the cheek
on the shadow side does the paint of the background,
remarkably, lie over that of the figure. This can probably be
explained by the shadows in the righthand side of the head
having already been executed in the underpainting stage as we
see them today.

The paint of the collar overlaps both that of the costume and
— though only at one point — the flesh colour of the neck.
Otherwise the neck and collar are separated by a narrow gap in
which the underpainting is visible; this can perhaps been seen as
support for the assumption made below that the collar was
executed by another hand.

In the manner of painting in the head one is struck by the
rapidity with which this was done; at many places it is plain that
the paint was applied wet-in-wet. By one lock of hair the thick
paint of the forchead has even been pressed to one side as the
lock was done. The hair is further detailed, over the brown
underpainting, with dark brown strokes and lighter sheens of
light. At many points it is possible to notice how at the end of a
stroke the bristles of an obviously quite hard brush made
scratchmarks in the underlying paint. In the head the shadow
parts were the first to be worked up, after which the lit areas
were executed relatively thinly with small brushstrokes; only
then were the highest lights added in thicker paint. This
procedure can be readily followed in the area around the
lefthand eye, though the same sequence can also be made out in
the righthand half of the face. The white of the eye was also
added at a late stage. The speed at which the artist worked can
also be detected from the almost careless way black accents
were used to place the nostrils, mouth-line, shadow line between
neck and collar and the pupils (done as thick spots).

The white of the collar is laid with firm strokes over the
underpainting that is apparent in the relief; at some places, in
particular in the lubes of the lace, white highlights have been set
down and the pattern of the lace then suggested with lively and
sometimes chaotically applied lines and dots. After this, the
chain glimpsed through interstices in the lace was done with
short strokes of thick yellow paint. And finally, black paint was
used to retouch the figuring in the lace. The part of the collar in
shadow is indicated cursorily in a very light grey, with a few
strokes of darker grey.

In the black costume only the sleeve, with a black nap, on the
left is modelled extensively with grey sheens and black shadows.
On top of the black lies the chain, painted in thick ochre yellow
and yellow. This ends abruptly on the right beneath a black in
which, in relief, one can see the underlying paint of the man’s
left hand; the black placed over this difters from the rest, shows
a fairly wide craquelure, and proved to be readily soluble!. On
the far right curving brushstrokes in grey show the folds of the
cloak draped over the arm.

SCIENTIFIC DATA: Of the two samples mentioned under Ground,
SCIENTIFIC DATA, that at the lower left was taken from the
extreme edge of the (sawn-off) panel, where the sheen is on the
sleeve. Lying over the ground there is a very smooth black paint
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Fig. 1. Panel 79.5 x 58.9 cm
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Fig. 2. X-Ray

177



A 115 PORTRAIT OF PHILIPS LUCASZ.

layer — probably that used for the black costume. On this,
matching the sheen on the clothing, there is a grey layer
containing little lumps of a white pigment (no doubt white lead)
and fairly large particles of black pigment.

The other sample was taken from the lace edging of the collar,
by the edge of the lefthand shoulder. A black layer lying on the
ground has visible grains of pigment undoubtedly belonging to
the costume which, as might be expected, runs a little beneath
the contour of the collar. On top of this layer there is an opaque
layer of white; it may with some caution be deduced from the
X-ray that the border of the light underpainting remains at this
point a few centimetres inside the final outline of the collar, so
that the underpainting does not fall within the sampling area. It
is noteworthy that in both cross-sections the underpainting is
absent, an indication that it was executed very sparingly.

The cross-section of a shallow sample taken from the
overpainted hand shows (beneath the black pigment grains of
the overpainting embedded in what is presumably a layer of
varnish) a layer containing white, yellowish and orangish
pigment grains, evidently the light flesh tint of the hand.
X-Rays
The reserve for the hair appears clearly in the slightly
radicabsorbent central area of the background; the hair to the
left of the ear seems to have been extended slightly over the
background during execution. In the background the sheens of
light on the curtain can be traced here and there. The head
appears in the lit areas as a pattern of small brushstrokes
clustered together to make a solid structure.

The radiographic image of the collar shows, besides what is
plainly the light underlayer, occasional rather random white
accents that in their intensity do not match what one would
expect from the final execution. The chain and the left hand (the
latter now painted out) can be followed quite distinctly. The part
of the collar in shadow on the righthand shoulder is seen to have
been, as a whole, somewhat lower in an earlier stage (perhaps
only as an underpainting, though it may also already have been
worked up); in its present position it is (beginning with the
slightly bulging part) taken out over the background, and part of
the first version or underpainting is covered by the black of the
clothing. At the lower left sheens of light on the clothing are
underpainted differently from their final execution.

Stgnature

In the background on the right, slightly below centre, in a dark
and somewhat worn patch <Rembrandi/1635>. Though worn
and partly reinforced — most clearly in the 4, n and the last
three figures of the date — the inscription appears to be
basically authentic.

Varnish

No special remarks.

4. Comments

The direct and subtle way a bold but totally
controlled handling of paint is used to suggest the
fleshy face and renders the atmosphere of the
surrounding space convinces one entirely of
Rembrandt’s authorship. The date inscribed, 1633,
fits in well with our picture of Rembrandt’s stylistic
development which in that year led to an extremely
terse rendering of form, with details suggested
rather than described. The motif of a curtain
hanging in folds used for the background reminds
one of the fulllength portraits of the Elisons in
Boston (nos. A 98 and A gg) and those of Marten

Soolmans and Oopjen Coppit (nos. A 100 and A 101),
all of 1634, and is so far as we know used in bust
portraits only in the present man’s portrait and
its companion-piece (no. C w). Yet it is very
questionable whether the whole of the painting
comes from Rembrandt’s hand. There is reason to
doubt this first of all in the execution of the lace
collar (for more on this, see Vol. II, Introduction,
Chapter III). The way this is worked, with partly bold
flicks and strokes in white and small lines and dots in
grey and black, does not always show the proper
balance between an interesting brushwork and a
convincing suggestion of a regular lace pattern, such
as we are used to seeing in Rembrandt’s autograph
lace collars from the years 1633 and 1634 (cf.
nos. A 78, A 79, A 84, A 100 and A 101). Compared
to these, the effect lacks firm structure and verges on
the chaotic. Once one has become attuned to seeing
this, one realizes that neither the rather confused
rendering of the gold chain (where it is already hard
to tell whether it has four or five rows) nor the
somewhat superficial execution of the shiny sleeve
are such that they can really be thought of as by
Rembrandt himself. It can be assumed that
Rembrandt — besides in all probability doing the
whole underpainting — dealt himself with the
curtain providing the background and the head, and
left the costume including the left hand (now
overpainted and, as we have said, visible only in
relief and in the X-ray) to an assistant. The same
assistant was probably responsible for the execution
of the companion piece (no. C u1; see Comments in
that entry).

A jarring note here is the strong accent on the lit
sleeve, which runs to the present edge of the panel;
normally in Rembrandt’s portraits the detail drops
off sharply towards the edges. This unusual element
can however be explained by a change in format.
MacLaren! already pointed to the unmistakeable
evidence of the panel having been sawn — the partly
crumbling termination of the paint layer and the
abrupt end to brushstrokes along the present edge
(which furthermore cuts through the cuff of the left
hand — now overpainted visible in the
radiograph). To this one may add that the bevelling
on the back of the panel, where it has not been lost,
is along straight ridges. The panel was without any
doubt originally rectangular, and to judge from the
extent to which bevelling disappeared during the
sawing it has lost most at the top, a certain amount
at right and left, and least at the bottom. Bearing in
mind the relatively thick panel (a radial board) one
must reckon on the bevelling having been quite
wide, and the dimensions of the rectangle can be put
at ¢. 85 x 65 cm. This makes the format comparable
to that of the Portrait of Antonie Coopal, likewise of 1635
and probably done by a workshop assistant (cf. no.
C108), which in the lighting of the head exactly
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Fig. 3. Detail (1: 1)
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Fig. 4. Detail during cleaning, 1977 (1: 1)

matches the Portrait of Philips Lucasz. and can perhaps
give us some idea of the composition intended for
the latter. The thought that its original format was
like that of the Portrait of Antonie Coopal is borne out
by the fact that it shows a signature at the same
place, though missing the f. of ‘“fecit’ (for which the
present edge only partly leaves space).

MacLaren concluded that the overpainting of the
left hand was not the work of Rembrandt from the
varying consistency of the black used there; he
moreover reports that ‘the overlying paint was
removed from parts of the third and fourth fingers
when the picture was cleaned in 1941-42 but as the
hand was judged unfinished they were covered
again’!. The hand was exposed in its entirety, and
covered again for the same reason, during
restoration in 19772 One has to assume however

180

that, whatever its present state, the hand was in fact
finished; this follows from the photographs taken in
April 1977 of the exposed hand (fig. 4), which
indicate that the hand and chain have indeed
suffered (from being scraped off?) but show
definitely more detail than one would expect of an
underpainting — in particular, glistens on a ring and
the fingernails and an indication of crosswise folds of
skin on the fingers.

There can be little doubt that the painting-out of
the hand and the change of the panel to an oval
shape are connected — with the altering of the
panel’s format, the arm and hand on the right will
have looked awkward. If the painting-out was in fact
not Rembrandt’s work, but was done later, then this
means that the change in shape, too, happened later.
There is support for this assumption in the fact that



Fig. 5. Inscription on the back of the Portrait of Petronella Buys (no. G 1)

o /7(/7/7;/)
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along the present edge the paint is partly fractured
and thus must have been hard and brittle when the
panel was sawn. It is, besides, hard to imagine that
those commissioning the portrait suddenly changed
their minds and wanted an oval instead of a
rectangular portrait. It may be commented that this
is not the only instance of a rectangular panel being
later reduced to an oval (see Vol. II, Chapter I, p. 5
note 7).

Unhappily, nothing is known of the fate of the
painting between 1655 (when it was listed in an
inventory mentioned below) and 1836 (when John
Smith? described it as oval), and it remains unclear
when it was sawn to make an oval. This must
however have been still in the 17th century; this can
be deduced from the paper that is pasted round the
edges of the back of the panel, which consists of
fragments of a printed list of French naval
appointments, the earliest of which is 1641 and the
latest 1673!. Towards the end of the 17th century oval
portraits were back in fashion — this much is evident
trom, for example, a series of oval portraits of the
governors of the Rotterdam Chamber of the East
India Company that were painted in the final years
of the century by Pieter van der Werff and others,
and some of which were copied from rectangular
prototypes (Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam, cat. 1976, pp.
706ff, inv. nos. A 4490ff). A date for the sawing of the
panel late in the 17th century would also tie in with
the handwriting and spelling of the inscription on
the back of the panel not of the man’s portrait
(where it has become wholly illegible) but of the
woman’s (fig. 5; see also no. C 11 under 5. Documents
and sources); it may be assumed that this inscription
— which according to the text seems to date from
before the death of Petronella Buys (buried on 3
October 1670) and her second husband (buried on 25
August 1671) — was appended at the time of the
sawing.

The identity of the sitter was discovered by
Hofstede de Groot!. Working from the inscription
on the back of the Portrait of Petronella Buys, he
assumed that no. A uj was its pendant, and thus
must show her husband Philips Lucasz. He saw
confirmation of this in the 4- or 5-row gold chain
worn by the sitter over his right shoulder; the East
India Company used to make a gift of this kind to
commanders of its returning convoys when they
docked safely. More specific confirmation was found
by LH. van Eeghen® in a mention in 1655 of two
portraits of ‘de heer “Placas”’ (to be read as P.
Lucas) and his wife painted by Rembrandt in 1633, in
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the estate of Philips Lucasz.’s brother-in-law Jacques
Specx in 1655 (see 5. Documents and sources). Given this
evidence, there can be no doubt that Hofstede de
Groot’s identification is correct.

According to the information provided by
Hofstede de Groot, Van Eeghen® and Coolhaas®,
Philips Lucasz. (or Lucasse) was born in the final
years of the 16th century in Middelburg, Zeeland. In
1625 he became the East India Company’s Chief
Trader (Opperkoopman) and ‘Secunde’ in Amboina
(in the Moluccas), where he was governor from 1628
to 1631, and in 1631 was Commissioner Extraordinary
of the Indies. He was married in the Indies to
Petronella Buys (1605-1670), and came back to the
Netherlands as commander of a return convoy on 20
December 1633 (probably together with his wife). On
12 April 1635 he was one of the witnesses at the
baptism of a son of his brother-in-law Jacques Specx,
one-time Governor-General of the Indies, and Maria
Odilia Buys, sister to Petronella. On 2 May 1635,
appointed Director-General for Trade, he sailed
from Texel for Batavia, where he arrived on 20
September of that year. In September 1640 he was
put in command of a convoy to Ceylon, and died at
sea on 5 March 1641. His wife travelled back to the
Netherlands with the return convoy of that year,
and was remarried in January 1646 to Jean Cardon,
several times burgomaster of Flushing in Zeeland.

It follows from the above that no. A njp (and its
companion-piece) must have been painted before 2
May 1635. It may be deduced that it remained in the
Netherlands when Philips Lucasz. left for the Indies
from the fact that in 1655 the portraits of the couple
were listed in the estate of Jacques Specx, and left to
his daughter Maria. From this one may conclude
that the portraits were either commissioned by
Philips Lucasz. and Petronella Buys and given to her
sister and brother-in-law as a present (as Van Eeghen
believed), or were commisioned by Specx.

5. Documents and sources

As was known to Hofstede de Groot!, there were ‘twee
conterfeytsels van den Hr Placas [to be read as P. Lucas] salfigler
en syn huysvrouw a° 1635 gedaen door Rembrant’ (two
likenesses, of Hr Placas of blessed memory and his wife in the
year 1635, done by Rembrant) mentioned in the division of the
estate, dated g1 August 1655, of Jacques Specx who was buried in
Amsterdam on 22 July 1652 and had been married to Maria
Odilia Buys, the sister of Philips Lucasz’s wife Petronella®. The
portraits were willed to Jacques’ daughter Maria Specx (baptized
on 10 June 1636), the wife of Bartholomeus de Gruyter of
Utrecht$.
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Fig. 6. Detail with signature (1:1)

Vaguely visible remains of an inscription on the back of the
panel are not legible, and it cannot even be made out whether
the letters are of the same type as those of the inscription on the
back of the Portrait of Petronella Buys (no. C m).

6. Graphic reproductions
None.

7. Copies

None.

8. Provenance

*- Owned by Jacques Specx, brother-in-law of the sitter;
apparently commissioned by him or gifted to him by Lucasz.
¥~ Coll. Maria Specx (1636-?), wife of Bartholomeus de Gruyter
of Utrecht (see 5. Documents and sources).

- Coll. Sir. Robert Peel, Bart., towards 1836, according to Smith?.
- Purchased by the National Gallery with the Peel Collection in
1871,

9. Summary

No. A up appears in the main a characteristic
specimen of Rembrandt’s portraiture from 1635. In
the head the bold but controlled brushwork creates a
powerful suggestion of plasticity and depth. The
execution of the collar however prompts the belief
that an assistant painted this and the costume. The
same assistant is probably also the author of the
companion-piece, the Portrait of Petronella Buys
(no. C 1n).

As can be seen from various features of the panel,
this was originally not oval but rectangular; at the
time of the change in shape, which took place later
but still in the 17th century, a hand was overpainted.

From biographical information on Philips Lucasz.
it can be deduced that the portraits of him and his
wife were done before May 1635.
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[1636]

FRANKFURT-AM-MAIN, STADELSCHES KUNSTINSTITUT, INV. NO. 1383

HDG 33; BR. 501; BAUCH 15; GERSON 76

1. Summarized opinion

A generally very well preserved, autograph work,
inscribed with the date of 1636. On the grounds of its
dimensions and complicated composition with
lifesize figures it may be seen as one of Rembrandt’s
most ambitious history paintings from the mid 1630s.

2. Description of subject

The subject is taken from Judges 16:21. After Samson had finally
revealed the secret of his strength, Delilah had his seven locks of
hair shaved off and when he awoke ‘the Philistines took him, and
put out his eyes’.

The action takes place in a shallow space closed on the left at
the back by a partly-visible stone archway and two dark curtains,
hanging open with the light entering between them and falling
mainly onto the body of Samson. He lies in the foreground, with
his head to the right, and is held from behind by one of the
Philistines, whose helmet is falling from his head. Samson’s left
foot and left elbow are pressed to the ground, and his right foot
— tensed up to the toes — flails in the air as he struggles. A
soldier, helmeted and clad in armour down to the hand, leans
over Samson, holds him by the beard, and thrusts a dagger
(more accurately, a kris) into his right eye; a second soldier, just
behind the first, holds Samson’s right wrist caught in a chain to
which is attached an open manacle. On the extreme right, in the
half-shadow, can be seen a figure wearing a sword in his raised
right hand. In the left foreground a man stands out dark against
the light archway; standing with the legs wide-braced, he is seen
obliquely from behind as, leaning forward, he points a partizan
(a halberd-like weapon) at Samson’s face; he wears a cuirass over
red clothing, and over his left shoulder and draped round his
waist the skin of a beast of prey (a leopard?) with a dangling
claw. On his head a cloth is wrapped round a fur cap, and an
oriental sword hangs in a scabbard on his left side. Beside him to
the left a table is covered with a cloth, with on it a gold-plated,
lidded jug and a partly-visible basin; a blue belt, wrinkled in fine
folds and with a gold clasp, hangs over the edge of the table.

Behind Samson’s legs Delilah (with her chain-belt and earring
flying out diagonally) is half-lit as she rushes towards the light on
the left. A transparent veil covers her shoulders; her right hand
holds a large pair of shears, while the left clasps a bunch of hair
cut from Samson’s head. Beside her to the right a grey,
rectangular object is seen foreshortened; a row of copper nail-
heads suggest that this is the back of a chair, which she has
evidently just overturned. To the left of her, by the lit hand
holding the shears, there is a horizontal fringe that forms part of
a light blue area which appears to be a wall-hanging, though this
is not clearly delimited and towards the bottom merges with
large, diagonal folds (alongside Samson’s left knee) that might
belong to the curtain hanging on the right but ought perhaps
rather to be understood as belonging to a separate bedcovering
or sheet.

3. Observations and technical information

Working conditions

Examined on 8 June 1968 (].B., S.H.L.) in good artificial light and
in the frame. Examined again on 14-15 November 1982 (i.e. after
cleaning) (J.B., E.v.d. W.) in good daylight, with the aid of a UV
lamp and a large number of X-ray films, together covering
almost the whole canvas (with a few gaps); a film of the right
foot of the man with the partizan was received on this occasion,
together with a photograph of a mosaic of 33 X-ray films
covering about three-quarters of the painting, but not joining

perfectly everywhere (tig. 2).
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Support
DESCRIPTION: Canvas, lined ¢. 206 x 276 cm, not including an
added strip some 30 cm wide at the top, and strips of the lining
canvas on either side that (being about 15 cm wide on the left
and 12 cm wide on the right) bring the overall dimensions to
235.5 x 302 cm. Despite some confusion there has been on this
point (see 4. Comments) there is, if only because of the kind of
paint and of the craquelure, no doubt that these strips are later
additions. Since restoration in 1981 they have, therefore been
hidden behind the frame. A horizontal seam runs across the
original canvas at exactly half-height.
SCIENTIFIC DATA: The original canvas shows more or less clear
cusping on all four sides. This is most pronounced at the top and
bottom, extending about 20 and 24 cm into the canvas
respectively. Apart from the usual trimming-off of strips a few
centimetres wide there will therefore be hardly anything missing
on these edges. The pitch of the cusping varies from 10-13 cm at
the top and from 10-12 cm at the bottom; two cusps at the
bottom measure 19 and 21.5 cm respectively, but these must
probably be seen as double cusps where the tension at the
middle tacking point was too weak to cause any evident
distortion in the weave. The cusping is less obvious to the left
and right, where on both sides it stretches ¢. 8 cm inwards and is
so vague at the outer edge that it has to be assumed that strips
are missing on both sides. Since measurements made on
surviving 17th-century canvases have shown that distortion to
the weave can extend considerably deeper in the weft than in
the warp direction (differences of up to 10cm have been
recorded), the strips missing on the left and right can be
estimated as having been about 10cm wide at most.
Threadcount: upper strip 13.8 vertical threads/cm (12-15) and 12.4
horizontal threads/cm (12-14), lower strip 14.4 vertical threads/
cm (13.8-15) and 12.4 horizontal threads/cm (11.8-13). In view of
the direction of the seam and of the assumed strip-width, and
partly because of the greater irregularity in the density of the
horizontal threads, it can with certainty be assumed that the
warp is horizontal.

The threadcount coincides so closely with that of the canvas
of the Danae (no. A ug) that it can, with some reservation, be
assumed that both canvases came from the same bolt.

Ground

DESCRIPTION: A light ground is visible in the scratchmarks in
Delilah’s hair.
SCIENTIFIC DATA: None.

Paint layer

CONDITION: Generally good. The paint surface has for the most
part kept its original character, and damages that have given rise
to retouches are only local. Along the bottom edge, for instance,
to right and left of centre, a narrow strip of paint has been lost,
evidently through water damage. To the left of Samson’s mouth,
in the armour-covered hand of the foremost soldier, a horizontal
damage that is clearly seen in the X-ray has been painted over,
and a similar retouch can be seen in the toes of his right foot. A
small and almost rectangular overpainting, with open cracks, is
visible in the dark area to the left of the head of the front
armour-clad soldier. Old retouches are also to be found, for
instance to the left of Samson’s left fist (just above, and
extending partly into, the signature). The shadow in Delilah’s
face has been strengthened, probably by a later hand.
Overpaintings that must have been meant to merge the added
strips into the painting on the original canvas can be made out
on the left, level with the knee of the standing man with the
partizan, in the form of curving paintstrokes showing a
decorative pattern in the tablecloth that do not occur elsewhere
in the original portion. There are numerous retouches of more
recent date. Craquelure: an irregular pattern extends almost
uniformly over the paint surface, varying somewhat in size from
one area to another.
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DESCRIPTION: The paint is generally opaque and applied thickly,
most so in the catchlights on the clothing and weapons; one of
the most thinly painted passages is the chairback to the right of
Delilah, where a rather patchy grey lies over a brown
underpainting. The manner of painting is bold and broad almost
everywhere. The colour-scheme is, within a frame of dark grey,
governed mainly by the lighter grey and various tints of light
blue used in the opening between the curtains, and by the blue
of Delilal’s clothing, the strong red areas and accents in the
figure of the man standing on the left and in the tassel hanging
from his partizan, the light yellow of Samson’s tunic, the mixed
tints (grey, salmon pink and white) of his trousers, and the dark
and lighter greys of the weapons and armours, which have thick
white catchlights and reflexions of light in a variety of colours.

The curtain closing off the picture on the left is done in dark
grey with strokes of a lighter grey. The lighter blue-grey of the
view through the archway is thickest below the left hand of the
man with the partizan, where it seems to lie against and partly
over the paint of the curtain, his hand and the pommel of his
sword, while the hairs of the animal-skin are in turn placed over
the grey. The masonry arch to the left of Delilah is executed in a
thick, light grey that towards the right merges into a darker and
somewhat brownish grey. A light, diagonal stroke marks the
edge of the curtain, painted thinly at the top in brownish grey
with strokes of black indicating the folds, and lively strokes of a
blue-grey further down. Below Delilah’s arm the light grey
continues for a little way, and is then bordered horizontally by a
light blue that is first set fairly thickly over the grey paint and in
which a line of fringing is then suggested with strong and mainly
vertical strokes; downwards, this passage changes in long
oblique strokes of light blue-grey and yellow-white along
Samson’s left knee. Standing out against this light background is
Delilah’s right hand, done in a light and mainly warm flesh
colour and white with light grey showing the shadows — only a
string of pearls around her wrist shows, in addition to
catchligths, dark lines to outline the shapes; so do Samson’s right
foot (painted in a yellowish flesh colour, with a little pink and
grey in the heel and partly outlined in black), the sharply
outlined light blue of Delilah’s robe (with ornamented stripes
done with strokes of blue and touches of broken white), and the
predominantly light colours of Samson’s breeches and his left
calf and foot (which differ from the background not at all in
tonal value and only slightly in colour). The foot is sketched in
yellowish and rather pinkish flesh colour, with strokes of light
red that offer hardly any contrast between the tones. It may be
deduced, from the colour of paint that can be seen through
small discontinuities in the red of the sheen of light along the top
edge of the partizan held by the man in the foreground, that
Delilah’s gown was initially painted in a darker blue.

The man with the partizan is painted broadly in a variety of
mostly dark browns and red, with bold strokes of red on the
right sleeve and crisp accents of light in white on the left. His
outline is interrupted by lacing and ribbons in a translucent red;
that of the left arm is now formed (after having, according to the
X-ray, originally bounded a smaller shape) by the paint ‘of the
background, placed just over a red that shows through. His right
hand is done in a dark brown that makes a strong contrast with
the background, with touches of a quite dark flesh colour along
the edging of light, with some red in the shadow. Between his
legs, where there is a greyish autograph retouch in the
background paint, greys with strokes of light blue and white and
light brown represent drapery. The glow of light on the floor,
otherwise done in browns, is in a somewhat ruddy sand colour
(close to flesh colour in tint). To the left of this figure, the
tablecloth is painted with grey paint, with a sheen of light in a
cool grey and, at the bottom, decoration done with small strokes
of golden yellow making no clearly distinguishable pattern. The
jug and basin on the table are painted in brown, brown-yellow
and golden yellow with yellowish-white highlights, while the
hanging, folded belt is done with strokes of blue.
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Fig. 1. Canvas ¢. 206 x 276 cm
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Fig. 2. X-Ray

Beneath the warm flesh colour of Samson’s bare chest (which
has some indication of body-hair) there are glimpses of an
underlying light paint from a shirt that can be made out in the
X-rays; further down the flesh colour continues under the
broadly-brushed white of the shirt, where it was evidently
extended out again over the flesh colour. His tunic is brushed
cursorily in yellow paint with a little grey; a black can frequently
be seen beneath the rather pale yellow. At the bottom, in the
shadow, his sash is painted in browns and a golden yellow, while

further up there are also strokes of a lighter grey in the wet
yellow paint of the tunic. His breeches are executed in the
broken tints already referred to, in broad, long strokes
suggesting the folds. His head is done with broadly brushed
yellowish flesh colour in the light, with shadows and drawn
detail in greys and brown. His bare arms are painted in a similar
fashion, with a strong suggestion of plasticity given by means of
effective shadows, cast shadows and reflexions of light.

The Philistine lying on his back is painted broadly in muted




Fig. 3. Detail (1: 4)
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tints, with his head in a yellow-brown and light red flesh colour
like those of the two armoured soldiers. Their weapons, done in
dark and light greys with deftly placed white catchlights, show
reflexions of light from surrounding flesh and other colours. The

tunic of the second soldier has an ochre brown and a somewhat
darker brown. The man seen to the right of him wears a brown
cap with a plume painted broadly in brownish yellow and with
brownish-yellow slashing in his tunic and an edge of light
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(heightened in golden yellow) along his shield; his lower lip is
painted in three shades of red with a white catchlight, and the
open mouth is in strokes of grey, dark grey and black.

Delilah’s head (which in the X-ray is seen to have a light
underpainting) is marked by an execution that tends more to
fields of colour, with fine linear accents. In the rather flat,
yellowish flesh colour of the chin two shades of red show the
lips, with between them a dark opening with a thin white stroke
suggesting the upper teeth. The nostrils are shown by two small
strokes of light brown, with a pink accent along them. The
shadows along the nose, on the cheeks and on the forehead are
in a fairly flat brown. A little red has been used in the upper
eyelids, the corners of the eyes and both irises, which are
otherwise brown and have oblique white strokes as catchlights
that extend to the black pupils. In the brown of the hair sinuous
scratchmarks have been made to right and left, exposing the
light underlying ground. A small veil, shown in a light blue-grey,
floats down from a diadem indicated with glistens of light. The
veil draped over the shoulders is painted with brown-grey
strokes on a grey-brown base tone; a decoration on the upper
left arm is suggested with a trace of blue-green. Scratchmarks
have been made in the flesh colour of Delilah’s left hand to
suggest hairs; the floating clump of hair itself is done in brown-
grey paint with some coarse beige paint in the lit area on the left,
and on the right in the dark grey of the shadow some
scratchmarks that expose the lighter grey paint of the stone
archway, painted earlier.

There appear to have been changes, either as contour
corrections or as pentimenti. This is clearly so, for example,
along the left sleeve of the man with the partizan, where the light
grey background has been strengthened to cover over another
form (on the evidence of the X-ray image, that of a quiver). The
purpose of a number of shapes visible in the paint relief in and
close to the figure of Delilah is less obvious, in particular that of
a semicircular shape that appears in the archway to the left of
the present position of her head.

SCIENTIFIC DATA: None.

X-Rays

The available radiographs confirm not only the image already
seen at the paint surface, of brushwork that is very firm
everywhere, but also provide evidence of various less or more
radical changes in form. The latter are in part hard or impossible
to interpret — probably mostly where they relate to early stages
in the sequence of the painting’s production — and can partly
also be seen as alterations made at a late stage to a first, finished
version.

In the background there seem to have been at one time, to the
right of Delilah, other shapes that cannot now be interpreted
with any certainty. A roughly round form appears fairly dark,
level with her shoulders; below this the reserve left for the back
of the overturned chair is only partially respected by a
radioabsorbent area coming from above. Diagonally above this
to the left there are narrow radioabsorbent paintstrokes some of
which penetrate into Delilah’s face. Her head is remarkably
strongly underpainted in light paint; one wonders whether this
might mdicate that the head in this position was a correction to
some earlier form. In any attempt to reconstruct this passage
one has to disregard a number of traces in the radiograph that
plainly bear no relation to the paint layer; this applies to the
radioabsorbent material applied to the rear of the canvas (the
vaguely curving and roughly vertical strip to the left of Delilah’s
head), as well as to the material used for the ground or for lining
the canvas (the long, vertical and slightly diagonal bands
between Samson’s right leg and the two armoured soldiers).
Broad traces where the paint has been scraped away in long
strokes in the light underpainting of the stone archway, looking
more or less like cross-hatching in a drawing, are however
connected with the picture; they appear to relate to the shadow
placed on the arch in the painted execution.
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As well as the head, other parts of the Delilah figure have a
very distinct light underpainting. This applies to 2 number of
items of clothing, to the left arm — the strikingly light image of
which penetrates a little into the cap of the man with the
partizan — and to the right arm, which seems to have been
painted carefully around Samson’s raised right foot. This is
remarkable, and suggests a quite late execution of Delilah’s
present right arm, an idea that finds support in the presence,
halfway between her two arms, of a shape showing up light that
penetrates a little into the profile of the man with the partizan
and gives the impression of matching the underpainting of an
earlier version, pointing further down, of the right arm; with it
in this position, her right hand must have been hidden behind
the head of the man with the partizan. The present version of
this arm appears in the X-ray with a rather dark-shadowed
underside, from which it can be deduced that the hand does not
lie over the light blue paint (yielding a light image) of the present
background — which anyway is not necessarily or, given the
confused radiographic image, even probably the only layer of
paint at that point. From the shape that appears beneath the
hand (perhaps Delilah’s knee, raised as she flees?) it may be
concluded that there were still changes made even after the right
hand had been painted in its present position.

Samson’s upper body shows a number of differences, of
greater or lesser significance, from the image seen today. In his
chest vestiges of light strokes and dark stripes, partly penetrating
into the reserve left for the partizan blade, show that there is
here the underpainting for the folds of a shirt. Beneath the
armour-clad hand that grasps one half of Samson’s beard one
can see a broad reserve for the other half. There is interference
here with a fuzzy, light shape that seems to be connected with
the vertical left arm of the soldier holding Samson from behind;
there is however no trace to be seen of his right hand, which is
now between the two halves of the beard. The thought that the
soldier lying on his back might have been added at a late stage is
contradicted by the appearance in the X-rays of his left arm,
painted fairly early on (since it is marked by reserves in the
underpainting). It is hard to explain why his right hand should
not show up.

The whole left outline of the armour-clad right arm of the
front soldier leaning over Samson followed a tighter curve, so
that the dagger projected beyond it and Samson’s armpit was
visible (where there is now the cuff of the gauntlet); Samson’s
right knee was also visible and the contour of the leg was, only
on the right, shifted upwards a little when the contour of the
armoured arm was being corrected. Rembrandt made this
correction only at a very late stage, after the completed painting
had already been copied — doubtless in his studio — as a
painting and as a drawing (see 7. Copies, 1 and 2). The corrections
are not, or are only very slightly, apparent in the X-ray. There is
however a rather dark reserve in the paint of Samson’s breeches
that matches the presentday elbow-piece of the armour; a
repainting of the breeches at this point is confirmed by the
painted copy just mentioned, where obviously an earlier version
with less extensive sheens of light has been shown.

Changes that also appear to be pentimenti in a passage that
was already completed (though made before the copies
mentioned were made) are seen in the man with a partizan in the
left foreground. It is obvious that in an earlier version he had a
quiver on his back over a coat of mail and a wide, studded belt,
and that the reserve for his left forearm was much narrower
than the present shape of his baggy sleeve; the white highlights
on the latter are clearly apparent. In the case of thé righthand
sleeve, too, there was no reserve left in the background for the
baggy part, which consequently must have been painted over
the paint of the background. An autograph retouch in the shape
of an extension of the background paint is to be seen inter alia to
the right of this figure, directly below the partizan and, as has
already been observed at the paint surface, along the righthand
contour of his left leg.
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Fig. 4. Detail (1: 1)
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Fig. 5. Detail with signature (1: 2)

Signature

At the bottom slightly to the left of centre in warm brown paint
< Rembrandt.f1636.>>. The clumsy script and the upright stance
of the letters do not inspire confidence in their authenticity. It is
conceivable that the inscription was copied after an original one
along the bottom edge when a strip of canvas was lost or folded
over.

Varnish

No special remarks.

4. Comments

Seen in conjunction with the large-scale, multi-
figured history paintings of the mid-1630s —
the London Belshazzar’s feast (no. A uo), the
Leningrad Abraham’s sacrifice (no. A108) and the
Berlin Samson threatening his father-in-law (no. A 109) of
1635 and the Leningrad Danae in the first version of
1636 (no. A ug) — the Blinding of Samson is as a
composition the most ambitious. Given moreover
the brilliant execution and great mastery of pictorial
means, the painting is wholly convincing not only
with regard to its authenticity but also in respect of
the great importance it has for appreciating
Rembrandt’s style in those years. Even a surprising
lack of clarity in the definition e.g. of the
architecture and draperies to the left of Delilah and
to the right of the man with the partizan, seems
characteristic of his avoidance of an over-illusionistic
effect, apparent in much the same way in other work
such as Abraham’s sacrifice. The rich but tightly
controlled use of colour is evidence of a similar self-
discipline. The cool colours of the grey and grey-blue
background and the mixed colouring of Samson’s
clothing extend in a diagonal band against which the
red accents of the man with a partizan form a
contrast, finding a weak echo here and there; all the
rest is done in dark browns and greys with white
highlights.

The composition, like the use of colour, is
determined mainly by the fall of light. The principle
applied here of a concentrated shaft of light coming
from the left with a dark repoussoir figure placed in
front of it is certainly Caravaggesque in origin, and
occurred a good deal earlier not only in Lievens (cf.
Esther’s feast at Raleigh, no. C 2) but in Rembrandt as
well (e.g. in the Stoning of S. Stephen of 1625 in Lyon,
no. A1, and the Two old men disputing of 1628 in
Melbourne, no. A 13). Rembrandt had not however
made such consistent use of it in a large-scale work.
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This light here marks the diagonal spatial axis of the
composition that is formed by the horizontal figure
of Samson, to which the movement of Delilah, who
as the victress is placed highest up in the picture
area, is linked. The silhouette of the repoussoir
figure on the left forms, with its surroundings, an
effective colour contrast, though the action is weakly
related to the composition’s dynamic and spatial
construction. To some extent it gives the impression
of being a massive makeshift solution that, as Van
Rijckevorsel! has pointed out, is based directly on a
(slimmer) figure in an etching of a Boarhunt by
Antonio Tempesta (Bartsch XVII, 1146; our fig. 6);
borrowings from this artist’s work can already be
found in Rembrandt’s etchings from ¢. 1630 onwards,
and a large number of Tempesta etchings were in
the 1656 inventory of his possessions.

Far more original, and more homogeneous in its
effect, is the main group depicting the gruesome
moment of Samson’s being blinded, and the physical
pain the hero is feeling. Campbell? put forward the
idea that Samson’s posture — with the right arm
raised and right knee bent — is derived from the
figure of Laocoon in the famous Hellenistic group
statue; he points out that in 1656 Rembrandt owned
a cast of this (‘Een antieckse Laechon’) (Strauss Doc,
1656/12, no. 329). The suggestion is in many ways an
attractive one. The Laocoon figure was in antiquity
an ‘exemplum doloris’, the prototype of suffering pain
(see L.D. Ettlinger in: De artibus opuscula XL. Essays in
honor of Erwin Panofsky, New York 1961, pp. 121-126),
and this meaning must have still been current in the
17th century. One may assume that this is why, for
instance, the figures of the beheaded Holophernes
by Elsheimer (London, Wellington Museum, Apsley
House) and Rubens (engraved by Cornelis Galle the
Elder; cf. J. Miiller Hofstede in: Pantheon 28, 1970, pp.
108-109), and of Prometheus by Rubens (Philadelphia
Museum of Art), were given the form of a recumbent
Laocoon in a number of variants. Rubens used a
variation of the Laocoon figure for Samson, too, in
the episode immediately preceding the instant
chosen by Rembrandt — ie. when, having just
awoken, he is fending off the Philistines (oil sketch in
the Chicago Art Institute; see J.S. Held, The oil sketches
of Peter Paul Rubens, Princeton 1980, cat. no. 313).
What Rembrandt’s immediate source of inspiration
was for using the Laocoon as Samson is for the time
being unclear. A picture of the martyrdom of a saint



may well have been the basis for the composition. It
is not really conceivable that Caravaggio’s Martyrdom
of S. Matthew in the S. Luigi dei Francesi in Rome was
his direct model, as Stechow? believed, unless one
takes it that he knew a reproduction of this, e.g.
through the agency of Lastman®. It is similarly most

unlikely that Rembrandt would have known Rubens’

Prometheus and used it as a prototype, as various
authors have suggested®. Slatkes® makes the
surprising statement that the composition is based
on a late 16th-century Mogul murder scene; but
even if this were true, the painting remains a typical
product of the influence of the Italian early
baroque. This is evident from the composition being
organised around a spatial diagonal, the lighting
which is inconceivable without Caravaggio’s
providing a direct or indirect model, and the
interpretation of the theme marked by the dramatic
contrast between the physical suffering and brutality
on the one hand and feminine triumph on the other.
As in other Rembrandt works from these years —
especially Belshazzar’s feast and Abraham’s sacrifice —
the dramatic force of the moment is not only
expressed by the momentary posture in which most
of the main actors are depicted, but also emphasized
by objects being shown as they fall — here, the
helmet of the soldier clasping Samson from behind
and (presumably) the overturned chair behind
Delilah.

As in earlier works (cf. nos. A24 and A 26),
Rembrandt here stresses the historical and biblical
character of the scene by the use not only of old-
fashioned items of costume but also of oriental
swords and a Javanese kris. The jug on the table
could not be termed exotic, and is more a strangely
asymmetric version of silverwear in the
contemporaneous lobe (or ear-shell) style, another
and much finer example of which may be seen in
Rembrandt’s work in the bed in the Danae of the
same year, 1636. The jug is besides a permanent
feature of the iconography of the Samson and
Delilah theme, even when the episode concerned
precedes that shown here. The motif is a play on the
(non-biblical) idea that Samson was betrayed by
Delilah while in a drunken stupor. Rembrandt
chooses here a later and most unusual episode,
probably because of the ‘horror’ awakened by
Samson’s physical suffering, which in his age was
considered as a positive element aesthetically (cf.
J.G. van Gelder in: Antwerpen 23, 1977, offprint pp.
4-7)- Yet the choice of moment shown does not alter
the meaning of the picture — it has to be seen as an
exemplar of the power of woman, such as was
popular especially in the 16th century (cf. the
comments on no. A 24).

As is evident from observations at the paint
surface and in the X-rays, the genesis of the painting
was not without changes in the composition. While
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the foreground figures have, to judge from the
reserves in the lighter surrounding paint that have
remained intact, always had their present position
and broadly also their present form, the background
shows — mostly in the X-rays — traces of shapes
that have since disappeared and can no longer be
interpreted as a coherent whole. (For instance, the
suspicion that just left of the masonry arch, level
with Delilah’s head, there was the head of a Philistine
peering round the corner, just as there is in
Rembrandt’s Berlin painting no. A 24 and in the
pupil’s drawing in Groningen mentioned below,
must remain speculative.) The unusually emphatic
underpainting of the present head of Delilah, which
shows up very light in the radiograph image, might
be explained by Rembrandt’s need to cover over
carlier forms in the middle ground. Once in its
present position, the figure of Delilah underwent
further changes. Her right arm must, on the
evidence of the light underpainting visible in the
X-ray, have initially extended to the front lower
down, and perhaps — though there is less certainty
about this — her right leg was shown bent at the
knee. It is interesting that in the area round her right
hand (with the scissors) and the partizan held by the
man with legs widespread there have been all kinds
of changes and second thoughts; this is clear both
from the X-rays and from the way areas in the paint
surface can be seen to overlap. They all reveal the
need to create a focus of bright light and cool colour
at this point, against which the man with the
partizan, and his bright red highlights, provide a
contrast. Thus it seems that Delilah’s gown initially
was done in a far darker blue and that much of the
adjacent background was given its present light tone
only at a late stage, with various passages in a variety
of colours (including Samson’s breeches and left
foot) playing a part. The man with the partizan was
given his present form at a very late stage, with wide
sleeves and with no quiver on his back, making his
body even more massive than (compared with
Tempesta’s prototype) it already was. The closely-
knit group of the struggling Samson and his
attackers seems to have been designed as such in its
broad outlines from the beginning; as a complex of
diagonals intersecting each other in three-
dimensional space at various levels it bears a direct
resemblance to other compositions from the
previous years, especially that of the Munich Holy
family (no. A 88) and the Leningrad Abraham’s sacrifice
(no. A 108).

There have, however been a great many changes
in the precise delineation of shapes and the way they
are worked up. Samson’s chest, for instance, was
originally covered with a shirt with curving folds,
and when this passage was covered over with the
flesh colour of his bare chest the shirt was, along the
lower edge, extended a little way over the flesh
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colour; the result is that Samson’s chest, as a sort of
centre of interest in the central axis of the painting,
helps to define his body as the hub of the whole
dramatic action. The shifting outwards of the
contour of the armour-clad right arm of the soldier
leaning forward at the front was obviously intended
as a correction; it helped to make the fOreshortening
of his shoulder and arm more convincing and
provide a strong contrast with Samson’s knee, which
was for the purpose widened slightly and painted
over again, this time somewhat lighter than before.
This latter correction was, remarkably, carried out
when the painting was not only complete but had
(perhaps even twice) been copied — in a painting of
similar size (until World War II in Kassel) and, it may
be assumed, in a drawing in a private collection (see
7. Copies, 1 and 2, figs. 7 and 8). Compared to the
original both of these show, around the kris with
which one of Samson’s eyes is being gouged out, a
different situation that was, admittedly, described by
Eich’ (in terms rather different from ours) but was
not recognized as matching the state of the painting
apparent in the X-ray before Rembrandt altered it at
this point. The interesting conclusion is, of course,
that probably both these copies or at least one of
them — in that case certainly the painting — were
done prior to Rembrandt’s correction, and in his
workshop (on the subject of workshop production of
drawn and painted copies from the years 1635-37,
see also Introduction, Chapter II).

No drawings by Rembrandt that might tell us
about the genesis of this painting are known. A
rougly-done drawing in Dresden (Ben. g3) has been
linked with it, but shows the more commonly-
depicted episode where Samson, asleep with his
head in Delilah’s lap, is being seized by the Philistine
soldiers. The same applies to a drawing in
Groningen (Ben. 330), which is still attributed by
Benesch to Rembrandt and dated around 1642-43.
This is however rather the work of a pupil, probably
Ferdinand Bol, and its value for understanding
Rembrandt’s painting lies solely in the information it
can, as a paraphrase especially with regard to the
setting, provide: the position of the bed and the
cloth hanging down from it in relation to the
surrounding curtains (and perhaps even the heads of
Philistines peering round the corner, as in
Rembrandt’s early painting in Berlin, no. A 24) may
provide reminiscenses of the present work.

It may be taken as certain that the original canvas
seen today does in fact almost match the original
format, the same (two strips about 1m or 1% ells,
wide on either side of a horizontal seam) as the
original format of the Danae from the same year?.
Important confirmation of this is provided by the
copy already mentioned as being lost in Kassel
during the Second World War (see 7. Copies, 1) which
almost matches the picture on the original canvas in
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its present state. The enlargements along the top (by
means of an attached strip of canvas) and both sides
were probably still not present when the painting
was in Wiirzburg, i.e. up to 1751, and when it was (as
Eich” has pointed out) copied in its original state in a
painting ascribed to Johannes or Januarius Zick (see
7. Copies, 3). They must have been made before 1760,
as may be seen from a print of that year (see 6.
Graphic reproductions, 1). Until quite recently the
painting was usually reproduced in this enlarged
state, although it is obvious that in the broader
framing the composition loses much of its solid
structure — the diagonals that can be drawn in the
oblong of the original canvas form a skeleton that is
essential to the formal cohesion. At the time the
painting was bought by the Stadelsches Kunstinstitut
in Frankfurt in 19os Ludwig Justi, the current
director of the institute?, and Valentiner!® believed
the strip along the top to be original and to have
been earlier mistakenly folded over, and that only
the strips along the two sides were later additions;
from what they write it may be deduced that at that
time the two side strips were hidden behind the
frame and that the latter had a curve at both of its
top corners. The enlarged canvas was evidently later
put into a frame that fitted it widthwise as well. Since
1981, when the painting was cleaned and examined, it
has again been exhibited in its original format’.
The matter of the original format of the painting
holds special interest because of the dimensions
quoted by Rembrandt himself (see 5. Documents and
sources) for the painting he sent to Constantijn
Huygens in 1639 as a gift, to thank Huygens for the
part he had played in Rembrandt’s being
commissioned by Prince Frederik Hendrik to supply
the second pair of paintings in a series of pictures of
the Passion. When announcing the gift in his third
letter to Huygens, the painter spoke of a piece 10 feet
long and 8 feet high [= 226.5 x 283 cm], a size that —
if one makes allowance for the obviously
approximate nature of the measurements given, and
for the possibility that Rembrandt was expressing
the worth of his gift in the format — corresponds
reasonably well to that of the original canvas of the
Blinding of Samson and the Danae. Given the fact that
the Danae is known to have remained in
Rembrandt’s ownership — or at least was so around
1643 when he made changes to the painting, and in
1656 when it was described in the inventory of his
possessions — the Samson is the most likely to have
been the one he gave to Huygens. This idea has
consequently, since Bode and Hofstede de Groot!},
been generally accepted in the literature; Schwartz!?
has however for no really sound reason, preferred
the Danae (in which, incidentally, he saw a different
theme). One might further wonder!® whether the
gift mentioned by Rembrandt in 1639 is identical
with one that was described previously, early in 1636,



when he offered Huygens fiets] van mijn jonsten
werck’ (something of my latest work), though to
judge by the wording this was (as was, for instance,
assumed by Gerson, Seven letters . . ., The Hague 1961,
p. 23) more likely some of his recent etchings.
Finally, there is the question of whether Huygens
accepted the gift. Schwartz!? assumed he did not. All
that one knows for certain is that after a first
mention of the large canvas in his letter to Huygens
of 12 January 1639, Rembrandt wrote in a letter dated
27 January that he ‘tegens mijns heeren begeeren
dees bijgaenden douck toesenden’ (was sending the
accompanying canvas against my lord’s wishes) with,
in a postscript, the wellknown advice to hang the
work in a strong light and so that it could be viewed
at some distance (see 5. Documents and sources).
Evidently Huygens had, in a lost letter dated 14
January, reacted by declining the gift, but
Rembrandt had read his letter ‘met een sonderlin
vermaeck’ (with extraordinary pleasure) so Huygens’
refusal may well have been a form of politeness, part
of the same etiquette that called for the offering of
gifts. At all events it would be going too far to
conclude from this that Huygens never took delivery
of the gift, and did not do so for reasons of taste that
would match modern ideas of a contrast between
‘classicist’” and ‘baroque’*. To sum up, we do not
know for sure whether Huygens accepted a gift from
Rembrandt (though given the conventions on the
point it is quite likely), nor if that was the case
whether it was the Blinding of Samson (though that is
not improbable).

There is no subsequent trace at all of a large
Rembrandt being owned by the Huygens family.
H.E. van Gelder!® assumes that Constantijn’s grand-
son Constantijn Huygens IV (1675-1739) sold the
painting to the dealer Gerard Hoet II (d. 1760). This
assumption was however based on the premise that
Hoet, who probably in 1753 sold a copy after the
Blinding of Samson as a Rembrandt to Wilhelm VIII of
Hesse-Kassel, owned the original and had this copy
made, or made it himself. This now appears to be
incorrect (see above, and ;. Copies, 1), and there are
today no grounds for thinking that Hoet ever owned
the original. One might still surmise that Rembrandt
offered Huygens not the original but a copy made in
his workshop that subsequently ended up in Kassel
via Hoet — a possibility that though perhaps not the
most attractive ought nonetheless to be considered.
Where the fate of the original is concerned, there
remains a large gap in its pedigree before it turned
up in the Schénborn collection in Vienna around
1751

One conclusion can be drawn from the available
information. From the fact that in 1639 Rembrandt
had a large history painting available to offer to
Constantijn Huygens — whether or not this was the
Blinding of Samson — it follows that he did not
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Tempesta, Boarhunt, etching

necessarily paint such works to order but (bearing in
mind other similar instances) probably as a rule did
them on his own initiative and for the open market
(see Vol. II, Introduction, Chapter IV, p. 95, and note
28a). This impression is strengthened by the
occurrence of copies of works, especially from the
years 1635-37, that can be assumed (or in the case of
the Blinding of Samson, proved) to have been done in
the workshop shortly after the completion of the
original (on this, cf. the Introduction to the present
volume, Chapter II).

5. Documents and sources

In his third letter to Constantijn Huygens, dated 12 January 163g,
in which Rembrandt announces the completion of the
Entombment and Resurrection (nos. A 126 and A 127), that he had
been painting for Prince Frederik Hendrik, he also mentions a
gift intended for Huygens: ‘Ende om dat mijn heer in deesen
sacken voor die 2de maels bemoijt wert sal oock tot een
eerkentenissen een stuck bij gedaen weesende 10 voeten lanck
ende 8 voeten hooch dat sal mijn heer vereer{t] werden in sijnen
Huijsen . . .” (And as my lord has been troubled in these matters
for the second time, a piece 10 feet long and 8 feet high will be
added as a token of gratitude, which will be presented to my
lord at his home) (H. Gerson, Seven letters by Rembrandt,
transcription LH. van Eeghen, translation Y.D. Ovink, The
Hague 1961, pp. 34-40; the last words are wrongly transcribed
there as ‘dat sal mijn heer vereerweerden in sijnen Huysen’ and
translated as ‘which will be worthy of my lord’s house’. Cf.
Strauss Doc., 1639/2, where the same reading is given).

In his fifth letter to Huygens, dated 27 January 1639 (‘in
haste’), Rembrandt replies to a (lost) letter of Huygens of 14
January in which the latter had obviously given it to be
understood that he did not wish to accept a gift. ‘Bevinden daer
ue goeden gunst ende geneegentheijt soo dat ick van harten
geneegen uwer obblijsier blijven ue rekumpensijve dienst ende
vrienschap te doen. Soo ist door geneegentheijt tot sulx tegens
mijns heeren begeeren dees bijgaenden douck toesenden
hoopende dat u mijner in deesen niet versmaeden sult want het
is die eersten gedachtenis die ick aen mijn heer laet’ (I find there
i.e. in Huygens’ letter your lordship’s good favour and affection
so that I cordially remain obliged to you to repay with service
and friendship. Thus it is by my inclination and against my
lord’s wish that I am sending this accompanying canvas, hoping
that you will not decline this, for it is the first token I present to
my lord). The letter ends with a request for speedy payment for
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Fig. 7. Copy 1. Rembrandt workshop, canvas 195 x 261 cm. Formerly Kassel, Gemildegalerie

the two Passion works, followed by a postscript: ‘Mijln] heer
hangt dit stuck op een starck licht en dat men daer wijt ken
afstaen soo salt best voncken’ (My lord, hang this piece in a
strong light and so that one can stand at a distance, then it will
sparkle best) (Gerson, op.cit., pp. 50-55, where the final word is
read as vouchen = voeghen, meaning ‘fit’; this was corrected by
W.F.H. Oldeweldt, cf. LH. van Eeghen in: Amstelodamum,
Maandblad . . . 49, 1962, p. 71; Strauss Doc., 1639/4). There is no
documentary evidence for the identification of Rembrandt’s gift
to Huygens with the Blinding of Samson, which is usually accepted
n the literature.

6. Graphic reproductions

1. Engraving by Ferdinand Landerer (Stein, Austria 1730 —
Vienna 1795). Inscribed: Dessinée d’apres I’Original par Frangois
Mayer — Gravé par Ferdinand Landerer 1760./Samson trahi par Dalila.
Gravé d'apres le Tableau original de Rembrand, qui est au Cabinet de
Monsieur le Comte de Schonborn/a Vienne 1760./Large g pieds, 6 pouces
— haut. 7 pieds, 4 pouces [= 300.1 x 231.7 cm]. Reproduces the
picture, with the added strips, in the same direction as the
painting.

2. Mezzotint by Johann Jacobé (Vienna 1733-1797). Inscribed:
Peint par Rembrand 1636 — Gravé par J. Jacobé & Vienne en Autriche
1786/Samson trahi par Dalila/Dédié & Son Excellence Monseigneur le
Comte de Schinborn — Heussenstamm . . .. Large 9 pieds. 6 pouces:
haut. 7. pieds. 4. pouces. [= 300.1 x 231.7 cm]. Charrington no. gé.
Reproduces the picture, with the added strips, in the same
direction as the painting.

7. Copies

1. Canvas 195 x 261 cm, Kassel, Gemaldegalerie (cat. 1903 no. 252;
our fig. 7), destroyed in the Second World War. Described in the
Hauptinventar begun in 1749, under no. 834: ‘Rembrant. Simson,
welchen durch die Philister die Augen ausgestochen werden
dabey mit Ketten gebunden, auf Leinen in verguldeten Rahmen
vom Hoet [the art dealer Gerard Hoet II]. Hohe 6. Schuh 3. Zoll
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Breit 8. Schuh 2 Zoll [Rhineland feet, = 196.2 x 256.8 cm).

Its authenticity as the original was first doubted by C.
Vosmaer (Rembrandt, The Hague 1868, p. 79), who thought of Jan
Victors, but it was still regarded as autograph in 1870 by W. Bode
(in: Zeitschr. f.b. Kunst 5, 1870, p. 241), as was the original then in
the Schénborn collection in Vienna. It reproduced the original
without the additions present in 1760, and on an only slightly
smaller canvas. A discrepancy that was already noted (though
not described entirely correctly) by Eich’ is the narrower outline
to the right arm of the soldier with a kris; this makes the Aris
project beyond the contour of this arm, and the arm does not
meet Samson’s knee. This situation matches (as may be seen in
the X-rays, q.v.) an earlier state of the original. From this one has
to conclude that the copy was made m Rembrandt’s studio
before he corrected the shape of this arm (improving the
foreshortening) and slightly lengthened Samson’s knee and lit it
more brightly (thus creating intersections that heightened the
impression of depth). The dating in the early 18th century that
has up to now been mostly accepted — by Van Gelder!® and
Eich’ — is thus discounted.

2. Brush drawing g2.2 x 39.9 cm, unknown private collection
(fig. 8); published by Eich’. Reproduces the original in a frame
that is rather larger to the top and bottom; at the top this makes
the intrados of the masonry arch clearer and at the bottom gives
the figures rather more room. The same difference from the
original around the kris as in copy 1 appears here. One has to
conclude that the drawing was made either after copy1 above or
after the original before Rembrandt altered it, ie. in his
workshop. The latter is a very real possibility — the style of
drawing is very close to that of drawn copies of Rembrandt’s
paintings of the same period that were apparently produced in
his workshop (cf. nos. A nz fig. 6, A 114 fig. 6 and A 120 fig. 4).

3. Canvas 38.5 x 49.5 cm, attributed to Johannes (1702-1762) or
Januarius (1730-1797) Zick, Cologne, Wallraf-Richartz-Museum
(Katalog der deutschen Gemdlde von 1550 bis 1800, 1973, no. 2387, fig.
71). Though of rather taller proportions, this poorly preserved
copy does, as Eich’ noted, reproduce the painting without the
additions. If the attribution is correct, it must have been painted



Fig. 8. Copy 2. Rembrandt workshop, brush drawing 32.2 x 39.9 cm. Where-
abouts unknown

between 1749, when Zick pére et fils arrived in Wiirzburg, and 1751
when the original was transferred to Vienna.

4. Canvas 45.5 x 57.5 cm, private collection. Reproduces the
original with the additions; reproduced by Eich’, who dated it in
the late 18th century. Perhaps identical with copy 5 below?

5- A copy by J. Abel, at the time owned by Prince Esterhazy in
Vienna, was mentioned in Duchesne Ainé, Musée de Peinture et de
Sculpture . . . dessiné et gravé & Ueau forte par Réveil . . . IV, Paris 1829,
no. 242. Presumably the work of the history painter and etcher
Josef Abel (Asnach, Upper Ausfria 1764 — Vienna 1818).

8. Provenance

— Coll. Count Friedrich-Carl von Schénborn, from 1729 Elector
Bishop of Wiirzburg (d. 1746). Already described as in the
Schonborn Gartenpalais in Vienna before 1731 (J.R. Fissli,
Allgemeines Kinstler-Lexicon, 11, 1769, p. 280; cf. Yvonne Boerlin-
Brodbeck, ‘Johann Caspar Fiissli und sein Briefwechsel mit Jean-
Georges Wille. Marginalien zu Kunstliteratur und Kunstpolitik in
der zweiten Hilfte des 18. Jahrhunderts’, Kunst des 17. und 18.
Jahrhunderts in Ziirich. Jahrbuch 1974—1977. Schweizerisches Institut
Sfiir Kunstwissenschaft, pp. 77-178, esp. 127, 173); probably taken to
Wiirzburg in 1734, when Friedrich-Carl moved into the south
wing of the castle at Wiirzburg, which had been completed.
Moved to Vienna in 1751, after his death.

— Coll. Count Eugen Erwin von Schénborn-Buchheim, Vienna,
from 1751. In the Schénbornsche Galerie, Vienna, until 1gog.

— Bought by the museum in 1905,

9. Summary

With its brilliant yet tightly-controlled execution,
the painting is wholly convincing as to its
authenticity; that it is an original is, moreover,
demonstrated by a number of changes in the
composition, not all of which can however be
interpreted. This is one of the most ambitious of
Rembrandt’s large-scale history paintings from the
mid-1630s. In composition and lighting it betrays the
influence of the early Italian baroque, though one
can point to a variety of sources for its borrowings.
The most important of these is the free use of the
Laocoon figure, which as an ‘exemplum doloris’
formed an appropriate model for the figure of
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Samson. The original canvas (which until recently
was surrounded on three sides by strips added
subsequently) virtually matches the original format
and that of the Danae (no. A ng), which appears to
have been painted on canvas of identical weave.

One cannot say for sure whether this painting is
identical with a work presented to Huygens by
Rembrandt in 1639 the dimensions of which the
latter gives (in broad terms) as slightly larger than
those of no. A u6.
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Fig. 1. Panel 47.2 x 38.6 cm
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1. Summarized opinion

An authentic work, generally well preserved though
not wholly in its original state, with surviving
fragments of a reliable signature and date; the latter
can be taken as having read 1636.

2. Description of subject

The subject is taken from the apocryphal story of Susanna
attached to the Book of Daniel. Arvirtually naked young woman
sits, lit from the left, in the centre foreground in otherwise fairly
dark surroundings, turned te the left and leaning slightly
forwards. Her face is turned towards the viewer, on whom the
gaze is fixed. Her bent left arm is pressed to the body across the
bosom, with the hair hanging down to one side falling over the
raised hand. With her right hand she presses a white cloth
(probably the tail of the shirt lying to the right of her) against her
pubis. She wears a headband, a pearl necklace and a two-row
bracelet at each wrist. The left foot is in a mule, while the right
foot is placed on a mule lying askew. Her white undergarment
lies on the right on a bench, over a wine-red overgarment most
of which hangs down in broad folds to the ground.

To the left of her is a low stone wall, with carved decoration in
which a goat’s-foot can be made out. On its flat top stand a
metal dish and a richly-decorated bowl doubtlessly intended to
hold ointment or oil. In front of this, steps lead down to a pool,
on the other side of which a fence can be seen. In the extreme
left foreground there is an only partly visible low wall that
throws a shadow onto the adjoining area of foreground. Behind
the woman is a mass of foliage among which can be seen the
heads of two men, one seen in profile, the other, with a cock’s
feather on his turban, bent forward and seen square-on
immediately to the left of and partly hidden by the first. At the
top a treetrunk emerges from the foliage. Monumental
architecture is visible in the left distance, and beyond a terrace
to the left of this a hill rises to meet a fairly dark sky.

3. Observations and technical information

Working conditions

Examined in October 1973 (J.B., S.H.L.) in good artificial light
and out of the frame. Radiographs of the whole painting were
available.

Support

DESCRIPTION: Oak panel, grain vertical, 47.2 x 38.6 cm including a
strip some 4.5 cm wide that is attached at the right and must be
looked on as not belonging to the original panel. Thickness on
the left ¢. 0.5 cm, on the right (the original panel) c. 0.8 cm. The
grain is wide and follows a curve, while that of the attached strip
is straighter and tighter. The back has indistinct bevelling at the
left and top to a width of some 3.5-4 cm, and at the bottom to a
width of about 2.5 cm. As De Vries, Téth-Ubbens and Froentjes!
have said (p. 121), it has to be assumed that the bevelling c. 1.5 cm
wide that the main body of the panel still shows on the right is
the remains of wider bevelling part of which was sawn off to
make a firmer attachment possible for the added strip. Basing
themselves on the shapes of the dark spandrels at the top
especially apparent in a reflectogram made of the painting (see
Paint layer, DESCRIPTION), these authors calculated that the
original panel must have been about 0.5-1 cm wider on the right,
i.e. slightly less than is suggested by a rather freely drawn copy
by Willem de Poorter in Berlin (see 7. Copies, 1). While omitting
parts of the composition at the left and top, the same drawing
shows considerably more of the foreground along the bottom:
taken together with the relatively narrow bevelling there, this
makes one suspect that the original panel was not only enlarged
on the right at some later date but also trimmed at the bottom.

There are no grounds for the suggestion made by Schwartz? that
the panel was at one time considerably larger to the right. The
join between the two parts of the panel was reinforced with
canvas that was removed; vestiges of the adhesive show up light
in the radiograph.

SCIENTIFIC DATA: Dendrochronology (Prof. Dr J. Bauch, Ham-
burg) yielded no date.

Ground

DESCRIPTION: A light yellow-brown shows through in the sky and
hill, in patches of foliage, and in discontinuities in the shadow
parts of the body, and lies more clearly exposed along part of
the bottom edge.

SCIENTIFIC DATA: According to De Vries, Téth-Ubbens and
Froentjes (op. cit., p. 124), a chalk ground containing white lead.
That on the added strip, on the other hand, is a dark brown-grey
containing umber, bone black, chalk and white lead. The same
mixture was found in worked-over areas at the top of the panel
(op. cit., p. 130 note 2).

Paint layer

CONDITION: Good, apart from some wearing in the hair and in
thinly painted shadow areas, and possibly also in the face. Small
retouches have been applied here and there, e.g. occasionally
along the contour of the figure and stone wall (see also the UV
photograph published by De Vries, Téth-Ubbens and Froentjes,
op. cit., p. 122). Craquelure: a pattern of very fine cracks can be
seen in the light flesh areas and in the white clothing; there is a
somewhat different pattern in the rather thickly-painted dark
areas. The craquelure on the added panel is no different from
the rest. Here and there small cracks run vertically along the join
between the two parts of the panel, while elsewhere horizontal
cracks cross over the join.

DESCRIPTION: The paint is in some places applied thickly; the
character of the paint relief is determined wholly by the material
being depicted — lumpy in the foliage, in longish strokes in the
clothing and brushed smoothly in the body. Other than in
thickly-painted passages the grain of the panel is clearly
apparent. At the top left one can see in relief the spandrel that
originally bounded the picture at that point, as is especially
evident from an infrared reflectogram (De Vries, Téth-Ubbens
and Froentjes, op. cit., pp. 121-122); the spandrels at top right
and left were initially not painted.

The setting shows a scale of browns and greys; in
translucently and fluently painted passages on the left an
underlying brown also contributes to the effect. In the sky a
thin, dark grey is placed over this with short strokes running in
varying directions, in the hill a somewhat lighter and more
evenly brushed grey, and in the buildings thin browns with some
dark internal detail. A subdued brownish yellow is used for the
vague light on the balustrade and on the building rising to the
right of this, where the shadow part is done in an opaque grey.
The vegetation to the left of the figure is shown with a fuzzily
applied dark grey; thin brushstrokes placed crosswise indicates
the fence below this. The low wall on the left is rendered in a
light brown, with brush drawing in dark paint. The foliage
behind Susanna, is done in the same way, in this case using paint
thickly. The leaves, branches and tree above are painted deftly
in a mixture of dark brown, grey and black; the turbaned head
of one of the elders is sketched in much the same way, and so is
the profile head (as far as it is on the original panel). This area is
enlivened with scattered blossoms in some red and ochre-yellow.

Susanna’s body stands out against these warm, subdued
colours, in creamy flesh tints that in the face merge partly into a
ruddy tint, in the raised hand into a warm ochre brown and in
the other into a marked pink. Small strokes of impasto paint are
used carefully and gradually to build up the modelling; shadows
in a rather brownish grey, along the left arm, back and legs,
ensure an effect of plasticity in the figure. The paint has a
distinct relief in the jewellery and draperies around the woman’s



right hand. In the undergarment (rendered in whites and a very
light grey) the paint is also applied thickly, giving a relief that
coincides with the very fine folds. The outer garment, in which a
purplish red is sparingly used, forms a reticent colour accent at
the lower right. A similar limited intensification of the colour is
to be found in the area to the left of Susanna, where the very
effectively drawn metal vessels are done in warm yellowish
brown with black and white accents, the stone wall in a mixture
of brown, grey and some ochre yellow, and the foreground in a
flatly-brushed yellowish grey.

In the areas on the strip attached on the right, and not
belonging to the original panel, the matching of colour is very
successful; the head of the elder seen in profile hardly differs in
tint from its surroundings. In the folds of Susanna’s
undergarment, the modelling is however a little hesitant.
SCIENTIFIC DATA: De Vries, Téth-Ubbens and Froentjes (op. cit.,
p- 124) found, in the white lead on both the original panel and
the added strip, traces of copper, silver and tin. Yellow ochre is
used as the main yellow pigment, for example in the vegetation,
together with umber and brown ochre; coarse grains of white
and black pigment were also found here, but no trace of green
pigment. The flesh tints consist of a mixture of white lead and
yellow and red ochre, in places covered with a thin red glaze.
The overgarment was found to be underpainted with yellow and
red ochre, white lead and carbon black; on top of this was found
vermilion, and as a top layer a generously-applied glaze
consisting of a red lake pigment.

In the pigments used, and in the consistency of the paint, no
difference was noted between the top layer on the added strip
and that on the main panel, although some difference was
noticeable as regards the coarseness of some of the pigments.
On the added strip there is, beneath the top layer, a thin layer of
paint containing carbon black (which explains its dark image in
the reflectogram), and on top of this occasionally a thin layer of
red lake pigment.

In the spandrels at the top right and left there is, under the
present paint surface and directly on the chalk ground, a dark
grey paint that contains carbon black and some white lead.

X-Rays

The radiographic image virtually coincides with what one might
expect from the surface. Very slight changes seem to have been
made to the modelling of the figure — the contour of the near
shoulder lies a little further to the left in the X-ray, and the
breast below it was originally slightly fuller. The part of the shirt
painted on the added strip shows up relatively weakly, and
obviously contains much less white lead than the part on the
original panel, which was more thickly painted and gives the
impression of having been underpainted with some bold strokes
of white. In the underpainting more of Susanna’s right thigh
seems to be covered with the drapery than in the final
execution; the end draped over her left leg hung down further
(as may also be seen through points of wearing at the paint
surface). The grain of the panel is very distinct, and the
difference in the grain of the original panel and added strip is
evident.

Signature

At the lower right, partly on the main body of the panel and
partly on the added strip, in dark paint <Rembrant f/f 163 [?] >.
Of the last digit only a curved stroke can be seen, which could be
part of a 6 or an 8. The parts on the original panel, i.c. the letters
Rembr and f 163, are convincing in their shaping, and can thus be
looked on as the remains of an authentic signature. The very fact
that the added strip did not form part of the painting in its
original form means that the part of the signature placed on it
(ant f), and the final, illegible digit of the date which is on the
join, cannot be genuine. This is further indicated by the unusual
spelling of the name, without the d, and by the admittedly
graceful but very un-Rembrandtlike f following the signature.
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Fig. 3. Detail with signature (enlarged)

The thought that the 0.5 to 1cm that the original panel was
wider would have allowed insufficient space for the rest of the
signature led, in the recent investigation of the painting!, to the
conclusion that the whole of the signature is unauthentic and
that the entire inscription was appended only after the addition
of the strip. Apart from the fact that the first part of the
signature and date argue for its authenticity, the repetition of
the fis evidence that the inscription in its present state is not the
work of a single hand.

Varnish

No special remarks.

4. Comments

The painting convinces one of its authenticity by the
intense vitality (suggested without the slightest trace
of finickiness) in the modelling of the central area —
the figure, and the drapery lying behind her — and
by the sketchlike, almost nonchalant treatment of
the surroundings. Rembrandt’s handwriting is
recognizable in both modes of treatment, much as in
the 1638 Risen Christ appearing to Mary Magdalene in
Buckingham Palace (no. A 124) — although it must
be added that the divergence between the two styles
is decidedly greater here than in that painting.
Coupled with this is a concentration of light and a
consequent strong contrast in tonal values between
the central area and the surroundings. The relatively
large scale of the figure, compared to the picture
area, and her self-containedness in the picture also
make the painting somewhat unusual; Susanna,
though certainly in a pose clearly to be understood
as expressing her alarmed or frightened state of
mind, appears isolated rather than in a clear
narrative context. Yet even this peculiarity, though
here taken to an extreme, is not in conflict with
Rembrandt’s iconographic thinking as this has been
characterized by Timpel through the introduction
of the concept of ‘Herauslosung’ (C. Tiimpel in:
Jahrbuch der Hamburger Kunstsammlungen 13, 1968,
pPp- 95-128, esp. ugff).

The period of the painting’s production is usually
based on the reading of the date. Bredius, Bauch and
Gerson® (wrongly) read this as 1637. De Vries, Toéth-
Ubbens and Froentjes! saw it as 1636. However, only
a fragment of the last digit is visible on the original
panel, and it could be filled in equally well as an 8. As
the works dated 1636 do not offer any close parallel in
treatment to our painting, one might feel inclined to
prefer the later date of 1638. A drawn copy by Willem
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Fig. 4. Copy 1. W. de Poorter after Rembrandt, Susanna at the bath, 1636, pen
and wash over black chalk, 22.7 x 19.2 cm. Berlin (West), Staatliche Museen
Preussischer Kulturbesitz, Kupferstichkabinett (KdZ 12104)

de Poorter carrying the date of 1636 in Berlin (see ;.
Copies, 1; fig. 4) proves however that the painting was
in existence (and virtually completed)in that year and
that the date on the painting must consequently have
read 1636. The similarities already mentioned to the
1638 Christ appearing to Mary Magdalene — to be seen
mainly in the broad treatment of the foliage as
opposed to the more precise handling of paint in the
figures — must thus be ascribed to the fact that both
pictures belong to the same category of fairly
small-scale history paintings and not to a common
date. It should be kept in mind that the panel was
originally slightly narrower on the right and taller at
the bottom (see 3. under Support).

The relative isolation of the female figure has
prompted doubts as to the iconographic inter-
pretation. De Vries, Téth-Ubbens and Froentjes
(op.cit., pp. 126-130) preferred to see the scene as
Bathsheba at her toilet, as the painting was occasionally
described. This interpretation is however certainly
incorrect. There is insufficient reason for calling the
head of the elder seen in profile ‘exceptionally weakly
done and (...) certainly not (...) painted by
Rembrandt’s own hand’, as De Vries, Téth-Ubbens
and Froentjes did, and the same authors completely
overlooked the head of the other elder. The latter is
admittedly difficult to recognize as the touches
indicating his headdress and face are just as
sketch-like as those used for the foliage in which he is
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hiding. It is however quite unmistakeable, and
furthermore matches the corresponding heads in
both Pieter Lastman’s Susanna of 1614 in Berlin (fig. 5)
and Rembrandt’s drawing after this (see below). The
agitated pose of the woman in the painting in The
Hague is almost the same as that Rembrandt used in
his Susanna in Berlin (Br. 516) that was completed in
1647. The similarity is so great that the interpretation
of the woman as Susanna, already defended by
Wheelock?, can hardly be doubted on this ground
alone. As Tumpel®> pointed out, the gesture with
which the woman covers her bosom and lap identifies
her unmistakeably as Susanna. Support for this
interpretation may also be found in the motif of the
right foot placed on a slipper and thus shutting off
entry to it. Bearing in mind the widespread erotic
connotation of the slipper (cf. exhibition cat. Tot lering
en vermaak, Amsterdam 1976, no. 68) this motif can —
certainly if seen in combination with the lewdness
hinted at by the goat’s-foot carved in the parapet —
be looked on as an allusion to the meaning of the
Susanna theme as an example of chastity or (as the
inscription under an etching by Pieter de Grebber of
1655, Hollst. VIII, p. 167 no. 3, says) constancy.

The design of the painting is, as Bode® and Freise’
have noted, clearly based on two paintings by Pieter
Lastman, one of which, in Berlin (cat. no. 1719; fig. 5)
depicts Susanna and the elders and was copied by
Rembrandt around 1635 in a red chalk drawing now
in Berlin (Ben. 448), while the other, in Leningrad
(Hermitage cat. 1958, no. 5590; fig. 6), remarkably
enough shows Bathsheba at her toilet. The latter is
brought to mind especially by the clothing lying on
the right (which, as Valentiner® commented, is also
reminiscent of Lastman in its execution), the pose of
the figure and the setting. Benesch assumed that
four figure sketches by Rembrandt (Ben. 155, 156, 157
and 158) were done in preparation for the painting.
Of these, one shows a strong and the other a rather
weaker resemblance to the elder at the front in
Rembrandt’s Berlin painting dated 1647, already
mentioned; there is insufficient ground to connect
one of these drawings with the painting in The
Hague.

5. Documents and sources

— Note by Sir Joshua Reynolds, made during a visit in 1781 to the
collection of paintings of the Stadholder Wiliam V in The
Hague: ‘A study of a Susanna, for the picture by Rembrandt,
which is in my possession [the picture now in Berlin, Br. 516; ].
Reynolds sale, London (Christie’s) 11-14 March 1795, postponed
to 13-17 March, fourth day no. 82}: it is nearly the same action,
except that she is here sitting. This is the third study I have seen
for this figure. I have one myself [probably the picture now in
Paris, Br. 518, no longer accepted as original; J. Reynolds sale,
London (Christie’s) 1-14 March 1795, postponed to 13-17 March,
third day no. 1] and the third was in the possession of the late
Mr Blackwood {John Blackwood sale, London {Christie’s) 20-21
February 1778, first day no. 10]. In the drawing which he made



Fig. 5. P. Lastman, Susanna at the bath, 1614, panel 42 x 58 cm. Berlin (West),
Staatliche Museen Preussischer Kulturbesitz, Gemaldegalerie

for this picture, which I have [Ben. 609, now in the Louvre], she is
likewise sitting; in the picture she is on her legs, but leaning
forward. It appears very extraordinary that Rembrandt should
have taken so much pains, and have made at last so very ugly
and ill-favoured a figure; but his attention was principally
directed to the colouring and effect, in which it must be
acknowledged he has attained the highest degree of excellence.’
The works of Sir Joshua Reynolds . . ., ed. Edmond Malone, 4th edn,
London 1809, pp. 344-345-

6. Graphic reproductions
None.
7. Copies

1. Drawing by Willem de Poorter, pen and brown jink with brown
wash over a sketch in black chalk 22.7 x 19.2 cm; signed and
dated: W.D.P./1636; Berlin (West), Staatliche Museen
Preussischer Kulturbesitz, Kupferstichkabinett (fig. 4; Sumowski
Drawings 9, no. 2134 with further references). Although since long
recognized as a drawing by Willem de Poorter after Rembrandt’s
painting, it appears never to have been introduced in a
discussion of the latter. Yet, in spite of its rather summary
rendering of the original and the omission of considerable strips
along the top and lefthand side, it is a precious document for our
understanding of the painting. Not only does it confirm the
reading of the only partially preserved date on the painting as
1636, it is also evidence of the trimming of the panel on the right
(already noted before) and along the bottom. How Willem de
Poorter (1608-1648) got access to the painting, is not clear. There
is no documentary evidence of his having ever worked in
Rembrandt’s studio, though he is often counted among the
artist’s pupils. Sumowski convincingly attributed to him a large
unsigned drawing (in reverse!) after Rembrandt’s 1630 Jeremiah
(no. A 28) in the Cincinnati Art Museumn (Sumowski Drawings 9,
no. 2136). On the possibility of an early Rembrandtesque phase
in De Poorter’s development, see Vol. I, pp. 495-496.

2. A copy unknown to us was in the coll. L.D. van Hengel,
Arnhem (auctioned at Ellecom, 19~21 May 1953, no. ggo).

8. Provenance

— Coll. P.J. Snijers, sale Antwerp 23ff May 1758 (Lugt 1008),
no.15: ‘Fen zeer schoon Kabinet-stukxken, Verbeeldende
Susanna aen de Fonteyne in den Hof, met eenen Boef die door
het hout ziet, do6r Rymbrant van Ryn; hoog 18 duym, breed 15
[= 46.8 x 39 cm]’. (Terw. III, p. 202 no. 39) (157 guilders to
Fierens).

— Coll. Govert van Slingeland, Receiver-General of Taxes for
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Fig. 6. P. Lastman, Bathsheba at her toilet, panel 42 x 63 cm. Leningrad, The
Hermitage Museum

Holland and West Friesland, sale The Hague 18 May 1768 (Lugt
1683), no. 12: ‘Une Batseba, aupreés d’un bain, epiée par David;

par le méme [Rembrant]. Blois]. Hau. 18 Pou. Lar. 15 Pou
[= 46.8 x 39 cm]’; but it was bought before : March by the
Stadholder William V with the entire collection for zo0 oo
guilders (cf. information given by B.W.F. van Riemsdijk in: O.H.

10, 1892, pp. 219ff).

— From 1795 to 1815 in Paris.

— Since 1816 in the Koninklijk Kabinet van Schilderijen, The
Hague.

9. Summary

Although a little unusual in execution because of the
relatively cursory treatment of the predominantly
dark setting compared to the careful modelling of
the strongly-lit nude figure and drapery, no. A uy
entirely convinces us of its authenticity. The painting
originally had unpainted spandrels on either side of
an arched top; prior to 1738, it was made somewhat
wider on the right, and probably slightly trimmed
along the bottom.

There is no reason to doubt that it is intended to
depict Susanna being approached by the two elders
(though the head of one of these is difficult to detect
in the foliage). This interpretation is borne out by
the strong resemblance in pose and expression to
the Susanna figure in the Berlin painting of the
subject (Br. 516) and by the iconographic motifs that
lend the picture the meaning of an example of
chastity.
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Fig. 1. Canvas g3 x 68.7 cm
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Fig. 2. X-Ray
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1. Summarized opinion

An in part poorly preserved and considerably
overpainted but authentic work, signed and dated
1636; it was mentioned by Rembrandt as having been
completed early in that year.

2. Description of subject

Christ, surrounded by radiant light, rises on high standing on a
cloud supported by cherubs with wings of coloured feathers. A
white cloak is draped in wide folds over his chest and widespread
arms, and hangs in a long train towards the left, floating
somewhat lower down, as does the hem of his half-length white
tunic. His open hands reveal the wounds suffered from the nails
during the crucifixion, and his face is raised towards where, in
the centre of the flood of light, the Holy Ghost can be seen in the
form of a dove, above a triple crown of stars. To either side of
Christ and by the borders of the celestial glory there are more
cherubs, some of them no more than a shadow. To the right,
angels are emerging from a dark mass of clouds that borders the
lit area on that side right up to the top.

Separated from the celestial glory by a dark zone, the group of
eleven remaining disciples can be seen in the foreground. They
look upwards, the one furthest to the left shielding his eyes from
the glare with one hand; others have their hands raised or
clasped before the chest in prayer. The three at the centre front
catch the most light — a white-bearded man seen in profile,
probably Peter; a young man to the right of him, probably John;
and to their left a kneeling man seen from behind with arms
outstretched. Since he wears a purse at his belt, this third man is
perhaps Matthew, the converted taxgatherer. The uneven
ground on which the disciples are standing is sparsely lit. On the
extreme left, and leaning to the left, there is a palmtree with
some of its leaves glistening in the light; on the far right, in the
distance, the vague outlines of a few buildings can be made out.

3. Observations and technical information

Working conditions

Examined in January 1969 (S.H.L., P.v.Th.), out of the frame.
Seven X-ray films, together covering virtually the whole picture,
were available, and prints of these were received later.

Support

DESCRIPTION: Canvas, originally probably rectangular, trimmed
at the top corners along straight lines at differing angles and
stuck to a rectangular canvas: height in the centre g3 cm, at the
left 76.5 cm and at the right 77.5 cm; width 68.7 cm at the
bottom and 32.9 cm between the cutoffs at the top. Other than
at the two top corners, the crumbly and irregular edges of the
original canvas are folded round the stretcher on all sides,
together with the support canvas. At the bottom, on the
wrapped-round edge of the original canvas there are vestiges of
paint, while almost none can be seen on the side edges. Black
paint is seen on the folded edge of the original canvas at the top
between the arched upper edge of the picture and the
diagonally-trimmed corners; obviously the spandrels, which
survive only in part, were originally painted black.

SCIENTIFIC DATA: Because of the relatively high radioabsorbency
of the paint along the top, cusping can be seen there only
occasionally in the X-rays. While the right has none, the bottom
has very marked cusping at a pitch varying between 7 and g cm
and extending some 20 cm into the surface of the canvas. There
are vague curves on the left. Threadcount: 12.1 horizontal
threads/cm (11.5 - 12.5), 14.2 vertical threads/cm (13.5 - 15). There
is insufficient evidence to identify the warp direction.

204

Ground

DESCRIPTION: Not observed.

SCIENTIFIC DATA: Kithn' found a very thin brown-red layer of
ground that contained an ochrish pigment with an oil (or resin)-
like medium. It is not unlikely that a second grey ground layer
over the brown-red one, such as was common in this period,
remained undetected during his investigation (see Vol. I, pp.
17-18 and Vol. II, pp. 42-43).

Paint layer

conpITION: The painting has suffered badly. At places the paint
layer is worn, as is apparent today especially in the area of sky
above and to both sides of the figure of Christ; on the left one
can even see through to the canvas. Where the paint layer has
physically survived reasonably well (e.g. in Christ’s white
garment), it is heavily flattened. It can be seen with the naked
eye, and even more clearly in the X-rays, that apart from the
wearing there has at a number of places been paint loss that has
been restored, in particular along the top where large passages
are totally overpainted and in the bottom lefthand corner, as
well as in and around the figure of Christ. In part this paint loss
has occurred along some of the numerous and mainly horizontal
cracks in the paint. The dark sky in the righthand part of the
painting has been substantially overpainted, and the same
applies to that below the cloud on which Christ is standing (and
where the outlines of the cherubs have been insensitively
redrawn). The angels to the left and right of Christ have in part
been virtually rubbed away by overcleaning, while lit areas
executed with more impasto have survived better. For the rest, it
can be said to a greater or lesser degree of all the figures that
fine gradations of colour and tone (and with them the modelling
and detail) have disappeared, partly because of overpainting. A
great deal of this may have happened as part of the restoration
of the Passion series done by P.H. Brinckmann in the middle of
the 18th century (see no. A 127). Craquelure: a great deal of this
has been painted in. The impasto paint of Christ’s white
garment shows the irregular pattern of cracks normal in a
17th-century picture on canvas.

DESCRIPTION: The painting’s ruinous state makes it hard to tell
how much of the original survives in the present appearance of
the work. A description is thus necessarily fragmentary and
tentative.

Christ’s garment is treated sensitively and subtly in shades of
white, greys and, in the shadow on the right, grey-brown. The
head, the hair done in brown and the yellowish tint of the face
have suffered; spots of colour — a little pink on the cheeks, red
in the lips, white for the catchlights in the eyes and for the teeth
— are possibly still original. The hand on the left has a pinkish
colour with a spot of red for the wound, and the fingers are
drawn with individual strokes of paint. The hand and arm on the
right are rather more yellow in tint, with a shadow that has been
damaged. The lit leg, too, has a yellowish tint, while the
damaged right leg is grey. (The shadows on either side of the
right leg have been strengthened.) Around the figure of Christ
there is a light blue that originally will have merged via fine
gradations into the surrounding sky tint, an effect that,
especially on the left, has been lost through wearing and
insensitive restoration. The semicircular area of light above
Christ’s head is yellow, shot through with light greys and brown-
greys applied with radial brushstrokes; the dove is painted with a
thick white. (Immediately below this there has been paint loss in
two places.) The triple crown of stars at the edge of the blaze of
light is depicted with thick strokes and spots of yellow, the lower
line placed over a grey tint that forms the transition to the area
of sky below.

Traces of the refined handling seen in the figure of Christ
recur in the cherubs around the cloud on which he stands. The
wings of the two at the bottom provide the most colourful
passage in the painting, and seem to be reasonably well
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Fig. 3. Detail (1: 2)
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preserved: those on the left have blue with a little yellow and
white, and those on the right an ochre colour with grey and
pink, invariably applied with short brushstrokes and dots. The
branches of the palmtree on the left are done with bold, rapid
brushwork, with a few highlights in white; the trunk and a
gnarled exposed root in the foreground are heightened with
some ochre colour. In the righthand part of the painting it is
mainly two figures that have most kept their original condition
— the disciple in the centre of the group whose hands are
clasped and whose face catches the strongest light (as we have
already said, probably Peter), and the man seen from behind
lower down, with outspread arms; the head and hands of the
former and the hands of the latter still show sensitive detail. The
clothing of the man seen from behind, in a subdued orange-red
with brown in the shadow, forms a striking colour accent in the
lower part of the painting, contrasting with the grey-white of the
(in fact less well preserved) cloak of the young man standing to
the right of him (probably identifiable with John). Of the other
disciples lost in the semi-darkness, the three to the right of the
presumed Peter in particular probably still give some impression
of their initial appearance; elsewhere, overpaintings and
inpainted craquelure interfere with the rendering of form.
According to an etching made in the 18th century (see 6. Graphic
reproductions, 1), there was once more to be seen of the buildings
in the right background than there is today.

SCIENTIFIC DATA: None

X-Rays

The radiograph of the painting provides useful information
about its state of preservation; the scene as a whole can be only
partially traced in the X-ray image. The figure of Christ,
especially, shows up clearly; the placing and shape of the dark
reserve for the hair and beard correspond to what can be seen at
the surface, evidence that no changes were made here during
the work. One remarkable feature is the presence of the light
image of a head of an old, bearded man directly above Christ’s
raised face; this has already been interpreted by Brochhagen® as
evidence that at an early stage God the Father was included in
the scene. The area below the cloud on which Christ stands is
lighter than might be expected; between this and the highlights
on the bodies of the lowest of the cherubs one can see dark
reserves that follow the body outlines. The relatively light
radiographic image of this area of background gives some
reason to suppose that the distribution of light in this part of the
painting may, at least in a first lay-in, have been different.

The group of disciples at the bottom of the picture show up
remarkably indistinctly — not only the figures largely lost in
semi-darkness and probably thinly painted, but also details that
one might have expected to have been done with more
radioabsorbent paint, such as the raised face of the presumed
Peter and the light garment of the presumed John. The sole
exception in this vague image is the foreground figure seen from
behind with outstretched arms, the clearly-visible reserve for
which matches in placing and shape what is seen at the paint
surface. The paint of the palmtree on the left shows up
comparatively light.

Signature

At the bottom edge, right of centre and interrupted by a few
gaps in the paint layer: <Remb(...)dt f(.)636>, with the R, b, t and
final 6 of the date only partially surviving. What remains gives
an authentic impression.

Varnish

No special remarks.

4. Comments

Despite the poor state of preservation there are
enough surviving parts of the painting showing so

206

much quality that — certainly when taken together
with the external evidence — there need be no
doubt as to its autograph execution by Rembrandt.
A major indication of this is to be found in the
central group of Christ and the cherubs below him,
which in spite of local damages and insensitive
restoration still, as a whole, makes an homogeneous
impression. In the meticulous manner in which
plastic form and draperies are rendered the
treatment of this group matches in many respects
that of other centrally-placed figures in Rembrandt’s
Passion series. The appearance of the cherubs is
moreover reminiscent, in the interpretation of
anatomy and the handling of light, of the figure of
Ganymede (done, admittedly, at larger scale) in the
Dresden painting (no. A u3). The date of production
of these two works can indeed have been very close
— the Ganymede carries the date 1635, and the
Ascension 1s mentioned in Rembrandt’s first letter to
Constantijn Huygens of early 1636 as having been
finished®. Otherwise, there is little if any similarity in
treatment with Rembrandt’s other paintings from
the mid-1630s. In line with what he himself says in
that letter, he has obviously aimed here at unity of
style with the earlier works in the Passion series, the
Munich Descent from the cross and Raising of the cross of
about 1633 (nos. A 65 and A 69), which in turn exhibit
in their approach a link with the last works from the
Leiden period such as the Simeon in the Temple of 1631
in The Hague (no. A 34). When one considers that
the same is true of the Entombment and the
Resurrection, which in 1636 were already ‘ruym half
gedaan’ (easily half-done) (Gerson, op. cit., p. 18) but
were mentioned as finished only in 1639 (Gerson, op.
cit., p. 34), one realises the remarkable fact that in
the case of the pictures in the Passion series the
manner of working that Rembrandt developed in
the early 1630s spanned virtually the whole decade.
This way of working gradually became distinct from
the broader and looser style such as appears in
larger-scale works in the mid-1630s.

In the case of the Ascension we also have
documentary evidence to show that Rembrandt
aimed at harmonizing this work with the two already
delivered, in his comment in the second letter to
Constantijn Huygens (Gerson, op. cit., p. 26) ‘dat ick
corts volgen sal om te besien hoe dat het stucken
met de rest voucht’ (p. go: that I shall follow anon to
see how the picture accords with the rest). It is not
known whether this trip to The Hague in fact took
place; a postscript to the same letter does give the
impression that Rembrandt was familiar with the
circumstances there: ‘op de galdeerij van S. excl salt
best te toonenen sijn alsoo daer een starck licht is” (It
will show to the best advantage in the gallery of His
Excellency since there is a strong light there),
knowledge that he will have gained during an earlier
visit, perhaps when painting the portrait of Amalia
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of Solms (no. A 61) dated 1632. No visit to The Hague
need have been connected with the supplying of the
earlier works in the Passion series. In the third letter
to Constantijn Huygens dated January 1630,
Rembrandt proposes sending the completed works
to Huygens’ house, as previously (Gerson, op. cit., p.
34): ‘dat men die twe stuckens eerst tot uwent ten
huijsen bestellen sal gelijck als voormaels is geschiet’
(that the two works shall be delivered to you at your
house, as happened before); whether the ‘before’
means that all three previous completed works were
delivered in this manner is however not certain.

As with most other Passion scenes, the picture of
the Ascension is dominated by a slightly off-centre and
finely detailed focus of interest, concentrated around
the brightly lit figure of Christ. The subject-
matter means that this focus has been placed quite
high in the composition. The link with the lower half
of the painting, shrouded in darkness, is provided by
the busy movement of the cherubs. Dark
overpaintings of the background against which they
are placed may have intensified the chiaroscuro still
further in this area, and with it the restless
impression this passage makes. At all events, the
immediate juxtaposition of this group of celestial
beings, shown in very material physical form, with
that of the disciples directly beneath is not very
happy. The crowding-together of the two groups
may be due to the influence of not fully assimilated
models leading to a multiplicity of motifs that had to
be accommodated in the central axis of the painting.
At an earlier stage in the work yet another figure
(later left out) was added — the X-ray shows God the
Father appearing above Christ’s head.
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The Rembrandt literature — by Valentiner4 in
1903 In the first instance — has regularly mentioned
as the source of inspiration for this composition
Titian’s Assunta in the S.Maria deil Frari in Venice.
Rembrandt must have been familiar with this
composition through a print, most probably the
large folio engraving by Theodore Matham (Hollst.
IX, p. 252 no. 8). He appears to have taken Titian’s
work as a model not only for the general layout of
his scene but also for the postures and gestures of
several apostles. The presence of God the Father
(though in a different place from that in the Assunta)
and the supporting angels belong, as Brochhagen?
remarked, more to the Assumption of the Virgin
Mary than to the Ascension of Christ. One does
however get the impression that in the composition
of Rembrandt’s Ascension models belonging to older
art play a role that is not adequately defined by
pointing to Titian’s Assunta alone. For instance, the
initially-planned placing of God the Father
immediately above Christ’s head seems rather to
have been inspired by a depiction of the Trinity; but
why Rembrandt should choose this roundabout

route via a different iconography is unclear. The

crown of light with stars and the dove of the Holy
Spirit (missing from the Assunta) could well have been
taken from a depiction of the Trinity. This element,
which mars the suggestion of depth in the scene, is in
fact an anomaly in Rembrandt’s conception of
space. Nevertheless, the paint layer in this passage
does appear at least partially to belong to the
original painting.

A drawing with a free variation on the
composition, showing a specific resemblance to
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Rembrandt’s painting only in the Christ figure, is in
the Print-room of the University of Leiden.
Rembrandt’s cherubs have here been replaced with
the heads of seraphims on the clouds beneath
Christ’s feet and to either side. The drawing has long
been attributed to a Rembrandt pupil; Van Regteren
Altena (in: O.H. 42, 1925, p. 145) thought of Gerbrand
van den Eeckhout, and this attribution was adopted
by Sumowski (in: O.H. 77, 1962, p. 12) who then later
ascribed the drawing to Govaert Flinck (Sumowski
Drawings 1V, no. 949). Though Flinck did in the late
1630s paint free copies of a number of biblical scenes
by Rembrandt (see, for example, Von Moltke Flinck,
nos. 44 and 59; Sumowski Gemadlde 11, nos. 615 and
612), the drawing does not match his drawing style,
and even less that of Eeckhout. A more likely author
is Claes Moeyaert (cf., for instance, his Christ driving
the moneychangers from the Temple in the Wadsworth
Atheneum, Hartford, Conn.; exhibition The Pre-
Rembrandtists, Sacramento 1974, no. 23), who had
already copied Rembrandt’s Raising of the Cross in a
drawing (no. A 69 Copies, 1).

5. Documents and sources
See under no. A 65.
6. Graphic reproductions

1. Etching in reverse by Carl Ernst Christoph Hess (Darmstadt
1755~Munich 1828) for La Galerie électorale de Dusseldorff . . ., Basle
1778. Inscriptions: Rembrandt pinx. - Hess f. and on a coat-of-arms
the cypher CT of the Elector Carl Theodor.

7. Copies

None.

8. Provenance

See no. A 65.
9. Summary

The best-preserved parts of the painting (which like
all the works in the Munich Passion series done on
canvas is in a poor state) and the historical evidence
leave no doubt that this is an authentic work by
Rembrandt, who mentioned in a letter of Con-
stantijn Huygens in early 1636 that he had completed
it. In treatment it resembles the works in the Passion
series completed earlier, the Descent from the Cross and
Raising of the Cross painted in about 1633. The
deliberate striving for stylistic unity with these can
also be deduced from a remark made by Rembrandt
in the letter just mentioned; it also seems to extend
to the Entombment and Resurrection, which were not
delivered until 1639.

The composition and a number of elements of the
picture appear to have been taken from Titian’s
Assunta, while others like the dove of the Holy Spirit,
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originally (as may be seen from the X-ray) coupled
with the presence of God the Father directly above
the head of Christ, may have been taken from
depictions of the Trinity.
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Fig. 1. Canvas 185 x 203 cm

[1636-1643]

1. Summarized opinion

An until 15 June 1985 generally well preserved,
though appreciably reduced, authentic work that
was completed by Rembrandt in its first version
probably in 1636 and subsequently (in 1643 at the
latest) extensively reworked by him.

2. Description of subject

Danace lies naked, on her side, in a gilded tester bed ornamented
in a sumptuous lobate style; the dull green curtains are drawn
back. She raises herself slightly on her left elbow, and looks
towards the left, where an old woman with a bundle of keys at
her right wrist holds back one of the curtains, letting the light in.
Danae holds her right hand slightly raised, with the palm opened
away from her. Around both wrists there are gold-coloured
bracelets with bright red bows, and the left wrist also has a
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double row of pearls. She lies on large white pillows, below
which a fringed woven cloth hangs down. Her legs are partly
covered by white sheets. Above her head, and half-hidden
behind the righthand curtain of the bed, hangs a gilded figure of
a winged Cupid with his quiver of arrows; his hands are
manacled, and his face is screwed up in a whining grimace. The
wing seen on the left runs into one of the volutes supporting the
bed canopy. The base of the bed, covered with a blue-green
material, stands on a podium curving towards the lower right on
which there are two mules and, to the right, a table covered with
a red cloth that hangs in heavy folds.

3. Observations and technical information

Working conditions

Examined on 18 September 1969 (J.B., S.H.L.) in daylight, in the
frame and on the wall, with the aid of nine X-ray films covering
the naked figure and the table top to the right of her, and part of
the view through to the back with the old woman’s head; certain
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of these were subsequently available, some others only as
published reproductions. Examined again in October 198
(S.H.L.) with, additionally, ultraviolet photographs, and in the
spring of 1983 (E.v.d.W.) with the help of a nearly complete set of
X-rays.

Support

DESCRIPTION: Canvas, lined, 185 x 203 cm (according to the
dimensions given in the literature). A horizontal seam runs at c.
85cm from the upper edge (through Danae’s neck). From
contemporary derivatives painted by Ferdinand Bol it can be
assumed that the canvas was originally a little larger at the
bottom and considerably so on the other three sides (see 4.
Comments and 7. Copies, 1 and 2; figs. 6 and 7). This assumption is,
on the X-ray evidence, borne out by the total or almost total
absence of cusping along the latter three edges. The present
appearance of the picture, with the bed truncated, also makes
this plausible.

SCIENTIFIC DATA: Along the bottom the canvas shows relatively
marked cusping (not measured), while there is vague distortion
of the weave along the upper edge. No cusping to right or left.
(See also Support, DESCRIPTION and 4. Comments.)

Threadcount: ¢. 13 horizontal threads/cm (12-14), ¢. 13.5 vertical
threads/cm (11.5-15). In view of the direction of the seam, the
warp must be assumed to run horizontally. These measurements
could be taken at only a few places, using the available X-ray
films, and was made difficult by the fact that in the radiographic
image the weave of the canvas was veiled by concentrations of
radioabsorbent material due to reworking precisely in the area
covered by the available films. The threadcount matches that of
the canvas of the Blinding of Samson (no. A 116) so closely that it
can be assumed, with some caution, that both these canvas were
taken from the same bolt.

Ground

DESCRIPTION: Could not be observed.
SCIENTIFIC DATA: None.

Paint layer

CONDITION: At the time of our examinations, generally good
apart from some local wearing and paint loss. Some damage was
noted along the edges, and Kuznetsov! describes ‘two
considerable losses of paint and priming painted out later: under
the pillow and on the bedspread below Danae’s shins. The
ultraviolet plate shows restoration retouching applied to the
lower abdomen and the right hip of Danae, as well as to the old
woman-servant’s head’. Darkened retouches are seen at the
righthand shoulder of Cupid. Craquelure: an irregular pattern of
cracks, remarkably severe at some points such as Danae’s neck
and armpit in the shadow.

After the last time the painting was scen by us it was,
according to an announcement by the museum at a meeting of
the International Council of Museums (ICOM} in Paris in June
1985, badly damaged when it was attacked on 15 June of that
year, with sulphuric acid and two slashes with a knife, measuring
2.5 and 12 cm. The acid struck the painting at various points
above the figure of Danae, and then dribbled down over the
figure; as a result the paint was at numerous places eaten away
down to the ground. The most severe damage is in the face and
hair, the right arm and the legs; narrower bands of paint loss
affect the whole of the body. The bottom edge was particularly
severely damaged by the acid that collected there. The old
woman, curtains and figure of Cupid are undamaged.
DESCRIPTION: The fact, established by the investigations
published by Kuznetsov in 19662, 19672, 1970* and 1971}, that the
painting was in a second phase partly overpainted and
drastically altered is evident most of all in stylistic discrepancies.
Passages from the second phase — the main figure, the old
woman and adjacent areas — are treated mainly as large fields
of colour with merging differences in tone, while areas from the
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first, large parts of the periphery of the picture, are more
draughtsmanlike or given local impasto. There is little to be seen
at the surface of the presence of an earlier paint layer beneath
that of the second-phase passages, although underlying
brushstrokes can be detected in relief here and there. Though it
will therefore be impossible to trace the borderline between the
earlier and later phases in detail, we shall try to show the
difference between the two as clearly as possible.

In the peripheral areas the materials depicted are
characterized clearly by the handling of paint. The gilded parts
of the bed are painted in browns and ochre colours with yellow
and a few white highlights, mostly with firm brushstrokes that
convincingly suggest their shiny surface and swirling lines. A
hint of a reflexion of the lefthand foot of the bed on the wood
floor is set on the horizontally-brushed brown used to paint the
latter. A darker (and somewhat more patchy and worn) brown is
used for the upholstery of the podium, with vertical strokes
along the edge to show a fringe. The mules show a treatment
akin to that of the gilded bed, though using shorter strokes of
thick paint to render the sheens of light on edges and ornament;
a green-yellow along their upper edge seems to be intended as a
reflexion of light from the upholstery. This is painted with quite
bold strokes in a blue-green that becomes thinner towards the
left; copper studs are indicated summarily in a thin yellow with
thicker, irregular white-yellow catchlights. A manner of painting
closely resembling that of the mules is used to show the
ornamented edge of the tablecloth in the dull, dark wine-red of
its hanging folds, using dark brown, ochre brown and animated
strokes of yellow some of which clearly lie on top of the blue-
green of the bed upholstery; long strokes of grey show the
sheens of light on the folds. Along the upper half of the contour
of the fold furthest to the left there is a band of bright red, of the
same colour and consistency as the paint used to overpaint the
upper surface of the tablecloth; according to the X-rays this was
done only later, in the second phase. An indication of a string of
beads hanging down from the table comes as it were from
underneath this added paint on the top of the table, and
evidently forms part of an object that is partly hidden beneath
the later paint. The latter lies, to judge from light paint that
shows through, some way over the paint of the pillow.

Clearly allied to the treatment of the bed is that of the winged
Cupid, modelled in browns and ochre yellow with bright yellow
highlights. One gets the impression of the contours of the head
and wing on the left being defined by the surrounding brown
colour, which was therefore added later (in the second phase?);
the X-ray shows that the reserve left here for the head and wing
had a different shape.

Below the Cupid is the upholstery of the bedhead, the
topmost horizontal band of which has a hint of fringing given by
vertical strokes in ochre brown over a brownish tone; at this
point wavy brushstrokes belonging to an underlying layer are
visible in relief. In the area below this, over a layer of greys, a
pattern is shown with a few curved strokes and groups of
parallel straight strokes in browns and, on the right, some pink
and broken white. The pattern on the blanket at the foot end of
the bed is rendered quite differently — with a squiggling
indication of the motif in dark brown over a grey-brown, thick
and fairly dry strokes of ochre browns are placed on the
strongest highlights.

The three sections of the bed curtains all differ in treatment.
On the left the brushwork, and effect achieved, are similar to
those of the gilt bedpost; firm brushstrokes, for the most part
tollowing the direction of the folds, model the material in greys
and browns with lighter grey and (furthest to the right) light
brown in the sheens of light. Over large areas there are fairly
unobtrusive spots done in ochre brown paint. The middle
curtain, which is the least lit and into which the spots extend
some way, is for the most part more flatly painted m dark grey
and black; this is darkest in the diagonal fold held back by the
servant-woman, in which on the left a sheen of light is rendered



in olive green and, partly over this, some ochre brown. The
X-ray shows that this passage in any case does not match the
first phase of the painting. Where this curtain is beside the sheets
and catches more light, it is painted in olive-green tints and some
flat grey where the shadow begins. The righthand curtain differs
from the others not only through the warmer tint of the slightly
translucent vivid brown paint, but especially through the very
free and sometimes zigzag brushstrokes with which sheens of
light are rendered in olive green and green-yellow; a golden
yellow braiding along the lower edge is shown with crisp but
scarcely accurate brushstrokes.

The band of lace decorating the pillow is picked out with small
strokes and spots in a brown-grey; the tassel hanging from its
corner is rendered effectively in the same colour, with white
highlights on the knobbly ball and the hanging strands. A
second tassel to the right of Danae’s elbow is shown less
emphatically; to the right of it brownish tints show the
continuation of the pillow, bordered by a flat, dark blue-green.

The X-ray shows that throughout Danae’s body there have
been major and minor alterations, so that one may assume the
entire paint surface in its present state to come from the second
phase. Some of the particular features to be described below
(such as those relating to the chin and left hand) in themselves
already point to alterations. The body is painted with mostly
visible, long brushstrokes, in the light in a reddish to yellowish
flesh colour with here and there some pink, and in the
half-shadows in merging tints of light grey and grey-brown. In
general the paint covers, but in a few patches it lets something of
an underlying colour show through — for instance in a thin
patch below the head, by the armpit, where a light paint can be
seen beneath the brown paint of the shadow. Subtle reflexions
of light contribute to the delicate modelling, such as at the lower
right along the elbow (in a light flesh tint along a light grey zone
of shadow) and along the underside of the right upper arm (in a
white broken towards brown, amidst a greyish shadow).
Sometimes, as on the right shoulder and arm, the flesh-colour
seems to have been placed over the relief of brushstrokes
already present, so that a rather notchy or ragged outline
results. The paint of the white mattress has, in part, clearly been
set over that of the left leg.

The face is painted with shorter strokes in similar tints. Some

white marks the highest light in the centre of the forehead, and a ’

thin, broken line runs parallel to the contour of the bridge of the
nose on which, halfway down, there is a narrow touch of bright
red; a small touch of the same red is seen on the tip of the nose.
A little light grey shows the teeth between the strokes of pink
and pink-red forming the lips. The partly pink flesh colour of the
chin lies over the broad brushstrokes of the adjoining flesh
colour, producing a slightly ragged — but highly effective —
contour, similar to that of the right shoulder. Both eyes (that on
the left is cursorily drawn) have a thin, broken line of white as
the catchlight. The half-shadows are subtly gradated in smooth
greys and warmer tints, giving a suggestion of reflected light. In
the hair, which is painted with thick streaks of yellow-brown in
the light and elsewhere in brown with some black and light
brown, there is a headband done in black with yellow highlights.
A second jewel in the hair is painted, over the white of the
pillow, with long strokes of black and red, with some white along
and partly over the white of the pillow. The back of the hand
resting on the pillow is painted thickly in flesh colour, and the
paint of the adjacent shadow in the armpit lies partly over this.
The lit fingertips, too, are painted thickly in places. A strong
pink shadow is placed along the side of the middle finger;
crosswise highlights mark the knuckles, and small catchlights
show the fingernails. The ring finger has a ring rendered with
spots of black and white highlights. The pearls around the wrist
are, alongside zones of thin paint showing their cast shadow,
done in a thin grey-white with vivid white catchlights, and here
and there some yellow in between the pearls. The gold bracelet
is sketched in yellow with white accents, and the bows in broad
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and (especially at the top) thickly brushed bright red. The raised
right hand, which is partly in shadow, is set down with firm
brushstrokes — in the shadow mostly in yellow-brown with
shading in a glaze, in the light in a yellowish flesh colour, and
along the edges and at the tips of the fingers in a strong pink.
The bracelet is, in rather more subdued tints but with the same
bright red bows, painted in a similar way to that around the
woman’s left wrist.

The paint of the bedclothes, done in greys, white and some
brown, lies over the flesh colour at some places, such as along
the underside of the lower leg, and it may be assumed that here
too at least partial adjustments were made in the second phase.

Faint traces of the underlying version can be seen in the part

of the background between the curtains with the old woman,
who according to the X-rays shifted position and was drastically
altered. In the background, painted in for the most part thick
and opaque grey in a variety of shades, one can follow in relief
part of the diagonal edge of the curtain running to the left of the
presentday one; at some points a yellow colour shows through.
To the left of this there is some flesh colour to be sensed through
the paint, which probably formed part of the old woman’s nose
in its original position. There is also, in and around the old
woman’s head, a pattern of bold and mostly vertical underlying
brushstrokes, continuing beneath the top layer in the edge of the
present curtain, head and surrounding background; this pattern
evidently formed part of the earlier curtain. The present head of
the old woman is set down, in the shadow areas, in fairly flat
opaque browns and dark grey; the contour of the underjaw has
been placed on top of this, wet-in-wet, with a long, wide stroke
of flesh colour. The lights are applied with broad strokes of flesh
colour and pink, in a way akin to the manner of painting of
Danae’s raised right hand. In the shadow the eye on the right is
indicated with a little brown and black, with fine strokes of white
ajong the upper lid, while the lefthand eye is rendered with a
dark patch with some pink above it; the eyebrows are sketched
with animated strokes of dark grey. The old woman’s headdress
and clothing are set down in dark neutral colours and then
worked up with firm strokes of colour — broken white and tints
of pink and bright red in the headdress, broken white over black
in the sleeve on the right, and ochre yellow in that on the left;
the same ochre yellow is used for catchlights on the end of the
curtain, which hangs down in front of her over her right arm.
Both hands are executed very cursorily in dark paint with here
and there, as on the bunch of keys at her left wrist, a few
catchlights.
SCIENTIFIC DATA: Kuznetsov reported in 19662, 1967 (op. cit.3,
pp- 226 and 231) and 1970* that microscope investigation had
shown the same bright red, mixed with white lead and ochre,
used to overpaint the top surface of the tablecloth occurs in the
paint used for overpainting the body of Danae, and that these
overpaintings, like the paint of the red bows at both bracelets,
are on a fairly thick layer of varnish. This important observation
warrants the conclusion that the painting can be regarded as
having been completed in its first state.

X-Rays

1. Danae’s righthand (fig. 3). The raised right hand and arm
appear quite distinctly, lightest in the lit parts of the palm of the
hand and the forearm. The wrist and forearm show up light, in a
form plumper than that of the final execution; it may be that
here one is seeing an underpainting, where the clothing of the
old woman (in her second form) was placed on top. There is
however also an earlier version clearly visible in a lower,
horizontal position, with the palm facing downwards and turned
a little backwards. In this earlier version the hand and arm,
which show up mostly light, seem to have caught more light
than they do now. There are no traces of a bracelet around the
wrist of the first hand; that of the second version interferes with
the image of the previous forearm.

2. Danae’s head, shoulders and left hand (fig. 3). The contour of
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Fig. 2. Detail (1: 4.5)

the right shoulder in the first version reaches the face at a lower
point than in the present one which, already from the paint
surface, can be thought to have been placed over paint that was
already present — evidently that of the curtain; both versions
can be made out in the radiographic image.

In the head the X-ray image has two versions, interfering with
each other. The first must have been rather more in profile, and
more sharply tilted. This is most evident from the position of the
eye on the right, which in the X-ray appears further down to the
left, and is more foreshortened. The eye on the left in the X-ray
coincides largely with that seen today, but the averted cheek
seen below it seems to have been much less visible in the first
version than it is at the paint surface today, where it has been
broadened to the tip of the nose. A light band above the further
eye corresponds with the flesh colour seen there today, but
above this there is a strong white that perhaps matches a more
sloping shape of the forehead as well as (visible partly only as a
white edging) the contour of the present, wider forehead. The
present contour of the ridge of the nose shows up fairly
distinctly — partly as a darker band along a white edge — and
that of the first version may have coincided with it; but the
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position and direction of the nostril and wing of the nose and of
the mouth are now different from those in the X-ray. Below the
nose part of the further check has been added, and below the
mouth the chin has been extended over the adjoining flesh
colour. In its present state the head has more shadow areas than
it had in the first version, where the hair as well seems to have
caught more of the light; traces of an eardrop are plainly visible.
Locks of hair can be seen hanging down to the shoulder (where
the light image of a stretcher crossbar makes the image less
clear); there was a double string of pearls around the throat. The
present thick and fairly smooth paint of the shadowed neck and
shoulder has evidently been placed entirely over the paint of an
earlier version; this explains the formation of quite long cracks
in the paint layer. The same is true of at least part of the shadow
of the armpit, breast, hand and forearm; in the first version the
index finger, too, must have been seen in its entirety, bordered
by the light paint of the breast and a less light zone (the thumb,
or part of the pillow?), with a broadly-brushed radioabsorbent
area to the right of it. This latter area coincides with flesh-
coloured paint that today partly belongs to the lit back of the
hand, and is partly covered to a varying extent by the dark paint



Fig. 3. X-Ray
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of the shadow below the armpit. The tips of the middle and ring
fingers were originally less long. The double row of pearls does
in fact, to judge from the reserve for the cast shadow seen in the
X-ray, belong to the original design, while the bracelet with
bows must have been added only in the second phase. The
subsequent upper contour of the forearm, rising slightly, differs
from that in the X-ray, which falls. The pillow beneath the hand
seems to have had a somewhat different distribution of light and
shade, in which deep folds can be seen.

3- Danae’s left elbow and the upper part of the table;
reproductions published by Kuznetsov in 19662, 1967 (op.cit.? fig.
3) 1970 (op.cit.* p. 46) and 1971'. The tip of the present elbow
appears vague and only partially; probably a brighter white
shape to the left of it corresponds to an earlier version. The
shape of the pillow supporting the left arm, showing up partly
light and partly dark, is bordered at the top by a field showing a
pattern of almost vertical brushstrokes placed side-by-side,
corresponding with modelling strokes on the pillow to the right
of Danae’s shoulder. To the right, all that can be seen in the
X-ray of the bottom pillow is the presentday tassel to the right of
her elbow, where long strokes show up light; the passage in
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brown tints adjoining this to the right cannot be seen in the
radiographic image. The top surface of the tablecloth,
overpainted in bright red, shows up very light for the most part,
and interferes with other forms. Above the string hanging from
the table there is a hint of more beads and the hard-to-describe
shape of a small heap lit from the left, the lit surface of which is
indicated with numerous light strokes, and which merges to the
right into a mostly dark form with a few light accents —
Kuzetsov speaks of ‘some Jjewellery objects heaped upon the
table’. This heap appears earlier to have been underpainted with
a rather wider shape than in the final execution. As well as by
the red of the tablecloth, it is now covered by the blue-green that
forms the dark field bordered by the bright red of the tabletop,
the bottom pillow and the curtain.

4. Danae’s legs (fig. 3). The most notable feature is that the right
leg, bordered at the top by the strong white image of the sheet,
shows a marked bend at the knee, whereas today the line
described on the leg by the sheet takes a softly sinuous path.
Obviously the leg was originally more sharply bent at the knee,
and both the thigh and lower leg were seen a little
foreshortened. The radiographic image shows alternations of
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Fig. 4. Detail (1: 1.75)

light and dark, including a reflexion of light along the underside
of the leg; this leg was evidently more carefully modelled in the
first version. The present, less emphatically modelled leg must
have been painted partly over the earlier sheet. (A dark patch
shown by the X-ray in the light sheet above the leg is separate
from this, and results from a shadow in a fold painted with less
radioabsorbent paint.) The left leg, too, seems to have been
more firmly modelled. Compared to the earlier version, the
sheet along the underside is here and there painted some way
over it. There are brushstrokes showing up light over the left
thigh that can also be seen in relief at the paint surface, and that
suggest that there was originally a light drapery at this point.
Kuznetsov even went so far as to assume that in the first version
Danae was lifting the drapery with her right hand.

5- The head of the old woman, and the background to the left of
it (fig. 5). The lit parts of the head show up quite distinctly. The
traces of brushstrokes interfering with these, some vertical and,
especially on the left, some running diagonally down to the right
yield the image of a curtain with folds that extended further to
the left, though it remains difficult to imagine its original shape.
At all events there must have been a diagonal edge a little way to
the left of the present head; a cluster of obliquely-placed light
strokes runs downwards from this point. Just to the left of this a
profile can be seen as a few light strokes and dark patches, which
one must assume belonged to the old woman in an earlier
version; it is more to the left, and is partly intersected by the
earlier curtain.
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6. The gilded Cupid; reproductions published by Kuznetsov in
1970 (op. cit.* p. s0) and 1971!. The sheens of light, showing up
light, and the darkly contrasting outlines yield a clear and
unequivocal image. The reserve in the background for the root
of the wing on the left is much closer to the head than it is in its
present form. A light horizontal shape interferes with the arm on
the right, perhaps indicating that originally there was the top
edge of the headboard of the bed at this point.

Signature

Close to the bottom edge at 21 cm from the lefthand side, in very
thinly brushed letters in a fairly light grey, on a dark but also
damaged place, <<Remb(...)f 1(..)6>>. As the inscription is hard to
read, it is difficult to judge its authenticity. Neither what can be
seen of the writing, nor the fact that it is done thinly in a light
grey and close to a damaged edge, inspires confidence. It is quite
possible that the present inscription was copied from an original
one when the surrounding canvas was trimmed down (see 4.
Comments). The date was, as Kumetsov® reports, read in the
Hermitage catalogues published in 1863 and 1884 as probably
1646, and seen by Bode® as 1636.

Varnish

An old layer of varnish hinders observation only very slightly.



Fig. 5. X-Ray
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4. Comments

Before going into any of the complicated problems
— which relate mainly to the painting’s original
format, the two phases in its genesis, the pedigree
and the subject matter — it would be well to state
that (with one, unnotable exception®) there has
never been any doubt in the literature that the
painting is an authentic Rembrandt. The strong ties
with other works from his hand will be discussed
below; at this point it is enough to say that both
pictorially and psychologically the work is a
masterpiece that bears all the characteristic features
of Rembrandt’s style and technique, albeit from
different periods.

The notion that the canvas no longer has its
original dimensions comes from Van de Wetering’.
Strong evidence for this is provided by a painting
previously attributed to Rembrandt and showing
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Isaac and Esau, which may be looked on as an early
work by Ferdinand Bol (fig. 6; see below under ;.
Copies, 1). The scene in this work takes place in a
setting that, as Sumowski too has commented,
reproduces that of the Danae, though framed more
generously on all sides. Of particular interest is the
fact that in the Bol the podium on which the bed is
standing describes an S-shaped curve to the left and
a second post of the bed is visible, while at the top
more of the bed canopy can be seen in the shape of a
(partly visible) open oval supported on curved posts.
This lends the spatial situation and the construction
of the bed a clarity that they do not have to the same
extent in the Danae today. This, already, convinces
one that the Leningrad painting, too, had roughly
the same composition. One can of course wonder
how far Bol faithfully copied the layout of
Rembrandt’s far larger canvas. Although at the
bottom (where the canvas of the Danae still shows
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Fig. 6. Copy 1. F. Bol, Isaac and Esau, panel 57.3 x 69.6 cm. Private collection

clear traces of cusping, and thus cannot have been
trimmed by more than ¢. 5-10 cm) Bol’s composition
shows more foreground than its prototype ever did,
the degree to which he reproduced accurately details
such as the folds in the bed-curtains, and the way his
composition is bounded logically by its framing,
suggest that he did keep fairly closely to his original.
This becomes even more evident when one notes
how, in a large signed and dated (1643) painting in
Dublin showing David’s dying charge to Solomon (fig. 8;
see below under ;. Copies, 2), Bol used the same
prototype a second time. The painting that was
earlier attributed to Gerrit Willemsz. Horst is,
ironically enough, trimmed down even more
radically than the Danae, but the drawing at
Besancon (fig. 7) recognized by Sumowski as a

preparatory sketch shows, at least at the left and

bottom, a border to the composition and a position
for the podium and two bedposts that are similar to
those in the Isaac and Esau; on the right the picture
area seems (no doubt in connexion with the addition
of the figure of Bathsheba) to be somewhat larger,
and at the top rather smaller. There appears, all
things taken together, to be reason enough to
assume that the Isaac and Esau painting does (other
than at the bottom) offer a fairly faithful and,
especially, convincing impression of the shape of the
bed and its placing in the picture area, one that must
have found its prototype in the Leningrad Danae.
This would mean that on the left Rembrandt’s
canvas would have been about 40 cm larger, on the
right some 27 cm, at the top about 18 cm and at the
bottom roughly 5cm (see fig. g); the overall
dimensions would then have been a good two
metres in height and about 2.70 m in width, i.e. just
as large as the original canvas of the Frankfurt
Blinding of Samson (no. A n6) which — like the first
* version of the Danae — dates from 1636. The Blinding
of Samson has a horizontal seam and also consists of
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two strips each a good metre wide. The Danae too
has a horizontal seam and would in its reconstructed
format likewise have comprised two strips, of similar
width. Adding to this the matching weave
characteristics of the four strips (see Support,
SCIENTIFIC DATA), each the usual 1% ells in width, one
can assume that they came from a single bolt (see
Vol. II, pp. 28 and 39). The loss of strips of the
original canvas explains the presence of an evidently
non-autograph signature that one can suppose to
have been copied from an original one that was lost
when the canvas was reduced.

One cannot say exactly when the painting was
trimmed down, but it must have had its present
dimensions by the time it was in the collection of
Crozat de Thiers. Admittedly it was then twice
described, in 1755 and 1770/71 (see 8. Provenance) as
about 195 cm square — i.e. slightly less than it now is
high! — but a sketch made of it in 1770/71 by Gabriel
de Saint-Aubin unmistakably shows the present
appearance (fig. 10; see 7. Copies, 5). It was subse-
quently mentioned around 1780, in the Russian
imperial collection, with approximately the present
dimensions.

Gerson reported!® Julius S. Held already suspected
that the painting had been executed in two phases;
but as Kuznetsov relates, he in fact had gone no
further than seeing the earlier version of the curtain
as a pentimento. Proof came only with Kuznetsov’s
investigations, already referred to (see !, 2, and 4.
The latter author concluded, from the X-rays
described above, that there had been radical changes
— in the position of Danae’s right hand, in her head
and legs, in the background, the line of the curtains
and the placing of the old woman, and in the area
round the top of the table. Furthermore he showed
convincingly that these changes dit not form part of
a single creative process but had to be seen as later
alterations made by Rembrandt to a painting he had
already completed. Kuznetsov based this last
conclusion on the one hand on observations made
under the microscope (see 3. Paint layer, SCIENTIFIC
DATA), and on the other on a difference in style and,
especially, colour between the peripheral passages
(the bed and the Cupid) and the figure of Danae and
the adjoining areas — the top of the red tablecloth
and the background with the figure of the old
servant-woman. From stylistic comparisons and
from the partly legible date on the painting this
author assumed the firstmentioned passages to have
been painted in 1636; this seems quite plausible —
though the inscription is not authentic it does appear
to provide reliable information, and the stylistic
similarities with work from 1635/36 may be termed
convincing.

One can try to form an idea of what the first state
looked like both from the painting itself and the
published X-rays of it, and from works that have



Fig. 7. Copy 2. F. Bol, David’s dying charge to Solomon, pen and brush 15.5 x
21 cm. Besancon (France), Musée des Beaux-Arts et d’Archéologie

already been mentioned as being by, or attributed
to, Bol together with a similar derivative that will be
mentioned later. There can be no doubt at all that
the first version included the bed and Cupid figure
still visible at the present surface, the bed-curtains
(other than the part of the curtain pulled back in the
middle), the entire foreground including the mules,
and large parts of the red tablecloth. This is
confirmed by the Isaac and Esau attributed to Bol;
there the line of the folds in the somewhat extended
tablecloth differs and points to a rectangular shape
for the table (though his David’s dying charge to Solomon
again reproduces the present folds in the Danae quite
faithfully). The bedclothes will, though to a great
extent subsequently strengthened, have for the most
part matched the present state, and the sheet over
the foot end of the bed probably dates, in its present
state, from the first phase. All of these passages
exhibit, in manner of painting and colour-scheme, a
character that is very familiar from works such as the
Berlin Samson threatening his father-in-law (no. A 109)
and Leningrad Abraham’s sacrifice (no. A 108), both
from 1635, and the Frankfurt Blinding of Samson (no.
A 16) and the Standard-bearer in a private collection,
Paris (no. A 120), both from 1636. This connexion is
manifest in the modelling of heavy hanging fabrics
with broad strokes of browns and greys with the
colour obtained by some green on the sheens of
light; in the modelling of shiny metal surfaces with
somewhat graphic brushstrokes; in the use of
animated, darker strokes and tellingly-placed thick
catchlights to render a richly decorated edge or
items of clothing; and in the use of largish fields of
dark red as a contrasting colour. The similarities
extend to such details as the reflexion of a green-
blue material in a densely worked surface, of the
kind seen in Danae’s mules and in the handle of
Samson’s dagger in the Berlin painting. There must,
in the layout of the composition and, especially, in
the fall of light through held-back drapery in the rear
wall, have been a remarkable resemblance to the
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Fig. 8. F. Bol, David’s dying charge to Solomon, 1643, canvas 171 x 230 cm. Dublin,
National Gallery of Ireland

Frankfurt Samson. From the X-rays, and from the
yellowish underlying paint that shows through, one
however gets the impression that the opening had in
the Danae a mid-tone rather than being a source of
light, and that the figure received fairly strong light
from the left front without, for instance, the
outstretched right hand and arm having the subtle
contre-jour effect seen today. This lighting can still
be perceived in the placing of highlights on the
Cupid and the bedpost. The reason for the drastic
changes Rembrandt made to the picture may well
have been his desire to have the light fall in from
between the back curtains, drawn further apart, and
to involve the old woman in the new lighting.

It is clear from both the paint surface and the
X-ray that the diagonal edge of the curtain was
considerably further over to the left, roughly
matching that in Bol’s drawing in Besancon, where
furthermore the position of the young Solomon
more or less coincides with that of Danae’s left-
facing servant-woman in the first version. In the
X-rays (especially those of the legs) Danae’s body
gives the mmpression of having been modelled with
great care. Just as in the complex curving shape of
the bed, the accent seems to have been on plasticity
in the nude female body as well; this is in line with
the greater stress on foreshortening that must have
marked the right leg with a slightly bent knee.
Kuznetsov has commented that a painting in
Braunschweig attributed to various Rembrandt
pupils (fig. 11; see 7. Copies, 3) reproduces the figure of
Danae, with a different position for the right arm
which hangs down, approximately as according to
the X-rays it must have looked; the head more in
profile than it is now, one breast overlapped by her
left hand, the right knee slightly bent, and above it a
wide area of sheet in which there is even a small
horizontal fold that can be found in the X-ray of the
Danae as a dark patch. A further derivative of the
Danae ﬁgure in its earlier state seems, remarkably,
to be the figure of Isaac in an early etching by Bol
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Fig. 9. Reconstruction

showing Abraham’s sacrifice (Hollst. III, p. 15 no. 1),
where only the position of the two arms has been
entirely altered. The setting in the Braunschweig
painting just mentioned shows a general similarity to
that in Rembrandt’s painting, but is not copied from
it. None of the derivatives gives any clear indication
of what stood or lay to the right on the table; the
X-ray shows here besides traces of a number of
pearls or precious stones, a mysterious structure of
light strokes seen by Kuznetsov as a heap of jewels,
and — vaguely recognizable — a dark object.
Finally, one must mention the substantial role
played in the composition by the design and
rendering of materials in the gilded bed, of which
the fettered Cupid forms part. The affinity that
Rembrandt shows in the middle 1630s for the lobate
style (Dutch kwabstijl) — the 17th-century term was
snakerij, or ‘drollery’, brought to its apogee by the
gold- and silversmiths of his own time and a

generation earlier, — already prompted Neumann!!-

to extensive discussion of this phenomenon. Items of
metalware in the Frankfurt Blinding of Samson and
Dresden Wedding of Samson of 1638 (no. A123), like
the armrest in the Amsterdam Portrait of a young
woman of 1639 (no. A 131) are evidence of this, but
none of the objects depicted there makes such a
fantastic and at the same time professional
impression as the gilded bed in the Danae. The
triangular foot that is still visible reminds one most
strongly, with its curving and layered surface with
deep reentrant cavities, of the salt cellars by
Johannes Lutma, the design of which was adopted
by later artists on a somewhat larger scale for
candlesticks. Prototypes that Rembrandt might
already have been using in 1636 do not however
seem to be known of, nor any for the fat-bellied
monster at the foot end or for the treetrunk-like
bedpost above. Motifs like this, though less
deceptively suggestive of a Lutma style, were used
by Rembrandt in the bed in the etching, dated 1639,
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Fig. 10. Copy 5. G. de Saint-Aubin, Sketch in a copy of the catalogue of the
Crozat Collection, 1770/71. Paris, Musée du Petit Palais

Pt
TJupiter lﬂétamorpho?'g e)r.t pluie d'Or;.
1E TrTieN. On en a PEftampe dans le Re-
cueil publié par les foins de M. Crozat: fur .
tile , de § pieds de haut , fur § pieds 1Q e i
pouces de ia%e. L Ve A TR

Vis-d-vis , le méme Sujets par R EMy
BRANDT: fur toile, de 6 pieds de haut
fur 6 pieds de large, ivg.

A vauche de la cheminée , une Femmes=sms
terrafiée , & prére A étre poighardée par un
homme vétu d'une tunique rayée de rouge
& de blanc; premiére penfée pu Trrien,
pour le Tableau qu'il a peine dans I'Ecole
de Saint Antoine a Padoue: fur toile , de
11 pouces de haut , fur 8 pouces delarge.

Une Sainte Martyre , attendant le coup (4o -
qui doic lui féparerla tére d'avec le corps;
parun des meilleurs Difciples des Carraches,
que quelques-uns cftiment étre LE GUIDE:
Jurcuivre, de 12 pouces & demi de haut ,

Jur 17 pouces de large.

Un Pa avec deux figures, dont une
coéffée d'un Turban, Paurre drappée de jau-
ne; par LE MOLE : furtoile , de 7 pouces de
haut , fur 11 pouces de large.

T

-

4.

A droite de la cheminée , un jeune Hom-
me mort, environné de plufieurs figures qui

Cij

of The death of the Virgin (B. gg). In the Danae he
seems, more than in any other work, to have found
in an ornamental style developed by others a vehicle
for his own striving for an animated play of sheens
and reflexions of light on the almost tactile surface
of metal objects. In this sense, his interest in the
lobate style is symptomatic of the amalgam of plastic
suggestion and rich play of light that marks this style
in general and the Danae in its first version in
particular.

The figure of the fettered Cupid, too, is evidence
of this. The motif of the child in tears occupied
Rembrandt a number of times during these years,
most strikingly in the Dresden Ganymede of 1635 (no.
A n3). It was, as P. Schatborn (‘Over Rembrandt en
kinderen’, De Kroniek van het Rembrandthuis 27 (1975,
pp- 8-19) has argued and as this example confirms,
linked to a tradition that existed especially in
sculpture; the similarity between the Cupid and a
weeping putto (reproduced by Schatborn) on
Hendrik de Keyser’s sepulchral monument to
William I of Orange in the Nieuwe Kerk in Delft is so
striking that it has to be supposed that Rembrandt
knew of a prototype of the kind. In this connexion it
may be mentioned that on 22 February 1635
Rembrandt bought ‘1 houtkintgen’ (one wooden
child) at the sale of the estate of the painter, art
dealer and innkeeper Barent van Someren (Strauss



Doc., 1635/1)'%.

After the extensive overpaintings that Rembrandt
carried out in a second phase, well after 1636, the
formal qualities just described remained wholly
intact in the peripheral areas. In the centre,
however, the whole of the woman’s ﬁgure was
overpainted. In this version it is, probably far more
than in the first, marked by a lively interplay of half
shadows and reflexions, produced by light falling
rather more from the rear and in parts grazing the
body at a shallow angle. Assuming — from the
X-rays, and the Braunschweig painting (fig. 11; see 7.
Copies, 3) — that the figure was in the first version lit
more from the front and more strongly modelled, it
is clear that the presentday appearance represents a
rendering based more on a subtle alternation of
large fields of light and half-shadow. Details like the
head seen less in profile and the left breast less
covered by the hand make their contribution to this,
as does the slighter accent the knees receive in the
present version. The bedding is used to some extent
for this; the distribution of light on the pillows
beneath the left arm has been altered so that the
folds seen in the X-ray have virtually disappeared,
and the contour of the sheet over the legs has
become tauter. It is possible that, as Kuznetsov
assumes, the flesh colour in the later version was
given a somewhat warmer tint; at all events, that will
be true of today’s raised right hand, where the glow
of light is rendered with pink paint. The bright red of
the bows on the two bracelets, and of the top surface
of the tablecloth, which come from this phase, must
also have introduced a quite new colour component.
The elimination of the still-life on the tabletop seems
the only instance of peripheral passages being
adapted to the new formal character of the central
area that Rembrandt felt to be necessary. The less
strongly lit areas of the bed and curtains otherwise
kept their original appearance, apart from the
background in which the servant-woman and the
part of the rearmost bed-curtain she is holding back
were moved more than 20cm to the right. This
enlarged the empty area of background, and one can
assume that its intensity of light, accentuated by the
tint darkening towards the bottom, came to play a
greater role. The servant-woman changed her pose
as well as her position: according to the X-rays her
head was originally seen wholly in profile. Today she
provides — by both her hands pointing to the right,
as well — a clear link between Danae and the light
falling through the opened curtain. The execution of
this figure, scarcely more than sketchlike, is based
entirely on broadly brushed indications of form with
a minimum of colour accents, and has some
resemblance only with that of Danae’s right hand.
This cursory but highly effective treatment may be

connected with the placing of the figure further
back.
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Fig. 1. Copy 3. Rembrandt school (probably H. Jansen), Mundus and Paulina,
canvas 81 x 100 cm. Braunschweig, Herzog Anton Ulrich-Museum

As to the diff