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Preface

History of the Project

Is there any need for a new catalogue of Rem-
brandt’s paintings? It was the growing conviction
that such is the case that led to the Rembrandt
Research Project. There is, of course, a wealth of
scholarly literature on the subject, but 1t is hard to
avoid the impression that much of its interpretation
of the artist and his work is based on a picture of his
painted oeuvre thatin the course of time has become
corrupted. By the 1g60s it was difficult for an im-
partial eye to accept all the works currently attrib-
uted to Rembrandt as being by a single artist.

From the outset, those launching the initiative
realised that only conscientious examination,
making use of up-to-date methods of investigation
whenever possible, could warrant a radical revision
of the Rembrandt canon. The prospect was thus
already a daunting one. The time, moreover, hardly
seemed right for such an enterprise: preparations
were already under way for the gooth anniversary of
Rembrandt’s death, in 1969, and major publica-
tions dealing with the very same subject of his paint-
ings had been announced in anticipation of this
event. But when the first of these appeared, in 1966,
it gave the final impetus needed for translating what
had been vague ideas into definite plans, and for
putting these plans into action.

Financial aid from the Netherlands Organization
for the Advancement of Pure Research made it pos-
sible to start on the first phase of the work in 1968.
This included an intensive programme of travel,
during which pairs of team members together visited
various parts of the world gathering material on
works attributed to Rembrandt. This material com-
prised a painstakingly detailed description of the
painting as an object, together with photographic
evidence. Success in this was, of course, wholly de-
pendent on the goodwill of museum curators and
private collectors; almost without exception they
were willing to let their paintings be examined,
under the best possible conditions. This phase,
during which almost all the relevant paintings were
examined, lasted some five years, from 1968 to 1972;
after this, paintings were examined or re-examined
only occasionally.

Processing the assembled material was, for the
majority of the paintings discussed in the present
volume, done in two stages. The search for a suitable
form of editing and presentation, and experiments
with this, was followed from 1975 on by the writing
of draft texts. As this work progressed the most
effective way of dealing with the subject gradually
became clear, and the various drafts could then be
brought into line within a common framework.

X

The starting point for the study

Research naturally began from the point which
studies of Rembrandt had reached in the 1g6os,
though without explicitly analysing the situation as
it then was. As time went on, however, we became
confirmed in our impression that there is scarcely
any verifiable, documented continuity in respect of
the attribution of Rembrandt’s paintings such as
there has been, to some extent, for his etchings from
the 17th century onwards. Such continuity does exist
for a tiny handful of paintings, but it is hard to
describe these as a representative nucleus; they leave
the limits of the painted oeuvre entirely undefined.
The process of illegitimate accretion to this oeuvre,
which took place in the 18th and even as early as the
17th century, can be glimpsed from the prints put
out in those years and purporting to reproduce
paintings by Rembrandt (see also Chapter I11 of the
Introduction). When John Smith published the first
catalogue of the paintings, in 1836, his work inevi-
tably reflected a corrupted tradition and conse-
quently gave a distorted view. Eduard Kolloff
(1854) and Carel Vosmaer (1868) deserve credit for
bringing some kind of order into chaos, as Scheltema
had done for the biography; but it was particularly
the young Wilhelm Bode who, in the 188o0s, pro-
duced a corrected image of Rembrandt’s work, es-
pecially that from the early years. Though a critical
tendency may have subsequently gained ground, it
contributed relatively little to delimiting the painted
oeuvre. Knowledge of the work done by pupils grew,
and undoubtedly this helped to bring about a sharp-
er picture of Rembrandt’s own production. Yet only
clearly identifiable works by these pupils were invol-
ved in this hiving-off; what remained formed a re-
markably heterogeneous and extensive oeuvre. Bode
himself (whose main interest had in the meantime
shifted elsewhere) codified this, in collaboration
with Hofstede de Groot, in a sumptuous work pub-
lished from 1897 to 1905 by the art dealer
Sedelmeyer; this may have been seldom consulted —
if only because of the weight of its eight bulky vol-
umes — but it does seem, from subsequent catalogues
including that by Kurt Bauch in 1966, to have en-
joyed a considerable authority. The vast amount of
research done by Hofstede de Groot, not only in
17th-century documents but also in the 18th-
century sale catalogues available to him, provided
this conglomerate work with a documentary basis
that even today is bound to impress anyone who is
not familiar with the relative worth of 18th-century
attributions. The way in which Hofstede de Groot, in
the sixth volume of this Beschreibendes und kritisches
Verzewchmis (1915), catalogued indiscriminately both
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paintings that actually existed (and on which he
passed very magnanimous judgments) and old re-
cords of paintings created a confusing effect that was
naturally unintentional.

Protests about this were not entirely lacking; but
those voiced by Alfred von Wurzbach, tucked away
in the third part of his Kinstlerlexikon (1911), had
more invective than scholarly critique about them,
while the criticism offered by John C. van Dyke
(1923) overshot the mark through his obsessional
need to enhance the pupils at the expense of their
master. After the almost absurd expansionist ap-
proach shown by W.R. Valentiner in a supplement
to his earlier publication in the series Klassiker der
Kunst, under the optimistic title Wiedergefundene
Gemdlde (1921), the lists made by Bredius (1935),
Jacob Rosenberg (1948) and Kurt Bauch (1966)
reduced the numbers somewhat and threw
overboard some of the most obvious contraband.
Nevertheless, the outlines were still set quite broad —
scarcely less so than they had been around 1900; too
broad to offer any guarantee that the interpre-
tations, speculations and theories that had, over the
decades, been based on this picture of the artist’s
work could be safely maintained. Bauch’s two books
on the early Rembrandt — the first (1933) directed
towards a portrayal with an existentialist tinge, and
the second (1960) towards defining an historical
situation — provide examples of an interpretation of
this kind, based on inadequately sifted material. To
Gerson, whose publications appeared when our pro-
ject was in its initial stage (1968 and 1969), goes the
honour of having had the courage to bring open-
mindedness to his critical approach to the received
image. He did this on the grounds of qualitative
criteria that are not always very clearly expressed,
and which the reader can sometimes recognize
behind his conclusions and at other times not.
Although in a substantial number of instances his
opinion has proved to be close to or identical with
ours, we felt that the appearance of his books did not
render our work unnecessary. His statements, both
positive and negative, were indeed just as unspecific
as those of his predecessors. We still believed that
description of Rembrandt’s painted oeuvre called
for closer attention to a greater number of aspects of
each painting, and more thorough supporting
evidence for each and every interpretation. We were
not alone in this feeling. Already in 1960, in the series
of exemplary catalogues issued by the National
Gallery in London, Neil MacLaren had given an
unusually careful account of the attribution of the
Dutch paintings in the Gallery’s collection. Simulta-
neously with ourselves the Mauritshuis started to
prepare a critical catalogue of its own Rembrandts,

and some time later the National Gallery in Wash-
ington DC began a similar study. These studies were
were by their nature limited to a single collection,
and therefore can do little to cater for the need for a
fresh interpretation based on all the comparative
material available.

Objective and working method

It was plain, from the start, that preparing a new
catalogue of Rembrandt’s painted oeuvre could not
be a task for one man: this would be impossible if
only because of the amount of material for which a
description had to be prepared during the first
phase, within a relatively short space of time. The
first step by those founding the project, therefore,
was to form a team, and the make-up of this team
was the first subject to be discussed. Bearing in mind
the many and differing problems that could be
expected in connexion with scientific investigations
into the physical structure of the paintings, as well as
with tracking down information in the archives, the
question arose of whether experts in these fields
ought not to be included in the team. This question
was seriously considered but answered in the
negative. Given the possibility of maintaining con-
tact with experts in other fields whenever necessary,
we decided that the homogeneity of method and
results would be served best by forming a team
consisting of art historians only. Without in any way
diminishing our debt of gratitude to scientists, archi-
vists, palaecographers and others for their sound
advice and important contributions to the work, we
believe that this was the right decision. The team
that came into being at that time included, in ad-
dition to the five members listed on the title page,
Prof. Dr. J. A. Emmens; his untimely death meant
that he could not carry out his plans for a systematic
study of Rembrandt’s iconography. Prof. Dr. J. G.
van Gelder took part in our discussions during some
six years and we are much indebted to him for
sharing with us his great knowledge and experience.

During the first phase of the work, members of the
team operated in pairs — in constantly changing
combinations — in studying paintings in different
parts of the world. We have found this way of or-
ganizing the work most salutary in achieving a bal-
anced result. Though the work of processing the
collected material was spread less evenly among
members of the team, weighing-up the arguments in
joint discussion was again an essential part of arriv-
ing at interpretations and opinions. If the reader is
occasionally aware that the catalogue entries are
from different hands, he will we hope find this only a
minor disadvantage.



A second basic principle was to try to learn and
describe the features — including the purely physical
features — of each painting, seen as an object, as fully
as possible. This would naturally relate to the paint
layer, but would also take in the ground and sup-
port. At the beginning we were by no means clear in
what connexion, and by what criteria, the observa-
tions made would eventually be interpreted and
assessed; our descriptive notes made on the spot
consequently did not immediately follow a cut-and-
dried pattern in all respects. Nevertheless, our
expectation that this would make it possible for us to
find a broader basis for making judgments was, in
general, borne out. It must be added that our ob-
servations were made under widely-varying circum-
stances where the lighting, equipment and technical
documentation available were concerned; these are
specified for each catalogue entry. On top of this,
however, the condition of the items described dif-
fered from one case to the next; this applies to the
support, the paint layer and — especially — to the
varnish, which to a large extent determines the visi-
bility of the ground and paint layers and the inter-
pretation of colours. In this latter respect, our de-
scriptions cannot claim to be anything more than an
approximation, with no pretension to scientific
exactitude. The degree to which perception of
colours is subject to unintentional selection and cor-
rection is wellnigh impossible to estimate, and is not
infrequently found to differ from one person to the
next. Much the same is true of the description and
interpretation of paint structures, and their relation-
ship to the ground. Leaving aside the considerable
complications that wear, damage and restoration
can introduce, the naked eye — alone, or with the
help of only a magnifying-glass — is a relatively
primitive tool. Only in a limited number of instances
was there a microscope to hand to help us in in-
vestigating the problems that arose. Not until a late
stage was a number of paintings, regarded as repre-
sentative, systematically examined under the micro-
scope, and an analysis made of paint samples taken
for this purpose. This proved extremely valuable for
our insight into Rembrandt’s technique. For the
bulk of the paintings, however, examination had to
be limited to what could be seen at the surface, and
the interpretation of what was observed must, how-
ever usable this might be for comparative purposes,
be termed an overall one. We have, for example,
called the layer that shows through discontinuities or
translucent patches in the paint layer simply ‘the
ground’ without further distinction, and have re-
ferred to it as such in our descriptions. It was only at
a late stage that we formed the hypothesis that this
layer (usually a light, yellowish brown) is in some
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cases not the actual ground but rather part of the
preparatory brush drawing on top of it, executed in
predominantly translucent brown; while the ground
proper does show through this, it is not necessarily
directly visible. It was naturally impossible to inter-
pret afresh, in the light of this new view of things,
hundreds of observations of widely scattered paint-
ings. The chapter on Materials and Methods will,
we hope, provide a framework into which our own
observations and — more especially — future studies
can be fitted.

We have mentioned above the relationship be-
tween our study and scientific research in the labora-
tory. We intended, from the outset, to benefit as
much as possible from the latter and from the various
photographic techniques; yet on the other hand we
were aware that technical information alone would
not provide us with criteria for authenticity. An
international symposium held in Amsterdam in
October 1969 and organized, on the initiative of Dr.
J-R.J. van Asperen de Boer, by the Central
Research Laboratory for Objects of Art and Science
and our team provided a valuable insight into
scientific methods and the way they could be used;
but at the same time it confirmed the impression that
the extent to which results obtained by technical
means can be employed for the purposes of art his-
tory depends on how the art historian asks his ques-
tions and forms his hypotheses. During the course of
our work a number of institutions were generous
with their help, supplying us with technical data.
We have indicated these data in the catalogue,
under the appropriate headings, and it is striking
how much these results have not only been obtained
through a variety of techniques, but are also fre-
quently described and interpreted in different ways.
By themselves (that is to say without the framework
provided by hypothetical links) they do not, in the
majority of cases, offer any coherent picture of the
technique employed by the artist. We are well aware
that the use we have made of scientific data has been
a limited one. Apart from elementary information
on the materials used, we have not attempted a
systematic study of pigments, media, drying agents,
dilutants etc.; such studies may yield further specific
technical information as analytical methods become
more refined, though it remains to be seen whether
the results will help to solve problems of attribution.
We have, rather, selected such information as can
clarify the stratified structure of the painting as it
results from the actual painting procedure.

The most familiar technique, and one which the
art historian has known for a long time, is the X-ray
photograph. Apart from the broadest kind of inter-
pretation — noting certain changes in shape and



PREFACE

composition — comparatively little attention has
been paid in the literature to ‘reading’ these X-ray
documents; this has been pointed out by Dr. M.
Meier-Siem, of Hamburg, in the published account
of a study undertaken at the Central Museum,
Utrecht (1967). For us, the importance of X-rays
came to lie mainly in understanding how the young
Rembrandt set out his composition, applied the first
layer of paint and worked towards completion. This
being so, we attached a more than casual signi-
ficance to the X-ray evidence, and a relatively large
place has been allotted to reproduction and de-
scription of the X-rays. The relatively large number
of X-rays available to us we owe to the generosity of
many owners, both public and private, who put this
material at our disposal. In addition, Dr. Meier-Siem
provided us with copyfilms of X-rays taken by him,
and Dr. S. Rees Jones of the Courtauld Institute of
Art, London, went out of his way to procure those of
paintings in various English collections.

Ultraviolet radiation and photographs, and in-
frared photographs, were a good deal less infor-
mative. The former were sometimes helpful in
identifying subsequent retouching, though their
practicability depends so much on the nature of the
varnish layer that the value of the technique is
extremely uncertain. Infrared photographs do occa-
sionally throw light in a surprising way on how paint
was applied, but where the preparatory stage of the
painting process is concerned the absence of any
underlying drawing in an absorbent material (like
that used by the Early Netherlandish painters)
means that in Rembrandt’s case infrared photo-
graphs do not leave us much the wiser.

Dendrochronology has opened up new perspec-
tives for the dating of oak panels. Prof. Dr. J. Bauch,
Dr. D. Eckstein and Dr. P. Klein of the Ordinariat fir
Holzbiologie, University of Hamburg, have been
most generous in sharing their results with us.
Honesty demands that we should confess that in a
number of cases the results considerably modified
our provisional conclusions as to dating rejected
paintings; in others where dating was not possible
they could not of course be correlated with our own
ideas on the subject. With paintings we consider to
be authentic or contemporary the correlation was
extremely satisfactory; with other paintings which
we placed in a wider periphery, and naturally in a
later period, the dating of the panel did sometimes
prove to be remarkably early, even considerably
earlier than one would expect in the case of authen-
tic or contemporary paintings.

The 1967 Utrecht study mentioned earlier has
already provided some insight into the possibilities of
dating canvas, and in the five cases falling within the

XII

present volume we were very glad to make use of
these. Further testing is currently under way, and
one may hope that this method of dating will play a
larger role in the forthcoming volumes.

Physical and chemical examination of sample
material from the ground and paint layers already
occupies a fairly important role in the literature, but
this is only seldom clearly related to what the art
historian is seeking. A first explanation for this can
be found in the great degree of constancy in the
materials used by painters over several centuries.
Only in a small minority of cases, as when one meets
a pigment that went out of, or came into, use at a
known period, is a conclusion as to dating possible;
even then the conclusion will be no more than an
approximate terminus ante quem or post quem. A more
general explanation, however, is provided by the
differences in the sort of questions asked and the
working method adopted by a scientist and an art
historian, even when they approach the work of art
as a shared subject of study. Each is conditioned by
the traditions of his own discipline. Without being
unfair to either, we might perhaps say that the
scientist arrives at his interpretation from relatively
fragmentary and, ofitself, unstructured information
relating to the physical make-up of the work of art,
while the art historian is concerned mainly with the
stylistic interpretation of the picture and its execu-
tion. Their common frame of reference ought to be
an understanding, based on source studies, of the
craft that governed artistic practice: this constraint is
certainly not ignored, but is not taken sufficiently to
heartin either field. As a result a coherent idea of the
artist’s working process is often lacking. There is
much work still to be done on this point, but any
useful contribution that Chapter II of the Introduc-
tion makes in respect of Rembrandt’s early work
must be due in no small measure to the fact that our
team includes an art historian who was trained as an
artist and can think like an artist.

Description and interpretation of the physical as-
pects, and hence of what one might call the micro-
stylistic features, of the painting claimed a great deal
of our attention; they take up a large part of our
catalogue text, certainly far more so than in earlier
literature. Though these parts of the text do not
make absorbing reading, we felt that the thorough-
ness of these descriptions was essential: they provide,
after all, the most important basis for our assessment,
and we imagine that they will also provide indis-
pensable material for any discussion of our conclu-
sions. Alongside this, however, we have (espe(:lally
when developing our notes and making connexions
between the paintings discussed) made a point of
discussing style in the traditional meaning of the



word — the features of composition, form, use of
colour and treatment of light. Although it was not
really likely that fundamentally new viewpoints
would emerge in this respect, the great care we felt
ourselves obliged to take in reaching our conclu-
sions, and the need constantly to check observations
and extrapolated features of style one against the
other, did make it possible to achieve a more strin-
gent analysis than is usually the case. However since
we were paying attention to the painting technique
employed, our approach was more than usually
practical. The picture that results, as presented in
Chapter I of the Introduction, is that of a strictly
individual development; the many ties linking Rem-
brandt with his contemporaries in the Netherlands
and abroad have deliberately been left aside, not
because they are in general unimportant but
because they can provide no basic criteria for defin-
ing his painted oeuvre. These links will be referred to
in the catalogue entries, as and when they arise.

We have not been able to produce a compre-
hensive view of the iconographic significance of
Rembrandt’s work to the extent that we intended in
the early stages. The place left empty by the death of
Professor Emmens was not filled. We owe much to
the publications of Dr. Christian Timpel, Ham-
burg, who put his unpublished thesis at our disposal
and with whom we had fruitful discussions. Both he
and Dr. Colin Campbell, Exeter, who also made
his unpublished thesis available to us, contributed
greatly to our treatment of iconographic aspects
of Rembrandt’s paintings and their formal sources.

In general, we have limited ourselves, in most
catalogue entries, to dealing with present knowledge
in iconography and, in a few cases, to making sug-
gestions based on views gained from this. Sometimes
these differ sharply from commonly held and still
rather romantically tinged ideas of the meaning that
Rembrandt’s pictures may have held for him and his
contemporaries.

Some reflections on method

After what has been said on our working procedure
and, particularly, on the scientific examinations that
supplemented our observations, we feel the need,
after some ten years’ experience, to review the expec-
tations we had when we started, and how far these
changed as time went on. This is all the more ap-
posite as we have the impression that those in the
world of art history who are interested in our work-
ing method and its results are not always aware of
the limited possibilities that scientific examination
offers, and of the relative weight it carries when
forming an opinion on a painting’s authenticity.
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Increasing activity in the field of scientific ex-
amination of works of art warranted the hope that
the results of such research might help in forming an
opinion as to authenticity. Our expectations were
limited in this respect, and fairly well defined. We
realized, for instance, that the results of scientific
examination would never be able to provide proof of
whether a painting was by Rembrandt himself, by
one of his pupils or by a painter in his immediate
circle. We did hope for firm evidence in the category
of works which we believed, on stylistic grounds,
might be later imitations of Rembrandt’s style.
Though here, too, we were well aware that in most
cases we would have to say that the painting in
question was ‘not demonstrably later than the 17th
century’, we did however hope that with at least
some of the works we examined it would be possible
to prove a later date of production, and that on the
basis of such cases we might extend this conclusion to
others. In this respect we have had, over the years, to
change our ideas drastically. We found not only that
the number of ‘demonstrably later’ paintings was
almost negligible, but even that some of those that
we had, because of stylistic features, regarded as
being 18th or 1gth century in origin could be proved,
or virtually proved, to date from the seventeenth.
One need hardly say that coming to terms with this
experience was a painful process. Insufficient knowl-
edge of what might happen in 17th-century work-
shops had, it seems, led to our expectations following
too rigid a pattern. On this point, scientific tests have
belied our expectations. On the whole, however, the
combination of thorough visual examination and
scientific investigation has created a much broader
basis for developing criteria of authenticity.

A major limitation on the usability of the results of
scientific examination in answering questions of
authenticity lies in the fact that there seems to be no
marked difference in the use of materials and work-
ing procedures between Rembrandt and his close
circle or even the wider circle of followers and
imitators, since these methods and materials basi-
cally fit a general 17th-century workshop practice.
This means that one has to search for individual
features in the application of these common
materials and methods on a minute scale — by study-
ing the way the paint has been applied and the
different stages in the execution relate to each other,
but also by taking into account the organization of
the composition, the characteristics of the ‘stage-
direction’, and imponderables such as the mood of
the painting. Style in the broadest sense, from the
single brushstroke to the general design of a paint-
ing, constitutes the repertory of features which
enable one to accept or reject a painting. Technical
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features have, of course, to fit stylistic indications in
order to converge with them towards an opinion; but
only rarely are they of decisive importance. Most
later imitations or fakes with a deviant technique
have been eliminated already, in former waves of
purification. What we are left with in Bredius’ cata-
logue, our point of departure, are in general 17th-
century paintings. Thus only incidentally will a sig-
nificant departure from normal 17th-century paint-
ing practice provide a clue for rejection. Even with a
method as elegant as dendrochronology, which may
occasionally prove that certain panels derived from
the same tree, one has no absolute proof that the
paintings concerned are by the same hand — one is
not prevented from ascribing one to Rembrandt, the
other to somebody from his workshop or even to an
imitator around the corner who bought his panels in
the same shop. In fact, even if all Rembrandts were
to be subjected to thorough scientific investigation, a
decision on their authenticity would rest mainly on
considerations of a very different kind.

Nonetheless, the idea that thorough knowledge of
the painting as a physical object would produce
more precise authenticity criteria has provided the
unique situation that nearly all paintings accepted
by Bredius were studied closely, and a considerable
amount of new knowledge was gathered which was
to some extent relevant to the quest for authenticity.
Moreover, this situation created an exceptionally
broad basis for connoisseurship on Rembrandt,
though this in no way guarantees sound judgment;
connoisseurship depends heavily on the discernment
of eye and sensitivity of taste, not to mention the
knowledge and wisdom necessary to understand the
artist’s ways.

Our attempt to define and purify Rembrandt’s
oeuvre amounts to an effort to find rational, commu-
nicable arguments to support our opinions. In the
field of art history this is no new venture — the search
for objective methods to differentiate between the
hands of painters has been going on since the 1gth
century. Morelli’s notion that elements of minor
importance in a painting are produced by routine,
and therefore betray an artist’s involuntary habits,
provided a method, thought of as objective, for dis-
tinguishing different hands in otherwise closely re-
lated paintings. This method, which was applied to
paintings from the Italian Renaissance, is based
mainly on the study of well defined shapes like ears,
hands and fingernails. It was later elaborated by
Berenson in the same field of Renaissance Art. With
Rembrandt and with his pupils and followers, how-
ever, the definition of form is far less accurate than in
paintings of the Italian Renaissance, while areas of
little importance are usually hardly defined; the
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Morellian method is thus not easily applied to their
paintings. The fact that in Rembrandt’s paintings
the brushwork is a most subtly varied and rich fea-
tureinspired A. P. Laurie in the 1g20s to concentrate
on the search for criteria by analysing the brushwork
in comparable areas in comparable paintings. One
cannot say that this method brought conclusive re-
sults. Transferring a graphological approach to the
analysis of brushwork in a painting where the brush-
work seems to be the most suitable for these in-
vestigations — the lit areas — the brushstrokes are
applied with a particular aim in mind, connected
with the suggestion of texture, light or shape; the
brushwork thus varies in accordance with that aim.
Moreover, Rembrandt’s brushwork must have been
recognized through the ages as being one of the main
features of his style, and therefore served as a point of
focus for pupils as well as imitators, just as his highly
individual handling of pen and brush in his drawings
was copied with the utmost care. Laurie’s efforts,
based as they were on the study of isolated passages,
were rooted in ideas connected with the expressionist
art of his days. This is not to say that individual
features in the brushwork of a 17th-century artist
should be denied any significance for identifying an
individual artistic temperament. The study of these
features is indispensable in the quest for authentic-
ity, but reducing the brushwork to abstract patterns
by means of macrophotography, as Laurie did in
order to isolate comparable elements of paintings, is
obviously not the right way; the brushwork can be
significant only in the context of the entire painting.
M. M. van Dantzig developed a method which he
called ‘pictology’, in which he tried to combine
Morelli’s ideas with Laurie’s while expanding the
criteria for authentication with a variety of other
features which he extrapolated from a body of gener-
ally authentic, accepted paintings. His work resulted
in long lists of characteristic features which he
elaborated for Frans Hals, Vermeer and also,
though unpublished, for Rembrandt. His lists in-
clude features at a variety of levels, and thus do not
suffer from the ‘one-dimensionality’ of Morelli’s and
Laurie’s criteria. With pictology a painting has to
‘score’ atleast a certain amount of points from such a
list to be accepted.

At first sight, one might think that such a method
is nearly identical with the process that, on a less
conscious level, takes place in the connoisseur’s
mind. And no doubt the connoisseur’s arguments,
when he is forced to rationalize and formulate his
considerations, will not differ basically from the
criteria included in Van Dantzig’s lists. In reality,
however, the processes which take place in the sub-
conscious layers of the connoisseur’s mind seem to



differ basically from such an analytical model. It is
more probably a synthesis which determines the
processes involved. M. J. Friedlander used to ill-
ustrate this with the charming image of the con-
noisseur as an ‘imaginary pupil’ of the painter he is
studying: he is following the processes of the artist’s
mind and hand rather than analysing the final
result. It may be a truism to say that a painting is
more than the sum of the features one may isolate by
analysis. It is a mistake to think that even the most
meticulous process of argument for or against the
authenticity of a painting covers the whole of the
visual experiences that led to that opinion. The
chilling impression one gets of a method like that of
Van Dantzig, let alone those of Morelli or Laurie, is
of the reduction of the painting to an assemblage of
isolated features, almost like the sum of a series of
habits. Without stressing the romantic image of the
artist, one feels this does not do justice to artistic or
indeed any other human activity. In the case of a
great artist like Rembrandt the friction between
mechanistic methods of authentication and the rich-
ness of the artistic personality is all the more poign-
ant, as the level of creativity of an artist may well be
in inverse proportion to the continuity or regularity
to be expected from the evolution of his style and
even from the quality of his works.

The term ‘habits’, used to signify recurrent
features in a group of paintings, is of course too
narrow a definition of style. In the widest sense,
limits to what is possible are set by the aesthetics
acceptable to the period in which paintings are pro-
duced. More specifically connected to an individual
is what could be called the artistic vision that one
feels sets certain margins to what the artist makes or
allows his hand to do, and his eye to see, while
painting. Sometimes consciously, but mostly uncon-
sciously, the spectator collects in his visual memory
complexes of peculiarities regarded as indicative of
the artist’s vision. These can be isolated features, or
much more complex characteristics which escape
objective analysis but are nonetheless perceived and
considered, rightly or wrongly, as typical for the
artist.

When one tries to isolate a feature of this kind in
the work from the Leiden period, the rendering of
materials such as drapery and books comes to mind.
In works from the years 1626—1629 one can see how
much the specific nature of different materials is
subordinated to the heavy, uniform rhythm of a
handling of paint which, in a single homogeneous
pattern, encompasses the plasticity of the surface,
the swelling of the contours and the light and colour
values seen under a particular lighting. A feature
like this may well be called a clue to one of the secrets
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which account for the evident individuality
achieved by Rembrandt in his early works. It is as if
this and other features are held within certain
boundaries, the limits of what a painter feels to be
essential for a good painting. The onlooker, by ob-
serving a number of paintings, or rather by absorb-
ing them in his visual memory, develops a certain
understanding for these boundaries. This is what
Friedlinder meant by the connoisseur being a pupil,
not collecting knowledge but rather developing a
certain ‘tact’, an inner measure of what a painter
thinks or feels to be effective, permissible or beauti-
ful. Of course pupils and followers could to a certain
degree actually develop the same ‘tact’. Some of
these features are however so complex that it is
hardly possible to suppose they were absorbed and
then mobilized when the pupils painted in
Rembrandt’s manner. An example of this might be
the ‘weight’ of figures in a painting: comparing the
work of one painter with that of another, one gets the
feeling that each painter has his own perception of
the mass his figures suggest. It is as if he does not rest
until his figures sit and stand, move and even fly,
emanating a specific feeling of weight which the
onlooker registers. It was Heinrich Woélfflin who
drew attention, in the field of architecture, to how
our sensibility for the illusion of weight is generated
by our own body sensations. A certain impression of
mass can of course be reached in a variety of ways: by
the proportions, by the extent to which limbs pro-
trude from the main bulk of the figure, by the way
the figure relates to its cast shadow or to the base it
rests on, but also for instance by the direction of the
brush stroke. This example demonstrates the num-
ber of variables that can be connected with a feature
which is felt to be typical of an artist. In connoisseur-
ship it is probably to a large extent the ability to
‘taste’ these complex features that counts more than
the analysis of the elements that add up to them.

Still less easy to grasp in words is the way the paint
surface, as a structured substance, relates to the
degree of illusion aimed at by the artist. Of course,
such a relation cannot be measured — it can hardly
be described. It is only sensed, though sensed in a
very precise way, by the onlooker. An attempt to put
these feelings into words results in either a lapidary
but very unspecific statement about the quality of
the painting, or a poetic evocation in words that does
not translate such a visual feature directly, but pro-
vides a metaphor of it. Friedlander proposed such
poetic evocation as the only sensible way to do the
artist justice once one is in a position where ver-
balization is necessary; something which in the very
end is a rather questionable necessity.

In our catalogue entries the reader will find no
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poetry. We positively mistrust poetic evocations of
rembrandtish qualities. Deeply-felt songs of praise
have been written in the past about highly suspect
paintings in which no one believes today. The tone
in our catalogue is usually very down-to-earth.
Many of the subtleties which determine the quality
of a painting, and which might even contain valu-
able clues as to its authenticity, may have been
noticed and not put into words. Much energy has
been devoted to a careful record of our close in-
spections of the paintings. This has certainly led to
quite lengthy descriptions of observations which in
many cases hardly contribute in the final analysis to
the formation of our opinions. The recording of
brushstrokes, colours, translucencies and so on
sprang partly from the idea that certain clues might
subsequently be derived from the body of these ob-
servations. Yet these descriptions are not complete;
when, after some five years, we discovered that there
was a fixed order in applying the paint (see Chapter
1), we could find in our reports hardly any mention
of which area overlapped another. This is a clear
demonstration that every description is guided by
certain assumptions and expectations as to the rel-
evance of an observation, and that where relevant
assumptions fail to be made, significant phenomena
are not observed. Features such as small differences
between the contours in the X-rays and those in the
surface of the painting became understandable only
through the theory just mentioned, and it was only
then that these differences were consciously noticed.
No doubt other features, just as interesting and sig-
nificant, are being overlooked to this day. Careful
examination of every single painting certainly did
produce a mass of evidence which in one way or
another helped to form a picture of idiosyncracies in
Rembrandt’s working methods and style to an
extent where a body of paintings could be singled out
which all of us were ready to accept as original. The
limits of that body of work remained blurred. Many
paintings questioned by us show basically the same
features and peculiarities as the accepted ones, but
they show them in a more or less different way. The
essential question is how much divergence is to be
accepted as possible within the work of one hand.
Adopting a low tolerance of deviation from the
‘norm’ is of course the easiest solution to the prob-
lem, but this may lead to the rejection of originals.
Gerson, for instance, rejected the Artist in oriental
costume (no. A 40) on the basis of its deviations in the
quality of execution. We tended to agree with him
after our first inspection of the painting; however,
the X-rays revealed hitherto unknown features of
the genesis of the painting which made it virtually
impossible to assume that it was not an autograph
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work. Itis very hard to draw the consequences from
such a case. It forces one to admit that the criteria
and, in this case, the quality standards that were
applied were too rigid; it means that one has to revise
these criteria and standards because of internal
evidence. But such undeniable evidence only rarely
occurs.

A case like the initial rejection of the Artist in
oriental costume is a demonstration of the force of
preconception: that an artist has a certain limit as to
the quality of his work. If that preconception is too
strong, compiling a catalogue of an artist’s oeuvre
turns out to be hardly more than making a selection
of his best paintings. Another preconception is the
idea that the evolution of an artist must be thought of
as logical: dated works that do not meet our expec-
tations about his stylistic development may be either
rejected or given another date. Although we have
been well aware of the risk involved, we have in two
instances gone so far as to assign to pictures dates
differing from those inscribed — not too convinc-
ingly, to be sure — on them: the Berlin Samson and
Delilah (no. A 24) inscribed 1628 we have moved
forward to 1629/30 and the Cleveland Bust of a young
man (no. A 23) inscribed 1632 we have moved back
to ¢. 1629, thus relying on our conception of a logical
evolution. The preconception of a logical evolution
is obviously such an indispensable aid to finding
one’s way in an oeuvre that it is hard to do without.
But these preconceptions may pave the way for mis-
interpretations as they tend to stretch reality along
the ruler of causality. The gradual building-up of an
intuitive understanding of an artist’s vision is not
purely the collecting of a stock of visual memories,
but also the ‘reconstruction’ of an individual, with its
possibilities and limits and even with its potentiali-
ties. One’s opinions on authenticity are based a great
deal on this reconstructed image of the artist, but
every fresh confrontation with paintings seen before
causes friction between one’s image of the artist and
the actual work of his hand. Itis asif, time and again,
a distortion occurs through one’s own mental
structure being projected on the imaginary mental
structure of the artist. The emergence of the Utrecht
Baptism of the eunuch (no. A 5) was, in this context, a
most interesting experience for anybody who
thought his image of the young Rembrandt was by
then clearcut. Some of the reactions Defoer, who
discovered the painting, encountered when he
showed Rembrandt scholars his photographs were
negative; the painting did not at first match their
reconstruction of the artist’s image. The set of argu-
ments which later, after initial doubt, were adduced
in support of the painting’s attribution provide an
appropriate demonstration of our working method.



The painting turned out to be linked with Rem-
brandt’s oeuvre by a variety of aspects, at various
levels. None of these aspects separately would have
provided a conclusive argument in favour of the
attribution, but all of them together provided a most
elegant constellation of positive evidence. These in-
cluded the size and composition of the panel, the
nature and function of the ground and underpaint-
ing, the extent to which these were visible, the order
of working and the characteristics of the areas left in
reserve during the making-up of the painting, the
way in which the edges of the paint surface were
(partly) left uncovered, the degree and nature of
changes in the composition, the way these demon-
strated the painter’s ‘discussion’ with Lastman
(already familiar from the Balaam, no. A 2), charac-
teristic features in the application of the paint, its
consistency and behaviour in the course of time,
certain compositional principles in the organization
of the groups of figures, and certain peculiarities in
the colour scheme. All this made it possible to accept
unusual features in the spatial organization, the
treatment of the foreground and landscape, the
execution of Philippus’ head, the posture of the
cowering negro, etc., and induced us to adopt these
features as hitherto unsuspected potentialities in our
image of the young Rembrandt.

But not always are cases as clear as this. The
indications for and against within the general ‘Rem-
brandtishness’ are often not as significant, and do
not add up as overwhelmingly, as in the case of the
Utrecht painting. Given the complexity of im-
pressions, observations and findings on which an
opinion or acceptance or rejection must rest, it is
inevitable that in a number of cases the weighing of
positive and negative evidence has been a subtle
process which it is difficult to mould into rational
reasoning. Even if the utmost care has been spent in
rendering our train of thoughts, one may feel that,
especially in the case of rejections, the reasoning
tends to sound more self-assured than it deserves
when the actual relevance of the arguments used is
considered, and to reflect an excessive optimism
about the possibility of basing attributions and re-
jections on precise criteria. The number of cases
where the decision as to whether a painting is con-
sidered authentic or not is left open is fairly small (see
nos. B 1—7). This can be seen as an indication that
there has been an urge to express firm opinions. In
this respect, this book is in the tradition of oeuvre
catalogues that present a solid body of accepted
works and just as solid a body of rejected paintings,
in a situation where in fact there is always room for
discussion and reconsideration.

The fact that this project is being carried out by a
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team of art historians has caused curiosity as well as
outright scepticism in the scholarly world. The
reason no doubt lies in the fact that, adopting in-
tuition as a major tool for arriving at an image of the
artist and his work, it seems an impossible arrange-
ment to operate as a group, which by definition
cannot share a joint intuition. Again a certain
amount of optimism about the possibility of achiev-
ing better-defined criteria of authenticity might
serve as an explanation. Once that optimism is
adopted, there is no reason not to undertake an
enterprise as enormous as ours with more than one
person. Team work has its advantages and its dan-
gers. The opportunity for sharing one’s observations
and mutually testing one’s opinions has certainly
been enriching and favourable to the quality of our
work. The way decisions on a final opinion have
been taken, and the unperceivable forces that have
played their part in this process would — as with any
team effort — be an interesting subject for a socio-
psychological study. A closely knit group tends to
feel less doubts or hesitations than an individual.
The dilemmas of a team member were occasionally
washed away by the cogency of the others. But the
project has lasted long enough to allow initial hesi-
tations that were swamped by the firmness of other’s
opinions to come back to the surface, and give rise to
useful reconsiderations. The expression of open dis-
agreement became a necessary consequence of our
growing realization of the inevitability of subjectiv-
ity in the quest for authenticity. The fact that the
opportunity to express dissenting opinions has
hardly been used in this volume serves as a demon-
stration of the fact that a clarified image of the early
Rembrandt oeuvre was developed on the basis of
consensus. This clarification was a direct result of,
and only possible through, the intense accumulation
of visual experience and data about the paintings
that our enquiry provided.

The catalogue

The scope, editing and arrangement of the cata-
logue call for some comment, apart from the practi-
cal notes that precede it.

The selection of the material to be discussed is
based on the Bredius publication of 1935-37. Our
first volume deals with paintings which can be con-
sidered as having been produced by Rembrandt in
Leiden in the years 1625-1631, or which display a
style derived from these; a few paintings that bear
the date 1631 but give the impression of having been
painted after Rembrandt’s move to Amsterdam will
be included in volume II, with the works from 1632
and subsequent years. For the Leiden years the
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number of paintings that we were unable to track
down, and have been unable to discuss for lack of
actual examination, total four (Br. 72, 83, 461 and
635). Three of these were included in a list of 27
missing Rembrandts published in a Letter to the
Editor of the Burlington Magazine (112 (1970), p.
239), which produced no response. Some of the
pictures have however since reappeared, and five of
these are included in the present volume (nos. A 7,
C8,C33,Cg6and C40). We have added a number
of paintings not listed by Bredius, which we consider
either authentic or otherwise relevant from a
scholarly viewpoint, most of them having been pub-
lished or exhibited as by Rembrandt since 1937 (nos.
A1,A5 A14,A15 A35 B2,B3,C1,Cg,C4,C5s
and C g1) and one not yet known as such (no. A 22).
Of three of these another version was already listed
by Bredius as being an original (nos. A 14, A 22 and
Csr).

The text for each entry comprises a descriptive, an
interpretative and a documentary section. As has
already been said, we are aware that our description
of the physical features is of a rough-and-ready kind,
based on the use of an ordinary household tapemea-
sure, a magnifying glass, and only occasionally more
sophisticated equipment. In describing the paint
layer we have, with similar reservations, aimed at
achieving accuracy, especially as regards the state of
preservation. In doing so we did not always avoid a
certain amount of subjectivity. We originally tried in
the descriptive sections entirely to disregard pic-
torial quality (understood as the relationship, seen
within a stylistic framework, between the use of
materials and the artistic intentions); but this would
have led to such a colourless account that any judg-
ment offered in the comments would not, for the
reader, seem to bear any detectable relation to the
observations described. Something of the same kind
applies even more strongly to the description of
signatures: here we have as a rule given at once our
impression of whether the signature is from the
artist’s own hand or not; this avoids the risk, which
offering a neutral description would bring, of gen-
erating an appearance of consistency and dependa-
bility where really there are divergencies. A de-
scriptive survey of the signatures we look on as being
authenticis provided in Chapter I'V of the Introduc-
tion. In discussing the X-rays, too, we have as far as
possible added an interpretation, without which a
description would make little sense to the reader. In
addition to the descriptions of support, ground and
paint layer we have given details of the results of
scientific examination of a number of the paintings
we discuss; a number of experts and institutions were
kind enough to make these available to us. Read in
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conjunction with the catalogue entries for individual
paintings, and in particular with Chapter II of the
Introduction, these results yield significant infor-
mation in a number of cases. Even in instances where
there does not for the moment seem to be any obvi-
ous significance, we have referred to what scientific
data are available in a separate check list.

The interpretative comments (and their sum-
maries) are meant primarily to provide a reasoned
statement about attribution and dating, based on
our observations of the paintings and on other
available data. The signatures occupy a relatively
minor place in the reasoning. Arguments are drawn
mainly from the affinities and differences seen when
a work is compared with others, and from the result-
ing possibility or otherwise of situating the painting
within the context of Rembrandt’s work. Mention,
in 17th-century documents and sources, of works
that are still identifiable today constitutes important
confirmation of the validity of this context. It must
be said at once, however, that even longstanding
attributions need to be approached with caution,
and that only in a handful of cases can it safely be
assumed that a painting known today is identical
with one mentioned in the 17th century. In develop-
ing our arguments, features which are termed ‘styl-
istic characteristics’ are discussed in each case in
fragmentary form, and these are surveyed in
Chapter I as a framework for the conclusions on the
individual paintings. We also look briefly at stylistic
relationships with the work of other artists, and at
the nature and significance of the subject-matter.

In the documentary section we have followed in
the footsteps of earlier catalogues of the painter’s
oeuvre and given a place to copies of the painting in
question. We depart from normal custom, however,
in being selective; copies devoid of any documentary
or artistic importance — and there are more of these
than we could ever trace — have in most cases been
omitted, in the belief that achieving completeness
would be both impossible and pointless. Attention
has been given to the provenance of copies only
when this seemed important for throwing light on
that of the original. In referring to prints after a
painting we have tried to cover all of these up to
about 1800, because of the potential value of older
prints as a source of information about the earlier
appearance of a painting, its history and its attri-
bution. Later reproductions, which seldom if ever
add to our knowledge on these points, have been
ignored. The list of engravers provided by von
Wurzbach in his Kiinstlerlexikon has been of immense
value in assembling this material; the same is true of
the indexes we consulted in the Rijksprentenkabi-
net, Amsterdam, the Print Room of the British



Museum, London, the Cabinet des Estampes at the
Bibliothéque Nationale, Paris, and the Albertina,
Vienna. Contemporary prints stand in a class of
their own; the value of these as documentary
evidence for the authenticity of the picture repro-
duced is discussed as a separate issue in Chapter I1I
of the Introduction. Finally, we have gone into the
provenance of the individual paintings. With all due
honour paid to the colossal and invaluable work
done by Hofstede de Groot and his assistants, we
believe that the way in which his pedigrees (based as
they are on old descriptions without quoting them)
have been published has in fact rendered impossible
any critical check, and has not infrequently sug-
gested a continuity that can at most be regarded as
hypothetical. Our pedigrees, too, are naturally to
some extent hypothetical. Wherever necessary this is
indicated, and we have so far as possible gone
through all the old auction catalogues with the aid of
Frits Lugt’s Répertoire des catalogues de ventes. In order
to enable the reader to form his own opinion we have
cited i extenso the descriptions contained in these up
to about 1800. In addition to this, all available sales
catalogues up to this date have been combed afresh
for references to Rembrandt with the indefatigable
assistance of Mrs. L. Peese Binkhorst; while not
always a rewarding task, this has yielded a number
of interesting results. Collections consulted for this
purpose included those of the Rijksprentenkabinet,
Amsterdam, the Bibliothéeque Royale Albert I and
the Bibliotheque des Musées Royaux des Beaux-
Arts, Brussels, the Library of the University of
Ghent, the Riyksbureau voor Kunsthistorische
Documentatie, The Hague, the British Library,
London, the Cabinet des Estampes and the Départe-
ment des Imprimés of the Bibliotheque Nationale,
Paris, and the Bibliotheque d’Art et d’Archéologie of
the University of Paris. In addition, thanks to the
kind permission of the late Dr.V. Loewinson-
Lessing, Leningrad, and Dr. F. Lahusen, Kassel, we
were fortunate enough to consult unpublished in-
ventories of the collections of Catharina II of Russia
and Wilhelm VIII of Hesse respectively.

In the bibliographical references that accompany
most of the entries we have in no way attempted to
be exhaustive; this is because we would have been
unable to achieve a really comprehensive coverage,
and did not in fact wish to do so. Experience shows
that amassing references some of which are of scant
interest does more to confuse than to illuminate.
Apart from the references (at the start of each entry)
to the most commonly consulted catalogues of
Rembrandt’s works by Hofstede de Groot, Bredius,
Bauch and Gerson, we have quoted opinions from
older and more recent literature only where these
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seemed to us to be germane to the interpretation
being given. We can only hope that in making this
selection we have not left out too much that is of
interest.

Where the arrangement of the catalogue is con-
cerned, our intention from the outset has been to
arrange the paintings we regard as being authentic,
given an A-number, in chronological order to give
the clearest possible picture of a development. This
was quite easy to do for the Leiden years. The large
number of dated works, their relatively homogene-
ous character as far as style and subject are con-
cerned, and the rapid and fairly clear stylistic devel-
opment made it possible and meaningful to arrange
the paintings in chronological order, and in an
iconographical order within each year. Two limita-
tions have to be placed on this. First, not all the
works are dated, and these had to be fitted into the
sequence on the basis of style and technique. Because
of this state of affairs (which is in fact common
enough) the value of a dating is virtually that of a
symbol for a stylistic relationship, something that we
tend perhaps all too readily to identify with chrono-
logical reality. Secondly there is, set against the bulk
of history paintings, a smaller number of head-and-
shoulders paintings which sometimes can be related
stylistically to the former but usually cannot. When,
in future volumes covering the Amsterdam years, a
distinction can be more clearly drawn between
categories of paintings, it will be sensible to discuss
homogeneous groups each spanning a greater
number of years.

After the paintings we regard as being authentic
comes a small group with B-numbers. These are
paintings about whose authenticity we have, for a
variety of reasons, not been able to reach any definite
decision one way or the other. We think that from
the scholarly viewpoint it is right plainly to indicate
this uncertainty, and to set out the arguments for
and against as clearly as possible.

The C-category consists of a great variety of paint-
ings, whose only common quality consists in their
having been accepted as authentic by Bredius
whereas, in our opinion, a sufficiently convincing
relatlonshlp between them and the works we con-
sider to be authentic cannot be found. The paintings
in this category thus range from works of art in their
own right (which though influenced by or connected
with Rembrandt’s work cannot be attributed to
him) on the one hand, to copies and imitations on
the other. We intended at first to distinguish be-
tween these two categories by grouping them sep-
arately, but as our work progressed this proved vir-
tually impossible. Drawing a sharp dividing line
between bona fide paintings by contemporary artists
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and more or less old, possibly fraudulent imitations
would require a much clearer insight into 17th-
century standards than we possess. The situation is
complicated further by the fact that only a small
number of works by immediate followers can be
attributed to known artists. One can indeed distin-
guish groups of paintings which seem to be by one
hand, but with the exception of Jan Lievens (nos. C 1
and C 2), Gerard Dou (no. C g and possibly nos. C 5,
C1oand C18) and Isaac de Jouderville (no. C g) the
artists must, for the time being, remain anonymous
(nos. C 19 and C 20; C 25 and a painting that cannot
now be traced). Copies after Rembrandt’s work may
or may not have originated in his immediate circle
(see particularly under no. A 40) but even consider-
ing this they do not form a distinct group. Three
paintings may, for various reasons, be assumed to
reflect lost originals (nos. Gr7, C g6 and C41) but
the possibility that this is also true of a few others
cannot be excluded. A greater problem is however
that in a number of cases it is all but impossible to
decide whether the Rembrandtesque aspectis due to
a deliberate, or even fraudulent, intention or to
Rembrandt’s direct influence on a pupil or follower.
It is only false signatures, if they form part of the
original paint layer, that can provide cogent
grounds for labelling a painting as a forgery. It
would be of greater interest, however, to discover
more about the time and place of the production of
these paintings. In only one instance have we been
successful in this respect (concerning the author of
nos. G 12 and C 14); in general, however, our feel-
ings are vague in the extreme. Bearing in mind the
secrecy of the forger’s world, and the consequent
lack of documentary evidence, this is perhaps not to
be wondered at. One conclusion, based especially on
a number of continuous pedigrees, is quite definite:
imitations that give evidence of a greater or lesser
degree of understanding of Rembrandt’s style and
technique were already being turned out in the 17th
century. This may help to explain why the difference
between the imitation and the school- or shop-piece
has proved insufficiently clearcut to justify a sep-
arate heading for each category.

The primary aim of our work was thus to delimit
Rembrandt’s painted oeuvre, by reconsidering the
authenticity of the paintings generally attributed to
him. We have tried to interpret our observations of
the paintings in such a way that they can be related
to a conception of his style and working methods
formed over the years, and presented in the first two
chapters of the Introduction. Naturally, our views
are not the last word there is to be said on the subject;
they come from testing observations and data
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against a conception that is just as open to discussion
as any scholarly hypothesis.
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Chapter I

The Stylistic Development

The style characteristics one assigns to a work of art
comprise a selection of observations and interpre-
tations which is made with a particular purpose in
mind. Our purpose has been to link Rembrandt’s
paintings done during his Leiden years on the
grounds of their points of agreement, and to separate
the non-authentic from the authentic where the dif-
ferences exceed the borderline of what may be plau-
ibly considered the work of one artist. From this it
will already be clear that the characteristics to be
ascribed to the young Rembrandt are far from form-
ing a single, clearcut body of features; on the con-
trary, their definition is the result of a complicated
process consisting mainly of a comparison of all the
paintings eligible for consideration. In making this
comparison, certain paintings can provide more or
less well-documented initial points of reference; but
these are not necessarily the most representative
works, and the documentation, which is seldom con-
clusive, in fact serves mainly to confirm or bring
precision to a connexion that has been arrived at in
some other way. The same is true of signatures:
though some of them make a more graphologically
convincing impression than others, they take on the
weight of evidence only when their appearance
bears out a conclusion reached on different grounds.

The stylistic features adopted here to connect
Rembrandt’s paintings were not a starting-point but
rather, as has just been said, the result of constant
and conscientious comparison of findings. What we
have inferred from them has, up to the very last
moment, been subjected to minor modifications.
Rethinking arose from the interpretation of tech-
nical data and stylistic features, and resulted in slight
shifts in the limits set to what can be tolerated as
variations within the ocuvre of one and the same
artist. The fact that such rethinking could come at a
late stage highlights the nature of the whole process,
one that is marked throughout by the interplay
between the most objective possible description and
the extrapolation and comparison of what one feels
to be characteristic features of style and technique.

Rembrandt’s style and technique are not, of
course, something self-contained. As occasion arises,
the catalogue will point to relationships with his
teachers’ generation (mainly Pieter Lastman), with
his contemporaries (especially Jan Lievens), and
with his pupils (in particular Gerard Dou). For the
purposes of tracing out a picture of his autograph
work, however, these relationships can be
disregarded.

There 1s relatively little uncertainty about
Rembrandt’s early activities as a painter, because of
the large number of signed and dated works display-
ing close stylistic links. The Lyon Stoning of S. Stephen

(no. A 1) has been chosen as our first entry because in
certain illuminated areas one can recognize the
manner of painting one knows from somewhat later
works, and this together with the signature and
inscribed date (1625) makes the work trustworthy as
a starting point. In a wide format Rembrandt here
makes a strong contrast between a relatively large,
broadly painted area in brown shadows and a
colourful lit area, in which the plastic suggestion of
separate forms predominates over their spatial ar-
rangement. It has been found that these forms were
laid down and developed separately, the empty
spaces that remained between them then being filled
in with isolated heads devoid of any suggestion of
further body shapes. The shaft of light, too, does
nothing towards making the three-dimensional ar-
rangement clearer; the townscape, forming a dark
backdrop, is left out of the dramatic lighting. Differ-
entiating the manner of painting to suit the facial
types and expressions is very much the prime con-
sideration. In this composition, fragmented from the
viewpoint of both conception and execution, there is
as yet little homogeneity of action.

We know of no less than six dated works from the
year 1626, and these display a number of differing
tendencies. All but one of them are vertical in
format, emphasizing the painter’s lack of affinity
(already seen in the S. Stephen) with the horizontal
format normal with Lastman and related artists.
Rembrandt’s works show an attempt at a greater
concentration of the action and a more economic use
of the picture area, even when various motifs are
borrowed from the frieze-like compositions of
Lastman. The Utrecht Baptism of the eunuch (no. A 5)
does, admittedly, resemble the S. Stephen closely in a
number of details such as the figures in the middle
ground and the horses’ heads: but the deliberation
with which the artist places his figures on a sloping
stage, has them filling most of the picture area in a
sinuous grouping, and makes them gradually smal-
ler as distance requires, brings a definite gain in
spatial coherence compared to the earlier painting.
The light (falling, exceptionally, from the right)
does make some contribution to this, but does as
little to create a distinction between the various
planes as does the vista immediately adjoining the
empty foreground; in the final analysis, the plastic
quality of the figures predominates over the sug-
gestion of the space around them. In the Paris
Balaam (no. A 2, on a panel of similar size), with its
limitation of depth and its enrichment and enliven-
ing of plastic form in light and shadow, Rembrandt
seems very quickly to have recognized his own weak-
ness and strength. The construction is still produced
by piling up shapes, with secondary motifs again
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dictating the silhouette against the sky; but the
action in the foreground is executed with a dynamic
in the brushwork in which the colourful draperies
and the vegetation in the foreground are equally
involved. Though in this case the pictorial dynamic
is related to the action, this is not necessarily always
so, as will be clear in the works from 1627 where it is
precisely the static form that appears charged with
the same energy. This does not yet apply to the
smaller and obviously less mature Moscow Driving-
out of the moneychangers (no. A 4). Here the heads and
gesticulating arms are distributed over the picture
area as in the righthand half of the §. Stephen, and the
manner of painting does not have the degree of
differentiation and the richness of the Balaam; as far
as we know Rembrandt was not to attempt such an
overloaded composition, with half-length figures, a
second time. The line of the Balaam was however at
once continued in the like-sized Amsterdam Musical
allegory (no. A'77); a similar fusion of still-life, drap-
eries and areas of flesh in the fierce side-lighting is
here further emphasized by the vigorous, almost
brutal way of painting. The colour, certainly no less
variegated than in the previous works, is counter-
pointed by the dark, neutral tones in the foreground
and background. The Amsterdam 7Tobit and Anna
(no. A g), which is, as an interior, quite comparable,
1s also dated 1626, and nothing demonstrates better
the rapid development that Rembrandt must have
undergone in the course of that year. The design is,
admittedly, not essentially different — the picture
area is filled almost to the edges, the strong side-light
creates tangible forms as in a high-relief — yet colour
and rendering of materials are so much more subtle
that the difference between this and all earlier works
is astonishing, even when allowance is made for the
considerably smaller size of the painting.

Alongside these five works in a vertical format the
Leiden History painting (no. A 6) is still, in format and
in its scale and number of figures, in the mould of the
S. Stephen; yet it is precisely because of this that the
differences between it and the 1625 painting leap to
the eye. The very carefully thought-out distribution
of light and shade, creating alternating planes in
light and in shadow, regulates the effect of depth and
the way the figures are set out in space. The placing
of the figures satisfies a symmetry which is apparent
only after closer study. Looked at individually, the
figures — again unlike those in the S. Stephen — exhibit
a clear continuity of body structure. This finds ex-
pression, too, in the pictorial execution: architectu-
ral components and figures are frequently set down
from background to foreground, not only in forms
that are partly hidden by others but also in overlap-
ping brushstrokes, indicating an approach that has

changed markedly since the S. Stephen. As a result
this painting shows a multiplicity of static forms that
fail to produce an overall rhythmic pattern. A
greenish-blue which recurs in the various planes (as
one also finds in the Balaam) provides a linking
element in an otherwise variegated range of colours.

Despite its exceptional nature, the small painting
of David before Saul in Basle (no. A g, dated 1627 and
having the appearance of a painted sketch, or boz-
zetto) 1s close to the Leiden History painting from the
viewpoint of ‘stage-direction’. The tension set up
between the standing, princely personages and their
retinues on the one hand and the kneeling figures on
the other, the way subjects are silhouetted, the use of
cool colour accents in the foreground and back-
ground, together with a number of resemblances of
detail, provide close links between these two paint-
ings. The David before Saul, in its sketchy treatment
and lighter colours, stands otherwise entirely alone
even among the works from 1627; this may perhaps
be accounted for by its function — only assumed as a
hypothesis and in any case also exceptional — as a
preparatory sketch.

The year 1627 1s marked, for the rest, by a great
concentration of thematic drama, by an even more
intensive use of a specific lighting situation in which
large masses stand out with often sinuous outlines,
and — linked with this — by a reticence in the use of
colour which makes local colour subordinate to the
tonal value. The Berlin Rich man (no. A 10) and the
Stuttgart S. Paul in prison (no. A 11) both show this,
each in its own way. Both of them, in the great
attention paid to the shifting contour, the swelling
surfaces and the texture of the materials depicted in
a sharply-defined light, follow on from the Tobit and
Anna. Closely connected with the S. Paul in prison is
the undated Simeon in the Temple in Hamburg (no.
A12), and taken together foreshadow the Two old
men disputing of 1628 in Melbourne (no. A 13). In this
latter painting the breakdown into planes and the
contrast between light and dark are expressed en-
tirely in all-embracing sinuous contours. The result-
ing rhythmic linear pattern and the limited range of
colour (which is still full of variation in the details),
form a clear continuation of the tendencies seen in
1627.

The picture we have of Rembrandt’s production
in the year 1628 is, perhaps more than can be justi-
fied, determined mainly by this lastnamed painting.
It carries this weight because of the previously
(though no longer!) visible dating, and to the fact
that stylistically it leads on in a convincing way from
previous works. This cannot be said for the Berlin
Samson and Delilah (no. A 24), which bears a mono-
gram of unusual shape and a 1628 date. Without



being able to offer a confident explanation for this?,
we feel that this painting is closely allied in so many
ways to a group of works representing a clearly-
recognizable stylistic phase falling around 1629/30
at the earliest that we can disregard it here. This
means that Rembrandt’s output in the year 1628,
aside from the etchings he was now beginning to
produce and the work that was presumably already
done during the year on the fudas repentant, England,
private collection (no. A 15) dated 1629, is limited to
the Melbourne Two old men disputing and the Amster-
dam Self-portrait (no. A 14) which though undated
should, as we shall show in a moment, probably be
placed in this year.

In view of the variety of objectives that will
become evident in the works from 1629, the
Melbourne painting provides only to a limited
degree a point of reference from which to arrive at an
understanding of these. Of the three works dated
1629, the Fudas repentant (which was executed in at
least three stages, and twice underwent drastic
changes) is still closest to the preceding works. For
the first time since 1626, as far as we know, Rem-
brandt again used a large panel. In the state in
which the painting was finally completed, the action
is concentrated within a pyramid-shaped group set
to the right of centre which — just as in the Baptism of
the eunuch, the Balaam and the Simeon in the Temple —is
crowned not by a leading character but by one of the
secondary figures. In an earlier stage of the com-
position this figure (like that in the Simeon n the
Temple) stood out against a light background, but in
addition to this Judas was, in the first version, coun-
terbalanced by a figure set somewhat higher up to
the left, and the light fell behind and along a curtain,
which formed a dark repoussoir. Both this latter
motif and the diagonal spatial relationship between
the principal figures put the original form of the
composition very close to that of the Old men disputing
of 1628, making it even more likely that the Fudas
repentant was started in that year. In its final shape
the painting shows the most meticulous rendering of
detail, which confuses rather than clarifies the
spatial coherence and even the dramatic relation-
ships. It is as if this slightly unbalanced character
was an outcome of Rembrandt’s almost excessive
striving to bring perfection to this ambitious history

1 We are inclined to regard the rather aberrant signature and dating as not
being autograph (see no. A 24). The possibility of their being autograph
but added at a later stage cannot be entirely ruled out. An example of
antedating, presumably by Rembrandt himself and probably uninten-
tional, is provided by the drawing of the Raising of Lazarus in the British
Museum (Ben. 17) after Lievens’ composition of 1631 and dated 1630 (see
no. A 30 under 4 Comments). An ulterior and presumably autograph sig-
nature with correct dating is seen on The Artist in oriental costume in the Petit
Palais, Paris (see no. A 40 under 4. Comments).
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painting; the reintroduction of a richer colour-
scheme and the strikingly careful rendering of
materials, too, may well stem from the same cause.
Atall events, the last result reflects a tendency appa-
rent during 1629 in as much as the light is, for by far
the greater part, softened and strong contrasts of
light and dark are avoided.

This tendency is seen quite clearly if one compares
two such similar works as the small Self-portrait in
Munich (no. A 19), dated 1629, and that in Amster-
dam (no. A 14) which precisely because of a stronger
contrast between light and dark must be placed
somewhat earlier. In the Amsterdam painting the
chiaroscuro is exploited to the full to achieve the
greatest possible variety in the handling of paint,
with the rough texture of the background, suggest-
ing a plastered wall, forming a linking element and
the contours (treated differently in each passage)
providing a contrast with this. In this effect there is
an unmistakeable relationship with the Old men dis-
puting of 1628, and a dating in that year is plausible.
In the Munich Self-portrait of 1629, on the other
hand, the subject and the execution of the hair area
and background are admittedly very closely related,
but the brushwork is on the whole looser and hence
more homogeneous, and the strength of the contrasts
of light and colour is diminished in favour of a unity
of atmosphere. This is achieved, inter alia, through
the fact that the brushstroke, plainly visible as such,
has gained a certain independence of the form it is
depicting.

These two tendencies - a preference for subdued
contrasts between light and dark, or even a uniform
soft lighting, and a greater autonomy for the
brushstroke — can now, in varying gradations and
separately or combined, be detected in a number of
works of which only one is dated 1629. In both
respects the Nuremberg . Paul (no. A 26) especially
comes — allowing for the totally different subject-
matter — very close to the Munich Self-portrait: the
two works share both the subtle lighting giving a
simplified modelling, and the freedom in the brush-
work. In the S. Paul the changed approach results
quite clearly in a new relationship between the sur-
face pattern and the spatial effect. In the Melbourne
Old men disputing the sinuous contours already had a
large measure of linear independence by reason of a
clearly organized chiaroscuro. In the S. Paul the
rhythm of the line is broken, and the latter becomes
an expression of a spatial independence of objects as
they appear in a subdued lighting that binds the
shapes together rather than separating them. The
Boston Artist in his studio (no. A 18) in turn shows a
strong affinity with the S. Paul, especially in the
handling of the dimly-lit part of the room where the
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artist is standing; there is a certain similarity, too, in
the use of the dark repoussoir on the right in the
foreground, though this represents a more strongly
contrasting element which is, by its geometric form,
certainly unusual in Rembrandt. The Supper at
Emmaus (no. A 16) in the Musée Jacquemart-André,
Paris, must also be placed in this context: just as in
the Artist in his studio, the brushstroke in the light
areas is related to the rendering of wood, plaster and
still-life objects, yet has a freedom of its own; asin the
S. Paul the contours undergo a certain simplification,
and the lighting effect depends on two different light
sources. The fact that the paint surface is however
different here (smoother, mainly) from that in the
other works in this group is due partly to the use of
paper as the support, but also to a major part of the
scene being shrouded in darkness. Related to the
Supper at Emmaus in this respect and to the other
paintings in other respects is, finally, the Turin Old
man asleep (no. A 17). This painting is dated 1629 and
thus provides confirmation of the chronological con-
nexion between the works we have grouped together
here on the ground of comparability of style. The
modelling of the head using flat, dark shadows and
finely-drawn touches of light recurs in identical form
in the Supper at Emmaus, the subtle impasto of the
voluminous draped garments in the tabard of the S.
Paul and those of the painter in the Artist in his studio.
Far more markedly than in any other work in this
group it is now the subdued lighting and dark sur-
roundings that are dominant.

It will be clear from the foregoing that the year
1629 represents a phase in Rembrandt’s work
during which he was putting into practice a widely
varying range of possibilities, especially as regards
lighting, yet doing so with a constantly and clearly
recognizable approach to form and way of handling
paint, and using frequently related compositional
motifs. This variety makes it difficult (leaving aside
the heads and head-and-shoulders portraits, which
can best be discussed separately) to see how the
works listed related chronologically to each other
and to the few works dated 1650; one may perhaps
assume that the Nuremberg S. Paul, which combines
the greatest degree of subtlety with the maximum
freedom of treatment, must be placed last in the list,
and dated at around 1629/g30. The situation is fur-
ther complicated by a small group of three undated
paintings that are fairly closely related to the 1629
works and which perhaps in part form the transition
to the year 1630.

This group, which can perhaps most safely also be
placed in 1629/30, includes first of all the Samson and
Delilah in Berlin, which has already been mentioned
(no. A 24) and bears a dating of 1628 which is most

probably incorrect. This painting does, it is true,
differ from the works mentioned above in its less
static representation; but in approach and in the
treatment of the figure of the Philistine — very suc-
cinctly modelled in the half-shadows and showing a
lively articulation of the contours even though seen
frontally — there is a striking affinity with the Nurem-
berg . Paul. Against this, the meticulous elaboration
of the foreground area, illuminated by a beam of
light, seems more closely related to work that one
may assume to be of later date, such as similar areas
of the Amsterdam feremiah (no. A 28) or even works
from the early Amsterdam years. It is difficult to say
with any accuracy how close a connexion there is
between the Samson and Delilah and the Frankfurt
Saul and David (no. A 25), because of the very worn
condition of the latter painting. As well as the spatial
design, with the curtain providing a shielding ele-
ment, both these paintings (which are of similar size)
have in common the combination of a broadly-
indicated figure in the half-light and a brightly lit
and minutely detailed area, albeitin a slightly differ-
ent spatial arrangement. In a somewhat different
context again, the considerably larger Raising of
Lazarus in Los Angeles (no. A 30) exhibits a number
of (by now) familiar features: the modelling of
Christ’s robes reminds one of thatin the Nuremberg
S. Paul, but the rather fitful lighting — dramatic in a
few spots of glancing light and quite sombre
elsewhere, with dark repoussoirs — and the inde-
pendence of the extremely detailed still-life motifs
reach back to related featuresin the Fudas repentant in
its final state. The (as we shall see) very complicated
genesis of the Raising of Lazarus leads one to assume,
as for the fudas repentant, a fairly protracted period of
work involving similar changes in the composition
(from a more diagonal to a more frontal arrange-
ment) and in the handling of light (from a contrast
effect in the centre to one at the periphery).

In relation to the major innovations of 1629, the
works from 1630 and the stylistically closely-asso-
ciated paintings from 1691 that can, for this reason,
be judged to have been done in Leiden represent, a
consolidation and enhancement of these new ways,
the enhancement applying to both the composition
and the pictorial execution.

Both these aspects are illustrated by the Feremiah,
dated 1630 (no. A 28). Compared to the Turin O/d
man asleep of 1629, which is similar from the view-
point of subject, one sees how much the composition
has gained in unity; the curve described by the figure
fills, both in the flat and in the suggested depth, a
diagonal function which matches the spatial distri-
bution and is reinforced by the dense beam of light
and the concentration of colours differing widely in



warmth and intensity. As a pictorial enhancement,
one 1s struck by the thinly-painted areas of half-light
throughout the background to which the hint of
ground showing through lends a warm glow, an
effect that had been used only once or twice before
and then in a different context, in the self-portraits in
Amsterdam and Munich. A similar treatment is to
be seen in the background of the Innsbruck Old man
(no. A 29), also dated 1630, in which the strongly
differentiated and, in some areas, meticulous man-
ner of painting reminds one forcibly of that in the
Jeremiah. This similarity between a history painting
and a ‘tronie’ (head)? is in fact the exception rather
than the rule. Towards 1629 an unmistakeable dif-
ference in intent and in execution between various
categories of paintings becomes noticeable. Since we
do not know for certain to what purpose they were
produced — whether they were painted to order, for
sale or solely for personal use — we can classify them
only by their subject-matter and appearance and,
within these groupings, by size and by the manner in
which they were painted. They will be dealt with
below.

The history paintings, which are virtually all we
have been discussing up to now, continue to form a
relatively homogeneous group in 1630 and 1631 as
well, though the divergent tendencies outlined
during 1629 pursued their course. The format and
the scale of the figures in the Samson and Delilah, the
Saul and David and the Jeremiah recur repeatedly,
either with the contrasty lighting of the lastnamed
work as in the S. Peter in prison of 1631, Belgium,
private collection (no. A36) and — as one may
suppose — 1n the lost painting of Lot and his daughters
(cf. pp. 36—37, figs 1 and 2), or with the softening
brought about by a more or less dark background
and an accent (thus rendered all the stronger) laid
on a very detailed form in the light, as in the Amster-
dam Old woman reading (no. A 97) dated 1631, in the
undated Berlin Minerva (no. A 38), and —thoughina
smaller size — in the undated Andromeda in The
Hague (no. Ag1). A new type of composition,
though again on a panel of like size, is seen in the
Stmeon wn the Temple of 1631 in The Hague (no. A g4)
with its uncommonly clearly-defined, vast depth
and its large number of smaller figures, exhaustively
modelled in broken tints when in the light and subtly
sketched in monochrome in the shadowy distance.
Akin to this, though far less ambitious in design,
must have been the Christian scholar which we believe
has survived only as a copy (no. C17) and which
presumably was also done in 1631.

It is more or less self-evident that the graphic

2 For the term tromie see p. 40, note 8.
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quality of brushstroke common to all these works,
where plastic form is endowed with relief in the lit
areas or is hinted at graphically in the areas of half-
light, must have posed its own special problems in
works of larger dimensions. In a few cases these
problems have been wholly surmounted, as in the
Christ on the cross of 1651 at Le Mas-d’Agenais (no.
A 35), where the subtly executed modelling of the
single, naked figure forms an effective contrast to the
dark background, which is barely indicated as a
cloud-filled sky. Usually, however, the predictable
problems can be quite clearly sensed. Not for noth-
ing did Constantijn Huygens note, around 1630,
that Rembrandt ‘wrapped up entirely in his own
work, likes best to concentrate in a smaller painting
[than the lifesize paintings of Jan Lievens] and
within a small compass to achieve an effect that one
may seek in vain in very large paintings by other
men’®. Huygens subsequently heaps exuberant
praise on the Judas repentantt, though even in that
painting we already saw a treatment of detail that
seems almost an anomaly in the context of the
overall composition. Something of the same kind
applies to The Artist in oriental costume in the Petit
Palais, Paris (no. A 40), which may be presumed to
date from 1631, where the figure — though on a
smaller panel —1s painted on a larger scale and where
the painstaking attention to details of the costume
present a certain inconsistency with the skilful
spatial solution to the problem of the figure con-
ceived in a statuesque pose. Finally, the same applies
even more strongly to the Raising of Lazarus already
mentioned, and to the Berlin Abduction of Proserpina
(no. A 39), both painted on very large panels and
both typified by a vaguely indicated and darkly lit
setting with meticulous localized detail. Solutions to
problems of this kind called for a fresh pictorial
approach, one that Rembrandt was to find only
during his years in Amsterdam.

Similar problems must have beset the artist to an
even greater degree in painting the human face on a
larger scale. All three of the heads which we have up
to now been able to fit without difficulty into the
pattern of stylistic development, as this is apparent
from the history paintings, are small or very small in
size. Even the somewhat larger Man in gorget and cap
(no. A 8) can, with its emphatic and almost graphi-
cally-executed lighting effect, be associated with the
history paintings of 1626 and 1627; the attribution is
indeed based solely on this. Then come, after an

3 ... ille, suae se industriae involvens, in minorem tabulam conferre amat et compendia
effectum dare, quod in amplissimis aliorum frustra quaeras.” Ed. J. A. Worp, in:
0.H. g (1891), pp. 125-126.

4 Quoted in entry no. A 15 under 5. Documents and sources.
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interval, the Self-portraits of 1628 and 1629 (nos. A 14
and A 19) which are closely related despite their
differences. ‘Self-portrait’ is really a misleading term
to use for these paintings, even though we shall, for
want of anything better, continue to employ it;
although the word ‘study’ runs the risk of being
anachronistic, one cannot escape the impression that
the artist was in both of these examples, as well asin a
number of etched self-portraits, setting himself one
particular problem of lighting, one that was also
occupying him at that very time in painting the
Judas repentant. This does not alter the fact that the
earlier of the two was, years later in 1634, etched by
J. G.van Vliet in a series to which the contempora-
neous Dutch term #ronzes (heads) seems to fit best.
Similarly the Innsbruck Old man (no. A 29), dated
1630, was reproduced by van Vliet in an etching
three years later, but this very small painting also
belongs quite evidently to a number of tronzes consist-
ing in part of so-called ‘self-portraits’ of the kind
Rembrandt had been painting in both small and
large formats since 1629, and which did much to
decide his reputation among his contemporaries and
for posterity.

Rembrandt must initially have reacted in a
number of different ways to the difficulties this
subject-matter brought with it, especially in a large
format. This is at least how it seems to the art his-
torian, who finds it extremely difficult to find consis-
tent criteria for his attributions among the, on the
whole, meagre range of common features displayed
by these paintings, both between themselves and in
comparison to history paintings from the same
period.

The only etching dated 1629 is the remarkably
experimental self-portrait ‘done with a double
needle’ (B. §38). This etching not only seems symp-
tomatic of Rembrandt’s preoccupation with render-
ing heads and busts on a larger scale, apparentin the
paintings from this year, but also offers a number of
points in common with some of these paintings. The
linear pattern of the hair curling outside the contour
recurs in an identical form in the scratchmarks in the
wet paint seen in the small paintings at Amsterdam
and Munich. Most closely related, from the view-
point of physiognomy and clothing, is the substan-
tially larger Self-portrait in The Hague (no. A 21). In
this, however, with its only occasional freedom in an
otherwise largely blending treatment of the closed
paint surface, one would not readily suspect the
hand of the painter of the Judas repentant or even —
other than in the small white collar — of the author of
the Munich Self-portrait. One can find justification
for maintaining the traditional attribution in the
relatively minor similarities with the etching and the

Munich Self-portrait and, more generally, in the
evocative value of the careful way paint has been
handled. It must be said however that analogies with
most of his other works are slight, probably for the
simple reason that in a painting like this Rembrandt
for the first time reveals himself as the patient ob-
server of his own features. If this hypothesis is cor-
rect, he does the same in the Self-portrait in Japan,
MOA Museum (no. A 22) where the head, again in
close-up but this time lifesize, is seen with just the
same observation of detail and with an even smooth-
er manner of painting and more subtle handling of
light.

While both of these heads, which should be dated
1629, already have something of a finished per-
fection about them, in no way do they set out a
definitive vision. The Self-portrait dated 1629, in the
Gardner Museum, Boston (no. A 20), may well have
been produced either earlier or later in that year, but
it was obviously aiming at different objectives. The
large panel is conceived as a broad, even over-
generous frame, within which the rather puny half-
length figure, observed at some distance, is shown for
the most part in summary fashion. The bareness of
the form, which has been given a powerful sug-
gestion of plasticity only in the illuminated parts of
the dress, is such that Rembrandt’s authorship is far
from self-evident. Attribution of the painting to him
is indeed possible solely on the grounds of evidence
connected mainly with the technique and on a
(naturally only hypothetical) assumption of the pur-
pose the artist had in executing this figure painting
at an unprecedented size, a purpose that seems to
differ greatly from that of the other three 1629 self-
portraits. Finally, the Cleveland Bust of a_young man
(no. A23), though now bearing a date of 1632,
would seem to fit in best with this group of heads.
The relationship between the figure and the dark
background, as well as the treatment of the face,
links this painting most closely with the two self-
portraits in the smooth manner, while other features
recur in the Gardner Self-portrait. If one is justified in
assigning the date of 1629 to the Cleveland painting,
this confirms the impression that Rembrandt was at
this stage trying out a variety of solutions for prob-
lems of light and form connected with the depiction
of heads and busts.

The following tronies were both done on a very
small scale. One is the Innsbruck Old man, already
mentioned; the other, the Salzburg Old woman at
prayer (no. A 27), which is even smaller and painted
on copper, fits in its conception and execution into
the picture of Rembrandt’s development as a
painter of historical subjects and — allowing for the
difference of subject-matter and the exceptional



nature of the support material — is related reason-
ably well to the Turin Old man asleep of 1629.

One is struck all the more forcibly by the fact that
the same model seen on a larger panel at Windsor
Castle (no. Ag2), probably datable as 1630/31,
shows a similar lighting but has a completely indi-
vidual handling of paintin the face, lit from the front
right. Small dabs of paint in flesh colours, pink and a
trace of grey model the entire surface in a way not
seen in any other work. There is nothing to presage
the vigorous brushstrokes and strong accents of the
Portrait of an 83-year-old woman in the National
Gallery, London (Br. 343), dated 1634. Other
features do however provide sufficient support for
the old attribution, and one must assume that what
we see here is an isolated solution arrived at on this
occasion during a series of experiments in portraying
wrinkled skin.

Young skin seems to be the principal motif'in the
Liverpool Self-portrait (no. A 33), presumably paint-
ed at about the same time. In this large-format work
(it is almost the same size as the Boston Self-portrait)
the accessories, including the cap which had been
given a full, plastic form in the earlier work, are dealt
with summarily as scarcely more than a silhouette.
Even the lit area of the head has little detail, though
the continuity of the brushstroke, which bends to
follow the form, is here clearly intended to generate
the suggestion of plasticity. The result is, because of
its rather empty appearance, not very satisfactory,
although surely characteristic of the urge felt during
these final years in Leiden to find a simplified form
for the figure seen at some distance and on a large
scale.

Itis evident that the Liverpool Self-portrait was not
really the answer to this problem. Yet one could
hardly expect that the following attempts at finding
a solution would be so utterly different as the Young
man in Toledo (no. A 41) and the Old man in gorget and
cap in Chicago (no. A 42). The former is dated 1631,
but only in its completed state, painted on top of a
markedly different version which is more rich in
contrast. Although both are closely related to the
Leiden paintings, there is of course no certainty that
work on them was not completed only in Amster-
dam. They are painted on panels of about the same
size, but certainly do not form pendants. It can
hardly be pure chance, however, that a young man
and an old man should provide the subjects. The
differences in treatment undoubtedly are connected
with this to some extent. In the Young man the flesh
areas are preponderantly painted thinly and almost
fluently, and a rounding pattern in the brushstrokes
indicates the plasticity of the head (seen for the most
part in shadow) in a way that greatly simplifies its
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shape; the background shows some light and shade,
but is practically smooth. In the Old man we see a
broad brushstroke in the background, and in the lit
area of the head a more clearly articulating, more
impasto touch, which here and there even embraces
the modelling in a vigorous movement. This quality
is one that these two works share in respect of the
accessories, in particular the feathered cap. Unlike
the cumbersome modelling of the cap in the Boston
Self-portrait, produced by means of hatching, and the
barely plastic treatment of the silhouette in the
Liverpool work, this item shows, in the Toledo and
Chicago paintings, a use of broad brushstrokes
which suggest the modelling effectively in nuances of
light and dark.

In this latter respect these paintings clearly herald
the style of painting of the Amsterdam Rembrandt;
but then it remains amazing that he should reveal
himself, later in 1651, as a practised portrait painter.
The Portrait of Nicolaes Ruts in the New York Frick
Collection (Br. 145) and the Leningrad Scholar (Br.
146) were to form the almost miraculous dénoue-
ment of what in the Leiden fronies had seemed a
continuous process of experiment. Whether through
the discipline imposed on the artist by a portrait
being commissioned, or through making ac-
quaintance with the practice of other studios, the
move to Amsterdam during 1631 meant, for Rem-
brandt as the painter of busts and half-length figures,
a new beginning.

J.B,E.v.d. W.






Chapter 11

Painting materials and working methods+

Over the years there have been many publications
discussing aspects of Rembrandt’s painting tech-
niquel. So far, however, no clear and generally ac-
cepted picture of his working method has emerged.
This is evident from, for example, the almost total
absence of technical arguments in discussions about
attributions. It is evident too, in the widely differing
policies on cleaning Rembrandt’s paintings, based
on widely differing points of view about his painting
technique?. The idea that Rembrandt had one fixed
working method, one single method that can be
taken as a point of reference whenever there are
dilemmas as to authenticity, admittedly does not
seem likely — certainly not one single method that he
used throughout his career. One may assume that
works that differ stylistically as strongly as those of
the early and late Rembrandt will have differences
in technique as well. What is more, the mental
picture we have of artists in general implies that the
more creative they are, the lesslikely they are to have
set working methods. Rembrandt in particular is
regarded, rightly or wrongly, as one of the most
outstanding examples of the kind of artist enjoying
great creative freedom and hence possibly showing
technical whimsicality. It should not come as a sur-
prise, therefore, that in evaluations of the results of
research into Rembrandt’s use of materials and
painting technique one finds a respectful and re-
signed acceptance of the inconsistency of the tech-
nical data3. It would seem, however, that in his early

1 Asurvey of the state of research into Rembrandt’s painting technique was
given by H. von Sonnenburg during the symposium on Rembrandt after three
hundred years in the Chicago Art Institute in 1969. When the papers and
discussion from this symposium were published in 1973, a bibliography on
this subject compiled by von Sonnenburg was added (pp. 96-101); the
paper and bibliography were republished in Maltechnik | Restauro 82 (1976),
PP- 9-24. Later publications on the subject are: Ben B. Johnson, ‘Examina-
tion and treatment of Rembrandt’s “Raising of Lazarus™, Los Angeles
County Museum of Art Bulletin 20 (1974), no. 2, pp. 18-35; H. Kiihn,
‘Untersuchungen zu den Pigmenten und den Malgriinden Rembrandts,
durchgefithrt an den Gemélden der Staatlichen Kunstsammlungen
Kassel’, Maltechnik | Restauro 82 (1976), pp. 25—32; H. Kiihn, ‘Untersu-
chungen zu den Pigmenten und den Malgriinden Rembrandts, durchge-
fihrt an den Gemilden der Staatlichen Kunstsammlungen Dresden’,
Maltechnik | Restauro 83 (1977), pp. 223—233; W. Froentjes in: Rembrandt in
the Mauritshuis, Alphen aan de Rijn 1978; E. van de Wetering, ‘De jonge
Rembrandt aan het werk’, 0.H. 91 (1977), pp. 27-65; H. von Sonnenburg,
‘Rembrandts “Segen von Jakob” °, Maltechnik | Restauro 74 (1978), pp.
217-241.

2 Cf. M. Doerner, Malmaterial und seine Verwendung im Bilde, Munich 1922 1st
edn, Stuttgart 1960, pp. 332—338 and H. Ruhemann, The cleaning of
paintings, London 1968, pp. 355, 356, 359.

3 Cf, for example, the contribution to the discussion made by R. Buck
during the symposium mentioned in note 1, pp. 93 and 94; also H. Kiihn,
‘Untersuchungen zu den Malgriinden Rembrandts’, Jahrbuch der Staatli-
chen Kunstsammlungen in Baden-Wiirttemberg 2 (1965), pp. 189—210 and H.
Kiihn, ‘Untersuchungen zu den Pigmenten und Malgrinden Rem-
brandts, durchgefiihrt an den Gemilden der Staatlichen Kunstsammlun-
gen Kassel’, Maltechnik | Restauro 82 (1976), pp. 25—32.

years at least Rembrandt did approach the task of
producing a painting by following a more or less set
working method.

Asdata and observations on Rembrandt’s Leiden
paintings were analysed and correlated, distinct pat-
terns emerged which prompted us to postulate a
more or less consistent working method in the young
Rembrandt, and to put this hypothesis to the test.
Wherever such testing is possible using laboratory
techniques, it has been carried out in collaboration
with the Central Research Laboratory for Objects of
Art and Science, Amsterdam?.

This testing obviously could not, where the
structure of the ground and paint layers are con-
cerned, extend to all the paintings. Thorough in-
vestigation was possible of a number of paintings
available in the Netherlands — the Leiden History
painting (no. A6), the Utrecht Baptism of the eunuch
(no. A5), and in the Amsterdam Rijksmuseum the
Musical allegory (no. A7), the Tobit and Anna (no.
Ag), the Jeremiah (no. A 28), the Old woman reading
(no. A 37) and the early Self-portrait (no. A 14). All
these works could be subjected to close examination
using the microscope. Two works in Paris, the
Balaam in the Musée Cognacq-Jay (no. A 2) and the
Supper at Emmaus in the Musée Jacquemart-André
(no. A 16), were studied afresh — albeit only with a
magnifying-glass — in the light of the hypotheses we
had developed. These repeated observations yielded
further confirmation of the theory we had evolved.
Advantage was taken of the naturally limited oppor-
tunities for taking samples of paint and preparing
cross-sections in order to check our suppositions,
though this is not to say that our evidence is based
wholly or mainly on these. The decisive evidence is
made up of the totality of the many observations
made with the naked eye or a magnifying-glass on
the paintings described in the present volume; it is

4 Theinvestigations were carried out in the autumn of 1975 in the Stedelijk
Museum ‘de Lakenhal’ in Leiden, and in the summer of 1976 in the
Rijksmuseum ‘Het Catherijne Convent’ in Utrecht and the Rijksmuseum,
Amsterdam. In 1975 an opportunity for investigation was given by the
curators of the Musée Cognacq-Jay and the Musée Jacquemart-André in
Paris. We are extremely grateful to the directors and staffs of these
museums for providing facilities. Research into paintings in museums in
the Netherlands was carried out in collaboration with Mrs. C. M. Groen, a
colleague in the Analytical Chemistry Dept. of the Central Research
Laboratory for Objects of Art and Science, Amsterdam. Drs. J. A. Mosk,
head of the Analytical Chemistry Dept. at the Central Laboratory partici-
pated in the study of the painting in Utrecht. Analysis of paint samples was
done with the assistance of Miss. W.G. Th. Roelofs, Miss. Th.B. van
Oosten and Mr. P. Hallebeek of the Central Laboratory. Mr. 1J. Hum-
melen, of the Laboratory’s Paintings Dept. helped in preparing panels with
various ground layers on the basis of 1 7th-century recipes, and searched the
literature in this connexion. Mr. E. Klusman, head of the Laboratory’s
Photographic Dept, made X-ray photographs of the panels thus prepared.
To all of these the author is most grateful for their contribution.

* A first version of this chapter appeared separately in Oud Holland 91 {1977), pp. 27-65. Sincere thanks are due here to all those who offered criticisms of that initial
version and suggested improvements. We are particularly indebted to Mrs. C. M. Groen for her assistance and advice during the preparation of this chapter.
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interesting that the bulk of these observations could
be interpreted satisfactorily — in some cases sub-
sequently — only in the light of knowledge gained in
the meantime. The same was true to a very large
extent for the available X-rays (of 39 of the 42
authentic paintings), which in the relationship they
bear to the forms visible at the paint surface could be
read to make sense only when they are seen against
the assumed sequence of Rembrandt’s working
method; they thus in their turn provide a large
measure of confirmation of our theory as to the
painting procedure.

The theory set out in the present chapter thus
provides a framework into which each of the paint-
ings has been found to fit with a greater or lesser
degree of demonstrability (depending on the in-
formation available); the individual examples will
not be cited here in every instance. It must be com-
mented that no proofin the strict sense of the word is
being offered — in general, one’s visual observations
are communicable only to a limited extent, and their
interpretation becomes more plausible only as a
variety of seemingly disconnected phenomena is ac-
counted for by assuming a coherent and to some
extent even documented procedure.

How far the various elements of this postulated
working method are specific for the early Rem-
brandtis still a virtually open question. Itis possible,
even probable, that most of them were part of gen-
eral workshop practice in the Netherlands in the
17th century and probably earlier. This is why the
elements of this working method certainly cannot be
used in isolation as criteria when considering
whether a given painting is autograph or not. It may
at best turn out, when at some future date paintings
by contemporary artists in or outside Rembrandt’s
circle are subjected to a similar analysis, that groups
of personal variants on such set working methods
can provide criteria for authenticity.

This chapter is concerned mainly with the way
Rembrandt worked in producing a number of early
history paintings. Observations made on other and
later paintings are sometimes brought into the dis-
cussion, but only when they can lend clarification.
The main theme is the painter’s working procedure,
looking for the sense and logic underlying the vari-
ous steps in the painting method that was adopted.

The support

In view of the great diversity of the types and colours
of paper that Rembrandt quite clearly deliberately
chose to use for his drawings and etchings in his later
years®, it is tempting to assume that for his paintings

5 O.Benesch, Rembrandt, selected drawings, London-New York 1947, pp. 8-13;
Ghr. White, Rembrandt as an etcher, London 1969, pp. 14-18.
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as well he deliberately varied his choice of support
and preparation with a specific artistic purpose in
mind. The possibilities of such variation that have
been considered here relate mainly to the dimen-
sions of panels (the type of support that was pre-
dominantly used during this period). Later, in the
section dealing with the ground, we look at whether
Rembrandt varied the colour of his preparation
layer.

We tried whenever possible to examine the paint-
ings out of their frames. This made it possible to look
also at the edges and back of the panels, and to
measure the panel thickness. Guesses as to whether a
painting is complete or not could be checked against
evidence provided by toolmarks and the like on the
back and edges; dimensions could be taken with
reasonable accuracy, and the composition of panels
was recorded. In many cases a second opportunity
was given to take the painting out of its frame, this
time for dendrochronological examination$. In this
way a great amount of material could be assembled
about the supports on which Rembrandt worked.

Apart from a few small paintings done on copper?
and one on paper®, all the paintings we know of done
by Rembrandt in his Leiden period are on oak
panels. In a remarkably large proportion of these the
back surface is still intact.

The panels on which Rembrandt did his paintings
vary slightly in their composition. Most consist of a
single plank; some have two and others have three
members, invariably with butt-joints. The grain of
the wood always runs parallel to the length of the
panel. The connexion between the number of mem-
bers and the format is not a regular one, although the
smallest panels are always a single plank while the
largest usually have three. The majority of the
panels are bevelled at the back along all four sides
down to a thickness of a few millimetres at the edges,
probably to make it possible later to fix the panel
into a frame (fig. 1). Practically all 17th-century
Dutch panels correspond to this description. Where
panels have been reduced in size since they were
made, some or all of the bevelling has disappeared.
However, not all the panels that are still complete
show bevelling on four sides — quite often it is seen on
only three, especially in the case of single-plank
panels (fig. 2). This comes about from the way
planks were sawn from a treetrunk, i.e. radially (at

6 J. Bauch, D. Eckstein and M. Meier-Siem, ‘Dating the wood of panels by a
dendrochronological analysis of the tree-rings’, N.K.7. 23 (1972), pp-
485—496. Additionally, Prof. Dr. J. Bauch, Dr. D. Eckstein and Dr. P.
Klein have kindly made the detailed results of their investigations available
to us.

7 Nos. A27, Bg, B6; cf. W. Froentjes, ‘Schilderde Rembrandt op goud’,
0.H. 84 (1969), pp- 235-237.

8 No. A16.



Fig. 1. Back of panel bevelled along four sides (no. A 5)
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right angles to the annual rings), the reason being
that a plank sawn like this has less tendency to warp.
This way of sawing up a log produces what is funda-
mentally a wedge-shaped board, and this wedge
shape can still often be seen to some extent (fig. §). As
the thinnest side of the wedge was sometimes only a
few millimetres thick, the panel would not then need
to be bevelled along one of its long sides. For the
same reason, the bevelling along the short sides often
becomes narrower towards the thin side of the
wedge. The thickest part of the panels — including

I3

the large-format ones made up of more than one
member — is usually about one centimetre thick.
Protecting such a thin, often quite large panel while
it was unframed obviously required precautions.
Grooved battens were temporarily attached to two
or four edges, as may be seen from the panel standing
on an easel in the Boston Artist in his studio (fig. 4). As
a result, the surface along the edges is sometimes
found not to be covered with paint, wholly or in part
(fig. 5).

When one surveys the dimensions of Rembrandt’s
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Fig. 3. Side-view of a wedge-shaped panel (top) (P. Lastman, Abraham’s
Fig. 2. Back of a panel bevelled along three sides (no. A 8) sacrifice. Amsterdam, Rembrandthuis)
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A 42 Old man in gorget and
cap, Chicago (acc. to in-
formation from 1768,
height originally about go,

now 83.4 cm) [90] X 75.6 cm
A 20 Self-portrait, Boston,
Gardner Museum 89.5 x 73.7 cm

A 41 Young man, Toledo (fits
into a large group of
panels used by other

artists) 80.3 x 64.8 cm
C 20 Old man with crossed

arms, Boston 74.7 X 59.5 cm
A 11 S. Paul in prison,

Stuttgart 72.8 x 60.2 cm
A 13 Two old men disputing,

Melbourne 72.3 X §59.5 cm
A 33 Self-portrait, Liverpool 69.7 x 57 cm

Leiden panels it is noticeable that they can nearly all
be fitted into groups of panels having roughly the
same measurements. Even the paintings that we

A 40 The artist in oriental
costume, Paris, Petit

regard as not being autograph but produced within Palais 06.5 x 52 cm
Rembrandt’s circle and others painted during the A5 Baptism of the eunuch,
same period are often found to fit into these groups, Utrecht 63.5 x 48 cm
as can be seen from the following list®. The dimen- A7  Musical allegory, Amster-
sions may vary by several centimetres within the dam 63.4 X 47.6 cm
various groups. A2 Balaam, Paris, Musée
Cognacq-Jay 63.2 x 46.5 cm
A1 The stoning of S. Stephen, A 25 David playing the harp to
Lyon 123.6 x 89.5 cm Saul, Frankfurt 61.8 x 50.2 cm
A6 History painting, Leiden  121.3 x go.1 cm A 24 Samson and Delilah,
. Berlin 61.3 X 50.1 cm
A go Raising of Lazaru§, Los A 32 Old woman, Windsor 325
Ar}geles (reduced in Castle 61 x 47.4 cm
height to 96.2 cm) . ... X 81.5cm A 34 Simeon in the Temple,
A9 Abd.uctlon of Prf)serp.lna, The Hague 60.9 x 47.8 cm
Berlin (reduced in height C 17 Christian scholar,
to 84.8 cm) ) e X797 Cm Stockholm 60.8 x 47.3 cm
A15 Judas repentant, private A 38 Minerva, Berlin 60.5 X 49 cm
collection, England 102.4 X 79 cm A 37 Old woman reading, Am-
sterdam 59.8 X 47.7 cm
9 Not considered here are: no. A 31, Andromeda in The Hague and no. C5, A 36 S. Peter in prison,
The flight into Egy{otin Tours, since both these par‘lels have been reduc.cd on Belgium, pI‘iV. coll. 59.1 X 478 cm
more than one su.ie; no. A 35, Christ on thf cross in La Mas d’Age':nalf, the G 9 Minerva. Denver 589 X 45.5 cm
curved top of which results in changed dimensions and proportions; and R
no. C 1o, Nocturnal scene in Tokyo, which is probably only a fragment. A28 JCI‘leah, Amsterdam 583 X 4.66 cm
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Fig. 4. Panel with battens to protect two edges, as shown in The artist in his studio. Boston, Museum of Fine Arts (no. A 18)
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A 23 Young man, Cleveland
(reduced a little in height
to 57.7 cm and more in

width to 43.9 cm) X ... cm
A 12 Simeon in the Temple,

Hamburg 55.4 X 43.7 cm
A 17 Old man asleep, Turin 51.9 X 40.8 cm
A 22 Self-portrait, Japan,

MOA Museum 49.7 X $7.3 cm
A 26 S. Paul, Nuremberg 47.2 x 38.6 cm
A4 Driving out of the money-

changers, Moscow 43.1 X 32 cm
A 10 Rich man, Berlin 42.5 X g1.9 cm
A g Tobit and Anna, Amster-

dam 40.1 X 29.9 cm
A8 Man in gorget and cap,

whereabouts unknown 40 X 29.4 cm
A g David before Saul, Basle

(reduced at bottom long

side to height of 27.2 cm) 39.6 x ...cm
A 21 Self-portrait, The Hague

(slightly reduced in height

and width to 37.9 x 28.9

cm) X ... cm
A 18 The artist in his studio,

Boston 31.0 X 25.1 cm
C 11 Foot operation,

Switzerland, private

collection 31.8 X 24.4 cm
C 22 Old man, Milwaukee,

Coll. A. Bader 24 X 20.3cm
A 14 Self-portrait, Amsterdam 22.5 x 18.6 cm
C23 Man in cap, U.S.A,,

private collection 22.4 x 16.5cm
A 29 Old man in a fur cap,

Innsbruck 22.2 X 17.7cm
B1 Three singers, The Hague,

Cramer Gallery 21.6 x 17.8 cm
B2 The operation,

The Hague, Cramer Gal-

lery 21.5 X 17.7 cm
B3 The spectacles-pedlar,

Guernsey, coll. D. H.

Cevat 21 x 17.8cm
C 18 Man writing by candle-

light, Milwaukee, coll. A.

Bader (copper; acc. to

information from ¢. 1790,

height originally 15.7,

now 14.9 cm) [15.7] x 13.9cm
A 19 Self-portrait, Munich 15.5 X I2.7 cm
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A 27 Old woman at prayer,

Salzburg 15.5 X 12.2 cm
B6 Man laughing, The

Hague 15.4 X 12.2 cm
B5 Self-portrait, Stockholm 15 X I2.2cm

At first, conditioned by the attempts seen in the
art history field to reconstruct altar-pieces and pairs
of pendants, one tries to explain this uniformity by
assuming a particular functional or iconographical
relationship between the paintings in a given
format-group. The fact that in certain cases the
panels are identical not only in their format but in
their composition as well (in respect of the number
and width of the component members) encourages
such attempts at reconstruction with Rembrandt’s
works. Yet there are rarely convincing arguments
for such a relationship; it must be thought far more
likely that these are standard-sized panels that were
commercially available. The brief digression into
aspects of the manufacture and selling of panels that
follows is mainly intended to make it clear how
constrained Rembrandt was in this respect.

A painter did not make his own panels. Manufac-
turing panels was a craft that can be shown to have
been a prerogative of the joiners’ and cabinet-
makers’ guild. This had obviously been so self-
evident thatit was not stated explicitly in the charter
of the guild in Leiden. At precisely the time that
Rembrandt was working in Leiden, however, the
Joiners’ and cabinetmakers’ guild felt itself forced, in
1627, to lodge a request with the Leiden authorities
for its charter to be extended to include this right. At
that time one Jan Pietersz. van den Bosch, a wood-
turner by trade, who was not a member of the guild,
had become active in the making and selling of
panels; the guild obviously needed the regulations
changed to prevent him1°.

Most probably there were still at this time no
middlemen in Leiden in the trade between the pro-
ducers and users of panels. This one sees from a
petition to the Leiden authorities by Leender Hen-
dricx Volmarijn of Rotterdam in 1643, to be allowed
to open a shop in the town to sell paintings and
artist’s materials!’. In listing what he sought to
retail, he included panels. In the document setting
out his request (which was in fact granted) he stated
explicitly that no such shop existed in Leiden. In
previous years he had indeed attended the open-air
annual fairs selling his goods, but in that connexion

10 Archieven van de gilden, Leiden Municipal Archives 1921, p. 76 no. 20, G.B.B.
1627, M192688: ‘Alteratie & ampliatie’ of the charter of the
cabinetmakers.

11 W. Martin, ‘Een “Kunsthandel” in een klappermanswachthuis’, 0.H. 19
(1gor1), pp. 86-88.



he mentions only the sale of paintings. In all proba-
bility, therefore, Rembrandt will have bought his
panels direct from the joiner. This could mean that
he had them made ‘to measure’, to his own spec-
ifications, but it is not likely. From a variety of
sources one learns that there was a wide choice of
standard sizes, most of them known by the names of
various coins — daalder size, 26-stuiver size, 4-shil-
ling size, guilder size, 12-stuiver panel, 1o-stuiver
size and so on. Other standard formats bore a variety
of names such as large kind, little pieces, whole and
half salvadors, portrait panels (groote soort, cleyne
stuckgens, heel en halve salvadors, conterfeyt
panelen) etc.12

The assumption that these refer to measurements
of area, with the length and width variable, comes
from finding variants such as ‘narrow guilder size’
and ‘guilder size longer’, though these must be
exceptions that prove the rule. There are indications
that the size-names should be looked on as standard
sizes with more or less fixed length and width dimen-
sions. The most important piece of evidence for this —
meaning that Rembrandt too would have been re-
stricted to using standard sizes — is that the frame-
makers produced frames based on the same sizes. A
document of 163713, for example, mentions ‘T'wo
guilder-size frames without panel; two 8-st[uiver]
size frames’, while in 16464 we read ‘ebony frames: 4
twentysix size, 4 guilder size’, etc. There must there-
fore have been some degree of standardization in the
manufacture of panels on the one hand and frames
on the other. The larger standard sizes one recog-
nizes in Rembrandt’s Leiden panels bear a rela-
tively simple relationship to the Rhineland foot?5.
Panels used by him that can be placed in the same
group quite often show a varying composition of one,
two or three planks, indicating that a deliberate
attempt had been made to achieve precisely this
standard set of dimensions!é. There is, in short, every
reason to believe that Rembrandt kept to standard
sizes when buying panels.

Because of the remarkable resemblance in both
size and composition of certain panels that were
evidently manufactured in one and the same

12 See J. Bruyn, ‘Een onderzoek naar 17de-eeuwse schilderijformaten,
voornamelijk in Noord-Nederland’, 0.H. 93 (1979), pp. 96-115. The
problem was first raised by W. Martin in the article referred to in note 11.

13 A. Bredius, Kiinstler-Inventare 1V, The Hague 1917, p. 1468: ‘Twee gul-
densmaten lysten sonder panneel; Twee 8 st[uyvers]maten lysten’.

14 A. Bredius, Kinstler-Inventare V1, The Hague 1919, p. 2244/ ‘ebbe lysten: 4
sesentwintich maten, 4 guldens maten’.

15 1 Rhineland foot = 12 duim (inches) =
= $1.395 cm, I duim = 2.616 cm.

16 Cf. Balaam (no. A 2) 63.2 x 48 cm, two planks; David playing the harp to Saul
(no. A 25) 61.8 x 50 cm, three planks; S. Peter in prison (no. A 36) 59.1 x
47.8 cm, single plank.

144 lijn (lines). 1 Rhineland foot
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Fig. 5. Detail of no. A 6, showing unpainted edge

‘series’’?, it is probable that Rembrandt bought
several panels at a time. This supposition is further
borne out by the appearance of whole lots of identi-
cal panels in some painters’ inventories®; and the
discovery by Prof. Dr. J. Bauch that in a number of
cases two or more panels used by Rembrandt came
from the same treetrunk is evidence for the cor-
rectness of this assumption?®.

The ground

In his study of the grounds on Rembrandt’s panels
and canvases — a study in which samples of the
ground were taken for analysis from 75 paintings
attributed to Rembrandyt, from all periods — Kiithn
finally arrived at four main types: chalk, white lead,
ochre and quartz grounds?. Surveying Kiihn’s re-
sults, Richard Buck voiced the opinion that ‘each
painting may have been a technical creation as well
as a pictorial one’2!. This opinion was inspired par-
ticularly by the fact that, according to Kiithn’s ana-
lysis, even within each of these four main groups
there is seen to be hardly a single ground that has the
same composition as the others. The grounds found
in the Leiden paintings done on panel, which belong

17 The panels of the Balaam (no. A 2), the Baptism of the eunuch (no. A 5) and the
Mousical allegory (no. A7) are identical in size and make-up — two planks
with the join at the centre. A further group of similar panels is formed by
those on which the Samson and Delilah (no. A 24) and the David playing the
harp to Saul (no. A 25) are painted: both have identical dimensions, and the
three individual elements (a wide plank in the centre and two narrower
ones to the sides) have similar dimensions.

18 Anexample of the purchase of a series of identical panels might be detected
in two items in the inventory of Jan Miense Molenaar (1668): ‘26 panelen
van één stuck gelycke formaet’ (26 single-plank panels of the same size) and
‘32 panelen wat groter van één stuck’ (32 panels, somewhat larger, single-
plank); see A. Bredius, Kinstler-Inventare 1, The Hague 1915, p. 6.

19 As far as the Leiden period is concerned, these cases comprise nos. A 12,
A 38 and B7 (all three panels from one tree) and A 34 and A g7 (both
panels from the same board).

20 H. Kiihn, ‘Untersuchungen zu den Malgriinden Rembrandts’, Fahrbuck
der Staatlichen Kunstsammlungen in Baden-Wiirttemberg 2 (1965), pp. 18g—210.

21 Rembrandt after three hundred years: A symposium, Chicago 1973, p. 94.
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Fig. 6. Two light marks above the right hand, sharply defined at their lower
edge, indicating damage caused to the panel during planing and filled in when

Fig. 7. Detail of no. A6, showing ground lying bare — particularly in the
forehead and around the eye —and brownish underpaint in the shadow areas of
the face

it was primed (detail of X-ray of no. A 7)

to Kihn’s first group, show variants such as
chalk/glue, chalk/ochre/glue, and chalk/ochre/
white lead/glue, while panels with a chalk ground
from the early Amsterdam period yielded variants
with these ingredients in which there was oil as well.

This does, indeed, reveal a considerable variety.
The question is, however, whether we should draw
from this the same conclusion as Buck, i.e. that each
painting is evidently a technical creation as well. To
start with, the result of chemical analysis usually
cannot be equated with a painter’s recipe — it is at
best a list of the ingredients discovered, sometimes
with an indication of their quantitative relation-
ships. When formulating one’s objective, choosing
the place from which to take a sample, deciding
one’s analytical method and interpreting one’s re-
sults, one works — consciously or unconsciously —
from a preconceived idea of the painting procedure
used. Itis precisely in investigating the bottom layer,
or layers, of the painting that it is crucially impor-
tant to be aware of what one is looking for and what
one can expect to find. One should question whether
the objective towards which Kiihn’s study was
directed was the best one for unearthing the facts
about the painter’s technique; what triggered off his
investigation was the surprising discovery of quartz
in the ground underlying the late Self-portrait now in
Stuttgart, which came to light in 1952 and was soon
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being viewed with doubt?2. The unexpected occur-
rence of quartz in the ground provided one of the
possible criteria for authenticity which still had to be
assessed to see what weight it carried. The real ques-
tion the study was aiming to answer was thus
whether there were other Rembrandt paintings in
which quartz occurred in the bottom layer. Because this
was the objective in view, it may be that insufficient
account was taken of the possible presence of the
imprimatura or ‘primuersel’, a coat that plays an
important part both technically and optically in the
preparation of a panel?. In by far the majority of
cases no cross-section was made from the samples so
it is now impossible to study them under the micro-
scope and look for information on the structure of the
grounds. In the article setting out the results of his
study, Kithn mentions the occurrence of two and in
one instance three preparation coats only in a
number of canvases — apart from these he seems to
work on the assumption of a single layer.

A technique for applying the ground to panels
current in the 16th and 17th centuries was first to
brush the panel (several times) with glue size and
then to apply a thin coat of a mixture of chalk and
glue. The main purpose of this layer was to provide
an even surface by filling-in cavities in the panel; in
the case of an oak panel these would include open
grain and any damage that might have been suf-
fered while the panel was being made (fig. 6). Once
this chalk-and-glue layer had been scraped smooth,
a thin translucent coat of oil-paint was applied —
what van Mander calls the primuersel (sometimes
22 P. Coremans & J. Thissen, ‘Het wetenschappelijk onderzoek van het

zelfportret van Stuttgart’, Bulletin de I’ Institut Royal du Patrimoine Artistique 7

(1964), pp- 187-195. C. Miiller-Hofstede, ‘Das Stuttgarter Selbstbildnis

von Rembrandt’, Pantheon 21 (1963), pp. 6590 and g4-100.

23 Cf. J. A. van de Graaf, Het Mayerne Manuscript als bron voor de schildertechnick
van de Barok, Utrecht 1958, p. 22; see also note 20.



Fig. 8. Cross section (335 x ) from the top part of the white sash of the figure on
the extreme left in no. A 6, showing from bottom to top: 1. the chalk and glue
ground, 2. a thin layer of yellowish ‘primuersel’ (containing white lead and
some brown pigment), 3. a dark mixture used for the underpainting (contain-
ing a translucent brown pigment, organic red pigment, white lead and possibly
some chalk, black pigment and some red, either vermillion or red ochre), 4. a
layer of white lead

PAINTING MATERIALS AND WORKING METHODS

Fig. 9. Cross section (390 x ) from the whitish sky in no. A 5 (taken near the
edge where it has been painted only once as opposed to the double layer
elsewhere), showing: 1. the chalk and glue ground, 2. a thin layer of yellowish
‘primuersel’ (containing white lead and some brown pigment), 3. a layer of
white lead, mixed with greyish particles (probably smalt)

translated as ‘priming’, which term should rather be
kept to denote the first, chalk-and-glue layer)24. The
principal functions of this layer were to make the
ground less absorbent and to give it an appropriate
tint (usually, so far as one can tell from observation,
yellowish or — as in Rubens — greyish).

It is obvious that when samples of the ground are
being taken and examined the difference between
the two layers just described needs to be kept clearly
in mind; this is not easy in practice, however,
because the primuersel is very thin indeed and because
the absorbency of the chalk-and-glue layer means
that the boundary between the two layers is not
clearcut. It may be that this provides the explana-
tion for the wide variety seen in Kithn’s results — at
least where the grounds on panel are concerned. The
chalk-and-glue layer and the primuersel taken to-
gether doindeed contain the full range of ingredients
found by Kiihn — chalk, glue, oil and pigments such
as white lead and/or ochre or another brownish
earth pigment.

One cannot of course rule out the possibility of
Rembrandt having experimented with grounds; yet
on the basis of a great many observations made with
the naked eye we are for the moment inclined to
believe thatin Leiden Rembrandt did not make any
experiments where the optical function of the
ground is concerned. Where it is visible, the ground
always appears to be a light yellowish-brown colour

24 Karel van Mander, Den grondt der edel vry schilder-const, Haarlem 1604,
republished with a translation and commentary by H. Miedema, Utrecht
1973, PP- 594-595. See also the report of a seminar on coloured grounds,
directed by H. Miedema and B. W. Meijer: ‘De introduktie van de gekleur-
de schildergrond en de invloed daarvan op de stilistische ontwikkeling van
de schilderkunst in het bijzonder in de Nederlanden van de 16de eeuw’,
Proef July 1973, pp. 123-150. See also: P. H. Hendy, A.S. Lucas, “The
ground in pictures’, Museum 21 (1968), pp. 266—276, esp. p. 268.
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(fig. 7). One might put this down to the presence of
yellowed varnish over a presumed white layer, yet
even recently cleaned panels invariably show the
same colour of ground. Joyce Plesters thought that
the yellow colour of Rembrandt’s grounds on panel
could be explained by discolouration of the glue used
as a binding medium for a white chalk ground, or by
the discolouring effect of the oakwood to which the
layer was applied?®. Examination of paint samples
from paintings dating from Rembrandt’s Leiden
years has shown that on the panels used by him the
chalk-and-glue layer is covered with a thin light
brown coat of oil-paint?® (figs. 8 and g). This ground
corresponds remarkably well with a contemporary
recipe that de Mayerne took down from the lips of
the Amsterdam painter Abraham Latombé: ‘For [a
ground on] wood coat first with the glue abovesaid,
and chalk, it being dry then scrape and render it
even with the knife, then apply a thin layer of white
lead and umber’?".

For the moment, therefore, our results suggest
that the young Rembrandt in Leiden experimented
neither with the appearance nor with the composi-
tion of his grounds. Even if differences between one
painting and another are seen (seeno. A 11), itis still
open to question whether Buck’s interpretation of
these differences as suggesting that ‘each painting
may have been a technical creation as well as a
pictorial one’ is right. In and before the 17th century

25 Joyce Plesters, paper read at the Symposium on the technical aspects of

Rembrandt’s paintings, Amsterdam 23 September 1969.

See nos. A3, A5, A6, A7, A28. Cf. also K. Groen, ‘Schildertechnische

aspecten van Rembrandts vroegste schilderijen, microscopische obser-

vaties en de analyse van verfmonsters’, 0.H. 91 (1977), pp. 66-74.

27 E. Berger, Quellen fiir Maltechmk wihrend der Renaissance und deren Folgezeit,
Munich 1go1, p. 118: ‘pour le bois imprimé premierement avec la colle,
susditte & croye, estant sec, gratté & equales avecle couteau, puis faites une
couche legere avec blanc de plomb & ombre’; and p. 406.

26
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Fig. 10. Detail (3.4 x) of the book carried by the negro servant in no. A,
showing the brown underpainting over the yellowish ground

Fig. 11. Detail (3.4 x) of the secretary’s book in no. A6, showing brown
underpainting over the yellowish ground; the paint used for the underpainting
has shrinkage cracks

applying the ground to a support was a job usually
done by others, outside the studio. In the Leiden
municipal archives there is a document showing that
in 1676 in Leiden one Dirck de Lorm was authorized
to make primed canvases and panels for painters in
the town. He was to take the place of the framemaker
Leendert van Es, deceased, who had been providing
this service for painters up to then. According to de
Lorm’s petition, the painters had since the death of
Leendert van Es been obliged ‘to go and buy’ their
primed canvases and panels in other towns ‘to their
great trouble and expense’?®. From this it appears
that doing one’s own priming was something that
had disappeared from workshop practice. How long
had this been the case? De Mayerne mentions, be-
tween 1620 and 1633, that he had been given a
recipe for priming canvas by a Walloon ‘Imprimeur’
living in London?®. There is evidence, then, that
preparing canvases and panels was a separate craft,
though the possibility of it being undertaken in the
studio as well cannot be excluded.

Using information about the ground of a painting
as a criterion for a specific attribution does not there-
fore seem justifiable. From the foregoing it will be
seen, besides, that the degree of self-sufficiency en-
joyed by the 17th-century painter’s workshop in
respect of its technical and material requirements is
a subject that sorely needs research. It may very well
prove that we are making rather romantic supposi-
tions here, and this could colour our interpretation
of the results of scientific examination of works of art.

28 Leiden Town-Clerk’s Office Archives, 1575-1851, no. 9288 QQ
1673-1676: ‘te gaen kopen . .. tot haere groote moeyte en kosten’ (tran-
scription by J. van der Waals).

29 Appendix to van de Graaf’s edition (see note 23), p. 138 no. 6; cf. also E.
Berger’s edition of the Mayerne Manuscript, in Quellen fir Maltechnik,
wdhrend der Renaissance und deren Folgezeit, Munich 19o1, pp. 102-103, cap. 2.
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The first lay-in and the monochrome underpainting

‘Nothing is known either from sources or examina-
tion about any kind of underdrawing which Rem-
brandt could have done on these coloured primings’.
This was one of von Sonnenburg’s conclusions in his
1969 survey of existing knowledge of the technical
aspects of Rembrandt’s paintings3’. He went on to
put forward a suggestion of his own: on the basis of
what can be made out in the way of tools in Aert de
Gelder’s workshop scene in Frankfurt®!, he suggest-
ed that de Gelder (and hence perhaps also his
teacher Rembrandt) used white chalk on his
coloured grounds when applying his first lay-in. He
added that no research technique existed for making
such an underdrawing visible.

Quite apart from the question of whether Rem-
brandt used white chalk for sketching on relatively
dark grounds (used in his later period for canvases),
doing so would not have made much sense on the
lighter grounds of his early panels. No trace has been
found in Rembrandt’s Leiden panels®? of a dark
underdrawing of the kind that can be seen not only
in Rubens’ paintings on panels with a light ground,
but also in at least one Lastman painting32.

We believe that the assumption made by the re-
storer Johannes Hell is the most reasonable3. He

g0 Cf. the publication cited in note 21, p. 91.

31 Staedelsches Kunstinstitut, no. 193.

32 Not with the naked eye or magnifying-glass in ‘open patches’, nor using
infrared or IR-reflectography methods; for some specimens by the latter
technique, see A.B. de Vries, M. Téth-Ubbens and W. Froentjes, Rem-
brandt in the Mauritshuis, Alphen a/d Rijn 1978, figs. 86 and g2. The lines,
presumably pen-and-ink, which have never been described but are plainly
visible under the London Ecce Homo of 1634 (Br. 546), must be regarded as
an exception. This ‘grisaille’ is painted on paper and may have originally
beenintended to be a drawing; Valerius Réver kept it among his drawings,
as appears from his inventory, Amsterdam University Library.

33 J.S. Held, Rubens, Selected drawings I, London 1959, p. 19 fig. 1. The
Lastman painting referred to is the Triumph of Mordecai in the Rembrandt
House, Amsterdam, of which an infrared reflectograph was made by the
Central Laboratory, Amsterdam.

34 J. Hell, ‘Beobachtungen iiber Rembrandts Malweise und Probieme der
Konservierung’, Kunstchronik 10 (1957), pp. 138-141.



suggested that Rembrandt would as a rule have
done his first lay-in with a brush and using brown
paint of greater or lesser translucency, not only
drawing lines but also applying a tone over largish
areas (in the way a wash drawing is done). Our
observations point in the same direction. We have
frequently encountered thin areas of more or less
translucent brown, red-brown or grey-brown paint,
brushed on quickly, in many of Rembrandt’s paint-
ings on panel from 1630 onwards; these occur, for
example, in the shadow and hair areas of portraits
and the foregrounds of landscapes3®. So far as the eye
can tell, they invariably lie directly over the light
ground. One’s first inclination is to look on these
areas as having been deliberately done in this way; it
might be better to say that they have been de-
liberately left like this.

Areas of this kind occur hardly at all in Rem-
brandt’s earliest paintings. On closer inspection,
however, one finds a great many small patches that
do meet this description but have for the most part
not been left like this intentionally. They are often
small corners remaining open in complicated out-
lines (fig. 10). One meets these bare patches (in
which sometimes only the yellow ground is visible)
especially at places where more than two areas abut
each other. There is consistency in colour, translu-
cency and the generally loose brushwork in what is
seen within these patches — only the tone and direc-
tion of the brushstroke vary, and these bear a more
or less clear relationship to what is being depicted.
From study of the paint surface under the micro-
scope and of the paint cross-sections that have been
made we can state that areas like these lie im-
mediately on top of the primuersel (fig. 8). The obvi-
ous assumption is that these are fragments of a
monochrome underpainting (otherwise hidden from
view) that have here remained visible. It is also clear
as this phenomenon is met in many other paintings
as well, that one is here seeing traces of a standard
part of the painting process.

In some of these open patches, in between the
brown tones or standing out against the yellow
ground, one also finds lines; these are drawn with a
brush, in paint tending towards the translucent. In
physical appearance the tones and lines observed
seem to belong together. They both occasionally
show very fine shrinkage cracks, something which
points to an (over-generous) use of oil rather than to
a gluey binding medium (fig. 11). Ininstances where
it has been possible to carry out a chemical analysis
this paint has proved to have, as a major ingredient,
an organic brown pigment that is possibly Cologne

35 Such areas can be readily made outin the colour illustrations on pp. 55, 59,
97 and 113 of H. Gerson, Rembrandt’s paintings, Amsterdam 1968.
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earth or bitumen?®. This material could account for
the shrinkage cracks described. It is noticeable,
besides, that under the microscope the cross-sections
show a varying and sometimes quite large number of
pigment types in the paint used for this monochrome
stage — yellow and red pigments, earth pigments and
white lead are encountered in dark brown layers of
paint that are for the most part intended from the
start to disappear from view (fig. 8)3". It seems im-
probable that anyone would deliberately make up
such a complicated mixture at this stage of the work.
One can rather assume that at this stage Rembrandt
was, wherever possible, using up the accumulated
remains of paint (e.g. from the cleaning of brushes
and palettes). This was not a habit peculiar to Rem-
brandt, but part of existing workshop tradition. In
the so-called Brussels Manuscript of 1635 the painter
Pierre Lebrun writes: “The pinceliere is a vase in
which the brushes are cleaned with oil, and of the
mixture [of oil and dirty colours] is made a grey
[colour, useful] for certain purposes, such as tolay on
the first coats, or to prime the canvas. The pinceliere
is a vase containing oil, in which the brushes are
placed that they may not dry’®8. It is likely that
Rembrandt mixed these remains of paint with the
abovementioned organic brown pigment that usu-
ally predominates in the mixture.

On the basis of these observations, one can
imagine an early stage in the process of production of
Rembrandt’s paintings as a monochrome wash
drawing done with the brush in oil-paint. What is
now observed represents however only a fraction of
what would be needed to give one a picture of the
whole of the brush drawing. The observations made
time and again through the bare patches do however
provide confirmation of a theory on an early phase of
his working procedure39.

36 When examining a number of cross-sections and samples, Mrs. G. M.
Groen found that the main component of these layers is a translucent
brown of organic origin; see Karin Groen, ‘Schildertechnische aspecten
van Rembrandts vroegste schilderijen’, 0.H. 91 (1977), pp- 66—71, esp. pp.
69 and 70. Itis so far impossible to tell which of the organic brown pigments
in use in the 17th century — Cologne earth (Kassel earth), soot brown and
bitumen — was in fact used.

Froentjes believed that he had beyond question identified Cologne earth
as the main component of the underpainting (de Vries, Téth-Ubbens,
Froentjes, passim, esp. p. 211).

37 See Baptism of the eunuch (no. A 5) and the Leiden History painting (no. A6).

38 ‘La pinceliere est un vase ou I’on nestoie les pinceaux avec 'huile, et de se
meslange on fait un gris ... (illegible) ... et bon a certains ouvrages
comme & faire les premiéres couches ou imprimer la thoile. Le pincelier est
un vase ou ’on met tramper les pinceaux dans de I’huile, de peur qu’il ne se
seichent.’ Translation from M. P. Merrifield, Original treatises on the arts of
painting, London 1849, 11, pp. 770-771, no. 4 (Dover reprint, New York
1967). See also: J. Plesters, ‘Tintoretto’s paintings in the National Gallery,
Part IY’, National Gallery Technical Bulletin 4 (1980), pp. 3246, esp. p. 41.

39 The recently developed research method of neutron-activation auto-
radiography is promising in its possibilities of approximately visualizing
these underpaintings. For details of this method, see E. V. Sayre and H. N.
Lechtman, ‘Neutron activation autoradiography of oil paintings’, Studies in
conservation 15 (1968), pp. 161-185.
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Fig. 12. Rembrandt, Study in pen and wash, presumably done in preparation
of the second state of the Fudas repentant (no. A15). Amsterdam,
Rijksprentenkabinet

In this description, we have based ourselves on
observations made in small open areas in the top
paint layers, involving mostly glimpses of tone. It is
not likely, however, that Rembrandtstarted straight
away with a lay-in in tone; a first setting-out of the
shapes using lines would be more natural. In his
analysis of the drawings related to the Stockholm
Claudius Civilis (Br. 482), Miiller Hofstede remarked
on very thin, rough sketch-lines that can be seen in
the Munich drawing (Ben. 1061) of 16614°. These
thin lines were also found by Mr. P. Schatborn, of
the Amsterdam Rijksprentenkabinet, in drawings
from the Leiden period; they appear in particular in
a pen and wash drawing in Amsterdam (Ben. g
recto; fig. 12) connected with the Fudas repentant (no.
A 15). Though it is difficult with a drawing to tell
with any certainty which lines were drawn first, it is
nevertheless probable that these thin lines constitute
the very first sketch. In Ben. g recto they have been
touched out in some places by, one can assume,
Rembrandt himself with white body-colour, a fur-
ther indication that they belonged to an initial,
rough and partly discarded sketch version. This
drawing may perhaps give us an idea of how the first
lay-in for a painting on panel would have looked. In

40 C. Miiller-Hofstede, ‘HdG 409, Eine Nachlese zu den Miinchner Civilis
Zeichnungen’, Konsthistorisk Tidskrift 25 (1956), pp. 42-55, €sp. p- 44-
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discussing the art of drawing, Rembrandt’s pupil
Samuel van Hoogstraeten stresses how important it
is to keep the initial sketch very rough: ‘first, draft
what you intend in its broad sweep, on your paper’
and ‘where rough sketching is concerned this is the
first principle of drawing well, and of such great
importance that if the main bulk is shown fully, well
and intelligently one often achieves more with this
than can be obtained with much labour after-
wards’®l. From this one sees that in drawing the
emphasis was very much on the first rough sketch.
This may justify the notion that the painting, too,
went through a stage of this kind, unless one has to
assume that Rembrandt transferred his first lay-in
onto the actual support from designs on paper (as is
the case with so many other artists). The number of
drawings by Rembrandt showing the whole of a
composition is, however, remarkably small4?, and of
these probably only a small proportion relate to the
Jirst sketch for a painting. Half of them demonstrably
have to do with later changes in the design*® or with
a frame to be added*4, and one of them served as a
guide to mounting a framed painting in a wall-
anel?s. There is every reason to assume that Rem-
p . y . ..
brandt did not work out his compositions on paper
first, but sketched them direct on the actual support.
He must thus have been in the category of painters of
whom Karel van Mander wrote: ‘that some, well-
practised, experienced and working with a firm
hand ... are used to drawing fluently by hand on
their panels what they have seen already painted in
their mind’s eye’#. We cannot, from the paintings
41 S.van Hoogstraeten, Inleiding tot de Hooge schoole der Schilderkonst, Rotterdam
1678, p. 27: ‘ontwerpt het geheel van ‘t geene gy voor hebt, eerst in zijn
groote zwier, op uw papier’ . . . ‘wat verder het ruw schetssen belangt, het
is de eerste grontvest van ‘t wel teykenen, en van zoo groot een belang, dat,
wanneer het gros ofte geheel, wel en verstandich is aengeweezen men
daardoor dikwils meer verrecht, als er namaels met grooten arbeit kan
werden uitgevoert’.
Ben. 442 Br. 356; Ben. 1170/Br. 377; Ben. 1175/Br. 414; Ben. g2/Br. 471;
Ben. 1061/Br. 482; Ben. go/Br. 498; Ben. 969/Br. 555; Ben. 567/Br. 570;
Ben. 8/Br. 539A. In all probability Ben. 581 and Ben. 757 are connected
with lost paintings. In respect of Ben. 757 this is, bearing in mind the
similarity to Ben. 442, a very convincing surmise by Mr. P. Schatborn. This

summary does notimply any judgment on the authenticity of the drawings
listed.
Ben. go; Ben. 1061; Ben. 8. In the article by B. Haak, ‘Nieuw licht op Judas
en de zilverlingen van Rembrandt’, Album Amicorum ¥.G. van Gelder, The
Hague 1973, pp. 155-158, it is argued that this drawing might be a
preliminary study for no. A 15. As will be evident from the Comments in
entry no. A 15, examination of the full X-rays received later made it likely
that drawing Ben. 8, too, is connected with a change in composition.
Ben. g6q.
Ben. 1175, cf. J. Q, van Regteren Altena, . . . De zoogenaamde voorstudie
voor de Anatomische les van Dr. Deyman’, O.H. 65 (1950), pp. 171-178.
Karel van Mander, op. cit. note 24, ch. XII, 4:

‘dat eenighe wel geoeffend expeerdich

en vast in handelinghe doeck beraden
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gaen toe, en uyt der hand teyckenen veerdich
op hun pennelen, ‘t ghene nae behooren
In hun Ide’s geschildert te vooren.



themselves, get any idea of what the first, sketchlike
lay-in looked like. This is however, as explained
above, possible to a limited extent for the mono-
chrome sketch done in the brownish, translucent
paint discussed earlier. This monochrome sketch can
presumably be equated with what is referred to in
16th- and 17th-century texts as the ‘dead colour’,
although as we shall see below this term could also
refer to a different kind of underpainting.

Research into the painter’s terminology has made
it plain that for the 17th-century painter there were
three main stages in the production of a painting:
‘inventing’ (often in the form of a drawing, which as
we have just said was with Rembrandt done direct
on the prepared support), the ‘dead-colouring’ and
the ‘working-up’, followed (according to de Lair-
esse) by ‘retouching’®’. The dead-colouring stage
was here evidently not a mere transitional stage, but
a provisionally completed whole. Several ‘dead-
coloured’ paintings are often listed in inventories —
there were, for example, ten such in the 1632 inven-
tory of Rembrandt’s Amsterdam teacher Last-
man48. This was made while Lastman was still alive,
though usually such inventories provide a survey of
the possessions of a painter who has died. Hardly a
single one of all these dead-coloured paintings has
survived?®. It will have been not uncommon for such
a painting, left in a dead-coloured state, to have been
‘worked-up’ subsequently by somebody else®.

The setting-out of the design of a painting in
monochrome must have been a very common
method. In open places in works by painters other
than Rembrandt one regularly finds traces of a
monochrome stage. Itis possible that the term ‘dead
colour’ originally arose in connexion with the ab-
sence of colour in this stage of the painting®!. The
term was however also employed for underpaintings
in colour. In an English manuscript for example, the
‘Commonplace-book’ compiled by Thomas Mar-
shall ¢. 1640—50, there is a text cited in Dutch which
can be linked with Antonie van Dyck. This describes
a method of dead-colouring in which, for each indi-

47 Lydia de Pauw-de Veen, De begrippen ‘Schilder’, ‘Schilderiy’ en ‘Schilderen’ in de
zeventiende eeuw, Brussels 1969, p. 297.

K. Freise, Pieter Lastman, sein Leben und seine Kunst, Leipzig 1911, pp. 1921,
nos. 32, 33, 34, 64 and 66 (in which six dead-coloured paintings are
mentioned at once).

Cf. however one of the paintings from Rubens’ Henri IV series in the
Rubenshuis, Antwerp, and one of the heads in a group portrait in the
manner of Dirck Jacobsz. of 1556 in the Amsterdams Historisch Museum
(no. A 7343; catalogue Rijksmuseum 1976, inv. C621).

A. Bredius, Kiinstler-Inventare 1, The Hague 1915, p. 8 no. 163: ‘Een stuckje
van Brouwer gedootverruwt en van Molenaer opgemaeckt. . . .

The word ‘doodverf’ (dootverwe) must be taken primarily to have meant
‘the colour of a corpse’ until well into the 18th century; cf. Woordenboek der
Nederlandsche taal, 111-2, The Hague-Leiden 1916, col. 2881—2883. It clear-
ly implied the absence of colour, and this would seem to be originally true
also when used in connexion with painting.

48

49

50
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vidual area, the final colour is approximated in a flat
tint: ¢ “Dead-colouring” is called the manzera lavata,
that is to say the washed manner; because it fills in
the area within the outline with only one colour’®2.
In an earlier passage in the same manuscript, bear-
ing the title ‘dead-colouring’ in the margin, it ap-
pears that a ‘light-applied colour’ — most probably
the ‘one colour’ of the passage just quoted can be
equated with this — was applied over what was
termed the ‘scheme’, in Dutch stelsel. The Dutch
words stellen (= place) and ordineren (= arrange)
were used®® to describe the organizing of the com-
position. According to this manuscript this occurred
before the dead-colouring. The full quotation reads
‘2. Dead-colouring [in the margin] 2. He should
temper his paints well to the needs of the matter, to
give the scheme — when it is dry enough — a lightly-
applied colour’.?* The fact that the ‘scheme’ needed
some time to dry may be seen as an indication that
this was also done in oil paint. It is not explicitly
stated in this manuscript whether this ‘scheme’ was
monochrome, but it probably was. Reference is
made here to the manuscript from Marshall’s
Commonplace-book because in Rembrandt’s early
paintings too there are sometimes (though then only
locally) areas that have been underpainted in an
even colour close to the final one®. This working
method is however encountered so sporadically that
one cannot assume that we have to imagine, in
Rembrandt paintings, a stage done in flat colours
like that described in Marshall’s Commonplace-
book. That Rembrandt’s basis for a painting was a
monochrome, tonal version of his composition
would, looked at against the background of his striv-

52 H. Vey, ‘Anton van Dijck — Uber Maltechnik’, Bulletin van de Koninklijke
Musea voor Schone Kunsten g (1960), pp. 193—201, esp. p. 195: ‘Dootveruwsel
wordt genoemt la maniera lavata, dat is, de gewaschen manier geheten;
omdat hij den omtreck van binnen maer alleenlyck met cenerlij veruwe
schijnt overwasschen.’

Lydia de Pauw-de Veen, De begrippen “schilder’, ‘schilderiy’ en ‘schilderen’ in de
zeventiende eeuw, Brussels 1969, p. 248.

See note 52, esp. p. 194: ‘2. doodverwsel (in de marge) 2. Dient hij sijn
verwen nae den eysch der saecke recht wel te temperen, om t’ stelsel, als het
nu droogh genoegh is, een lichverdich coleur te geven’.

This is seen to have happened in, for example, the Baptism of the eunuch (no.
A). This painting exhibits a phenomenon that has frequently been
observed (nos. A6, A 15, A 37) — the uppermost layers of paint terminate
0.5—1 cm from the edges of the panel. On these unpainted edges one can see,
apart from the ground, some brown paint that evidently forms part of the
monochrome underpainting. In the case of the Baptism of the eunuch, how-
ever, one can see, especially along the lefthand edge, an even green that
must continue beneath the bottom layers of paint and was quite obviously
set down as a preparation for the landscape. In the Musical allegory (no.
A7), too, the existence of a layer like this can be assumed — a uniform layer
of violet, as a preparation for the kaftan worn by the player of the viola da
gamba. Examination of the X-ray of this painting makes it clear, however,
that there is a rapidly executed underpainting with heightened lights
(evidently part of the monochrome underpainting) underneath this even
violet layer. This could be taken as evidence that Rembrandt too worked —
at least at some points — in the way described in Marshall’s Commonplace-
book.
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ing towards chiaroscuro, seem the most likely.
Visual observations regularly lend support to this
assumption. We know almost nothing of Rem-
brandt’s own technical terminology. One may
assume, however, that the monochrome under-
painting which, in his case, directly preceded the
‘working-up’ corresponds to what in most of the
sources is called ‘dead-colouring’.

It remains to be explained what the function of
this monochrome dead-colour stage was. Doerner>$
suggests, in his comments on Rembrandt’s painting
technique, that the monochrome underpaintings
that he, too, had detected in Rembrandt paintings
served primarily an optical function, in the finished
painting showing through the upper layers which
(in his view) were done in a predominantly translu-
cent paint; but our impression is rather that the
monochrome stage served primarily to establish the
design of the painting in light and dark tones. An
argument against Doerner’s view is that contrary to
his opinion the top paint layers were — certainly with
the young Rembrandt — very largely opaque, as
evidenced by the overlapping working method that
will be described below. A second argument against
Doerner’s view is that not infrequently there were
considerable departures from the forms set out in the
dead colour®”. That a dead-colour stage could be
used as a way of producing a more or less final design
is evident from the continuation of van Mander’s
comment (quoted above) on drawing directly on the
support: “These fellow-artists go to it, without taking
great pains, working direct with brush and paint
with a free approach and thus painting set down
their pictures deftly in the dead colour; they ‘re-
dead-colour’ too sometimes, soon after, so as to
achieve a better composition; thus those who are
abundantly inventive go audaciously to work, there-
after making an improvement here and there’®8.

In those cases where Rembrandt used only
brownish, translucent lines and tones for the first
linear lay-in and the dead colour (asinnos. A5, A6,

56 See M. Doerner, op. cit. note 2.

57 Doerner’s theory of Rembrandt’s working method is probably based prin-
cipally on Rembrandt’s late work, where a glazing technique is met more
frequently, though not — according to our impression — to the extent that
Doerner assumes. The slightly translucent nature of paint layers in his
earlier work must to a large degree be due to physical changes in the
medium, resulting in an altered refractive index making the paint layers
somewhat more translucent. See also note 59.

58 Karel van Mander, op. cit. note 24, ch. XII, 5:

En vallender aen stracx, sonder veel quellen,
Met pinceel en verw’, en sinnen vrymoedich,
En dus schilderende dees werck-ghesellen,
Hun dinghen veerdigh in doot-verwen stellen,
Herdootverwen oock te somtijden spoedich,
Om stellen beter: dus die overvioedich

In ’t inventeren zijn, doen als de stoute,

En verbeteren hier en daer een foute.
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Fig. 13. Detail of the young woman in no. A 7, showing traces of light under
painting in the shadow part of the neck

A 28 and A 37) the light tint of the prepared support
will have been left unpainted in order to serve as the
highest light. The X-rays and observation of the
paint surface show, however, that from as early as
1626 there are paintings where a light paint contain-
ing white lead was also used at some points (nos. A 2,
A4, A7, A1g, Ag1). This use of light paint in the
monochrome underpainting was first seen distinctly,
and investigated by us, in the Night watch (Br. 410)%9.
Such passages are occasionally visible at the surface
of the painting in patches of wear, at places where
the depiction of a light area at the surface does not
wholly correspond with the light-heightened area in
the dead colour; the tips of the relief of this paint,
which is often quite thickly applied, may become
visible through wearing of the overlying paint. One
sees this, for instance, at the neck of the young
woman in the Amsterdam Musical allegory (no. A 7;
cf. fig. 13). Such areas can be recognized in the X-
rays (so long as they have not been covered by areas
of surface paint containing white lead) by their very
free and fluent handling and a fairly broad definition
of form (fig. 14). One cannot say for sure why — at
least for the Leiden period paintings, always done on
light-coloured grounds — light paint occurs in the
dead-colour of one painting and not of another. Itis
not unlikely that this was a correcting method used
when (in the course of what van Manders calls ‘re-
dead-colouring’) a painting had suffered a loss of
clarity in the distribution of light and shadow
because the ground, where it had to act as the light,
had become masked with dark paint. Such cor-
rections can be compared to those Rembrandt made
in body colour in some of his drawings (Ben. 6, 17, 76
and 82).

59 On the painting technique in The Night watch, see E. van de Wetering,
C.M. Groen and J.A. Mosk, ‘Summary report on the results of the
technical examination of Rembrandt’s Night watch’, Bulletin van het Rijksmu-
seum 24 (1976), pp. 68—98.



Fig. 14. X-ray of the same detail, showing the extent of the light underpainting

The ‘working-up’

Rembrandt — certainly the young Rembrandt, but
the painter of the Night watch as well (cf.5?) —followed
a more or less set working method in superimposing
the colour on his monochrome design. This was one
of the surprising discoveries we made when investi-

gating Rembrandt’s working procedure. He
worked, basically, in planes — from the rear to the
front, starting with the sky or rear wall and finishing
with the foreground figures. The stage on which the
action was to be played out was set down in paint at
the same time as the sky or rear wall. The possibility
of this being the case was so far from obvious that
before our research started the question of whether
there might have been a fixed sequence of operations
had not been formulated. It was put forward as a
possibility only when evidence for it began to pile up
during the analysis of observations made on
Rembrandt’s early paintings.

The works of art that have survived from the
history of Western art prior to 1700 include as far as
we know comparatively few unfinished paintings. In
a fair proportion of those that have survived the
individual parts appear to have been painted one
after the other, but the idea that in doing so the artist
followed a fixed order has, so far as we know, never
been advanced. Further research will undoubtedly
show that a set procedure was not something
peculiar to Rembrandt®®, and a statement by
Gerard de Lairesse discussed below bears this out.

To our modern mind, it seems more natural to
imagine the choice of the spot at which the artist
works on his picture as being dictated by the totality

60 One of the large panels by Isaac Claesz. van Swanenburgh illustrating the
making of cloth, in the Lakenhal, Leiden, was examined with this in mind.
It was found that the painting was worked up consistently in the same
manner, from the back towards the front. In the course of a seminar in the
Central Research Laboratory for Objects of Art and Science, Amsterdam,
it was found that all but one of the 17th- and 18th-century paintings
studied had been done on the same principle.
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of the painting being produced. This is why today’s
painter generally works standing up —so that he can
repeatedly walk back a few paces to view the work as
a whole. Seventeenth-century painters generally sat
at their easel®!. The painter in Rembrandt’s Artist in
his studio in Boston (no. A 18) is, it is true, seen
standing at some distance from his panel, but on the
bottom rung of the easel Rembrandt has faithfully
recorded the deep grooves worn by the sliding feet of
someone sitting often and for long periods on a chair
placed in front of the easel (fig. 4)%2. Working seated
means that parts of the painting can be worked on
without continually surveying the overall effect.
One could say that this implies that the critical eye of
the artist is not the only means of guidance for
bringing the work to a successful conclusion. It
means that there were more or less set ways of deal-
ing with the separate parts of the painting; and thisis
indeed in keeping with instructions we find given in
pre-19th-century sources®3.

In the first two stages of production of the paint-
ing, the ‘inventing’ and the ‘dead-colouring’, the
main concern was with composition, shape and re-
lationship between light and dark, taken as a whole.
During ‘working-up’ the main concern is to give
everything its correct colouring and render mate-
rials accurately, and to fix the final contours of the
forms. There was, as we shall see, to some extent a
practical reason for doing things in a set order.

How can one reconstruct the sequence followed in
‘working-up’ the painting? The most obvious way is
to examine the contours, looking for evidence of
overlapping. Usually in work by the young Rem-
brandt the various components (the clothing and
flesh areas, objects, background, floor area and so
on) were not painted wet-in-wet one with another,
and one hardly ever finds layers of paint abutting
each other along a common boundary. Nearly
always the paint of one area slightly overlaps that of
the other, showing that the overlapping part was
painted the later of the two. In many cases it is
possible to see with a magnifying-glass which layer
overlaps which; there are various criteria that can be
used in determining this. It can be seen from the
direction of the brushstrokes, which in the upper
layer are related to the contour while in the lower

61 Cf, for instance, studio scenes by Aert de Gelder, Staedelsches Kunst-
institut, Frankfurt; J. A. Berkheyde, Uffizi, Florence; Cornelis Dusart
(drawing), Rijksprentenkabinet, Amsterdam; J. C. Droochsloot, Macon;
D. Rijckaert III, Louvre, Paris; G. Dou, private collection, Duisburg; see
also W. Martin, Gerard Dou, Stuttgart-Berlin 1913 (K. d. K.), no. 58 ff.

62 For a comment on this painting see E. v.d. Wetering, ‘Leidse schilders
achter de ezels’, exhibition cat. Geschildert tot Leyden anno 1626, Leiden
1976/77, pp- 21-31.

63 As, for example, the Mayerne Manuscript, see E. Berger, Quellenstudien fiir
Maltechnik wihrend der Renaissance und deren Folgezeit, Munich 1901, p. 255
no. 191, p. 257 no. 192, p. 279 no. 216.
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Fig. 15. Detail (3.4 x ) of the purple trousers of the swearing man in no. A 6,
showing the purple overlapping the bluish green of his neighbour’s dress,
which lies on top of a layer of pinkish red

Fig. 16. Detail (3.4 x ) of the fingers of the swearing man in no. A 6, showing
the underlying paint of the background where the top layer has worn away
on the ridges of underlying brushstrokes

they are intersected abruptly by this contour (fig.
15). The surface of the brushwork of the underlying
layer is quite often to some extent visible in relief
beneath the overlapping layer. Often (because of
wearing of the upper layer) such areas of overlap
show the colour of the lower layer at some points in
the surface. This lastnamed feature can lead to mis-
understanding, where there are quite large overlaps
such as in the Leiden History painting (no. A 6; cf. fig.
16): in that case Bauch and Knuttel assumed, from
the patches of wearing on the relatively strong relief
of the overlapped layers, that the painting was the
work of two hands®?. Looked at in the light of ob-
servations on numerous other paintings an assump-
tion like this becomes untenable, however; the
overlaps observed must rather be seen as the out-
come of following a fixed working sequence.
Assuming that each part of a painting is always
painted in a single (or possibly double) stage, one
can find successive overlaps from one area to the
next. From these it is found that as a rule areas lying
to the front of the scene overlap areas further back,
and must consequently have been painted later.
That each area was indeed done in a single (or
possibly double) stage can in fact be assumed with
quite a large measure of certainty, by reason of the
homogeneity of the paint material, colour and
brushstroke pattern which can usually be noted in
each separate area. This might appear to be
evidence of scant reliability — Rembrandt could
surely have continued later in the same way at a
given place? Yet it will be found, when we discuss
below the autograph retouching done by Rem-
brandt himself, that he was only approximately suc-
cessful in subsequently reproducing the consistency
and colour of a paint used earlier; it is thus easy to

64 Bauch 1933, pp. 174-175; G. Knuttel, ‘Rembrandt’s earliest works’, Burl.
Mag. 97 (1955), p- 46.
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detect where the artist has returned to a given area.
Besides the evidence provided by such overlaps,
there are however other signs that lead one to the
same conclusion that Rembrandt ‘worked-up’ his
paintings from the back to the front; these come from
the X-ray photographs.

Radiography has been, and still is, used in con-
nexion with Rembrandt’s paintings mainly to detect
pentimenti, to arrive at a clearer picture of his ‘hand-
writing’, and to get a fuller idea of a painting’s state
of preservation. On closer examination, however, X-
rays prove to be capable of providing important
information about Rembrandt’s painting method.
In this connexion the darker areas of the radio-
graphic image play almost a more important role
than do thelight areas to which attention is normally
directed. The areas around which he was working,
e.g. figures towards the front, in fact quite often
appear in the radiographic image as dark spaces left
inreserve, at least in those cases where the artist used
radioabsorbent paint in the background or middle
ground. In fact these reserves correspond to areas of
the monochrome dead-colour that remained visible
at this stage of the work. The reason why they can
often be seen in the X-ray is that these shapes were
not, or were only partially, filled in with radioabsor-
bent paint when their turn came to be worked-up.
As an example of this, the Utrecht Baptism of the
eunuch (no. A 5) has parts of the chariot, the back-
ground figures and the horses as dark reserves in the
sky (which is in paint containing white lead). There
is no reserve for the horse’s tail, which was painted
subsequently and on top of the sky.

A searching comparison of the outlines of the
shapes left in reserve in the light background, as
visible in the X-ray, with the forms seen at the
surface shows that the latter are for the most part
somewhat broader than the contours of the shapes
seen as reserves in the radiographic image — the
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Figs. 17 and 18. X-ray and photograph of a detail of Tobit and Anna, Amsterdam, Rijksmuseum (no. A 3), showing how the figure of Anna in its final execution
extends over the reserve left for it in the background

painted, worked-up forms extend some way beyond
the boundaries of the forms left in reserve in the
background paint (cf. figs. 17 and 18). They must,
therefore, have been painted at a later stage. This
phenomenon can be noted from close comparison of
a great many radiographs with the corresponding
paintings, and is seen not only in the foregrounds
and backgrounds but in various intermediate planes
of the compositions as well. We can therefore assume
that Rembrandt did in fact make a general rule of
working-up his dead-coloured compositions from
the back of the scene to the front.

How consistently did he do this? Only once in a
while does one find that the artist returned to an area
towards the back of a picture; these instances can be
termed autograph retouches. An example is the light
patch on Philip’s cloak below the eunuch’s right arm
in the Baptism of the eunuch in Utrecht (no. As5);
further examples occur in the sky of the Leiden
History painting (no. A 6), in between the self-portrait
and the bearded figure to the right of this, as well as
below the head of the animal sculpture on a column
in the background of the picture.
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A further group of autograph retouches can be
more directly related to the back-to-front sequence
of working. The form left in reserve in an area
towards the back might turn out to be too large,
taking on a different size, shape or position during
the working-up. There could then remain a bare
patch so large and obtrusive that Rembrandt was
obliged to incorporate it in the area lying behind it.
Occasionally a retouch of this kind done by Rem-
brandt has remained clearly apparent; an example is
the right wing of the angel in the Balaam (no. A 2),
which comparison of the X-ray with the painting
shows to have been larger in the initial lay-in. When
the cliff-face behind it was being worked-up the
wing in dead colour was left in reserve. Rembrandt
obviously decided that the final version of the wing
should be smaller than the space he had previously
left for it. This left him with a large bare patch that
now had to form part of the cliff-face, and to be done
in the appropriate colour. The traces of this opera-
tion are clearly visible: the green — too light when
compared to the green of the cliff-face — is painted
thinly and flatly. Other examples of autograph and
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Fig. 19. Detail of skirt of the singing woman in no. A 7, showing an autograph
retouch; the reserve left for a fold has been incorporated in the viola da gamba

ineptly-done retouches where reserves were left too
large can be found along the outlines of the young
woman in the Musical allegory (no. A 7). There, a fold
for which provision was made in the upper face of the
viola da gamba was, on second thoughts, not
executed in paint (fig. 19). Various retouches of the
kind occur along the contours of Christ and of the
disciple shrinking back in the Supper at Emmaus in the
Musée Jacquemart-André, Paris (no. A 16). Again,
the head of the Artist in oriental costume in the Petit
Palais, Paris (no. A 40) was given too large a reserve
in the background, and the background then had to
be retouched along the righthand side of the head.
The unsatisfactory integration of these retouches
might be the result of what we believe to have been
workshop routine — namely, that a separate palette
was prepared for each area of group of areas to be
worked up during a given stage of the work. (A
palette for flesh colours is described in the Brussels
Manuscript®.) This palette would not necessarily
include all the colours required for the whole pic-
ture, merely those needed for this particular stage of
the work®. Grinding colours is time-consuming, so
when working area by area it must have been found
more economical not to prepare the whole of the
palette each time. This might explain why the sub-
stance of the paint used for the autograph retouches
often differs visibly from the paint surrounding it.

65 M. P. Merrifield, Original treatises on the arts of painting, London 1849, 11, pp.
770—771, no. 6 (Dover reprint, New York 1967).

The fact that pictures of studio scenes almost invariably show a complete
palette need not be taken as incontrovertible evidence against this as-
sumption, since in such scenes the palette undoubtedly plays a represen-
tative role. I know of only one example in which the palette is not shown as
complete — the painting by Colijn de Coter S. Luke painting the Virgin, in
Veure (Allier), France. One can moreover note, from the end of the 16th
century to the beginning of the 19th, a remarkable constancy in the way the
palette was set out.

66
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The implication of this is that the paint for making
such retouches would have been made up by hastily
mixing pigment and medium, thus producing a dif-
ferent and thinner paint.

However, it is more usual to find reserves left too
small than too large. Interesting examples of this are
seen for instance in X-ray photographs of the Leiden
History painting (no. A6), where some of the figures
and heads in the righthand half must have looked
slightly deformed when the areas lying further back
were worked up. In other figures, especially those on
the left, the final contours and the reserves left for the
figure correspond quite closely. The degree of corre-
spondence probably provides an indirect indication
of the degree of detail included in the area in ques-
tion in the dead-colour stage. In the case of the
Leiden History painting the X-ray gives the im-
pression of the accuracy of definition of forms in the
dead-coloured painting decreasing from left to right.
As Mr. P. Schatborn pointed out to us, a similar
phenomenon can be seen in a number of Rem-
brandt’s drawings which deal with ambitious
compositions.

It is not likely that all the elements in the dead-
coloured painting had a reserve left for them during
the painting-in of the areas lying to the back. The
fact that the raised arm of the foreground figure to
the right in the X-ray of the Leiden History painting is
notseen as a reserve need not however mean that this
gesture was a later addition. This arm could well
have been dispensed with temporarily during the
‘working-up’ of the background in order to achieve
the continuity the artist was seeking in the complex
background scene.

It is clear from this and similar examples that
certain phenomena at the paint surface and in the
X-ray that are normally referred to as pentimenti
are not in fact pentimenti in the proper sense of the
word; they are in many cases features that stem
directly from the method of work just outlined. The
term ‘pentimento’ should be kept for changes made
to a painting that has already been partly or fully
worked-up. Examples of this in paintings from the
Leiden period can be found in the Musical allegory
(no. A7), in the form of the added cast shadow on
the tablecloth and the backrest of a chair painted
over the harp; in the Tobit and Anna (no. A ), where
the furniture seen between the figures was totally
altered; and in the chest area of the Jeremiah (no.
A 28).

The functional reason for adopting the method we
have been describing, that of working-up the picture
from the back to the front, is discussed in an early
18th-century source which, though of later date,
may shed some light on this question. The source in
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Fig. 20. First state of Rembrandt’s etching The angel appearing to the shepherds (B. 44), showing the background fully
executed while the foreground, including the angel and the clouds surrounding him, is still in a preparatory stage.

London, The British Museum

question is Gerard de Lairesse’s Groot Schilder-Boek®?.
In a number of places the author advises the artist to
follow a fixed working sequence, the first time when
talking about the dead colour (by which he means
an underpainting in colour): ‘Here it seems to me
that the surest and most certain way is to start from
the back, especially when the landscape has most to
contribute. For all things have to suit the lightness or
darkness of the sky, and the tints of objects found;
because the light on the foreground, and the bold-
ness of the figures, must be matched to this, the
which if begun differently might turn out very un-
certainly.’®® One gets the feeling that this argument
may have been Rembrandt’s most important con-
67 Gerard de Lairesse, ’t Groot Schilder-Boek, Amsterdam 1709, pp. 12-14.
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sideration. This may be supported by the fact that
the early states of a number of his most ambitious
etchings® have the tonal values of the backgrounds
fully decided while the foreground figures are still in
asketch stage (fig. 20). De Lairesse also recommends
following the same order in the working-up stage:
‘Here one must, to adopt the best manner, start from

68 ‘Hierin komt my voor, de allerwiste en zekerste wijze te zijn, het van
achteren te beginnen inzonderheid wanneer het landschap meest te zeggen
heeft. Derwijl na de helder of somberheid des luchts zich alle dingen
schikken moeten, en de tinten der voorwerpen gevonden; want het licht op
de voorgrond, en de kracht der beelden, moet daarna gepast worden,
hetgeen, anders begonnen zijnd, zeer ongewis uitvallen zoude.’

69 The angel appearing to the shepherds, B. 44(1) (dated 1634 in state I1fT); Christ
before Pilate, B. 77(1), 1635; The artist drawing from the model, B. 192, ¢. 1639;
the etching of S. Ferome reading in an Italian landscape, B. 104, ¢. 1653, also
seems to have been produced in this way.
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the rear, that is to say the sky, and thus gradually
towards the front ... thus one keeps an easy and
moist ground behind the figures so as to make their
outermost circumference merge into this, the which
is, starting differently, impossible to achieve.’?. The
reason given here may apply to de Lairesse’s own
generation but not to Rembrandt. Certainly with
the young Rembrandt there is no evidence that he
tried to merge the outlines of his forms into the wet
paint of the areas lying behind them. De Lairesse
puts forward yet another argument for working in
this way; he points out the advantages that working
in such a sequence offers over the relatively haphaz-
ard working-up of elements of the painting, basing
his argument on the fact that paintings made follow-
ing this latter procedure, ‘thus in a disorderly way
begun, take on an inevitable ugliness and deformity
that make the Master more embarrassed than with
an empty canvas.’”’! The final argument that de
Lairesse gives for the method of working from back
to front of the picture is ‘that it is no less agreeable
than useful, namely that one becomes aware that the
work is progressing, and everything in arrangement
and attitude is fitting well together, and by the fact of
the eye being constantly stimulated and entertained
the desire [to continue with the work] is aroused and
incited as often as one looks at it.”’? No decisive

70 ‘Hier moet men, om de beste manier te volgen, van achter beginnen, te
weten de lucht, en dus allengs naar voren toe . . . zo behoud men altoos een
bekwame en vogtige grond achter de beelden, om den uitersten omtrek
daar in te doen verdwijnen het welk, anders begonnen ondoenlijk is.’

71 ‘... dus onordentlijk begonnen, een onvermijdelijke misstand & wanstal-

tigheid bekomen, die den Meester méér verlegen maken dan met een

leegen doek.’

‘... dat niet min aangenaem als nut is, te weten dat men gewaar werd dat

het stuk vordert, en alles by malkander, zo in schikking, als houding wel

staat, en daar door gedurig het oog kittelt en vermaakt, waardoor de lust

[om door te gaan], zo menigmaal men het ziet, opgewekt en aangezet

word.’

72
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Fig. 21. Detail of clasp of the book in no. A 7, showing bluish green paint
applied over a layer of pinkish red paint

significance can be attached to De Lairesse,
Rembrandt’s junior by 34 years, as a direct source
for Rembrandt’s approach to producing a painting.
Yet bearing in mind the unvarying nature of studio
practices in the 17th century, such a detailed argu-
ment for a particular procedure can surely throw at
least some light on what lay behind Rembrandt’s
working methods.

In the process of working-up Rembrandt’s manner
of painting differs from one passage to the next, the
variation being governed by the nature of the
material to be suggested, the intensity of the lighting
and the position within the scene. Especially in
strongly-lit foreground areas, the young Rembrandt
handled his paint in a variety of ways. One could
almost talk in terms of recipes that were followed, in
corresponding parts of various paintings, in virtually
identical form. Already by 1629, however, one is
seeing a reduction in the number of effects and
recipe-like technical solutions, and a move towards a
more atmospheric treatment, both in colour and
tone and in a more homogeneous surface texture.
This transition is clearly apparent when one com-
pares, say, the Stuttgart S. Paul in prison of 1627 (no.
A 11) and the Nuremberg §. Paul (no. A 26) which
must have been produced no earlier than 1629/30.
The standard nature of the treatment in the ear-
liest paintings is strikingly apparent from the fact
that areas like the hairy beige cloak worn by the
scribe looking up in the Leiden History painting and
by Phillip in the Baptism of the eunuch exhibit the
same, unusual craquelure pattern, due to the evi-
dently identical composition of the paint used.
Another example is the pale green tint over a layer of
pink paint that occurs in the foreground figure
nearest to the centre in the righthand half of the



Fig. 22. Detail (5.5 x ) of hair of the bearded man in front of a column in
no. A6, showing a blue glazing over the column extending over the hair and
the scratch-marks indicating the latter

Leiden History painting (fig. 15). The first, most obvi-
ous assumption is that Rembrandt changed his mind
about the colour of this part. If he did, he must have
done so very soon, because the green too is overlap-
ped by the area lying to the front. The assumption
that one is here seeing an alteration is proved to be
unfounded, however, when one finds the same com-
bination of green over pink used in the still-life of
books in the Musical allegory (fig. 21). The gold
brocade cloaks of the extreme lefthand figure in the
Leiden History painting and of the young woman in
the Musical allegory are suggested with thick spots
and stripes of paint on top of a translucent brown
layer (fig. 19).

Stratification of paint also occurs when complex
materials are being rendered, as in the striped sleeves
of the eunuch in the Utrecht painting. Another form
of stratified application of paint is that known as
glazing. Apart from locally-applied glazes using
paints suited to this purpose, like the red stripes on
the eunuch’s sleeves, glazes have also been applied
over larger areas with the intention of binding the
whole area together or toning it down. A very thin
blue glaze occurs especially in middle-ground areas,
e.g. in the Leiden History painting (fig. 22) and the
Baptism of the eunuch. The use of glazes is however an
exception rather than the rule with the young
Rembrandt.

From his earliest works on Rembrandt made de-
liberate use of the paint relief, with the clear in-
tention of exploiting the reflection of natural light on
the impasto in order to enhance the intensity of
highlights. Though the viewer will naturally look at
a painting so that there is no shine from the surface,
reflected rays of light nevertheless reach his eye from
upstanding ‘walls’ of paint, and make a substantial
contribution to the level of light from the area in
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question, as nearly every Rembrandt painting illus-
trates (fig. 19).

The last effect to be discussed is that obtained by
making scratchmarks in the wet paint (cf. fig. 22)73.
Normally Rembrandt used this method in order
rapidly to obtain a certain texture in a material,
especially hair and fur. He also used the technique in
certain components of a landscape, such as stones
and foliage. Once or twice, as in the lefthand figure
in the Leiden History painting, it emphasizes an out-
line. One gets the impression that the more ac-
curately a painting is done, the less scratchmarks
there are — as in the Amsterdam 7obit and Anna of
1626 (no. A 3), the Hague Self-portrait (no. A21) and
a similar Self-portrait in the MOA Museum, Japan
(no. A 22) both datable in 1629, the Fudas repentant in
a private collection, England, from the same year
(no. A 15) and the Berlin Abduction of Proserpina of
about 1631 (no. A 39). Possibly this indicates that
Rembrandt regarded the technique as a short-cut to
achieving a given effect.

Radical changes and re-use of panels

The foregoing provides a sketch of the working
method normally followed by the young Rem-
brandt, as a procedure repeated with each of his
paintings. Numerous observations made from the
paintings themselves and from the X-rays do time
and again endorse these assumptions about the way
Rembrandt worked. Yet it is the X-ray material,
too, that reveals a more complicated sequence of
production with a number of paintings.

73 To achieve effects like this the young Jan Lievens used this before the date
of the earliest work we know from Rembrandt. In the 16th century one
comes across occasional scratchmarks, mainly employed to emphasize
contours (e.g. in works by Lucas van Leyden) and — more systematically
used — in stained glass windows.
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These exceptional cases can be divided into
several categories. In a number of instances Rem-
brandt removed part of the paint layer of an un-
finished painting in order to make a change in the
composition or to set out an entirely new composi-
tion — the Los Angeles Raising of Lazarus (no. A g0),
the Liverpool Self-portrait (no. A33), the Berlin
Minerva (no. A 48) and the Berlin Abduction of Proser-
pina (no. A 39). In two cases he did not, so far as one
can see, remove any paint before starting on a radi-
cal alteration -- the Judas repentant (no. A 15) —or a
minor change as in the Artist in oriental costume in the
Petit Palais, Paris (no. A 40). And finally with four,
or possibly six paintings he did a second painting on
top of an earlier and probably completed painting
from his own or another hand — the Man in gorget and
cap, present whereabouts unknown (no. A8), the
Basle David before Saul (no. Ag), the Boston Self-
portrait (no. A 20), the Windsor Castle Old woman
(no. A 32), and — if they are by him — the Spectacles-
pedlar (Sight) in the Cevat coll., Guernsey (no. B 3)
and the Malibu Man in gorget and plumed cap (no. B 4).

Where this last category is concerned, it is not
improbable that Rembrandt did this mainly when
the paintings were not directly intended for sale. It
can hardly be coincidental that (taken over the
whole of Rembrandt’s oeuvre) such re-used supports
involve a noticeably large number of self-portraits —
those in Boston (no. A20), Liverpool (no. A33),
Glasgow (Br. 17), Karlsruhe (Br. 38) and Kassel (Br.
43). In two cases where an etched plate can be shown
to have been used a second time self-portraits were
similarly involved — the Self-portrait leaning forward
(B.5) and the Self-portrait bareheaded (B.338). The
Basle painting of David before Saul (no. A g) was — if
our conjecture that it was a modello is correct — also
not intended to be sold.

One question involving the technical conse-
quences of painting on a support that has already
been used i1s whether Rembrandt covered over the
earlier painting before starting on the new one. We
were unable to carry out any scientific investigations
aimed at answering this question. Study with the
naked eye and with a magnifying-glass has not so far
yielded any unequivocal evidence that Rembrandt
had a set method in this respect. With the earliest
example — the Bust of a man in gorget and cap (no. A 8) —
there are strong indications that there is no inter-
mediate layer. The artist would then have worked
directly on top of the underlying picture, and there
are not even any traces of a dead-colour stage to be
found. Patches of wearing show various colours that
can be logically connected with the painting under-
neath, and the same is true of the colours that can be
glimpsed through the scratchmarks. There is
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nowhere — e.g. around the patches of wear or in one
or other of the scratchmarks — a regularly recurring
tone of any intermediate layer to be seen. Though in
this instance there was, to judge by the X-ray, no
attempt made to remove the underlying painting or
rub it flat, this does seem to have been done with the
Basle work (no. Ag). The underlying head of a
young man can be made out as a light, ghostly image
with blurred contours and without any distinct
brushwork. This unusual radiographic image could
indicate that the relief of the earlier paint has been
rubbed down. It is unclear whether an intermediate
layer was applied subsequently; the yellowish colour
that shows through in a number of places could very
well be an intermediate layer, though the possibility
of it being the original ground certainly cannot be
ruled out.

Two palimpsests from 1629 and 1630/31 — the
Boston Self-portrait (no. A20) and the Windsor
Castle Old woman (no. A §2) — exhibit a noticeably
dense manner of painting, with the paint applied
opaquely everywhere. This might indicate that no
intermediate layer was applied to act as a fresh
ground. It was, after all, in these very years that
Rembrandt was making increasing use of a light
ground showing through in places, and this consis-
tent use of opacity in the palimpsests from these years
could indicate that the existing underlayer was un-
suited to being allowed to show through. It is
remarkable that numerous scratchmarks in the fur
collar of the Windsor Castle Old woman (no. A 32)
reveal a black paint layer at places where the under-
lying picture would not lead one to expect this. This
could mean thatin this instance Rembrandt applied
a black intermediate coating — something that from
the viewpoint of painting technique is hard to
imagine. A far more logical solution is that noted by
the Doerner Institute in a much later painting: in the
Kassel Self-portrait of 1654 (Br. 43), painted over a
woman’s portrait, cross-sections of paint have, as Dr.
Hubert von Sonnenburg, Munich, kindly informed
us, shown that Rembrandt had covered over the
underlying portrait with a coating of light flesh-
coloured paint, the brushmarks of which are indeed
visible at the surface. For the moment it seems that
Rembrandt did not follow a set procedure when
preparing for re-use a panel that had already been
painted on.

In four instances — the Liverpool Self-portrait (no.
A 33), the Los Angeles Raising of Lazarus (no. A 30),
the Berlin Minerva (no. A 38) and the Berlin Abduction
of Proserpina (no. A 39) — the X-ray shows that the
artist removed part of the underlying paint layers
either before beginning on a new picture or in order
to make a change in the composition. In the first two



of these paintings the paint was removed with a tool
that must have had a rounded profile. The long and
slightly curving scrapemarks, clearly made with the
right hand, are relatively narrow and do not show
sharp edges. In between the scrapemarks, which
show up dark in the X-ray and thus evidently go
down to the ground, one sees the lighter image of
paint that was not removed. One is struck by the fact
that although the panel of the Liverpool Self-portrait
was re-used for a totally different picture, only part
of the first painting was removed — possibly only the
part that was still wet enough to be scraped off easily.
In the Berlin Minerva too, perhaps for the same
reason, only part of the underlying — finished or
unfinished — painting was removed. There, however,
the artist obviously used something different from
the quite narrow scraping tool with the rounded
profile; a large, dark and shapeless patch gives one
the impression that at this point a more thorough
procedure was used to take the paint off. The outline
with its projecting tongues (which have a slightly
curving shape) gives signs of the paint having here
been wiped off with a rag wrapped round the finger.

A number of technical aspects have not been con-
sidered in this chapter, especially those concerning
the medium or media used by Rembrandt. We hope
to deal with these problems in a subsequent volume.

E.v.d. W.
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Chapter ITI

The documentary value of early graphic reproductions

When John Smith, in the seventh volume of his
Catalogue raisonné in 1836, made the first attempt at
listing Rembrandt’s paintings, reproductive engrav-
ings inevitably played a prominent role. They
formed an essential and numerically important
supplement to what a single author could know from
personal acquaintance. Since then, engravings have
lost their importance as primary documentation.

When we look through prints from the second half
of the 18th century we realize that this form of
documentation is far from trustworthy: the name of
Rembrandt as the author of the painting repro-
duced had to cover a motley collection. Clearly
recognizable, and often still extant works by Cor-
nelis Bisschop, Ferdinand Bol, Gerbrand van den
Eeckhout, Carel Fabritius, Govaert Flinck, Aert de
Gelder, Reynier van Gherwen, Eberhard Keihl,
Philips Koninck, Salomon Koninck, Jan Lievens,
Nicolaes Maes, Roeland Roghman and Peter Paul
Rubens were published under Rembrandt’s name;
so were works which we now term as being of the
Rembrandt School, and works that must have been
relatively recent fabrications. Whether this was done
in good or bad faith — in other words, whether the
confusion must be explained by lack of knowledge or
by commercial considerations — is a question we
fortunately do not have to resolve here, and one for
which the answer would perhaps have to differ from
one case to the next. In just the same way the prices
noted in sales catalogues give the impression that the
buying public sometimes accepted the correctness of
the attribution to Rembrandt, and at others did not
give it credence.

Whatis true of the latter half of the 18th century is
not automatically true of the 17th, especially the
1630s, when a number of prints claim to reproduce
works by Rembrandt. There is, perfectly under-
standably, a tendency to lend to statements made by
contemporaries the status of a certificate of authen-
ticity, in regard not only to existing but to unknown
works as welll. When the works listed in the cata-
logue require it, these prints will be discussed in the
individual entries; it is worth paying attention here
to the way the prints relate to each other and to their
existing or hypothetical prototypes, so as to try to get
some idea of the purpose for which they were made
(and it was not to provide a certificate!), and of the
significance that ought to be attached to their
inscriptions.

It would seem that Rembrandt himself, around
1630, took the initiative that would lead to his major

1 A first selection of reproductive engravings regarded as reliable, and very
largely followed until recent Rembrandt literature (Bauch 1966, nos.
A 15-A 26), will be found in: W. Bode and C. Hofstede de Groot, Rembrandt
VII1I, Paris 1905, p. 161 ff.
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compositions ‘being brought outin print’. Itissafe to
assume that the reproduction business, large in scale
and strictly organized, that Rubens had created
served him as an illustrious example. If our theory
about the complicated genesis of the Raising of
Lazarus in Los Angeles (no. A 30) is right, the large
etching B. 73, which because of its elaborate execu-
tion signifies an innovation in Rembrandt’s etched
oeuvre, was in its first four states a reproduction of
the second phase (now reconstructable only hypo-
thetically) of that painting, done in the years
1630/31. It may be that already here Rembrandt’s
unsuitability for this work of reproduction became
apparent: the painting was subjected to drastic
changes, the etching to rather less radical altera-
tions, and each pursued its own course of develop-
ment. In Amsterdam Rembrandt was to reproduce
a painting, the Descent from the Cross in two elaborate
etchings, both dated 1633 (and both carrying the
number B. 81). Here too, however, there are sub-
stantial changes from the painting in its final state.
We know of no further attempts by Rembrandt to
reproduce his own painted compositions (apart from
a design specifically intended for this purpose, such
as the Ecce Homo (B. 77) of 1635/36). It consequently
cannot be called pure chance that in 1631 an out-
sider, J. G. van Vliet, came onto the scene.

The year 1631, the last in which Rembrandt
worked in Leiden, appears on four etchings, some of
them major, which name Rembrandt as the ‘inven-
tor’ and carry the signature 7G (in monogram) o.
Vliet. One gets the impression that this sudden flurry
of production, unpreceded by any known etchings
by this artist, took place at Rembrandt’s instigation,
even though the relationship between the two men
was probably not as close as it is represented in the
literature?.

The technical mastery of these prints makes Rem-
brandt’s choice entirely understandable. How van
Vliet reached this level of technique is not clear. His
biography is practically non-existent; even about his
name there is no absolute certainty. Presumably he
is identical with one Johannes van Vliet ‘Plaetsnijder
tot Leyden’ (printmaker at Leiden) mentioned in 1634

2 W. Fraenger, Der junge Rembrandt 1: Johann Georg van Viiet, Heidelberg 1920
(all published), p. IX: ‘Johann Georg van Vliet gehért mit Dou und
Lievens zu dem Leidener Werkstattkreise Rembrandts’. Itis misleading to
place the relations of van Vliet, Lievens and Dou with Rembrandt, which
must have been of a quite different nature for each of them, on a parin this
way. Fraenger is, for that matter, the first and only author to have devoted
attention to the work of van Vliet as such. — We shall not go further here
into the longstanding argument whether van Vliet can be seen as a
collaborator on some of the Rembrandt etchings from the Amsterdam
period (something that is a priori unlikely), or as the author of a number of
etchings in Rembrandt’s Leiden style (for which adequate grounds are
lacking).
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1 J.G.van Vliet, Lot and his daughters, 1631, etching (B. 11, 1)

and 16373. It is definite, from Rembrandt’s inven-
tory of 1656% that van Vliet supplied him with at
least a number of his own etchings. For the rest, only
his prints can tell us anything about the relation that
existed between him and the work of Rembrandt.
The three etchings reproducing history paintings
and dated 1631 are in fact so eloquent that they give
us definite information about the nature and gener-
ally even the format of the originals, all three of
which have, as it happens, been lost. All three bear a

3 The few facts available are brought together in : K. von Baudissin, ‘Van
Vliet-Irrungen’, Repertorium fiir Kunstwissenschaft 48 (1927), pp. 108-110,
with further references. One does not seem bound to assume, as this author
does, the existence of both a J. G. van Vliet and another, different Leiden
printmaker. — The solution adopted by C. Hofstede de Groot (in:
Repertorium fiir Kunstwissenschaft 19 (1896), pp. 382—383) for the monogram
JG as being Jan Jorisz. (= Johannes Georgii) is hypothetical, but at all
events more satisfactory than the usual French and German readings of
Jean Georges and Johann Georg respectively.

4 No. 277 ‘Een kas met printen van van Vliet naer schilderije van Rem-
brant’. See: R. H. Fuchs, Rembrandt en Amsterdam, Rotterdam 1968, p. 79.

2 J.G.van Vliet (?), Lot and his daughters, red and black chalk. London, The
British Museum

monogram, the first two the letters RH and the third
(the S. Ferome) RHL, combined with the name van (or
v.) Riyn, in the way Rembrandt himself was to sign
his paintings only in 1632. The word jnventor which
follows, instead of the pinxit one finds repeatedly,
does not however raise any doubt about all three
etchings being reproductions of completed paint-
ings.

It is possible that, as Fraenger supposed, the Lot
and his daughters (B. 11 1) was the first to be produced
(fig. 1). The print unmistakeably (on the evidence of
the proportions and the scale of the figures) repro-
duces a scene painted on a panel with the frequently-
occurring dimensions of about 60 x 48 cm; it does so
in reverse, as is clear from the light falling from the
right. Akin in composition to the Berlin Samson be-

5 A.M. Hind, Catalogue of Drawings by Dutch and Flemish Artists . .. in the
British Museum 1, London 1915, p. 42, no. 115 as ‘if not by Rembrandt
certainly by Van Vliet’. There is an attribution to Moeyaert in Bauch
1933, p. 180; here, Rembrandt’s lost original is dated around 1627.
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3 J. G.van Vliet, The baptism of the eunuch, 1631, etching (B. 11, 12)

4 Copy after Rembrandt, The baptism of the eunuch. Formerly Oldenburg,
Grand-Ducal Gallery

trayed by Delilah (no. A 24) which we date as 1629/30,
the original must in its style of painting and treat-
ment of light have been very close to the Amsterdam
feremiah (no. A 28) dated 1630; both paintings are of
the same format already quoted. In particular, the
Lot and his daughters shares with the Jeremiah the
obscure spatial motivation for the main figure’s sit-
ting position that Fraenger complains of. The most
probable dating for the lost painting is therefore
1630. How van Vliet brought the picture down to
the size of his etching (27 x 22.2 ¢cm) can in this
instance perhaps be seen from a drawing (fig. 2) in
red and black chalk in the British Museum (measur-
ing 29.4 x 23.3 cm) showing the composition in
reverse (i.e. in the same direction as the painting) in
a slightly taller format®. It is not improbable that in
this case the etcher’s working drawing has, for once,
been preserved; in some respects it presumably gives
a somewhat clearer impression of the lost original,
e.g. in the more strongly accented masonry arch to
the left. When compared with the drawing the etch-
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ing shows minor differences, such as the disap-
pearance of a staff lying alongside Lot and the pres-
ence of shoe-strings beside his outstretched leg; these
give the impression that in reproducing the painting
van Vliet knowingly allowed himself one or two
liberties.

The same impression is gained from the unusually
large and extremely competently executed etching
(49 x 39.5 cm) of the Baptism of the eunuch (B. 11 12)
(fig. 3). In this case the assumption is borne out by
the fact that a number of painted copies of the lost
original have survived, the best-known of which (fig.
4), previously at Oldenburg (sale Amsterdam, Fre-
derik Muller, 25 June 1924, no. 154) measures 115
x go cm. Here too one sees — assuming that this copy
is a reasonably faithful reproduction of the original —
that in filling in the foreground and in his indication
of space van Vliet went his own way: the form and
tonal value of the vegetation (identifiable in the
painted copy as horseradish, thistle and burdock)
are quite different in his version, and the indication
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5 Claes Jansz. Visscher, The baptism of the eunuch, engraving
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of the hillside and the water is less emphatic. From
the closely related landscape motifs and, again, the
scale of the figures, we can be fairly sure that the lost
original must have been of roughly the same type
and size as the Berlin Abduction of Proserpina (no.
A 39), painted on a panel that is now measuring
85 x 8o cm but was originally taller. One notices,
too, thatin van Vliet’s etching the tonal value of the
sky is lighter; on this point the painted copy, bearing
in mind the matt grey sky of the Proserpina, deserves
some confidence, and the preference for a lighter
background, will be seen againin later prints. For all
its fidelity to Rembrandt’s invention, the etching
thus shows a certain distance which, one must
assume, in no way detracted from his status as ‘in-
ventor’ in the eyes of a contemporary. That this
concept was understood in broad terms is evident
subsequently from a copper engraving published in
Amsterdam by Claes Jansz. Visscher (fig. 5), in
which the motifs from van Vliet’s etching are re-
arranged in a horizontal format, this offering no

Bt gome das by las»

Nerw fipt by Aemt buar 2 om snlt bty evhondon
Torflonds dos Brorin Eocll birgpt s waerdick swas.

obstacle to the inscription Rembrant invent. What is
obviously the essential factor here is the sum total of
the motifs, and not the way they are set out in the
composition.

The third etching from 1631 (B. II 13) reproduces
in reverse a lost painting of S. ferome kneeling in prayer
(fig. 6). This is demonstrated on the one hand by
Rembrandt’s autograph study in red and black
chalk for the kneeling figure, now in Paris (Ben. 18),
and on the other by the strong kinship, principally in
the still-life and lighting, with the Feremiah of 1630.
The scale of the figure and the proportions of the
picture area (35.4 x 28.4 cm) point however to a
rather different type of composition and a somewhat
taller format. A copy at Aachen® was, as appears
already from the fact that it is in the same direction
as the etching already shows, done not from the lost
original but from the etching, and its very large

6 W.R. Valentiner ed., Rembrandt. Des Meisters Gemilde, 3rd edn., Stuttgart-
Leipzig 1909 (KI. d. K.), p. 518.
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dimensions (102 x 89.5 cm) can give us no idea of
the size of the painting. The proportions of the
picture area of the etching match quite closely those
of the panel on which Rembrandt painted The Artist
in oriental costume, assumed to be from 1631 in the
Petit Palais, Paris (no. A 40), which measures 66.5
x 52 cm. And indeed the dimensions of an un-
published painted copy showing the S. Ferome in
reverse in relation to the etching are quoted as 64 x
51 cm’. The execution of the etching, which has a
high degree of finish in the rendering of materials
and detail, suggests an original that should be dated
at around 1630/31.

These three etchings, unmistakeably drawn from
paintings by Rembrandt, are joined closely by a
fourth, bearing the monogram RH and possibly pro-
duced even before the S. Ferome: this is the undated
0Old woman reading (fig. 7) (B. IT 18) after the paint-

7 Panel, 64 x 51 cm, monogrammed and dated FR 1690 (or g1?); according
to an old photograph in the RKD, in the Institut National Ossolinski,
Lvov.
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6 J.G.van Vliet, S. Jerome kneeling in prayer, 1631, etching (B. I1, 13)

ing, dated 1631, in Amsterdam (no. A g7; fig. 8).
Here for the first time we are in a position to compare
the reproduction with the original. The proportions
of the picture area of the etching (27.4 x 22.9 cm)
are virtually the same as those of the panel (59.8 x

47.7 cm), and the rendering is painstaking in the
extreme. Two things strike one as characteristic dis-
crepancies: the predominantly light background,
which is only here and there given a tone by means of
fine hatching and against which the figure contrasts
in a way quite different from that in the painting,
and the modelling, shown in fine gradations, of the
areas where light falls on the cloak, which in the
painting was crisply drawn in strokes of paint. Both
these differences represent tendencies which appear
in other van Vliet prints of Rembrandt’s works and
are important for assessing the nature of the proto-
types he used.
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7 J. G.van Vliet, An old woman reading, etching (B. 11, 18)

8 Rembrandt, An old woman reading,
Rijksmuseum

1631 (no. Ag7). Amsterdam,

The other prints are all ‘tronies’, i.e. heads or busts
of interesting types® — ‘tétes de caractére’ as they were
called later —, one from 1631, one from 1633 and five
from 1634. As we shall see below, allowance has in
this case to be made for a broader concept of
‘invention’; the model reproduced may, but will not
necessarily, be a work by the artist named as the
‘inventor’. In connexion with this the question arises
of how we have to imagine the contact between van
Vliet and Rembrandt after the latter’s move to
Amsterdam during 1631. Hofstede de Groot has
shown, in another context, that there was no further
direct contact between the two artists after
Rembrandt’s change of residence?. Van Vliet stayed
in Leiden, where he etched (besides the prints we
have mentioned after Rembrandt originals) com-
positions of his own, a few works by Lievens from the
latter’s Leiden period (B. II 2 and 3) and, in 1635, a
work by the Leiden painter Joris van Schooten (B. I1
11); if documentary mentions of Johannes van Vliet
do in fact relate to him, he was living in Leiden in
1634 and 1637. One comment must be made here:

8 The Dutch word ‘tronies’ has been chosen here particularly on the grounds
of the title Diverse trontkens geets van j.L. which refers to a series of seven
numbered etchings (¢. 16 x 14.3 cm) by Jan Lievens (Hollst. XI nos. 34,

40

35, 39, 40, 36, 41, 33), showing busts of two portrait-like young men in
profile, three old men in exotic attire and two grey-haired old men seen in
profile. Three etchings from this series were, one must assume, copied in
Rembrandt’s workshop in 1635 in the somewhat smaller etchings B. 286,
287 and 288 under his name and bearing the inscription Rembrandt geretuck
or geretuckert (retouched) and, in two instances, the year 1635. The word
‘tronie’ (Old French trogne) meant, in general, ‘head’; it could also be used
with the meaning of ‘representation’ or even ‘portrait’, but usually — in
contrast to the term ‘portrait’ - in a non-individual sense (cf. L. de Pauw-de
Veen, De begrippen “schilder’, ‘schilderij’ en ‘schilderen’ in de zeventiende eeuw,
Brussels 1969 (Verhandelingen van de Koninklijke Vlaamse Academie . . .
Klasse der Schone Kunsten XXXI, no. 22), pp. 190-193. Cf. the mention
of a painted tronie by Rembrandt in a Leiden inventory of 1644: ‘Een out
mans tronie sijnde ’t conterfeytsel van den Vader van Mr. Rembrant’ (an
old man’s face, being the likeness of the Father of Master Rembrandt)
(HdG Urk., no. 101). There was besides already mention in 1629 of ‘een
kleyn tronytge van Rembrant’ in the inventory of the Leiden landscape
painter Barent Teunisz. (A. Bredius, ‘Rembrandtiana’, 0.H. 28 (1g10),
pp- 1-8, esp. p. 1).

An arbitrary significance could however easily be given to such tronies, or
‘heads’, with their neutral content. This happened with copies of various
inventions of Rembrandt etched by van Vliet (and others) in series put out
by a variety of 17th-century French and Dutch publishers. B. II 26 (fig. )
became Scandrebec Roy & Albani¢, B. 11 24 (fig. 11) became Philon le Juif, B. 11
20 (fig. 18) became Mahomet, B. 11 21 (fig. 14) became Democritus, B. II 22
(fig. 16) became Heraclitus. When these copies were copied these names
might be retained (as happened with the last two), but fresh ones might
also be attached to them. See S. Scheikévitch, ‘Rembrandt et 'iconogra-
phie francaise au XVIle si¢cle’, G.d.B.—4. 3rd series 31 (1904), pp.
417-422; S. Slive, Rembrandt and his critics, The Hague 1953, pp. 31-32; L.
Miinz in: 7b. d. Kunsth. Samml. Wien 50 (1953), pp. 165-170; R.-A. Weigert,
‘Le commerce de la gravure au XVIlesiécle en France. . .’, G.d.B—4. 6th
series 41 (1953), pp. 167188 esp. 180-181.

9 C. Hofstede de Groot, loc. cit., note 3.
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g J. G.van Vliet, A young man in a gorget and cap, 1631, etching (B. II, 26)

10 J. Lievens, Head of a young man (self-portrait?). Copenhagen, Statens
Museum for Kunst

Fraenger recognized in van Vliet’s Resurrection (B. 11
10), from a series of six etchings of scenes of the
Passion from 1635, a motif that he regarded as a
borrowing from Rembrandt’s Resurrection in Munich
(Br. 561), a work that was completed only in 1639
but begun earlier!®. Unless one assumes that van
Vliet was not borrowing from a Rembrandt painting
but that Rembrandt was borrowing from a van Vliet
etching, one must take it that contact was not en-
tirely lost, or that van Vliet took the motif from a
derivative of Rembrandt’s painting, a few of which
do in fact exist. There is thus no reason to doubt that
van Vliet remained in Leiden. He did not produce
prints of any further major compositions by Rem-
brandt, the relation between his etchings and
Rembrandt’s model became less clearcut from 16gr
onwards, and in 1643 Rembrandt himself dealt with
the reproduction of his Descent from the cross. It is
Justifiable to assume that the initiative for and super-
vision over van Vliet’s production (if there had ever
been supervision) were no longer in Rembrandt’s
hands. :

Indeed, the master’s back is not yet turned before
the problems begin. What is one to think of the Young

10 Fraenger. op. cit., note 2, p. 85.
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man in a gorget and cap (B. 11 26; fig. g), still dated
16317 The motifs are, taken one by one, known to us
from Rembrandt’s painted Self-portraits: the gorget
from those in The Hague and in the MOA Museum,
Japan (nos. A2r1 and A 22), the cap with ostrich
feathers, the small white shirt-collar and the gold
chain from that of 1629 in the Gardner Museum,
Boston (no. A 20), and the closed outline of the pear-
shaped body can be found there as well. But Rem-
brandt virtually always (apart from two etchings of
the so-called ‘father’, B. 292 and 2g94) turns the head
to face the onlooker, and the facial type does not
appear anywhere in his work. These two points of
discrepancy from Rembrandt’s work are at the same
time points of agreement with that of Jan Lievens,
who in his paintings, etchings and drawings re-
peatedly showed the face almost in profile, and in
whose work a similar young man with a pointed chin
appears a number of times (fig. 10). It would be rash
todraw a conclusion from this, butitis clear that one
cannot conclude either, without further thought,
that there must have been a Rembrandt original
corresponding to the print. A perhaps meaningless
but none the less odd fact is that in the inscription
RHL (in monogram) v Rijn the letter R of ‘Rijn’ does
not, as in the etchings mentioned previously, take
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11 J. G.van Vliet, An old man in a _fur cap, 1633, etching (B. 11, 24)

12 Rembrandt, An old man in a fur cap, 1630 (no. A 29). Innsbruck, Tiroler

Landesmuseum Ferdinandeum

the form of an italic capital, but that of the written
capital as in Rembrandt’s own monogram: closed at
the left, and with a loop at the junction. In this
respect, as well asin the treatment of the background
which is left blank except for a small hatched area of
shadow cast by the figure, this etching wholly antici-
pates the five tronies of 1634.

First, however, van Vliet was still to reproduce in
1633 a work painted by Rembrandt which survives
today in the original (B. II 24; fig. 11) — the
Innsbruck Old man in a_fur cap of 1630 (no. A 29; fig.
12). The measurements of the etching (21.3 x 17.8
cm) and painting (22.7 x 17.7 cm) are practically
the same, and remembering the etching done from
the Old woman reading one might have expected a
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faithful and even subtle rendering. But one is disap-
pointed — not only is there excessive emphasis on the
contour against the background, but especially in
the figure itself the relationships between the light
values are totally out of balance; as a result the
plastic coherence is lost, and there are obtrusive
distortions, particularly in the eye, too large by itself
and surmounted by an excessively large eyelid.
Fraenger spoke of a ‘Prozef der Verrohung’ (coarsening
process)!l; but one may also wonder whether the
etcher was not working from an intermediate model
— perhaps a drawing in the manner of that of Lot and
his daughters (fig. 2) — without this time being in a
position to consult the original.

11 Fraenger, op. cit., note 2, p. 38.
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13 J. G. van Vliet, Bust of a young man (after Rembrandt’s Self-portrait no. A1),
1634, etching (B. I1, 19) 14 J. G.van Vliet, Bust of a laughing man in a gorget, 1634, etching (B. II, 21)

’ )
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15 J. G.van Vliet, Bust of an old man, 1634, etching (B. 11, 23)

{'.)#'Pwm!. I
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Of the last five tronies etched by van Vliet there are
only two dated 1634, but in view of their common
format (21.2 to 22.7 x 17.8 to 19 cm) and the identi-
cal treatment of the blank background with a cast
shadow they make up a distinct group, even though
not a numbered series. This is not to say that they do
not present us with widely differing problems when
it comes to defining the relationship to their proto-
types. In three cases paintings have survived which
on the grounds of careful comparison!? we may
assume to have provided the direct model: in one
instance we believe the painting to be an autograph
original, probably from 1628 (cf. fig. 13 and no.
A 14);1in a second case it is a work the authenticity of
which is not immediately convincing (cf. fig. 14 and
no. B6); in a third case it is a painting we cannot

12 See relevant catalogue entries.
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16 J. G.van Vliet, A man grieving, 1634, etching (B. 11, 22)

accept as being autograph (cf. fig. 15 and no. C22).
A fourth etching (fig. 16) shows a variant of the
Judas figure from Rembrandt’s fudas repentant of
1629 (no. A 15) and the fifth is for the time being still
a puzzle to us (fig. 18). One gets the impression that
van Vliet used quite different kinds of model (thus
giving quite different meanings to the inscription
RHL. jnventor) in order to arrive at what, looked at
superficially, is a homogeneous series of etchings.
The complications can be demonstrated most readi-
ly in the Man grieving (B. 11 22; fig. 16). It is evident
that the posture of the figure matches that of the
principal character in Rembrandt’s fudas repentant of
1629 (fig. 17); but the differences are no less obvious.
The bared chest and forearms are now covered by a
closed jacket with sleeves, and over the averted arm
hangs a cloak which substantially broadens the
man’s silhouette. Are these liberties that van Vliet
took vis-a-vis his model? Or was he working from a
model that looked like this? And in the latter case,
was this model a variant by Rembrandt himself — a
preliminary study for the painting, for example? Or
was it an intermediate model done by someone else,
possibly van Vliet himself?
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17 Rembrandt, Fudas repentant (detail), 1629 (no. A15). England, private
collection

Although one cannot answer these questions with
any certainty, one can quote a similar case which, if
our interpretation of the material is correct, can
throw some light on a problem of this kind. This
involves an etching of an old man with a beard,
which according to the inscription was done in
1633 by the Dordrecht artist Hendrik Dethier
(1610-7?) as being an invention by Rembrandt (fig.
19). The prototype for this etching (which is in fact
hardly more than amateurish) was already recog-
nized by Hofstede de Groot, in a small painting in
Leipzig (fig. 20; no. C25) which has since then
rightly been rejected as autograph. The explanation
of how it could nonetheless be reproduced as a Rem-
brandt invention turns out to be amazingly simple.
Although the character of the original has been
entirely lost in the insipid rendering, the small paint-
ing is unmistakeably based on the head of
Rembrandt’s §. Paul of ¢. 1629/30 in Nuremberg (cf.
fig. 21 and no. A 26). In fact numerous 17th-century
inventories show that painted tronies by or after
Rembrandt were a popular commodity. It is quite
clear, however, that the concept of invention (at
least in the case of a famous artist, as Rembrandt
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18 J. G.van Vliet, An old oriental, etching (B. II, 20)

plainly was by 1633) was given such wide limits that
a detail from a composition from his hand in a
reproduction at second hand, and an unrecog-
nizable one at that, could still be published under his
name.

Van Vliet’s Man grieving (fig. 16) is by no means
unrecognizable, but it certainly is a detail from a
Rembrandt composition, and we must make al-
lowance for the existence of an intermediary model,
whoever produced it. What has just been said ap-
plies in principle to tronzes of this kind in general, and
in cases where a painted model for a print is known
we are still not excused the question of whether thisis
an autograph painting or merely represents
Rembrandt’s invention (i.e. is derived from a work
by him). The authenticity of the model is in no way
proved by the mere fact of a reproduction claiming
to be of his invention. The hesitation that the Man
laughing in The Hague (no. B6) prompts on this
score is not lessened by the probability, verging on
certainty, that van Vliet’s etching B. I 21 (fig. 14) is
based directly on this painting. Nor is the Old man in
the Bader collection, Milwaukee (no. C22) made
any more acceptable by the fact that etching B. IT 23
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19 H. Dethier, Bust of an old man, 1633, etching

(fig. 15) reproduces this painting; in this case it seems
not unlikely that the motif was borrowed from a
larger context — one can, for instance, think of the
head of Philip in the lost Baptism of the eunuch (cf. fig.
4) — and the RHL monogram on the painting may
constitute a correct statement in so far as it only
indicates the inventor of the tronie. The only example
we have of an autograph work by Rembrandt, prob-
ably from 1628, that was used by van Vliet and has
been preserved is the Self-portrait in Amsterdam (no.
A 14), whichis reproduced on a slightly smaller scale
in virtually the same format in etching B. II 19 (fig.
13; the dimensions are 22.4 x 16.5 for the painting,
22.6 x 18.8 for the etching).

This shows, at all events, that the prototypes used
by van Vliet in 1634 were not invariably of recent
date. Apart from this young man, old man, man
grieving and man laughing, the group also contains
an Old oriental (B. 11 20; fig. 18), which appears to
offer no point of contact that would explain
Rembrandt’s partin its invention. The fact however
that the etching shows a rather Dou-like exercise in
finicky detail might be seen as an indication that it
does, at a greater or lesser remove, reproduce a
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20 After Rembrandt, Bust of an old man (no. C 25). Leipzig DDR, Museum der
bildenden Kiinste

Rembrandt model!3. An Old man, given van Vliet’s
name (B. II 25; fig. 22), shows a different treatment
and only in its later states carries an inscription RHL
(in monogram) in, written in unusual lettering; in
the first state discovered by Miinz, however, it hasa
capital letter B4, This etching does not seem to be by
van Vliet, nor does it have any direct connexion with
Rembrandt’s model?®.

In 1634 van Vliet’s role as a reproducer of in-
ventions by Rembrandt came to an end. Taking an
overall view of his reproductions one cannot but
conclude that their documentary worth for our
knowledge of Rembrandt’s paintings is very uneven.
In 1631 when, as we can assume, he had direct access
to the originals and reproduced these at least in
consultation with Rembrandt, etchings were pro-

13 It could also be a concoction: the costume resembles that of the Old man of
1633 (B. II 24; fig. 11), the head that of Lievens’ Oriental (‘Sultan
Soliman’) at Sanssouci (Schneider no. 152).

14 Miinz I, p. 170, pl. 12a.

15 Though this etching too was published by the Paris publisher Langloisin a
copy in reverse, as Dr Faustus (cf. note 6). — Not considered here are a few
copies of etchings after Rembrandt attributed to van Vliet, with varying
degrees of probability.

21 Rembrandt, S. Paul at his writing-desk (detail), [1629/30] (no. A26).
Nuremberg, Germanisches Nationalmuseum

duced that are reliable as documentary evidence
and show moreover great technical mastery.
Immediately after Rembrandt moved away from
Leiden this state of affairs changed. The etchings
from 1633 and 1634 are solely of heads; their sig-
nificance as evidence of Rembrandt’s activity thus
declines just as much as their artistic significance.
The tronie is anything but an unambiguous subject
where its invention is concerned: it was popular in
character, with all the liberties that usually go with
popularizing. The motif might correspond to a work
of art created as such; but it might just as easily be
isolated ad hoc from a wider context, and adapted to
its new purpose. The name of the inventor evidently
continued to be mentioned with exactly the same
emphasis in all the widely varying cases.

This is not a very encouraging conclusion to come
to, especially when one realizes that in the 1630s
there was no engraver or etcher who was as close to
Rembrandt as van Vliet had been. How two other
artists, Willem de Leeuw and Pieter de Bailliu,
became acquainted with his work, remains unclear.
Willem de Leeuw is not known ever to have left
Antwerp and set foot in Amsterdam; we do know for
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22 Wrongly ascribed to J. G. van Vliet, Bust of an old man, etching (B. I1, 25)

sure that Pieter de Bailliu did not. Only from them
are major compositions under Rembrandt’s name
known in print form, apart from the reproductions
that quickly appeared of his etchings?S.

Pieter de Bailliu (1613-after 1660) worked, after
spending some time in Italy, in Antwerp from 1640
onwards. His engravings of historical subjects repro-
duce almost without exception works by Italian and
Antwerp masters. His reproduction of a painting of
A Christian scholar, of which only a copy survives at
Stockholm with the presumably correct date 1631
(no. G 17) forms an isolated case among his work
(fig. 23). The Amsterdam publisher Cornelis
Danckerts probably played a part in its production;
he published a great many prints by Antwerp en-
gravers (including some after works by Rubens),
and his address appears on this print as well. This
still does not explain, however, how De Bailliu came
by his model. Perhaps one ought to assume that the
original (now lost) was in Antwerp around the
middle of the century. Even so, the title of S. Anas-

16 Salomon Savery in Amsterdam, for example, published a large copper
engraving (35.5 x 50.5 cm!) of the Driving-out of the money-changers from the
Temple, based on etching B. 69, and copies after the Good Samaritan (B. go)
were published by Savery and by Charles Errard in Paris.
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23 P. de Bailliu, ‘S. Anastasius’, engraving

tasius given (most certainly ad hoc) to the picture
remains mysterious'?.

Things are even more of a problem with Willem
de Leeuw, whose monogram is also read as W (illem)
P(ietersz.) v(an der) Leeuw. It is assumed that he
was born in 1603, and was a pupil of Pieter Soutman
in Antwerp. His etchings, which are not very numer-
ous, show hjm to have been a competent craftsman.
Most are after Rubens originals; the half-length
figure of S. Paul the Hermit after Lievens (cf.
Schneider no. 66) seems to have been done from a
work from the latter’s Antwerp period. The three
reproductions of Rembrandts signed by De Leeuw
strike one as being out of keeping with the remainder
of his work (just as was the case with the De Bailliu
print). If we ignore the fairly coarse etching (fig. 24)
which reproduces a painting that will be discussed
later — the Stockholm profile portrait of the so-called
‘sister’ of 1692 (Br. 85) or, rather, a painted copy —
then two major compositions remain, each of which
present special problems in the way they relate to
their surviving prototypes.

The large etching of David playing the harp to Saul

17 For a further discussion see no. C 17.
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24 W. de Leeuw, 4 young woman, etching

(fig. 25)!® is usually regarded as a reproduction of
the painting in Frankfurt (no. A 25). As we shall see
in the discussion of that painting, there are however
far greater points of agreement with a large copy on
canvas which has been preserved in fragmentary
form, and we must assume that Rembrandt’s in-
vention was known to the etcher through the
medium of this copy. The other history painting
reproduced by De Leeuw under Rembrandt’s name
in a slightly smaller etching (fig. 26)9 is the painting
of Tobit and Anna now in London (no. Cg). Up to
1926 this work was, in our opinion correctly, regard-
ed as being by Gerard Dou, and we can only assume
that Rembrandt’s inventorship is in this case wrong-
ly ascribed to a painting that is unsigned but is
related to his work. Such an assumption is of course
rather more plausible if one can suppose that the
etching was produced in Antwerp, outside the
sphere of influence of Rembrandt himself or of his
immediate entourage. There is doubt on this point.
Both prints, the David playing the harp and the Tobit

18 Hollst. X, no. 2, 40.3 x 32.4 cm. Inscribed at bottom left Rembrant van Rijn
inv., at bottom right WPL (in monogram) eeuw fecit.

19 Hollst. X, no. 4,29 x 21 cm. Inscribed at bottom left Rembr. van Rijn inv., at
bottom right WPL (in monogram) eeuw fecit.
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and Anna, bear Latin inscriptions by the Amsterdam
Roman Catholic scholar and poet Cornelis
Gijsbertsz. Plemp (Amsterdam 1574 — Amsterdam
1638)20. They seem to have been specially written for
these prints, though Plemp’s autograph collection of
epigrams written in 1638 provides no confirmation
of this?!. The same is however also true for the
inscription composed by Plemp for the etching after
Lievens’ S. Paul the Hermit?2, which one would take to
have been produced in Antwerp rather than in
Amsterdam. The assumption, based on Plemp’s
poems, that De Leeuw was working in Amsterdam
around 1638, i.e. before Plemp’s death?3, is thus at
least open to dispute especially as Plemp maintained

20 On him see [J.F.M.] Sterck in: Nieww Nederlandsch Biographisch Woordenbock
VI, Leiden 1924, cols. 1134-1135.

21 University Library, Amsterdam MS II A 51, Comnelii Giselberti Plempii
Amsterodamensis Epigrammatum Libri 1X, Amsterodami manu Auctoris 1638 V1,
ep. 15: ‘In Saiilem, & Davidem’; ep. 17: ‘In Tobiam maiorem’.

Ibid., VI, ep. 16: ‘In S. Paulum Eremitam’. Apart from a few poems on
portraits (ibid. IV 54, go, 91, 92, V 1 and VIII 1), Plemp wrote no
epigrams on pictures other than those mentioned in this and the preceding
note.

F. G. Waller, Noord-Nederlandsche graveurs, The Hague 1938, p. 197. Cf. N.
MacLaren, National Gallery Catalogues. The Dutch School, London 1960, pp.

338-340.
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25 W.de Leeuw, David playing the harp to Saul, etching

contacts with Antwerp??. It does seem reasonable to
take the year of Plemp’s death as an overall terminus
ante quem for the etchings published with his poems.
It is all the more strange to have to say that the
documentary value of the inscriptions on the etch-
ings is relatively slight; in one of the three cases it
turns out that the invention cannot as the inscription
states be attributed to Rembrandt, and in the others
early copies served as models.

As might be expected, after what has been said,
matters are worse rather than better where the tronies
are concerned. Although these are in part related to
the style of Rembrandt’s work from his early years in
Amsterdam, their treatment comes very close to
what has been said in discussing van Vliet’s etchings
from 1634: the citing of Rembrandt as inventor calls
for the greatest possible scepticism. Two etchings are
traditionally attributed to De Leeuw. The Bust of a

24 His Poematia appeared there in 1631; see Sterck, loc. cit., note 20.
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26 W. de Leeuw, Tobit and Anna, etching

_young man with neckerchief and feathered cap (fig. 27) has
in the background, at top right, a strange monogram
to be read as 7R: and the date 1633; the type of
letters and figures is reminiscent of that used in the
address of Cornelis Danckerts as it appears on a
number of prints?®. That it was intended to indicate
Rembrandt as the inventor can perhaps be deduced
from a copy in reverse, published by Salomon
Savery, which bears the inscription Rembrandt
Inventor®®. The hardly Rembrandtesque impression
that the clothing and expression of the young man
make is borne out by the painting that probably

25 Hollst. X, Leeuw no. 14, 19.8 x 15.9 cm. There is still some doubt about
the reading of the monogram. One might think of Jacques de(s)
Rousseau(x), but thisis probably not the right answer, if only because there
is no d in the monogram.

Included in J. Phz. Schabaelje, Den grooten Emblemata sacra, Amsterdam
1654, as an illustration of the patriarch Joseph. Another copy, published by
Langlois in Paris (cf. note 8) has Gaston de Foix.
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27 Traditionally ascribed to W. de Leeuw, Bust of a young man with neckerchief
and feathered cap, 1633, etching

28 Circle of Rembrandt, Bust of a_young man with neckerchief and feathered cap.
Pasadena, Calif., Norton Simon Museum of Art

served as the model (fig. 28)27. Bauch attributed it to
Jacob Adriaensz. Backer?®, and at all events the
motif does seem to have originated in Rembrandt’s
circle, even — according to the print — in or before
1633. Asin the case of De Leeuw’s print after Dou, it
is apparent that Rembrandt’s name here covers an
invention looked on as representing his style. This
hardly applies to the rather larger etching, also
under the name of De Leeuw, which has in its in-
scription (in addition to the words Remb: van Ryn
inventor and Danckerts’ address) the title Mariana
(fig. 29)%°: thisis clearly the portrait of a courtesan?®,
and is devoid of any detectable connexion with

Panel 67.5 x 52.5 cm. HdG 431. W.R. Valentiner ed., Rembrandt, 3rd
edn., Stuttgart-Leipzig 1909 (KI. d. K.), p. 145. Sale of Ch. Sedelmeyer
coll., Paris 25 May 1907, no. 158.

K. Bauch, Jacob Adriaensz. Backer, Berlin 1926, p. 30, no. go.

Hollst. X, Leeuw no. 15, 20.9 x 16.6 cm.

On portraits of courtesans, cf. S. Slive, Frans Hals 1, London 1970, pp.
91-94. — The Mariana print was regarded by Bauch (1933, p. 180) as a
reproduction of a preparatory study for one of Lot’s daughters (cf. fig. 1).

27

28
29
30
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Rembrandt’s work. Also belonging to this category
of what are in fact anonymous prints is an etching
published by Salomon Savery (fig. 30)3!, which is
presumably based on one of the quite numerous
examples of the so-called father still frequently attri-
buted to Rembrandt3?. Although in this instance the
motif does bear some relation to the work of Rem-
brandt, so that his invention is a not wholly fantastic
assumption, this ¢ronze too seems not to reflect a work
from his hand.

After a close examination of the reproductive en-
gravings by Rembrandt’s contemporaries, the yield
of reliable documentary evidence is found to be
about as meagre as the attitude taken to the concept
of invention was generous. The tronies in particular
teach us that reproducing an invention was not only
a question of copying, but also of varying, of isolating
particular motifs, or even of reproducing prototypes

31 Used by Schabaelje (cf. note 26) as an illustration of a Roman ruler.
32 Cf. W. R. Valentiner, Rembrandt. Wiedergefundene Gemalde, Berlin-Leipzig
1923 (KL d. K), p. 13 left; Br. 635.
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29 Traditionally ascribed to W. de Leeuw, ‘ Mariana’, etching

-
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Remb 2un Ron._ fresentor

which while bearing some relationship to
Rembrandt’s work were entirely unauthentic. Quite
a wide currency must probably be ascribed to the
attitudes that lay at the basis of such a procedure3?.
The large number of painted ‘¢ronies by Rembrandt’
that were valued and bought and sold during the
17th and 18th centuries will not have been different
in this respect from the versions reproduced in print
form.

The situation is not quite as obscure where the
small number of history paintings produced in print
are concerned. Yet here, too, the trustworthiness
declines immediately after van Vliet’s etchings of
1631, and it remains essential to check Rembrandt’s
alleged inventorship from case to case. There is noth-
ing to indicate that Rembrandt had anything at all

33 Itseems to have been fairly common practice for publishers to use a more
prestigious name for their prints than the prototype reproduced in them
would justify. See, for example, an engraving by Cornelis Danckerts of Two
children with a cat, carrying the inscription f. Hals pinxit, which is, as Slive has
pointed out, after a painting with Judith Leyster’s monogram (8. Slive,
Frans Hals 111, London 1974, p. 117, figs. 75 and 76).

34 See note 4.
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30 S. Savery, Bust of an old man, etching

to do with the publishing of the prints by De Leeuw,
De Bailliu, Savery, or even van Vliet after 1631. On
the contrary, one gets a strong impression that all the
prints that appeared after 1631 did so without his
knowledge or permission. This would also explain
why the prints by van Vliet listed in Rembrandt’s
possessions in 1656 were expressly described as ‘after
paintings by Rembrandt’34; these were presumably
only the etchings from the Lot, the Baptism of the
eunuch, the S. Jerome kneeling and the Old woman read-
ing, the results of a fruitful but shortlived collabora-
tion. The end of this collaboration meant also the
end of the production of prints after Rembrandt’s
paintings that are significant artistically and are
reliable as documentary evidence.

J.B.






Chapter IV

A descriptive survey of the signatures

It has been said elsewhere! that where the question
of a painting’s authenticity is concerned, we look on
signatures as no more than confirming a connexion
arrived at on stylistic and technical grounds. It may
nevertheless be useful to look here at the range of
what can be accepted as genuine Rembrandt sig-
natures. The following pages do not pretend to do
anything more than that; this survey can in no way
be regarded as exhaustive, either as a complete col-
lection or as an interpretation of the material. All we
have tried to do is to survey the signature of those
paintings we have come to consider as authentic.

The documentation available to us is incomplete,
and of uneven quality. This stems from the very
nature of the material; signatures on paintings are
frequently difficult to see and it is hard to judge their
state of preservation. There may or may not be
photographs available, and those that are may or
may not be clear; sometimes we have to depend on
our own sketches which cannot of course be looked
on as absolutely faithful renderings. Our illustra-
tions will consequently vary in both clarity and
reliability.

Signatures on paintings are done with a brush,
held in the hand steadied against a maulstick. This
self-evident statement means that comparison with
letters written with a pen is only partially valid, i.e.
only to the extent that the artist sets out to imitate his
own handwriting in, perhaps, a calligraphic version.
This is in fact the case in a great many 17th-century
paintings. Another category of signatures has print-
ed characters imitated with the brush. As we shall
see, Rembrandt used both methods, certainly up to
1627; only after then does a set formula gradually
emerge for the wellknown monogram RHL, which
he was to use until 1632.

Quite a large number of examples of Rembrandt’s
handwriting have survived?. The earliest samples
are five receipts for the apprenticeship fees for Isaac
de Jouderville written between May 1630 and
November 1631, right at the end of the Leiden
period3. We are reproducing four of these signatures
here, because alongside certain constant features
they demonstrate the variations that occur in writ-
ing — even of a person’s own name — done at almost
the same time. The basic shape of the R, which is
what principally interests us, stays the same: the
stem is carried on into a curve sweeping upwards

1 Preface, p. xvur.

2 A full survey of Rembrandt’s authographs has never been made. The few
letters by him that exist have been published (H. Gerson, Seven letters by
Rembrandt, The Hague 1961), but lines written by his own hand on draw-
ings and in documents have never been collated.

3 A Bredius, Kiinstler-Inventare V1, The Hague 1919, pp. 1952-1956. In all
five documents Rembrandt spells his own name as Rembrant.
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Signature, 15 November 1630. Leiden, Municipal Archives, Weeskamer-
archief nr. 3793 f.

et '!;j'

Signature, 1 May 1631. Leiden, Municipal Archives, Weeskamerarchief nr.
3793f

TN Y~

Signature (1 August 1631). Leiden, Municipal Archives, Weeskamer-
archief nr. 3793 f.

Signature (after 19 November 1631 and before the final account of 25 March
1638). Leiden Municipal Archives, Weeskamerarchief nr. 3793 f.
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and then continuing as the bowl of the letter on the
right of the stem (the R ‘closed’ on the left), with a
loop forming at the point where this curve again
approaches the stem on its right at mid-height before
the line again continues into the oblique tail. The
shape of the bowl and the size of the loop do however
vary. The same can be clearly seen in the many
dated etchings from the years 1630-1632%. From the
years before 1630, from which we have no written
texts, a number of dated etchings (from 1628 on-
wards) and, with less certainty, a few undated draw-
ings® provide us with comparative material which on
the evidence of the way the signature is done is closer
to the written letters than is the painted signature.
From the years 1625-1627 only paintings bear sig-
natures accompanied by a date.

1625 — 1627

Three types of R appear during these years, two of
them based on the written capital letter. One type
(a), which occurs only exceptionally, has the ‘closed’
R just described, but without the loop to the right of
the stem. A second type (b) shows an ‘open’ R, in
which the stem does not continue into the bowl but
terminates at the bottom, with the curve of the bowl
starting afresh much higher up; this has no loop to
the right of the stem. This R has the look of a written
letter, due mainly to the greater or lesser amount of
curve to the stem. A third type (c) is based on a
printed capital, with a straight stem and, of course,
no loop; it may, to give a perspective effect, be
upright or (as is usually the case) sloping. Types b
and c occur almost exclusively as part of a mono-
gram.

Type a, the ‘closed’ script R, occurs (if our ob-
servations are correct) once, followed by a cursive f.
(for “fecit’) and a year. This is the signature on no.
A1 (Lyon) of 1625, which is hard to read and impos-
sible to reproduce. It is improbable that the R of no.
A6 (Leiden) of 1626 was also ‘closed’; in its present
state — which is difficult to read — it is ‘open’. It

Fi. /626

4 Cf. the Table of Signatures in Miinz I1, p. 49.

5 It is uncertain whether the partly truncated Rs done in a differently-
coloured chalk on three drawings in black chalk at Amsterdam (Ben. 30, 31
and 32) can be regarded as autograph. If so, they can best be dated as
¢. 1627.

appears to be followed by an f. and not to form part
of a monogram. In both these instances the inscrip-
tion is of fairly generous size, written in an incon-
spicuous position on a large panel.

There are otherwise, for 1626, only monograms
made up from the letters R and H. Once, in no. A 4,
all three of letters R, H and F seem to be worked into
the monogram. Some of the letters used tend very
much towards the printed capital (type c), more so
where they are more clearly intended to represent
inscriptions on an object represented in the picture
and where they derive an upright or sloping stance
from the perspective of the object concerned. Other
letters are more like a script letter, although the R is
always ‘open’ without a loop to the right of the stem
(type b); if the letters are placed on a neutral area,
they are larger in size, more calligraphic in design,
and sometimes contrasted light-against-dark. The
monogram is never followed by an f] as is occasion-
ally the case with etchings of later date®, but by a dot
and a date. One finds, from a roughly chronological
survey, that there is no linear progression from one
painting to the next in this respect; it can, however,
besaid thatin 1627 the scriptletter (type b) gains the
upper hand over the printed letter (type c), and
becomes more ornate.

A 5 Baptism of the eunuch, Utrecht: «RH. 1626>. The
open R hassslightly curved shapes like that of a script
letter (type b). The signature is applied as an in-
scription on a vaguely-indicated object on the
ground; the slope of the letters seems to be connected
with this.

A 4 Christ driving-out the moneychangers, Moscow: «RH
(or RHF?). 1626>. The upright stance of the letters,
treated as printed capitals (type c) comes from their
having the character of an inscription on a pillar.
They have been scratched into the paint while it was
still slightly soft.

T -1626

6 E.g. in etchings B. 201, B. 262, B. 343, all from ¢. 1631.



A 2 Balaam and the ass, Musée Cognacq-Jay, Paris:
«RH 1626>. The letters are slightly bowed (type b),
and run downwards with a slight slope, due to their
position on a stone.

Riijb24

A 7 Musical allegory, Amsterdam: to be read as <R (the
tail of which is no longer visible) H. 1626> (only a
small part of the first 6 can now be seen). The
comparatively large letters (type b) placed on a dark
area differ most from the 1626 signatures, tending

towards the swash script letters used twice in 1627
(nos. Atoand A11).

/.2./~/ )24

A g Tobit and Anna with the kid, Amsterdam: RH.
1626>. The letters are shaped as printed capitals (type
c), and are drawn to give the illusion of being an
inscription carved into a floor-slab, the perspective
treatment of which dictates the slope of the letters.

A 9 David with the head of Goliath before Saul, Basle:
«RH. 162. The small, dark letters are shaped like
printed letters (type c), and are sloped to match their
position within the vague outline of an object on the
ground, as was done in no. A 5; in form they are close
to the monogram on no. A 3.

A DESCRIPTIVE SURVEY OF THE SIGNATURES

A 10 The rich man from the parable, Berlin: <RH. 162>.
The relatively large script letters, with a definite
curve to the stems, are comparable to those on no.
A7, and like them are in a slightly lighter colour
against a dark area.

A 11 8. Paul in prison, Stuttgart: originally «(RH. 1627>?
In its present state (Rf 1627) this signature, which is
immediately adjacent to a restored area along a join,
has clearly been reinforced at a later date, and
altered. The slender shape of the large letters brings
those of no. A 10 to mind.

l/ff/z 7

To sum up, it can be said that there is some measure
of coherence in the size, the shape and the colour of
the monogram and the way it is used. Small sig-
natures take the form of printed letters, or rather stiff
script letters; repeatedly they are treated in an illu-
sionistic way, with an upright or sloping stance dic-
tated by the perspective; they are mostly applied in a
dark paint. Large signatures take the form of script
letters, with a greater or lesser degree of flourish;
they are generally placed in a dark area where they
often contrast by being lighter in colour. The great
majority of the signatures are monograms of RH,
followed by a dot and the date.

1628 — 1629

The picture for the years 1628 and 1629 is less
complete and less coherent. The number of paint-
ings with a reliable signature and date is relatively
small, some of the signatures there are are quite
difficult to make out, and the variety of the sig-
natures verges on the confusing.
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The main confusing factor is that two etchings
dated 1628, both showing what is generally thought
to be the artist’s mother, bear in their second state
monograms that in various ways are far closer to the
wellknown RHL monogram of the early 16g0s than
they are to the signatures on most of the paintings
dated 1628 and 1629. Etching B. 354 has an R that
still reminds us of the last group we discussed by
being open on the left; but it differs from all the
previous examples in that there is, to the right of the
stem, a bold loop from which the tail of the R drops
away in a continuous line. The righthand stem of the
His formed by a separate line which continues to the
right at the bottom, and a second separate line
makes, with an angle, the crossbar of the H. More
remarkable still is the monogram on the other etch-
ing, B. 352, which differs from the last in having the
R closed on the left, thus incorporating all the char-
acteristics of Rembrandt’s later signatures. Itis quite
probable, as Bode was the first author to suggest”?,
that this monogram ought to be read as RHL (for
Rembrandt Harmensz. Lugdunensis, or Leydensis),
if only because shortly afterwards the crossbar of the
Hisleft outin a number of etchings, so that RL seems
there to be the only possible reading®. As an example
from among the etchings from the following years we
can further mention the only etching dated 1629,
known as the Self-portrait done with a double needle
(B.338); in this a very similar result (in reverse) is
achieved with a different use of line.

The strange thing now is that the signed paintings
from 1628 and 1629 still show absolutely no sign of
the purposeful use of the characteristic components
of the Rembrandt monogram we know from later
years. Leaving aside the problematical signature
and date on the Berlin Samson and Delilah (no. A 24;
cf. entry), our survey of the signatures arranged
according to the similarities between them runs as
follows:

7 W. Bode, ‘Rembrandt’s fritheste Thétigkeit’, Die graphischen Kiinste 3
(1881), pp. 49-72, esp. p. 55.

8 InetchingsB. 13, B. 24 (Iand IT), B. 51, B. 66, B. 142, B. 165, B. 190, B. 292,
B.311 and B. 321. In these cases the transcriptions by Miinz are correct,
but those by White and Boon (Hollst. XVIII) generally not.

A palaeographical objection to the reading RHL is, as we found from
conversations with J. D. van der Waals and as is the opinion of Prof. Dr.
J- L. van der Gouw, that the cursive letter R would lead one to expect a
more elaborate type of script letter for the L rather than a printed letter;
following this reasoning, the crosswise line at the bottom of the righthand
stem of the H should be seen more as a kind of serif. An explanation for the
combination of somewhat disparate types of letter might be that the
monogram arose from, firstly, the monogram RH (which in many cases
tended towards the printed capital letter) as used by Rembrandt in 1626,
and secondly the R he used in his written signature (figs. 1—4). One can
further assume that the L used as a signature by Lucas van Leyden
provided Rembrandt (and, to an even greater extent, Lievens) with an
example.
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A 13 Two old men disputing, Melbourne: <RL.>. So far
as one is able to read the comparatively large, light-
grey letters (set against a dark background), the
elegant script R is open on the left (type b) and has
no loop on the right. The slender, cursive L is not
visibly joined to the tail of the R. Although the year,
once read as 1628, is no longer visible this must be
looked on as the only indisputable signature on a
1628 painting. Itis possible that there was originally
a crossbar to the H; this would provide some re-
semblance to the monogram on the Berlin Rich man of

1627 (no. A ro).

A 17 Old man asleep, Turin: <P (to beread as RL) . . .
2¢>. This reading is conjectural; the letters, which are
more extremely difficult to distinguish, are partly
visible in relief, occasionally emphasized by a light-
grey line. Of the date that follows the letters, the 2 is
reasonably clear, while the g can only just be made
out. The R (the tail of which on the right is totally
invisible) is clearly open on the left; the bottom of the
stem curls boldly to the left and upwards. So far as
one can tell, there is a similarity with the preceding
signature, that on no. A 13.

7

2"

A 16 Supper at Emmaus, Musée Jacquemart-André,
Paris: «®. Done in the same short dark-grey lines
used to depict the roughness of the plaster of the wall,
this capital is open on the left. A striking feature is the
way the stem is carried well downwards and away to
the left, giving the letter a slender appearance. No
other components of a monogram can be distin-
guished with any certainty.

A



A 19 Self-portrait, Munich: <RHL . .2¢>. This reading
is partly conjectural; the letters and figures are in a
thin grey on the coarse surface of the brushed back-
ground, and the only readily visible features are the
stem of the R, the L, the crossbar of the H and the
figures 29. To the right of the stem, the bowl seems to
continue into a loop. As with the previous signature
(no. A 16), the swash stem of the R (definitely open
on the left), running well downwards and out to the
left, is a striking feature; here, however, the R is
expanded into a monogram with the letters H and L.
A monogram which, as far as we can tell, is very
closely similar occurs on the painting at Indianapolis
considered by us to be a copy of no. A22 (cf. A22
under 7 Copies, 1).

~Z 2}

A 15 Judas repentant, private collection, England:
«RL. 1629.. In light-brown, relatively small letters
and figures. The R is closed on the left. The crossbar
of the H is missing, as in the signatures of no. A 13 of
1628 and no. A 17 of 1629. The L touches the tail of
the R. There are dots before and after the date.

Qu bag-

A 20 Self-portrait, Stewart Gardner Museum, Boston:
«RHL . .. 9. The quite large letters in greyish brown
are reasonably visible: the R is closed on the left; a
loop cuts the stem at midheight, but the tail of the R
is not a direct continuation of this.

/

J

A 27 Old woman at prayer, Salzburg: R (?). Very
difficult to see and assess, in grey against a dark
background. The R is closed on the left; it is impossi-
ble to tell whether it forms part of a monogram.

R

Summing up, one can say that in 1628 and 1629 the
signature placed in an illusionistic way disappeared,
and with it the printed form of letter. There is,
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however, considerable variation in the script letters
used. The R open to the left may be squat in shape
(no. A 17) or be quite slender; on one occasion it
stands — so far as one is able to see — on its own (no.
A 16), in a number of cases it seems to be followed by
an L or the vestiges of one (nos. A13, A17), but in
one instance it is expanded into a complete RHL
monogram (no. A1g). The R closed on the left
appears, leaving aside one signature (no. A 27) that
is very hard to read, on two paintings as part of a
monogram: in one case (no. A 15) this has to be read
as RL without the crossbar of the H and without a
loop to the right of the stem of the R — and hence
fairly close to the similar monograms incorporating
an open R — and in the other (no. A 20) there is the
hint of the H and a loop (albeit rather strangely-
shaped) cutting through the stem. This latter
example is closest to the monogram becoming
normal in 1630, without being entirely identical
with it. If the date 1628 shown on etching B. 352 is
correct, it does seem strange that there the familiar
monogram was already complete!

1630—1631

In these years the wellknown monogram RHL reigns
supreme. The cursive capital R is invariably closed
on the left, and variations are few. Those there are
related to theloop to the right of the stem, which due
to the use of the brush often blocks up or is totally
absent, and to the sloping tail of the R, which may
run obliquely downwards or may swing to the right
in a more or less energetic sweep; there is, moreover,
some variation in the presence or otherwise of the dot
between the monogram and the date. Yet compared
to the signatures on etchings, which show quite a
wide range of differences of proportions and form,
the design of the signatures on the paintings is re-
markably constant.

A 28 feremiah, Amsterdam: «<RHL 1630>. The tail of
the R continues from the bowl without a loop, and is
bent quite sharply downwards; the figure 7 almost
touches the L. There is no dot preceding the date.
The slightly sloping position on a stone is reminis-
cent of the Balaam of 1626 (no. A 2).
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A 29 Old man in a fur cap, Innsbruck: <RHL 1630>. The
brush has traced out the very small letters with an
obviously spontaneous variation in the amount of
paint applied. The stem of the R is quite short, and
continues into a tall bowl. The loop on the right of
the stem is not open, but is implicit through the
overlapping of the bowl by the tail on the right; the
tail curves to the right and downwards, and then
kinks to the right at a sharp angle. There is no dot
before the date.

A 34 Simeon in the Temple, The Hague: <RHL. 1631>.
The R is tall and quite slimly proportioned; the tail
runs downwards and to the rightin a supple curve. A
dot separates the monogram from the date. The
slightly sloping stance comes from the perspective of
the bench on which the signature is placed.

'/Jj/

A5 Christ on the cross, Le Mas-d’Agenais:
«RHL|1631>. The R is tall and fairly slender. There is
no dot following the monogram, and the date
beneath it is written relatively small.
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A 36 S. Peter in prison, private collection, Belgium:
«RHL. 1631>. The R is rather more squat, but still
projects well above the L. There is a dot between the
monogram and the date.

1831

A g7 Old woman reading, Amsterdam: <RHL 1631>.
The letters and figures are placed in a neutral area,
and are written at a rather sloping angle.

R 153

A 41 Young man in a plumed cap, Toledo: <RHL. 1631>.
Written boldly and confidently, with a clear dot
between monogram and date.

A 42 Old man in a gorget and cap, Chicago: <RHL>. This
has a strong similarity to the preceding signature,

but there is slightly more of a curve to both parts of
the L.

- e g

The only signature that differs radically from what
has by now become a virtually constant pattern is
that on the Artist in oriental costume in the Petit Palais,
Paris (no. A 40), which has «Rembrandt f (three dots)
163>. We have come to the conclusion that this is
probably an authentic signature, but was added
only later — it is thought, in 1633 — when changes
were being made to the painting.



So far we have been dealing with signatures on
what we regard as autograph paintings. These may
not have given a pattern of constant or gradual
change, yet they do have a certain cohesiveness —
enough at all events for us to be able to assume that
these inscriptions can (in so far as they can reason-
ably be read) belooked on as a hallmark set down by
the artist’s own hand. There are no instances (as
there will be with later works) of obviously unau-
thentic signatures on authentic paintings.

In the absence of a graphological connexion, it is
impossible to give a coherent survey of the signatures
on paintings we do not regard as authentic; these will
be discussed in the individual catalogue entries. In
most cases they are found to exhibit more or less
marked divergences from the authentic signatures,
even though these may not always be easy to de-
scribe. In some instances they do come so close in
form to that of an autograph signature that one
wonders whether the artist may not also have put his
signature on paintings produced, in his workshop
and under his supervision, by others. No adequate
answer can be given to this question as a generality;
scientific testing of the relation between the paint of
the signature and the overall paint layer might
sometimes be able to provide some indication. In
one case, that of the Man in a plumed cap in a private
collection (no. C 23), such a study has been made; it
showed that the signature was added immediately —
presumably before the paint layer was quite dry —
and before there was any varnish or dirt on the paint
layer. This case involves a signature that graphically
carries little conviction, on a painting that pictori-
ally cannot be accepted as authentic but about
whose age there can be no doubt. One must thus
assume that quite apart from signatures fabricated
at a later date on paintings that either already
existed or had just been made, there were non-
autograph paintings with Rembrandt signatures
being produced quite early on. One can only guess at
the motives of their authors. The conclusion, how-
ever, is like that arrived at in the previous chapter —
even when it has in all probability been added di-
rectly to an old painting, a signature offers no ab-
solute guarantee of authenticity. When rejecting this
authenticity one would like to have some explana-
tion for the presence of the signature; but in most
cases an explanation is pure speculation, which may
either be based on bad faith on the part of its author
or remain a guess as to some undocumented bona

fide motive.
J.B.
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Biographical information

15 July 1606

[¢. 1614—1620]
20 May 1620

[¢c. 1620-1623]

18 October 1622
[1623/24 7]
14 February 1628

[c. 1628 ?]

1 November 162g—
1 November 1631
[c. 1629—-1631]

1 March 1631

8—24 March 1631
20 June 1631

Born in Leiden, according to Jan Janszoon Orlersl. Later statements on
Rembrandt’s age confirm the date to within a few years; they point to 1605/06 (14
years old in May 16202), 1606/07 (24 years old in 16312) and 160%/08 (26 years old in
1634%). Orlers mentions his parents as being Harmen Gerritszoon (sometimes
styling himself van Rijn) and Neeltgen (Cornelia) van Suydtbrouck; their identity
has been confirmed by many documents. They were married at S. Peter’s Reformed
Church in Leiden in 1589. Both were evidently Protestants, though belonging to
otherwise Roman Catholic families. Rembrandt’s father (d. 1630) was a miller, and
from a family of millers. His mother (1568-1640) was the daughter of a baker; her
maternal grandmother came from old Leiden ruling families. Rembrandt was
probably the sixth of seven children, and was named after Reyntge (Remigia)
Cornelisdochter van Banchem, his mother’s maternal grandmother®.

According to Orlers, attended the Latin School in Leiden.

Enrolled as a student at Leiden University: ‘Rembrandus Hermanni Leydensis studiosus
litterarum annor. 14 apud parentes’®.

According to Orlers, he had no scientific leanings, and his parents were obliged to
take him away from school. They apprenticed him to the Leiden painter Jacob
Isaacszoon van Swanenburgh, with whom he stayed for some three years.

Still living in his parents’ house”.

According to Orlers, worked for about six months with Pieter Lastman in Amster-
dam. Subsequently set up his own studio (‘alleen ende op hemselven’), apparently in
Leiden.

According to Orlers, 15-year-old Gerrit Dou joined Rembrandt as a pupil, remain-
ing with him for about three years®8.

A. Buchelius (Arent van Buchel) recorded in the notes for his Res pictoriae (a work
never completed) that ‘Molitoris etiam Leidensis filius magni fit, sed ante tempus™ (. .. a
Leiden miller’s son is greatly praised, but before his time).

Six receipts written and signed by Rembrandt show that Isaac Jouderville was
apprenticed to him during two years, at an annual fee of 100 guilders?®.

Had contact with Constantijn Huygens, evidenced in the latter’s manuscript Vita,in
which Rembrandt and Jan Lievens are commended and compared!!.

Bought a garden outside the Wittepoort (‘White city gate’) at Leiden, next to a
garden belonging to the widow and heirs of Harmen Gerritsz., his father!2.

Still living in Leiden?3.

Hendrick Uylenburgh, an Amsterdam art dealer, signed a bond in favour of
Rembrandt Harmenszoon of Leiden, or bearer, for a sum of 1ooo guilders!4. A
number of other painters are known to have held bonds of this kind?5.

Second half of 1631 From the appearance of the date 1631 on two portraits of Amsterdam sitters it may
be assumed that Rembrandt moved his activities to Amsterdam during the second
half of that year.

1 1. 1. Orlers, Beschrijvinge der Stadt Leyden, Leiden 16412, p. 375. Reproduced 8 Ibid., no. 87; Orlers, op. cit. (note 1), p. 377.
in Haak 1969, p. 19. g Ibid,, no. 14.

2 HAG Urk., no. 11. 10 A. Bredius, Kiinstler-Inventare V1, The Hague 1919, pp. 1950-1955 (with

3 Ibid., no. 16. facsimile).

4 Ibid,, no. 34. 11 HdG Urk., no. 18. Cf. no. A 15 under Documents and Sources.

5 H.F. Wijnman in: C. White with notes by H. F. Wijnman, Rembrandt, The 12 A. Bredius, ‘Rembrandtiana’, 0.H. 28 (1910), pp. 193204, esp. p. 202.
Hague 1964, pp. 139-141 (notes 3-6). 13 HdG Urk., no. 19.

6 HdAG. Urk., no. 11. Reproduced in White, op.cit., p. 5. 14 Ibid., no. 20.

7 Ibid., no. 13. 15 Wijnman in: White, op. cit. (5), p. 142, note 13.

61






Catalogue



Notes on the Catalogue

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

Nos. A 1-A 42

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 icono-
graphically — biblical and other history paintings are
followed by busts and half-length figures without a
clear thematic significance.

Nos.B1-B7;

Paintings Rembrandt’s authorship of which cannot
be positively either accepted or rejected, in roughly
chronological order.

Nos. C1-C 44

Paintings Rembrandt’s authorship of which cannot
be accepted, including those that are usually as-
sociated with his work of 1625-1631 but were prob-
ably executed at a later date. The paintings are
arranged in iconographical order, irrespective of
their status as works by contemporary artists, school-
pieces, copies, old imitations or later imitations. For
convenience sake the following works are singled out
for special mention:

C 1 and C 2: attributed to Jan Lievens

C g: attributed to Gerard Dou

Cs, C1o and C18: possibly to be attributed to
Gerard Dou

C ¢g: attributed to Isaac de Jouderville

C 19 and C20: both attributed to one anonymous
follower

Ci12 and C14: both attributed to a South-Nether-
landish imitator around 1700

C 17, C36 and C 41: 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 — conprTION (including Craquelure)
— DESCRIPTION — SCIENTIFIC DATA

X-Rays

Signature

Varnish

4. Comments
5. Documents and sources
6. Graphic reproductions

7. Copies

8. Provenance

9. Summary

Theinterpretative sections 1, 4 and g are printedin a
larger type than the descriptive and documentary
sections.

The following notes on the descriptive and docu-
mentary 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 5. 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 Dr. D. Eckstein, joined
later by Dr. P. Klein, of Hamburg University, who were kind
enough to pass their findings on to us. For the method used, see
J- Bauch and D. Eckstein ‘Dendrochronological dating of oak
panels of Dutch seventeenth-century paintings’, Studies in
Conservation 15 (1970), pp. 45—50;J. Bauch, D. Eckstein and W.
Liese, ‘Dendrochronologie in Norddeutschland an Objekten
der Archiologie, Architektur- und Kunstgeschichte’, Miite:-
lungen der Bundesforschungsanstalt fiir Forst- und Holzwirtschaft 77
(July 1970), p. 90; J. Bauch, D. Eckstein and M. Meier-Siem,
‘Dating of wood panels by a dendrochronological analysis of
tree-rings’, N.K. 7. 25 (1972), pp. 485—496; a short summary by
J.R.]J. van Asperen de Boer, ‘An introduction to the scientific
examination of paintings’, N.K.J. 26 (1975), pp. 1—40, esp.
p-27. For the most important results, see the survey on pp.
683-685.

The number of threads per square centimetre in the five
canvases used as a support for paintings and discussed in this
volume (nos. C 2, C4, C8, C1g, C21) was counted using X-
ray films: the results have been compared with the chart given
in M. E. Houtzager, M. Meier-Siem, H. Stark and H.J. de
Smedt, Rintgenonderzoek van de oude schilderijen in het Centraal
Museum te Utrecht, Utrecht 1967, p. 62.

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
transtucent underpainting (‘dead colouring’) may also be in-
volved here.

SCIENTIFIC DATA: Where available, information 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. For a summary of the findings, see
Chapter II of the Introduction.



Paint layer

conpITION: 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, a complex phenom-
enon 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.

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

X-Rays

Technical data on the X-rays are given whenever they are
known to us. Since it can be assumed that the X-rays were
taken in different ways from one case to the next, the results are
notimmediately 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 in 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 im-
pression of the signature being described. Where we could
obtain satisfactory photographs, those on authentic paintings
have been reproduced in Chapter IV of the Introduction, and
others in the individual entries.

Varnish

This is mentioned only if, on the date mentioned under Working
condttions, 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 §.
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.

NOTES ON THE CATALOGUE

8. Provenance

Previous owners whom we have listed and who are not already
included in Hofstede de Groot’s Verzeichnis (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
Mounten. . ., 3rd edn, Schoonhoven 1885:

Amsterdam foot = 28.31 cm ; 11 inches
1inch = 2.57 cm
Antwerp foot = 28.68 cm ; 11 inches
Iinch = 2.60 cm
Brunswick foot = 29.18 cm ; 12 inches
1inch = 2.43 cm
Brussels foot = 27.57 cm ; 11 inches

Iinch = 2.50 cm

= 30.47 cm ; 12 inches

1inch = 2.54 cm

= 32.48 cm ; 12 pouces

1 pouce = 2.70 cm

= 30.40 cm ; 12 Loll

1 Zoll = 2.53cm

= 31.38 cm ; 12 inches

I inch = 2.60 cm

= 31.39 cm ; 12 inches

1inch = 2.61 cm

= 71.10; 16 verchokk

1 verchokk = 4.44 cm

= g1.61 cm ; 12 Loll

1 Loll = 2.6 cm

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:

British foot

[French] pied du roi
Nuremberg foot (Schuk)
Prussian foot
Rhineland foot
Russian archine

Vienna foot (Schuh)

Amsterdam — Amsterdam foot

Antwerp — Antwerp 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
rot)

Pommersfelden — Nuremberg foot (Schuk)

St Petersburg — Russian archine

Salzdahlum — Brunswick foot

Strasbourg — [French] royal foot (pied du
701)

Vienna — Vienna foot (Schuh)
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A1 The stoning of S. Stephen
LYON, MUSEE DES BEAUX-ARTS, INV. NO. A 2735

HDG— ; BR.— ; BAUCH 41; GERSON 2; BR.-GERSON {3IA

1. Summarized opinion

A well-preserved work, stylistically in sufficient
agreement with other early history paintings by
Rembrandt; on the basis of the signature and dating,
together with other evidence, it can be accepted as
the earliest work known with certainty to be
autograph.

2. Description of subject

The scene is based on Acts 7: 54—60. The stoning of S. Stephen
is taking place outside the walls of Jerusalem, the domes and
towers of which can be seen in the background. Stephen is
kneeling, with his arms spread wide, in the right foreground in
the centre of a densely-packed throng of stone-throwers and
onlookers. He keeps his gaze fixed towards the top left of the
picture, whence a shaft of light — streaming down, according to
the biblical account, from the opened heavens — gives a strong
lighting, at two very distinct levels of intensity, of the group
made up by Stephen and some of the figures surrounding him.

In the dark, to the left of this shaft of light, and in front of a
wall, are two mounted figures, a high dignitary and a standard-
bearer, and one of the stone-throwers. On a hillock in the
middle ground, seen full-length and standing out above the
group in the foreground, the young Saul sits with the outer
garments of the stone-throwers over his knees. He points in
Stephen’s direction, while looking towards one of the by-
standers alongside him on the hillock. On the extreme right in
the background, close to the city walls, a group of three stand-
ing figures includes an old, bearded man (perhaps Gamaliel)
who is making emphatic gestures.

3. Observations and technical information

Working conditions

Examined 20 April 1971 (J.B., S.H. L.), by satisfactory day-
light and in the frame. Four X-rays, received later from the
Laboratoire des Musées Nationaux, Paris, cover the upper

lefthand corner and the horizontal centre strip including most
of the heads.

Support

DEsGRIPTION: Oak panel, grain horizontal, 89.5 x 123.6 cm.
Composed of three planks, widths measured in the frame from
top to bottom: 29.5, 29 and 29 cm. The centre member has on
the left a long (¢. g1 cm) horizontal crack and a shorter crack.
Back not seen: according to verbal information given by Mme
M. Rocher-Jauneau, curator of the museum, a wooden cradle
had recently been replaced with small glued blocks linked by
stainless steel rods.

SCIENTIFIC DATA: None.

Ground

DESCRIPTION: The ground shows through in thin areas. It ap-
pears to be light yellow-brown, most clearly so in the shadow of
Stephen’s head.

SCIENTIFIC DATA: A cross-section (Laboratoire du Musée du
Louvre) shows a thin, white layer ¢. 35 p thick (not analysed
but probably consisting of chalk and glue) and on top of this a
thinner layer containing white lead and some particles of
brown pigment (apparently the primuersel).
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Paint layer

conprTioN: In reasonably good condition. The two joins have
given rise to some, though minimal in-painting. The warm
browns are thin, and have suffered somewhat. Craquelure:
judging by the X-rays, this varies from one area to another.
DESCRIPTION: From the viewpoint of the handling of paint, the
painting clearly has two quite different parts. The area to the
left has fairly little detail, and is shown in flat and mainly dark
browns, a dark wine-red with broadly-brushed dark shadows
in the cloak of the front horseman, and a rather dirty blue in the
clothing and cap of the standard-bearer. Only a few highlights,
and one or two details such as the triple gold chain beneath the
arm of the front horseman and his ear-ornament, are painted
with smaller (and sometimes now slightly abraded) dabs of the
brush. This lefthand area is bounded by the silhouette of the
first stone-thrower, painted in dark grey and browns.

In the righthand part the foreground figures are painted
more thickly and in greater detail. Stephen’s cool-grey dalma-
tic provides, with its finely-drawn pinkish-red and yellow-
brown ornamentation, the most striking colours. Flesh areas,
where they are lit, are mostly depicted in thick paint, with
white highlights and with shadows in a dark, thinner paint
giving strong modelling. Besides the faces (of which the second
from the right has a noticeably large amount of red) the hands
and arms, too, are depicted sharply and directly, with small
accents indicating the veins and wrinkles in the skin. The white
draperies are likewise painted with forceful brushstrokes.
Between the figures in the foreground the warm brown of the
lefthand part is continued as a ground which does not con-
tribute much to an impression of depth.

Above and between the heads, foliage is indicated by small
touches of yellow-green, sometimes with thick edges, and to the
right of the righthand stone-thrower in brown with scratch-
marks. Vegetation is shown in a similar way to the far right at
the bottom, in thick dabs of yellowish paint with scratch-marks
toindicate small leaves between the legs of the righthand stone-
thrower.

The two groups of figures in the middle ground are drawn
increasingly sketchily the further away they are seen.

The architectural features in the background are in a rather
dark greenish-brown with dark internal detail and rather light
highlights, sometimes in pink. The tower furthest to the right
shows a slight correction, and was presumably originally in-
tended to be round.

In the sky the brushwork on the left follows the diagonal

direction of the beam of light, in an opaque light grey; on the
right the strokes follow the shapes of the clouds.
SCIENTIFIC DATA: A paint sample has been taken from the red of
the lefthand horseman’s clothing (Laboratoire du Musée du
Louvre, February 1963). A cross-section was made from the
sample, photographed (transparency M 1923) and described;
it shows two layers, the lower consisting of an organic lacquer
precipitated on aluminium oxide, and the upper of ochre with
vermilion and white-lead.

X-Rays

General characteristic: the firm way in which illuminated flesh
areas are painted is clearly reflected in the radiographic image,
in which these areas are, moreover, surrounded by dark out-
lines. The degree to which this dark edgingis seen is remarkable
when compared to X-rays of the slightly later paintings, where
this feature is sometimes present but is less dominant. One gets
the impression that the design was here set out so precisely in
the dead colouring that there are none of the overlapping areas
in the paint layer that one sees to a striking extent in, for
example, the Leiden History painting (no. A 6). It is indeed not



A1 THE STONING OF S. STEPHEN

Fig. 1. Panel 89.5 x 123.6 cm

wholly impossible that in no. A 1 the working method that is
normal later on, i.e. working from the back of the scene to the
front, was not followed consistently, and that the faces and
vegetation placed between the main figures as ‘in-filling’ were
developed at a late stage. Examination under a microscope
would be needed to reach any definite conclusion on this point.

Various of the foreground figures do however prove, on
comparison of their outlines with those seen in the X-ray, to
have been painted at a late stage of the work. There are, for
instance, changes in the contour of the turban and beard of the
rider on the left, which partly overflow the space left for them in
the sky which shows as a light area in the X-ray; the same can
be said for the horse’s head, the silhouette of the first stone-
thrower from the left, the arm of the second, the rock in the
hands of the stoner with raised arms and the hair of the stoner
furthest to the right in the foreground.

A further peculiarity is that various areas that are dark and
fairly flat in the surface paint layer appear quite light in the X-
ray, and have a more lively appearance. This applies mainly to
the background above the heads of the two horsemen and to
the area between the front horse and the first stone-thrower. In
the latter case this can probably be explained by the presence of
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a reddish brown subsequently covered over; this is still visible
immediately below the horse’s head and along the rear outline
of the first stone-thrower, and is also used elsewhere in the
painting as a fill-in colour; there may perhaps also be in the
upper lefthand corner an area that was originally lighter,
unless the phenomenon is due to an unevenly-applied dark
paint which, because of its density, has a relatively high
absorbency.

A number of changes are seen to have been made at a late
stage to forms that were painted or laid-in previously. The area
of shadow on the naked upper part of the body of the second
stone-thrower from the left cannot be seen in the X-ray image,
and must therefore have been painted on top of the light flesh
tone. Modifications, which are difficult to interpret, have been
made to the head of the second stone-thrower. Across the chest
of the man with raised arms there is, to the left of the cloth folds
visible today, one further fold.

Finally one can, around the head of the middle stone-
thrower, see the grain pattern as small white lines much more
clearly than elsewhere; in the hair and on the right in the
forehead there are irregular and scattered dark islets, which
would suggest loss of paint were it not for the fact that fine



Fig. 2. X-ray

A1 THE STONING OF 8. STEPHEN

scratches within them rule this out as a possibility. One assumes
that an earlier version of the paint layer was scraped off (with
only those parts that we now see as dark being left behind), and
that this area was painted afresh, the light-coloured paint then
making the wood-grain more visible at this point.

Signature

On the left above the standard-bearer’s cap, in dark paint on a
brown background <R f. 1625. The R appears to be closed on
the left, and the curve of the bowl seems to cut through the
stem. In its formulation and shaping the signature differs from
those we know from 1626 and subsequent years. The incon-
spicuous placing, and the correlation between the year 1625
and the style of the painting, inspire confidence. The physical
appearance gives no reason for mistrust.

Varnish
No special remarks.

4. Comments

Because of numerous points of agreement, which we
shall enumerate below, with other early works by
Rembrandt and because of the signature and
dating, this painting discovered by Gerson! must be
regarded as undoubtedly authentic, and as the ear-
liest Rembrandt work known with certainty.
Technically the painting is linked in several respects
to other early works. The panel is of the same size
and composition as that of the Leiden History painting
(no. A6). The cross-section of the ground shows a
structure similar to that found in the other early
paintings (see Introduction, Chapter II).
Characteristic of the way in which the painting
was done is the obviously separate treatment of the
most prominent figures in the righthand section; the




A1 THE STONING OF 8. STEPHEN

Fig. 3. Detail (1:1)

spaces between these have been filled in with heads
or with a suggestion of the terrain. This impression is
confirmed by the X-rays, since the motifs are very
often found not to overlap when painted; on the
contrary, the principal figures are surrounded by a
dark outline. In this respect the treatment is quite
different from that of the Leiden History painting of
1626 (no. A6), where the rearmost forms are fre-
quently overlapped by those in front of them, and
where the picture was more obviously developed in
planes, working from back to front. In general it can
be said that in no. A1 the three-dimensional con-
struction is still much less carefully thought-out than
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in the Leiden History painting, and that the area
infilling plays a greater role.

In connexion with this method of working it can
be noted that the spatial arrangement is often un-
clear. From the viewpoint of their scale and placing,
it is not clear how the figures on the left (which are
treated as dark silhouettes) relate spatially to the
other foreground figures. It is not always easy to see
which figure (man, horse or dog) owns legs that
appear vaguely in the brown area at the bottom.

A typical feature is the almost cramped piling up
of groups of figures. In this respect there is indeed a
similarity with some other works from 1626 — with



Fig. 4. Detail (1:1)

the Balaam at the Musée Cognacq-Jay, Paris (no.
A 2) and, especially, with the Moscow Driving-out of
the moneychangers (no. A 4); in the Leiden History paint-
ing (no. A 6) we see something of the kind only in the
background.

The use of paint in the righthand part of the
picture s, apart from one or two changes in form and
tonal value, remarkably direct and economical, and
varies as required by the differing materials and
facial types being portrayed. The closer forms are
seen, the more plastic a shape they are given; this
principle was to continue to play a major role in
Rembrandt’s work.
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A1 THE STONING OF S. STEPHEN

The contrast between the illuminated righthand
part of the scene and the lefthand part remaining in
semi-darkness dictates the overall appearance of the
painting. The edges of the shaft of heavenly light are
shown visibly low down, where they run across
Stephen’s body. Elsheimer (see I. Jost in: Burl. Mag.
108 (1966), pp. 3-6, fig. 1) had made a much bolder
use of this effect; he has the martyr placed in a beam
of light both edge-lines of which are depicted. It is
possible that this lighting effect came to Rembrandt
from Elsheimer, though from the absence of any
other borrowings it would not seem that he knew the
model himself. His repoussoir figures on the left,
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Fig. 5. Detail (1:1)

shrouded in darkness, are heavily accentuated vari-
ants of similar figures in Lastman (cf., for example,
Lastman’s Coriolanus and the Roman women, Trinity
College, Dublin; see no. Ag fig. 6); in scope and
execution, however, this part of the S. Stephen cannot
be explained by Rembrandt’s borrowing from
Lastman’s work or from that of the other so-called
pre-Rembrandtists. It is easier to assume that the
figure of Haman in the Esther’s Feast at Raleigh (no.
G 2), which we believe to be by Jan Lievens, had an
influence here with its strong browns and red high-
lights. On the other hand, the treatment of the
landscape and buildings in the background reminds
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one very strongly of Jacob Pynas (cf., for example,
his Paul and Barnabas at Lystra of 1629, in the Rijks-
museum, Amsterdam, A 1586). The extent to which
Rembrandt applied Lastman’s long-standing motifs
derived from the Raphael school is evident when one
realises that both the S. Stephen type (with the gaze
fixed heavenwards and the arms spread wide) and,
especially, the man raising a heavy stone above his
head in both hands had already appeared in Giulio
Romano’s Stoning of S. Stephen (S. Stefano, Genoa; F.
Hartt, Giulio Romano, New Haven 1958, 11, fig. 95).
A direct model for the figure on the right, seen from
behind and throwing a stone with one hand, might



be the spear-thrower in Marcantonio Raimondi’s
engraving of David cutting off the head of Goliath (B. 10;
repr. H. Delaborde, Marc-Antoine Raimondi, Paris
n.d., p. 279). Another possible direct model, this
time for the motif of the three figures standing in
front of the city and seen full-length above the heads
of the foreground figures, can as Fuchs? has pointed
out be seen in the engraving by Cornelis Cort from
the Stoning of S. Stephen by Marcello Venusti (Hollst.
V, no. 102).

The formal elements may well have been taken by
Rembrandt mainly from 16th-century Italian
material, but the type of picture — built up from
compositional elements placed side-by-side and one
above the other — follows the Lastman style. A com-
parison with the Stoning of S. Stephen by Jacob Pynas
of 1617 (formerly London, coll. Dr. E. Schapiro;
repr. by K. Bauch in: 0.H. 53 (1936), p. 79, fig. 1),
where the confrontation of Saul with Stephen is
placed in the foreground, shows that the subject
could however be depicted in widely differing ways
in Lastman’s circle. Alongside their differences of
composition, the Pynas and the Rembrandt have
one major point of similarity — the heavenly vision
which the biblical text describes Stephen as seeing,
and which Elsheimer and all other painters depicted
in detalil, is in both these paintings shown only as a
blaze of light. Only Rosso had done this previously
(engraving by Cherubino Alberti, B. XVII, p. 68,
no. 51). Compared to Lastman and the Pynas broth-
ers, Rembrandt placed his figures rather closer to the
observer than was usual; this has been pointed out
by Fuchs?.

According to Gerson!, the face seen above
Stephen’s head is a self-portrait; Erpel® moreover
claims that the face seen to the right of Stephen’s left
hand is a portrait of Jan Lievens.

5. Documents and sources

None.

6. Graphic reproductions

None.
7. Copies
None.

8. Provenance!?

— Bought for the museum at an auction in 1844.

9. Summary

On the grounds, inter alia, of the signature (which
can be looked on as genuine) this painting can be

A I THE STONING OF S. STEPHEN

regarded as an autograph work dating from 1625 it
is the earliest work known with certainty to be by
Rembrandt. At this early stage of his career, the
filling of the picture area is seen to preoccupy the
artist more than achieving a clear spatial arrange-
ment, and in this respect the Leiden History painting
(no. A6) represents a marked change. With this
picture there are, however, also striking similarities
such as the differentiation in the way paint is used,
always meeting the needs of depicting different sub-
stances and different facial types, and matching the
distance at which they are seen.

Other works from 1626 — and in particular the
Moscow Driving-out of the moneychangers (no. A 4) —
show a similar filling of area by amassing figures one
above the other, thus exhibiting a clear relationship
to no. A 1. This similarity also extends to the style of
painting, with forms in the foreground given the
strongest modelling and occasional small and subtle
colour accents, and to the use of a variegated colour-
scheme.
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A2 BALAAM AND THE ASS

1. Summarized opinion

A well-preserved, characteristic work from 1626,
with reliable signature and date.

2. Description of subject

Asrelated in Numbers 22: 27, the prophet Balaam is on his way
to King Balak, accompanied by his two servants and escorted
by a number of the princes of Moab.

The way is barred — for the third time — by an angel wielding
a sword. The ass, able to see the angel who is invisible to
Balaam, has fallen down. As Balaam urges her forward with
blows of his staff, the ass turns her head in his direction and
speaks to him, asking why he ‘has smitten her these three times’.

The angel who, contrary to the biblical account, is alongside
the path, rises above Balaam and the ass with sword raised.

The two servants appear as dark silhouettes on the right,
behind Balaam. Behind them again, in the light, the mounted
princes of Moab are seen. Two more figures can be partially
distinguished behind the two clearly visible horsemen (in the
area around Balaam’s raised fist).

The background is largely occupied by a high, towering cliff-
face. The angel is surrounded by clouds. Large leaves of bur-
dock occupy the foreground on the right.

3. Observations and technical information

Working conditions

Examined April 1971 (B.H., P.v. Th.) in good daylight and
out of the frame. Re-examined in May 1976 (E.v.d. W.). Four
radiographs (taken by Rijksmuseum), together covering the
whole of the painting.

Support

DESCRIPTION: oak panel, grain vertical, 63.2 x 46.5 cm. Planed
down at 0.4 cm at the back and reinforced with a second panel,
which is cradled. Composed of two planks, the lefthand 24.5 cm
wide, the righthand 22 cm. A crack 19 cm in length runs from
the bottom edge of the righthand member, at 16.3 cm from the
righthand side.

SCIENTIFIC DATA: None.

Ground

DESCRIPTION: A light yellow, mostly covered with the translu-
cent brown of the initial sketch, shows through in only a few
places. In some cases these are small open patches along con-
tours (e.g. beside the ears of the ass, along the raised arms of the
angel and Balaam, and near the eyebrow on the shadow side of
the angel’s face), and in others are thinly-painted areas such as
occur locally in the landscape and in the head of the rearmost of
the two servants seen in shadow on the right.

SCIENTIFIC DATA: None.

Paint layer

conprtioN: The paint layer is, so far as can be seen through the
thick and badly yellowed varnish, in generally good condition.
The X-ray shows paint loss in narrow zones, running parallel
with the grain, in the sky and in the cliff-face above the
Moabites. Paint loss can also be seen in the area of cloud to the
left of the sword. There appears to be overpainting in a number
of places, in particular in certain shadow areas; this is almost
certainly the case in the hair of the righthand servant, in the
right side of the angel’s hair, in the righthand wing of the angel
and in the dark areas of cloud. There is a narrow area of
retouching along the join in the panel.
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Craquelure: there is very fine, regular craquelure, predomi-

nantly vertical and horizontal in direction. In the shadow on
the halter the paint is somewhat torn apart, possibly due to
shrinkage.
DESCRIPTION: Virtually everywhere the paint layer is opaque,
and sometimes markedly thick —e.g. in the pouch full of papers,
in Balaam’s tabard and in the leaves in the foreground. In the
illuminated areas of flesh, too, the paint is relatively thick,
while in the background it is again so substantial that it is
possible there to follow all the brushmarks.

At a number of places not covered with opaque paint, and
forming discontinuities or gaps in the paint layer, one can
glimpse the transparent browns of the artist’s sketch; this ap-
pears to have been done in both tone and lines. One can
moreover see freely-applied brushstrokes in relief (appearing
lightin the X-ray) which are now covered by thinner and more
precise strokes, as in the angel’s garment, the illuminated foot
of Balaam and the book still-life. These indicate that a light,
opaque paint, too, was used in the underpainting.

The brushstrokes in general follow the shapes, and match the
material being depicted. In Balaam’s cloak, for example, they
are long and supple; the tabard is executed in spotlike dabs of
varying shape, while in the fur edging along the sleeves a light
dabbing movement of the brush seems to have been used to lay
on the paint. The many highlights on the foreground veg-
etation are grouped with a great many short dabs and spots of
impasto, thus suggesting the shape and texture of the leaves.

Little use has been made of scratchmarks: they appear in the
loose, flapping end of Balaam’s turban and on the rock in the
foreground; according to the X-ray, fine scratchmarks were
made in the ass’s mane, some of them then being closed again
by subsequent brushstrokes.

It is possible in many places to see, not only from the X-rays
but also from a patch of wear on the relief of the paint surface,
that forms positioned closer to the front of the scene to some
extent overlap those that lie further back; this points to a
consistent method having been followed in working up the
painting. The following are examples of this:

1. The outline of the cliff overlaps the sky.

2. The clouds around the angel, and the angel’s hair, are on
top of the blue-green paint of the cliff-face.

3. Just inside the outlines of the ass’s head and neck traces of
the underlying white of the angel’s garment are visible.

4. Balaam’s clothing overlaps the angel’s garment on the left
and the front horseman’s clothing on the right.

5. The papers hanging forward from Balaam’s pouch in their
turn show traces in relief of the start of the ass’s neck.

6. The present outlines of the two servants are wider than the
dark spaces that can be seen in the X-ray, and consequently
somewhat overlap the background and the horse.

7. The right forefoot and hoof of the ass somewhat overlap the
paint of the soil beneath them.

8. The vegetation in the foreground does likewise.

SCIENTIFIC DATA: None.

X-Rays

The case of overlapping just mentioned under point 6, and
detected by comparing the painting with the X-ray, is not an
isolated one. There are several quite clear instances where the
outlines of shapes left in reserve in areas lying further back in
the scene follow a course different from the final contours of the
forms occupying them, as in the following cases:

1. Rather more of the lit slope of the cliff-face in the back-
ground could be seen between the wing and the edge of the hair
to the right of the angel’s head.

2. The reserve left for the wing on the right does not corre-
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Fig. g. Detail (1:1)
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Fig. 4. Detail (1:1)




spond to its present shape; the uppermost flight-feathers seem
originally to have been intended to be considerably longer, and
those at the bottom shorter.

3. The present outline of the ass’s head in many places takes up
more space than it did in the smaller shape left for it in the
angel’s garment. The space left for the ass’s halter also original-
ly followed a different line, and is now incorporated in the
angel’s garment; the halter was to have been attached at a
point nearer to the animal’s lower lip. This gave the halter a
rather more pronounced curve, and it appeared less taut.

In all these instances we have confirmation of our statement
that the artist worked from the back to the front. In the case of
the uppermost flight-feathers on the wing seen in shadow, it
proved possible to make out autograph retouching of an out-
line that had been left too wide (see Chapter II of the
Introduction).

Atanumber of places the X-ray shows the light-toned image
of touches of the brush and areas of paint where the appearance
does not match the much more careful execution seen at the
surface of the painting. This applies in particular to the angel’s
clothing, arm and head, to Balaam’s foot, the area of ground
around the ass’s hoof (where provision had moreover been
made for a cast shadow running in a different direction), and to
the neck and head of the horse in the background. Itis probable
that these are the light areas of the dead colouring; some of
them are also visible in patches of surface wear.

Signature

In a thin grey-brown on the rock in the foreground «RH (in
monogram) 7626>. The shape of the letters, resembling printed
cursive capitals, is in good agreement with that of other 1626
signatures, which are sometimes rather more like printed let-
ters and sometimes less. The final 6is somewhat darker in tone.

Varnish

A thick and badly yellowed varnish makes it difficult to arrive
ata correct impression of the colours and of the condition of the
painting.

4. Comments

The technical and stylistic similarities with other
works by Rembrandt from 1626, coupled with the
reliable signature and date, are such that there can
be no doubt about the authenticity of no. A 2, nor
about the dating which Valentiner! had already put
at 1626 before the signature and date were
discovered.

This painting not only shares with the Utrecht
Baptism of the eunuch (no. A 5) and the Amsterdam
Mousical allegory (no. A7) the type and size of the
panel, but its painting technique closely matches
that of all the works from which detailed observa-
tions could be made. In the top paint layer, forms
further to the front of the scene slightly overlap those
seen further back, and the spaces left for these motifs
— visible in the X-rays — betray the characteristic
tendency to be smaller than the forms in their final
state. The sky and suggestion of the terrain were in
this case too, so far as one can tell from our ob-
servations, the first to be set down in paint on top of
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Fig. 5. P. Lastman, Balaam and the ass. New York, Coll. Richard L. Feigen

the dead colouring laid-in on the ground in browns
and light-coloured paints.

In the handling of paint which is opaque overall,
and in the limited use made of scratching, this paint-
ing is nearer to the Moscow Driving-out of the
moneychangers (no. A 4) than to, say, the Leiden His-
tory painting (no. A 6). Certain motifs in the move-
ment of the figures, such as the position of the angel’s
arms behind Balaam and those of Christ in the
Moscow painting, also offer similarities. In the strik-
ing composition, and the extensive detail in the
modelling of certain features such as the still-life
elements (Balaam’s pouch, and the leaves in the
foreground), this work represents a more advanced
stage of development than the Moscow painting,
and does indeed show a strong affinity with the
Leiden History painting and the Musical allegory. The
background figures are, with their sketchy brush-
work, akin to the lit figures in the background of the
Leiden painting, where one also finds the figures in
shadow in the middle ground providing dark
silhouettes.

The motif of the falling ass, placed obliquely to the
left front, and of the prophet belabouring her, offers
a clear similarity to the scene in a drawing by Dirck
Vellert at Braunschweig, a fragment of a design for a
glass roundel (where the angel is missing). Hofstede
de Groot? assumed, in 1915, that this was a direct
borrowing, as did Bauch in 19332. Since then, how-
ever, a painting by Lastman dated 1622 (fig. 5), now
in the collection of Richard L. Feigen, New York,
has become known (exhibition cat. The Pre-
Rembrandtists, Sacramento, California, 1974, no. 3);
this, too, shows Vellert’s ass, and it anticipates
Rembrandt’s version of the subject in so many re-
spects that it must, as Bauch? and Broos® also believe,
be looked on as the direct model. This is shown,
apart from the posture of the ass, by a number of
features: the way Balaam is tugging on the halter,
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Tig. 6. Roman relief. From: Galleria Giustiniana, 1651

the position and silhouette treatment of the two
servants (one of whom is in both works carrying a
beaker), and the type of the angel. These detailed
similarities are, at once, confirmation of a direct link
between the two paintings. The composition has
however been modified by Rembrandt to such an
extent that one author has wondered — wrongly —
whether his painting may not have been altered in
formaté. The treatment which Lastman spread
sideways across a horizontal format is concentrated
by Rembrandt into a vertical one; this is in line with
a preference for the vertical format which is often
seen in the young Rembrandt and is apparent again
in the Utrecht Baptism of the eunuch. It has meant
placing the angel diagonally behind the group of
Balaam and the ass. The interplay between the vari-
ous vigorous movements, the way the direction of
gaze of the two main characters and the animal is
organized (further enhanced by the direction in
which the Moabites are looking), and the enlarge-
ment of the relative scale of the figures, combine to
heighten the dramatic power of the scene, compared
to Lastman’s portrayal of Balaam which shows little
coherence in its spatial composition.

Campbell? believes that this change in composi-
tion from that adopted by Lastman can be explained
by looking at the resemblance between the placing
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and movement of the figures in no. A 2 and a detail
in an engraving from a classical relief of a battle
scene in the Giustiniani collection (fig. 6). Although
the print he quotes dates only from 1651, he thinks it
probable that Rembrandt could have had access to
this material in some other way. The link with a
relief could, as Campbell reasons, provide an expla-
nation for the subordination of the spatial organiza-
tion to its two-dimensional arrangement which is a
typical feature of the painting. Since this character-
istic is however also seen in other early works by
Rembrandt, the explanation does not seem to be
éntirely relevant.

The subject of the painting is based on one of those
themes which, in the late Middle Ages, occurred in a
typological context (viz. in the Biblia Pauperum and
the Speculum Humanae Salvationis in relation to the
birth of the Virgin and the annunciation to
Joachim) and it was treated independently in 16th-
century prints (cf., for example, the engraving by
D. V. Coornhert after M. van Heemskerck, Hollst.
IV, no. 63+ illus.). In the 17th century the subject
was seen, inter alia, as typifying the futility of human
wisdom, with a reference to 2 Corinthians 1: 27,
‘God hath chosen the foolish things of the world to
confound the wise’ (cf. Ph. Picinellus, Mundus symbo-
licus, Lib. 111, 269, Cologne 1695 edn, p. 194).

5. Documents and sources

In November 1641 (for dating see E. W. Moes in: O.H. 12
(1894), p. 240) the painter and art dealer Claude Vignon wrote
from Paris a letter to Frangois Langlois, called il Ciartres, who
was also established in Paris as a publisher and art dealer but
was apparently at that time travelling in the Northern Nether-
lands (G.G. Bottari, Raccolta di lettere sulla pittura scultura ed
architettura scritte da’ piu celebri personaggi che in dette arte fiorironon
dal secolo XV al XVII, Rome 1757—73, IV. p. 303 and V. p. 270;
for Langlois see also R.-A. Weigert in: G.d.B.-A. 6th series, 41
(1953), pp- 167—188). The writer informed Langlois that he
had on the previous day valued the collection of Alfonso Lépez,
which was to be auctioned in mid-December 1641. He asked
Langlois to pass on his greetings to Mozes van Uyttenbrouck in
The Hague, to Honthorst in Utrecht and to Rembrandt in
Amsterdam, and to bring back with him some works by the
lastnamed. ‘Gli dica pure, che io feci jieri la stima del suo
quadro del profeta Balam, che compro da lui il Sig. Lopez, il
qual quadro si vendra fra quelli sopraddetti’ (Tell him, too,
that I yesterday valued his painting of the prophet Balaam
which Mr. Lopez bought from him, and which is to be sold with
those just mentioned). We see from this that Alfonso Lépez,
who operated as the agent of France in the Northern Nether-
lands (see J. Turinier, Alfonse Lopez, agent financier et confident de
Richelieu, Paris 1933), had bought a painting of the Balaam
scene direct from the painter. Of the printed catalogue for the
Lépez sale, which is mentioned in the same letter, no copy is
known today.

6. Graphic reproductions

None.



7. Copies

None.

8. Provenance

— A painting by Rembrandt of the same scene was in the
Alfonso Lépez collection. Since the scene is unusual, we can
assume with a large measure of probability that this was the
painting discussed here, which Alfonso Lépez bought directly
from Rembrandt and which was auctioned in December 1641
with his collection (see under 5. Documents and sources).

— Coll. of the Amsterdam painter Simon Maris (1873-1935),
who had discovered the painting®.

— Dealer J. Goudstikker, Amsterdam 19o5.

— Coll. Gustav Ritter Hoschek von Miihlheim, Prague (cat.
1907, no. 101).

~ Dealer F. Kleinberger, Paris and New York.

— Coll. Ferdinand Hermann, New York; sale New York, 15
January 1918, no. 65.

— Coll. Ernest Cognacq, Paris; bequeathed to the City of Paris
in 1928.

9. Summary

The unequivocal connexion between no. A 2 and a
painting by Lastman, coupled with the numerous
technical and formal affinities with Rembrandt’s
own paintings from 1626 rule out any doubt as to its
authenticity, especially since it bears a characteristic
signature and a matching date. It is, moreover,
probably identical with the work mentioned as
being in the Lépez collection in 1641.

The independent treatment given to Lastman’s
model makes this a key work for analysing
Rembrandt’s early artistic approach.
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A3 TOBIT AND ANNA

1. Summarized opinion

A well preserved, authentic work signed and dated
1626 which because of its refined execution comes
closer to Rembrandt’s work of the next year than to
any of the other paintings dated 1626. It can con-
sequently be assumed to have been produced late in
that year.

2. Description of subject

The scene is taken from the (apocryphal) Book of Tobit 3: 1—6.
Blind Tobit is sitting, to the left in a small room, on a chair
beneath a window. His wife Anna stands to the right of him on
araised wooden floor; behind her a door is ajar. Sheis holding a
kid goat with both arms, clamped against her hip. Leaning
slightly forward, she stares at Tobit wide-eyed; his upturned
face, with its blind eyes, is turned away from her, and he raises
his hands clasped together in front of his chest. In the left
foreground Tobit’s staff lies on the slabs of the floor, alongside
his chair; on the other side of the chair, a little dog sits in front of
a wood fire. In the centre behind the two figures is a chair, on
the rush seat of which lies a yarn reel with a small spool (?). In
front of this chair there is a candleboard stand. Above the door
around wickerwork basket is propped in a niche. Alongside the
window, above a hanging string of garlic, is a small birdcage.
Two shelves against the back wall support a can, a wooden box,
a candlestick (?), a cloth, two plates, a leather water-bottle (?),
and two small basins stacked one inside the other. The shabby
room (the construction of which is not entirely clear) is closed

above by an open half-span roof sloping upwards from right to
left.

3. Observations and technical information

Working conditions

Examined on 7 April 1970 (B.H., P.v. Th.) in good daylight
and out of the frame, with the help of an X-ray covering the
whole painting.

Support

DESCRIPTION: Oak panel, grain vertical, 40.1 (+ 0.1) X 29.9
cm. Thickness at left 0.6 cm, at right 0.5 cm. Single plank. At
the back the panel is bevelled on all four sides, the bevelling
being widest at the righthand side, where the panel is thickest.
SCIENTIFIC DATA: Dendrochronology (Prof. Dr. J. Bauch and
Dr. D. Eckstein, Hamburg): measured at top and bottom, and
showing 251 annual growth rings (+ 5 sapwood) and 251
annual rings (+ 2 sapwood) respectively; mean curve 254
annual rings (+ 5 sapwood), datable as 1354—1602 (1607).
Growing area: Northern Netherlands. Statistical average fell-
ing date 1622 + 5. In view of the large number of annual
growth rings and the dense ring structure, it can be assumed
that the sapwood took up at least 20 annual rings, from which
one arrives at a relatively late felling date. Bearing in mind the
date of the painting, one must assume a short period of storage
for the wood.

Ground

DESCRIPTION: Yellowish, as can be seen in a small area of
damage high up on the righthand side of the panel, which is
painted right out to the edges. Microscope examination shows
this to have a layer of white with a very thin brown on top ofit.
SCIENTIFIC DATA: None.
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Paint layer

conDITION: Very good. There are small areas of retouching just
above Tobit’s left sleeve, and to the right of the yarn reel. There
is a touched-up scratch in the kid’s hindquarters, and a few
areas of retouching above the chair, level with the animal’s
head. Craquelure: a few very fine, tiny cracks can be seen in the
thicker white areas, otherwise there is no cracking visible to the
naked eye.

DESCRIPTION: The brushwork varies widely, and is invariably
suited to the kind of material being portrayed. The paint has a
bold relief, since the lightest areas, and some of the dark areas as
well, have been painted thickly. Even in the darkest places the
forms are usually clear and readily recognizable.

Theilluminated part of Tobit’s face is in pinkish and yellow-
ish flesh tints with brownish colour used for the wrinkles, all
done in a fairly thick paint; the shadow areas are somewhat
thinner. The lid of his right eye shows strong modelling; the
middle of the shadowed eye-socket above it is indicated by a
short black line. The eyelid shadow is shown by a similar line.
In the left corner of the eye the glisten of moisture is represented
by quite a large blob of white paint, suggesting a tear. Tobit’s
left eye is, quite unlike the carefully detailed right one, dealt
with summarily but nevertheless is distinct in shape with small,
black licks of the brush for the shadows. The same black is used
for the thickly-drawn line of the mouth, in the broadly-
indicated ear and in the nostrils. The hair is painted out over
the background in a rather fluffy grey and dark grey. The long,
supple sweeps of the hair of his beard have grey and brown
tints. The modelling of the hands is very similar to that of the
face; wrinkles and veins are painted with great care, sometimes
with a trace of grey and red. The fingernails, too, are painstak-
ingly detailed, with a tiny highlight on each. The small shadow
lines are in black.

The pale red tabard hanging down over his knees is painted
fairly thickly and smoothly, with brushstrokes that are visible
here and there. The reflection of the glow from the fire in the
folds at the bottom is shown in light red. The band of decora-
tion along the bottom of the tabard is executed with bold
brushwork in an ochre-like yellow, blueish grey and dark grey;
these colours, thickly applied especially in the darkest hues, lie
above the red of the tabard. The fur-lined inside of the droop-
ing sleeve is painted with fine grey and brown touches of the
brush, and in parts done with a light dabbing movement.

Anna’s face is painted in the same way as Tobit’s, although
somewhat less thickly. The protruding eye has a clear, black
pupil in a grey-brown iris. The thick white highlight in the eye
runs from the black pupil across the grey-brown exactly as far
as the white of the eye. The line of the mouth is, again, a short
black stroke. The slightly worn ochre-yellow, grey-blue and
rust-red stripes on the headshawl are done in thin paint on top
of the almost white main tone. The shadow parts of the shawl
are executed mainly in a fluently-applied light brown. A dis-
tinctive feature is the strong, dark-brown shadows, which are
thinner among the more impasto, creamy whitish-brown of the
jacket.

The head of the kid is elaborated painstakingly in relatively
small dabs and strokes of the brush; black and a rather brickish
red have been used for the eye. The animal’s coat is rendered
with long brushstrokes, showing the direction of the hairs and
painted in a mixture of greyish, yellowish and slightly brownish
hues. The dark, grey-brown silhouette of the hindquarters has,
along the outline, for the most part been painted quite thinly in
a browner colour over the fully-dried grey background. This
brown paint has partly been scraped off again, with numerous
scratchmarks.

The little dog, sitting shaded from the daylight and in the



Fig. 3. Detail (1:1)

glow from the fire, is kept more vague than the goat-kid. The
fire is painted fairly thickly in a bright light-yellow colour and a
pale brick-red. Some of the flames have been placed over a dry
background with glancing touches of the brush.

In contrast to the main action, the background is
everywhere painted smoothly and thinly in greys and browns,
though the wicker basket above the door has, relatively speak-
ing, heavier impasto than the rest. The woven construction of
the wickerwork can be followed accurately in the brushstrokes.
The glass pane and the window recess, too, are rather more
thickly painted than the remainder of the background.
SCIENTIFIC DATA: Microscopic examination reveals that the

grey-blue in Anna’s headshawl contains not blue pigment, but
black and white.

X-Rays

At only a few points does the clearly legible X-ray reveal
differences from what might be expected from the paint sur-
face. These differences can in part be seen as consequences of
the working method adopted, and in part point to alterations
made as work progressed.

As usual, the space left at an earlier stage for the figure of
Anna is seen to have been too cramped, particularly along the
righthand side; in its present state, the figure covers more of the
wall, basket and door than it does in the X-ray.

A vaguely defined space was left in the paint of the wall to
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accommodate the rear legs of the kid. In some passages, such as
Tobit’s clothing and the goat’s neck, the firm brushstroke
which stands out as a light tone prompts one to consider the
possibility of a local, light underpainting.

The shapes appearing between the two figures can be seen as
an indication of changes introduced at perhaps quite a late
stage. Where we now see Tobit’s left arm there is the light
image of part of a wheel with a wide rim and four visible spokes,
probably a hand spinning wheel, with a thread running across
it and obliquely down to the right; the outline of the wheel and
the thread can still be detected in the relief of the paint surface.
Partly overlapped by the wheel and immediately next to the
contour of Anna we can see two identical vertical round posts
topped by double knob shapes, which must be interpreted as
the stiles of a chair set facing the front; the splat of this chair is
also partly visible. The spokes of the hand spinning wheel,
showing up as light-toned strips, are evidence that the outline
of Tobit’s left arm was placed a good deal further over to the
left. There is moreover part of a light rectangle where we now
see his left knee, giving the impression that there was a piece of
furniture at this point; in this case one would have to assume
that the border of the left leg was placed more to the left, and
the present slightly askew position of the foot makes this not
inadmissible. No space was left in reserve for the staff lying on
the ground alongside Tobit, which must have been added on
top of the paint of the floor, possibly as an afterthought.
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Fig. 4. Detail with signature (enlarged)

One is struck by a light strip that runs along the righthand
side of Tobit’s face, which must perhaps be seen as a correction
done at a late stage.

Four wax seals on the back of the panel appear as light
patches on the X-ray image.

Signature

At the bottom lefthand corner (done to appear as if carved into
a floor-slab) in grey — here and there accentuated with light
paint — set, as the X-ray shows, in the wet paint «<RH (in
monogram). 1626>. Clearly authentic. In form this signature is
close to most of those from 1626, though in only one other
painting (no. A 4) is it applied in this way, as an inscription in
chiselled capital letters.

Varnish
No special remarks.

4. Comments

Technically and stylistically no. A g is closely related
to other works from 1626 from many points of view.
From the X-ray we see that the spaces left for the
foreground figures (wherever they can be seen in the
X-ray as dark surrounded by light) exhibit the char-
acteristic rather approximative appearance, slightly
smaller than the area occupied by the final form. As
with, for example, the Balaam in the Musée
Cognacq-Jay, Paris (no. A 2) and the Leiden History
painting (no. A6), forms lying further back in the
picture are partly covered over at a later stage; thisis
here particularly true of the wickerwork basket and
the door behind Anna’s shoulder. Changes in com-
position are of minor significance, and involve
mainly accessories that were altered at an advanced
stage. The brushwork shows the somewhat viscous
consistency we know from other works, which in this
comparatively small format dominates the overall
aspect even more. One is struck, particularly when
comparing it with a painting such as the Moscow
Driving-out of the moneychangers (no. A 4), by the extent
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to which paint has here been used to serve the ends of
a meticulous depiction of materials and details. In
this respect, as well as, for example, in the way the
animal’s hindquarters have been set off against the
light-coloured wall with finely-incised scratch-
marks, this painting comes close to the Balaam where
materials have been rendered in a similar way, and is
dealt with in the same way, in particular in the
flapping end of Balaam’s turban. Coupled with this
there is, compared to other works from 1626, a more
subdued palette, foreshadowing the tendency to-
wards tonalism that becomes evident in works from
1627, particularly the Stuttgart S. Paul in prison (no.
A 11). There is good reason to assume that of all the
works we know from 1626 this was the last to be
painted in that year.

There are contradictions and obscurities in the
construction of the room (the roof gives the im-
pression of covering a rectangular space, yet the
walls are not parallel; the door behind Anna is not
clearly an outside door, and might even be that of a
cupboard); yet there is great clarity in the depiction
of the figures. Although the source of the light
coming from the front left is not seen, and the partly
visible window plays hardly any partin the lighting,
the latter still seems entirely natural; but it is in fact
‘stage-managed’ with the obvious intention of plac-
ing the accents where they are needed to create a
suggestion of depth, and to focus attention on the
essential elements in the story (the shabbiness of the
patched tabard, the kid, and the expressions on the
faces). In no other painting from this earliest period
has Rembrandt made a more subtle use of lighting
than in this work, which has two sources of light —
natural daylight and the artificial light from the fire
— played off one against the other.

As has already been pointed out by Jantzen?, the
engraving of the same subject done by Jan van de
Velde after Willem Buytewech, of about 1619
(Hollst. IV, p. 77, no. 17), probably had a large part
to play in the conception of this painting. One finds
not only some of the same attributes (reel, garlic and
birdcage) but also less indispensable detail such as
the open roof-timbering. Contrary to what we might
expect, the first draft revealed by the X-ray shows
less rather than more similarity with Buytewech’s
scene, because there the hand spinning wheel is
missing.

Buytewech, whose attention was divided evenly
between the actors and the decor, which he sets out
in detail, has according to the inscription depicted
the moment when Tobit is repudiating Anna’s sup-
posed theft, and she is reproaching him for his sus-
picions. Tobit makes a gesture of rejection, and
Anna adds force to her words with her raised right



hand. The situation can, from the viewpoint of com-
position as well, be compared to the engraving by J.
de Gheyn II (Hollst. VII, no. 106, with illus.) in
which a scolding woman is rebuking her henpecked
husband. In Rembrandt’s painting Anna does not
speak — her expression is rather one of speechless
amazement. Tobit is not rebuking her, but making a
gesture that could signify either despair or remorse
(cf. Judas in fudas repentant, no. A 15, and generally
pictures of the repentant Peter or Mary Magdelene).
Quite obviously Rembrandt has deliberately not
portrayed the story of the misunderstanding be-
tween husband and wife, as Held believed3, but the
devoutness of Tobit, who according to the biblical
text (Tobit g: 1-6) began to weep, crying ‘. . O Lord
... deal with me according to thy pleasure, com-
mand my spirit to be taken up . . . for it is better for
me to die than to live ...’. Anna is showing an
appropriate reaction to his words. Campbell?, who
sees a prototype for Tobit’s gesture in the certainly
very similar figure of Jacob in Pierre Dufour’s en-
graving of Jacob recognizing foseph’s coat, offered a
similar interpretation of the picture, as ‘a study of
Tobit’s misery’. Van Rijckevorsel> compared the
figure of Tobit to a woodcut by C. van Sichem of the
Repentance of S. Peter for the Moerentorf Bible of 1646
and to two drawings by Rembrandt of Facob recogniz-
ing Joseph’s coat (Ben. g5 and 106), but arrived at no
conclusion as to the iconographic interpretation of
the painting.

The Book of Tobit was extremely popular in the
17th century, as we can see from the edifying com-
mentaries on it that were in circulation at the time. A
book intended for Roman Catholic schoolchildren,
Die Historie van den Ouden Tobias ende synen Sone den
Jongen Tobias; inhoudende veel schoone leeringen. . . is
mentioned by J.B.F. van Gils (in: O.H. 59 (1942),
p- 185) in editions put out in Amsterdam (Willem
Jansz. Stam) in 1617, Antwerp (Alexander Ever-
aerts) ¢. 1621 and Gouda (Johan Rammazeyn) in
1647; the first work published by Jan van Meurs in
Antwerp after setting up as an independent pub-
lisher was the work by David van Mauden, Speculum
aureum vitae moralis seu Tobias ad vivum delineatus, expli-
catus et per selectiora moralia illustratus, which appeared
in 1631. The frequent appearance of themes from
the Book of Tobit in Rembrandt’s work (though not
only in his) must therefore probably be explained
not so much by a personal sympathy on his part, as
Held suggested (op.cit.® p. 19ff), as by the high
moral significance that was generally attached to the
stories in this book.

For remarks on the model used for the figure of
Tobit, see 4. Comments under entry A 11.
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5. Documents and sources

None.

6. Graphic reproductions

None.

7. Copies

None.

8. Provenance

*— Possibly Pieter van Buytene sale, Delft, 29 October 1748
(Lugt 691), no. 102: ‘De blinde Tobias met zyn Vrouw, door
Rembrand’ (fl.28.0) (cf. Hoet I, p. 231, no. g1).

*— Possibly sale Amsterdam 17/18 April 1759 (Lugt 1046), no.
103: “Tobias zyn Huisvrouw bestraffende, door Rembrand van
Rhyn’ (fl.27.0 to Yver).

— Coll. Tschugin, Moscow, shortly after 1905. Restored in
1913 by Hauser in Berlin®.

— Dealer J. Goudstikker, Amsterdam 1917.

— Coll. H. Baron Thyssen-Bornemisza, Schloss Rohoncz,
Lugano.

— Coll. G.W.H. M. Baroness Bentinck - Baroness Thyssen,
Paris (on loan to the Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam, from 1956

until 1979).

9. Summary

The monogram matches the way Rembrandt signed
his paintings in 1626. The signature and date are
applied in the wet paint, so that no. A g can, for that
reason alone, be counted as an entirely reliable
document, which has besides been preserved in
excellent condition. In its colour-scheme and
manner of painting it has various points of agree-
ment with works of the same date, though it is
superior to them in the depiction of materials and
the refinement of its colouring. It also, in its subdued
range of colours and the pictorial execution, fore-
shadows the S. Paul in prison of 1627 (no. A11). For
these reasons, it is likely that the painting was pro-
duced late in 1626.
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1. Summarized opinion

A well-preserved work with an authentic signature
and date of 1626, the execution of which is charac-
teristic though the composition is exceptional.

2. Description of subject

The scene is based on an episode related in all four Gospels
(Matthew 21: 12—19; Mark 11: 15; Luke 19: 45; John 2: 14—15),
and at greatest length by S. John.

Fleeing before Christ, who is lashing out with his scourge, a
merchant squeezes through the narrow space between an
octagonal pillar and the table at which three men are seated.
One of them, wearing a tabard, looks round startled and grabs
his moneybag. His left hand is held protectively over his
money, which is sliding off the table as it tips over in the melée.
The moneychanger on the right, too, grabs at the gold and
silver coins. A soldier behind him raises his hands to ward off
the blows of the whip. In the background someone, of whom we
can see only a hand and a small part of the head, carries off a
basket of poultry on his head. A second pillar is faintly visible in
the darkness of the background, above the basket.

3. Observations and technical information

Working conditions

Examined on 4 September 1969 (J.B., S. H. L.) under strong
artificial light and out of the frame, with the aid of an X-ray
film (30 x 40 cm) slightly smaller than the painting itself on all
four sides. A print of the X-ray was supplied later by the
museum.

Support

DESCRIPTION: Oak panel, grain vertical, 43.1 x 32 cm. Single
plank, back planed down to a thickness of 0.4 cm, and cradled.
SCIENTIFIG DATA: None.

Ground

DESCRIPTION: Not seen. In the lefthand lower part it is possible
to see, from the paint surface and in the X-ray, that the ground
was there applied in broad strokes.

SCIENTIFIC DATA: None.

Paint layer

coNpITION: Insound condition, apart from a single repairin the
sleeve of the man wearing a tabard and looking up; K. Yegor-
oval, on the basis of ultra-violet photographs, mentions a few
further points of retouching, and from this concludes (we
believe wrongly) that ‘the painting .. [has] .. suffered con-
siderably’. A restoration carried out in 1930/31 and the re-
moval of additions placed on all four sides of the panel are
discussed below under 4. Comments. Craquelure: there is some
craquelure in the skullcap and sleeves of the moneychanger
looking up, as well as in the red paint of the shoulder of the one
at the front.

DESCRIPTION: There is a wealth of local colour: each article of
clothing has its own, distinct colour such as pale violet (Christ’s
robe), a rather stronger, reddish violet (the soldier’s cap), blue
(the tunic of the turbanned merchant), yellow (the soldier’s
jacket), brick red (the tunic of the bearded moneychanger in
the foreground) and a very dark red (the tabard of the
moneychanger on the left). The paint in the draped clothing of
the three figures at the rear is well drawn out in uniform
brushstrokes. The highlights are in each case placed at the
centre of the bulge of the fold. A wide variety of flesh tints gives
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each figure an individual appearance, and the brushwork too
varies in the flesh areas. Paint is applied in one instance (as in
the moneychangers at the front) in comparatively long and
supple strokes following the shape, and in another in shorter
brushstrokes running one over another (as in the lightest parts
of the flesh areas of Christ and the fleeing merchant, which has
fine internal detail in browns and red). The painting of the face
and hands of the soldier has dabs of paint showing a relatively
strong relief, and in his moustache and beard numerous short,
curved scratchmarks have been incised into the wet paint. The
shadowed flesh areas are in general in opaque paint, sometimes
with supple strokes following the shape (as in the head of the
moneychanger in the tabard, and the arm of the one in the
foreground), at other times with short, restless strokes (as in the
fleeing merchant); reflections of light are frequently used.
SCIENTIFIC DATA: None.

X-Rays

The X-ray print available to us does not show the whole of the
painting, stopping a few centimetres short of the edge on all
four sides. The cradle casts a strong image which interferes
quite severely with the radiographic appearance of the paint-
ing. There is no evidence of the general conception of the
picture having undergone radical changes while it was being
painted. Yet there are a number of more or less obvious dif-
ferences between the X-ray image and the visible paint surface;
in particular, a number of forms appear in an unexpectedly
light tone. Where the greenish blue shoulder of the fleeing
merchant is concerned, this may have to do with the pigment
used — areas with this colour show up light in other paintings as
well (cf., for example, the young Moor holding the book in the
Baptism of the eunuch, no. A 5). The other unexpectedly light
forms (see 1, 2 and 4 below) are in all probability connected
with local light underpainting.

I. One of these is the area between Christ and the fleeing
merchant, at the place now largely occupied by the cast
shadow of Christ against the pillar. The painting of this, seen as
alightareain the X-ray, can also be made outin the relief of the
surface paint, and shows up light through patches of wear as an
impasto, yellowish-white paint. This area continues some dis-
tance underneath the upper outline of the sack slung over the
merchant’s shoulder. The locks of Christ’s hair, and his shoul-
der, appear more clearly.

2. The light-toned shape of the merchant’s turban in the X-
ray appears, in the shadow part as well, in long, firm, light
strokes that do not entirely correspond to their visible pattern
today.

3. The outline of the soldier’s gorget follows a slightly different
line near the back of the head and neck of the moneychanger in
the foreground. One can conclude from this that — at this point
at least — the foreground figure slightly overlaps the area
behind it.

4. The hand of the fleeing merchant with the sack over his
shoulder appears, in the initial sketch, to have been indicated
roughly in a paint that shows up light in the X-ray. The sack
itself was evidently not underpainted in a light colour.

5. Comparing the visible parts of the white shirt on the fore-
ground figure with their image in the X-ray, one gets the
impression that the red jacket slightly overlaps the white areas.
6. The soldier’s right eye was set lower, and had more detail.

Signature

The signature and date are on the front of the pillar, done in
what appear to be lines scratched into already partly-dried
paint «RH (in monogram: should perhaps be read as RHF).
1626>. Our observations give no reason to doubt the authentic-



Fig. 3. Detail (1:1)

ity. The character of the signature as an inscription in capitals
carved into the pillar matches, in particular, that of the sig-
nature on no. A 3. The signature was discovered during resto-
ration in 1930/31 (see under 4. Comments).

Varnish
No special remarks.

4. Comments

When the painting was published by Bauch as a
Rembrandt?, the panel had been enlarged on all
four sides to measure §3.2 X 40.8 cm (fig. 4). Just as
in the case of the Senses (nos. B 1—3), the narrow
framework of the picture had evidently been
thought unsatisfactory at some time. As can be seen
from the illustrations of the panel in its enlarged state
given by Bauch? and Bloch3, a figure wearing a straw
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hat had been painted on the righthand added strip
(this figure is, incidentally, strongly reminiscent of
the small figure added to the Spectacles-pedlar, no.
B3); presumably the form painted above and
alongside the basket of poultry on the panel in its
present state therefore belongs to a later overpaint-
ing. The added strips were removed in 1930/31 by
the restorer Schuuring in The Hague?; it was on this
occasion that the signature was discovered.
Research in the Moscow Central Restoration Shops*
in 1954 and 1962 led to the conclusion that the
monogram and date were apparent only in the old
varnish, and were thus not authentic. A later in-
vestigation in May 1970 (i.e. after our examination)
showed that the letters and figures consist of grooves
in the paint layer, though without sharp edges. From
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this it was concluded that they must have been
scratched into the paint layer when it was already
partly dry, and ought after all to be regarded as
authentic. Besides dirty varnish, some dark paint
was also found in the grooves! (confirmed in a letter
to the authors from Mrs. K. Yegorova, dated 15 July
1970). The upright stance of the letters and
numerals is unusual, but can be explained by their
being placed as a carved inscription on the vertical
front surface of the pillar. If the monogram is to be
read as RHF, it would differ in this respect from
other signatures on works from 1626; in its illusion-
istic treatment, however, the signature matches that
on the Amsterdam 7Tobit and Anna (no. A 3). There
can no longer be any doubt as to its authenticity.

Apart from the signature, no. A 4 shows sufficient
points of agreement with other early works by Rem-
brandt to make an attribution to him wholly ac-
ceptable, despite the objections raised by Knuttel®,
Grabar? and others. The same manner of painting
appears in figures on a somewhat smaller scale in, for
example, the Lyon Stoning of S. Stephen (no. A 1) and
the Balaam in the Musée Cognacq-Jay, Paris (no.
A 2); it has fairly little differentiation in the drap-
eries, mainly uses strong, local colours, and is distinc-
tive in the use made in flesh areas of a great many
small strokes and dabs of colour to show eyes,
mouths, wrinkles and veins. The composition, in
which expressive faces and hands are crowded one
on another, gives the strong impression that the
artist’s main concern was with depicting emotions in
a dramatic situation. It is noticeable that form is, in
the moneychanger at the front right, depicted more
broadly than in the figures placed further back.

Striking similarities are shown by certain types in
both the Leiden History painting of 1626 (no. A6) —
the secretary — and in Tobit and Anna from the same
year — Anna — with the moneychanger in a tabard
who is looking up, and the treatment of Balaam’s
arm raised to beat the assin no. A 2 is close to that of
Christ’s arm.

It is not clear what tradition Rembrandt was
following in this kind of composition, with its half-
length figures piled one on top of the other. Bauch?
thought that the composition might have echoed
Utrecht prototypes, but the placing of the figures in
the picture area seems unlike that usually adopted
by the Utrecht school. Bauch subsequently men-
tioned an engraving by Ph. Galle after Stradanus® as
the origin of the composition; this has a number of
strikingly similar motifs which, in their turn, reap-
pear in Rembrandt’s etching of 1635 (B. 69). In
particular the tilting of the table, which in the paint-
ing is only hinted at by the hands trying to hold on to
the money as it slides off, must have come from this
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Fig. 4. The painting in its pre-1930 state

or from a similar prototype. This does not, however,
explain the curious arrangement within a cramped
framework. Campbell’, on the analogy of the in-
fluence he had assumed an ancient Roman battle-
scene relief to have had on the Balaam, thought it
‘probable that Rembrandt’s treatment of this scene
was influenced by the study of ancient Roman
battle-scene reliefs . . .’.

The piling-up of half-length figures was indeed a
trait of Rembrandt’s; this can be seen from compara-
ble parts of, in particular, the Stoning of S. Stephen
from 1625 and the Balaam of 1626. But as far as we
know he was not to use such a narrowly confined
composition, with solely half-length figures, ever
again.

5. Documents and sources

None.

6. Graphic reproductions
None.
7. Copies

None.



8. Provenance!

— Coll. P. C. Giraud, Moscow 1915 as: Rembrandt School®.
— In 1924 in the Museum of Modern Art, Moscow.
— In 1948 in the Pushkin Museum of Fine Arts, Moscow.

9. Summary

Although no similarly cramped arrangement of
half-length figures in violent action occurs in any
other known work by Rembrandyt, this painting is so
close in style and technique to his other paintings
from the year 1626 that there can be no doubt as to
its authenticity. The similarities are to be found in
the rendering of forms and materials, the colour-
scheme and the facial types. Equally typical is the
varied brushwork which is sometimes (especially in
the foreground) almost coarse and sometimes builds
up forms with small, colourful accents. Even the
piling-up of figures in action recurs at least once, in a
broader context, in the Stoning of S. Stephen of 1625
(no. A1).

The signature, which on the basis of recent find-
ings must be regarded as authentic, confirms the
attribution.

REFERENCES

1 [K. Yegorova] in: Rembrandt Harmensz. van Rijn. Paintings from Soviet
Mouseums, Leningrad {c. 1971], no. 1.

2 K. Bauch, ‘Zur Kenntnis von Rembrandts Frithwerken’, 7b. d. Pr. Kunsts.

45 (1924), pp. 277-280.

V. Bloch, ‘Zum frithen Rembrandt’, 0.H. 50 (1933), pp. 97—102, esp. p. g8.

4 1. Grabar, A newly discovered Rembrandt, Moscow 1956 (in Russian), p. 4;
German summary on p. 88.

5 G.Knuttel, ‘Rembrandt’s earliest works’, Burl. Mag. 97 (1955), Pp- 44—49,
esp. p. 46.

6 Bauch 1960, pp. 110-112, fig. 76.

7 C.G. Campbell, Studies in the formal sources of Rembrand?’s figure compositions,
typescript dissertation University of London 1971, p. 133.

8 W.A.S. Shtavinsky, ‘Dutch masters in Moscow private collections’ (in
Russian), Starie Gody 1915, pp. 111-112.

(9

93

A4 THE DRIVING-OUT OF THE MONEYCHANGERS



A5 The baptism of the eunuch 1626
UTRECHT, RIJKSMUSEUM HET CATHARIJNECONVENT, INV. SCH. 380

HDG— ; BR.— ; BAUCH— ; GERSON—

Fig. 1. Panel 63.5 x 48 cm
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AR THE BAPTISM OF THE EUNUCH

1. Summarized opinion

A reasonably well-preserved original from 1626,
with reliable signature and date.

2. Description of subject

The scene is taken from Acts 8: 38. On a sloping bank the negro
eunuch of Candace, queen of the Ethiopians, kneels in the
foreground; to the left and behind him, Philip stands with his
right hand outstretched above the eunuch’s head. In the left
foreground a dog drinks from the water. On the right,
alongside Philip, a negro servant on bended knee is holding the
eunuch’s turban. Behind these foreground figures a second
negro servant stands holding open the book from which the
eunuch was reading the prophecy by Isaiah when Philip met
him. Some distance further back again is the eunuch’s chariot,
with two horses in harness and a charioteer and a servant
sitting in it, and an armed rider facing left. These figures,
together with the chariot and the heads of the two horses
pulling it, stand out against the light sky, as does a palmtree
and some brushwood on a hillock on the extreme left; on the
right, in a low and distant vista, are the outlines of a town.

3. Observations and technical information

Working conditions

Examined 24 March 1976 (J.B., P.v.Th.) and a number of
times subsequently (E.v.d. W.) before, during and after resto-
ration in 1976, under extremely favourable conditions. Studied
with the aid of a microscope, four X-rays, infrared and ultravi-
olet photographs, in collaboration with H. Defoer, curator of
the museum, the staff of the Central Research Laboratory for
Objects of Art and Science, Amsterdam, and the restorer,
J. Diepraam. During this work it was possible also to study the
structure of the paint layer along the open join between the
separated parts of the panel.

Support

DESCRIPTION: Oak panel, grain vertical, 63.5 (+ 0.1) x 48 (¢
o.1) cm. Thickness ¢. 1 cm. Two planks, with a vertical join at
23.6 (+ 0.4) cm from the lefthand side. The back has been
planed with a concave blade; bevelled along four sides, over
¢. 3.5 cm on the right, ¢. 4 cm elsewhere. When the painting was
discovered the two sections of the panel were held together only
by three small battens glued at right angles across the join, and
were not lined up quite correctly (the X-rays reproduced here
were taken with the panel in this condition). Probably as a
result of past treatment, they no longer fitted together ac-
curately; during the 1976 restoration they were glued together,
and some missing wood was replaced up to a maximum width
of 0.05 cm. The three battens were removed.

SCIENTIFIC DATA: Dendrochronology (Dr. P. Klein, Hamburg):
measured at lower edge, left plank 212 annual rings of heart-
wood (+ 8sapwood), datable at 1387—-1598 ( + 8), right plank
193 annual rings of heartwood, datable at 1391—1583. Statisti-
cal average felling date of the tree from which the left plank
comes 1618 + 5. If, because of the age of the tree, one assumes
at least 20 rings of sapwood, a felling date from 1618 onwards
seems realistic.

Ground

DESCRIPTION: Light yellow, as can be seen in the edges of the
book pages and in small damages in the paint layer.
SCIENTIFIC DATA: According to a number of samples taken and

analysed by the Central Research Laboratory, Amsterdam
(Mrs. C. M. Groen and Mr. J. A. Mosk), the ground is com-
posed of chalk and glue, of a yellow-brown colour particularly
along the upper edge (object no. 897, samples 4, 5 and 18); X-
ray diffraction showed the presence of chalk (CaCO,). A
brown layer was found above this, which various samples
showed to consist of white lead and a small amount of dark-
brown (and sometimes a little black) pigment; this layer can be
regarded as the priming.

Paint layer

coNDITION: Generally speaking, reasonable. There is local
wearing due to earlier overcleaning, especially at points where
dark paint has been applied over harder paint containing
white lead, e.g. in the hand of the kneeling servant and the
necks of the horses. Philip’s head, in particular, has suffered
quite badly along the outline of the skull, in the hair and in the
ear. A local loss of paint, very largely the result of nails being
driven through the panel in the past to secure the battens fixed
horizontally across the back, has occurred in the trunk of the
palmtree, Philip’s right shoulder, the elbow of the kneeling
servant, the eunuch’s right knee and elsewhere. During the
recent restoration, the narrow gap along and on either side of
the join has been primed to close it, and then inpainted.
Further retouching has been applied .to Philip’s head, the
outlines of the horses, the hand of the kneeling servant and to
the sky at a point on the left where traces of a parasol have been
retouched to integrate them into the sky.

Craquelure: here and there, for example on the eunuch’s right
knee, there is a regular net-like pattern; a few very fine cracks
occur in the sky. There are small shrinkage cracks in the top
lefthand corner, in Philip’s tunic and between the open book
and the eunuch’s shoulder.

DESCRIPTION: Other than in a few gaps where the translucent
underpainting is visible, the paint layer is opaque. Only occa-
sional use has been made of glazes. Paint has been handled in
widely differing ways, to suit the material being rendered. The
hairy animal skin in which the eunuch is wrapped, for example,
is painted with thick strokes of a whitish yellow, in part with a
light dabbing touch, as are the light areas of the dog, which is
otherwise in reddish brown. The cast shadow of the eunuch’s
sash, in a thin dark brown, appears in a gap between areas of
light paint. Small strokes of brick red and violet with light-
yellow highlights are used for the illuminated areas of his
sleeves with a dark violet for the parts in shadow. The sandy
colour of Philip’s tunic is applied with long brushstrokes. Along
the eunuch’s right shoulder, the form which had too large a
space left empty for it may have been corrected at a late stage of
the painting, in the same colour. In the same way the light
paint of Philip’s tunic below the eunuch’s elbow has been
applied at a late stage, as appears from the fact that it overlaps
the dark paint of the shadow area beside the eunuch’s waist.
Alongside the eunuch’s knee however, in a similar situation,
the reddish brown underpainting has not been covered over.
Philip’s cloak has been painted quite thickly in pink, with a
thin, dark reddish-brown used for the shadow. The skin areas of
the two negroes to the front are modelled in short, delicate
strokes and spots of an umber brown, while the face of the
standing servant is indicated with a strong suggestion of shape
in rather more fluently-blended, thick browns with yellow
highlights and a little pink in the lips. A light, purplish pink and
white are used in long, fine brushstrokes for his turban, with a
thick and bright blue for the feather and for the more broadly-
brushed tunic, on which braiding and buttons are indicated in
light yellow and grey; the ornamentation along the bottom of
the tunic is in a lighter tint, with a little greyish white.



Fig. 3. Detail (1:1)
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The kneeling servant wears a green-blue cloak painted in
bold strokes with yellow-white to show the sheen, together with
a light greenish-yellow tunic with a yellow-white pattern
applied along the bottom edge in small, firm strokes against a
brilliant blue band. The turban he is holding is painted in
similar colours with fine brushstrokes, with the relief of the
paint suggesting the plastic form of the folds, while in the part
hanging down these are shown in dark paint. The figures on
and alongside the chariot are drawn in fairly summary fashion,
in broken tints such as pink, a harsh purple, light grey-blue and
brown-grey, against and partly over the sky, which is painted
in an almost evenly broken white that is slightly thicker along
some contours. The visible parts of the horses also stand out
against the sky in greys and in a purplish brown that can also be
found, in a slightly darker shade, in the chariot. The cloth
draped over the chariot is broadly done in blue-grey. The
terrain to the right is painted in broad, lively strokes of grey-
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brown, rather thicker towards the bottom and partly lighter
and with a trace of pink beneath the kneeling servant. At the
bottom right numerous scratchmarks in the wet paint, drawn
out into long squiggles, represent the roughness of the soil.
Towards the left the ground is shown darker, with plants
executed in quite thick dark brown, grey-green and ochre
yellow. The water on the left is in browns with a hint of the
dog’s reflection in red. The area occupied by the tree at the top
left is drawn in short, fat strokes of greyish green and a light
brown-yellow, done wet-in-wet and to a large extent on top of
the sky; it has a few scratchmarks.

Along the edges of the panel that are covered by the frame a
second white layer appears beneath the present top layerin the
areas of sky; this prompts the assumption, confirmed by the X-
ray and by microscopic examination of the paint along the join
in the panel, that the sky was painted twice; this was no doubt
because of motifs — a broad-leafed tree and a parasol - for which
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Fig. 4. Detail (1:1)

spaces were originally left and which were subsequently dis-
carded; parts of these are clearly visible in the infrared photo-
graph. The fact that the top layer of the sky is overlapped by the
figures on and alongside the chariot means that this change in
the artist’s plan occurred at an early stage. The panel edges
otherwise show a continuation of the laid-in areas, particularly
of the landscape and foreground. It appears that the greater
part of the left foreground has been underpainted in a flat
green.

SCIENTIFIC DATA: Prior to, and in preparation for, the restora-
tion carried out in 1976, the Central Research Laboratory,
Amsterdam took 19 paint samples, ten of them along the join in
the panel (object no. 897, samples 1—1g). Cross-sections were
made of all but three of these. The following details of the
method adopted and materials used can be given here.

One sample provides evidence of an underpainting, brown-
ish but also containing pigments of other colours, located above
the ground and priming and beneath the uppermost layer of
paint (sample 4, from the extreme foreground, immediately to
the right of the join and 1.9 cm from the bottom edge: white

lead, ochre, organic red, dark brown and a little azurite). A
ruddy brown underpainting like that exposed in the shadow
part of Philip’s clothing above the knee of the eunuch appears
to extend also over other parts of Philip’s figure (sample 1 from
low down in Philip’s hand, and sample 12 from his little finger:
organic red and alittle white lead, perhaps added as a siccative,
in alarge amount of medium). Study of the edges along the join
hasrevealed this brown-red layer there as well. [t may be that a
red layer found in the costume of the chariot driver underneath
alightred (sample 11, immediately to the left of the join: white
with dark red and orange-red pigment, and above this azurite
with white) also indicates the presence of a reddish underpaint-
ing at this point.

On the other hand, the head of the charioteer is painted
directly on the ground (sample 7, just to the right of the join:
white, a few fine particles of orange, dark brown and black).
The very dark area above the dog’s back also proves to have
been painted immediately on top of the ground (sample 19, at
the lefthand edge: fine, very dark brown to black). The same
applies to the vista on the right (sample 14, at the edge: white



lead and azurite).

The fact that, as has just been described, the sky was painted
twice has been confirmed by these tests (sample 10, immediate-
ly to the left of the join at 7.4 cm from the top edge; sample 15,
immediately to the right of the join: a layer of white with almost
colourless, pale grey particles). There is no explanation for the
presence close to the upper edge of a black layer in between
these two (samples 8 and g, at 0.8 cm from the top edge,
immediately right and left of the join respectively: a layer of
-white lead over the priming with a little dark blue and red, on
top of this a layer of black particles in a medium, and on top of
this again a layer of white lead with very pale grey particles).

So far as they can be identified under the microscope, the
following pigments were used: white lead, ochre, azurite (with
white lead and some organic red in the vegetation in the centre
foreground; with white lead and a very small amount of orange
and brown pigmentin the vista at the righthand edge), lead-tin
yellow (with white lead in the eunuch’s clothing).

X-Rays

The X-ray image largely confirms the impression made by the
paint surface. In general, the delimiting of dark forms by light
areas is marked by a vague definition of areas left in reserve, as
is often met with in X-rays of Rembrandt’s paintings. There
are only a few signs of changes in the composition being made
during the work. The dark reserve intended for the chariot
wheel on the left shows a larger wheel, with the hub placed
lower than it is today. The tail and a rear leg of the horse
carrying the armed rider are not visible as dark shapes in the
light sky, any more than are details (such as the reins) of the
other two horses; all of these have evidently been painted on top
of the sky. Nor was a reserve left for the palm-tree, which on the
contrary shows up light and has obviously also been painted
over the sky. There is however a dark shape further over to the
right and partly masked by the palm-tree, in the shape of an
obliquely-placed ellipse; in all probability this should be read
as a provision for a parasol.

A number of unexpected light patches appear in the group of
figures: between the opened book and the eunuch’s left shoul-
der, and to the left above the standing servant’s shoulder. These
must probably be explained rather by a thick and perhaps
repeated application of paint than by an original intention to
distribute lights and darks differently. Very noticeable are light
zones that invade the heads of Philip and of the eunuch; in both
cases the space left empty in the paint of the area behind them
was cramped.

Three horizontal rows of light, narrow shapes correspond to
the battens previously glued to the back of the panel. Rows of
light, vertical marks are caused by the filled-in nail holes.

Signature

Atbottom right, in dark brown on top of the brushstrokes of the
thick sand colour «RH (in monogram). 7626>. The R is open on
the left, and has slightly curved shapes like a script letter. The
signature is set inside a shape sketched in a similar dark brown,
and perhaps somewhat worn away by cleaning; this is presum-
ably to suggest a small length of wood or small branch. The
form of the monogram shows convincing similarities with other
monograms from 1626.

Varnish
Old varnish was removed, and fresh varnish applied, in 1976.

4. Comments

This painting was entirely unknown until 1974

99

A5 THE BAPTISM OF THE EUNUCH

Fig. 5. Detail with signature (enlarged)

The extent to which it fits in — physically, techni-
cally, stylistically and iconographically — among the
works from 1626 removes any doubt about it being
an autograph work.

The panel has the same dimensions and the same
two-plank construction as those used for the Balaam
in the Musée Cognacq-Jay, Paris (no. A 2) and the
Amsterdam Musical allegory (no. A 7). The composi-
tion of the ground matches that of the grounds that
have been investigated.

From examination of the paint layer of these same
paintings, it can be said that the painting technique
used in no. A 5 shows a number of striking similar-
ities with that of these works. Traces of a lay-in in
translucent browns are also found here, and in the
same sort of place as in the other paintings just
mentioned — in the edges of the book (cf. the same
place in the Leiden History painting, no. A 6) and in
general in the brown shadow areas. There is also in
no. A 5, presumably at the same stage, the local use
of a translucent brown-red, in particular in Philip’s
clothing. No signs are seen of light paint being used
in the underpainting, just as there are none in the
History painting and the Amsterdam Feremiah (no.
A 28).

The paint layer in the sky differs from that in the
History painting in that it was not only — as there —
painted once with spaces left for the forms located in
front of it, but was subsequently painted a second
time; on this second occasion the forms of a tree with
foliage to the left and a parasol to the right of this, for
which spaces had been provided, were painted over.
The first layer of paint is still visible along the edges
of the panel, where it has not been covered by the
second layer. It can be seen, from the overlapping of
the paint layers, that here again forms further back
in the picture were painted first with spaces (often
appearing in the X-ray with a vaguely defined out-
line) left empty for the forms standing closer to the
front. As these reserves were frequently made too
small, there are slight discrepancies between the X-
ray image and the final painted image; these are a
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Fig. 6. Infrared photograph
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characteristic result of Rembrandt’s method of
working. As in all his early works, formal changes
from the initial lay-in are few: they involve the re-
duction in size of the chariot wheel, the substitution
of a palm-tree for the deciduous tree seen in the
infrared photograph (fig. 6), and the removal of a
parasol.

In the handling of paint various parts of the work
strongly resemble areas in other works from 1626
and, in the sketchy execution and the broken tints of
the background figures, the Lyon Stoning of S. Stephen
from 1625 (no. A 1). A use of materials identical to
that in the beige tunic worn by Philip occurs in the
dress of the secretary in the Leiden History painting,
where not only the colour but the symptoms of
ageing (shrinkage cracks) are the same. In the
Leiden painting and in the Musical allegory the ren-
dering, in both the tablecloths, of an ornamented
green-blue fabric is very closely akin to that of the
tabard worn by the standing negro servant, while
the way the clothing of the kneeling servant is mo-
delled in straight strokes with yellow-white high-
lights closely resembles that of the hose of the
crowned figure in the Leiden painting. The treat-
ment of the drooping hand of the armed horseman,
with the pointed fingers shown in straight short
strokes, is seen again in the hand on the right carry-
ing the basket in the Moscow Driving-out of the
moneychangers (no. A 4). Unknown from other works
is the way extensive scratching in the wet paint has
been used in the right foreground to help to define
the terrain, and the broad and slightly dabbing
application of the thick, white paint in the animal
skin worn by the eunuch.

When looking more closely at the place no. A
occupies among the other early works, one notices
that the handling of the light (falling from the right)
produces shadow areas that give the group of figures
a clear, plastic articulation, contrasting with the
illuminated righthand half of the Stoning of S. Stephen.
In this respect the Utrecht painting shows a clearly
more mature hand than the 1625 work. Compared
to the five other works from 1626 it makes, from a
number of angles, an impression of being less well-
developed. The spatial construction, with the vague
hill to the left and the very low vista immediately
adjoining the foreground on the right, provides a
barely adequate setting for the tall, piled-up group
of figures; by itself, this is closely akin to the group in
the Balaam, but in that work the limited three-
dimensional effect and the powerful linear design are
in happier accord. The colour-scheme, close though
it may be to that of other works in individual areas,
appears somewhat uncoordinated; this is apparent
when one compares it to the Leiden History painting,
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Fig. 7. P. Lastman, Baptism of the Eunuch. Karlsruhe, Staatliche Kunsthalle

which is certainly no less colourful but in which a
recurrence of certain hues — especially green-blue —
in different areas provides a more evident cohesion.
It seems natural to assume that no. A 5 represents an
early stage of work in the year 1626, while the
Amsterdam Tobit and Anna (no. A g) with its succinct
modelling and sophisticated colour-scheme must
come from late in the year.

Rembrandt’s composition must clearly be seen in
connexion with the example provided by Pieter
Lastman; not so much in the painting at Berlin dated
1608 (K. Freise, Pieter Lastman, Leipzig 1911, no. 84)
and the undated and probably later painting in the
Frits Lugt collection (Fondation Custodia), Paris, as
certainly the Munich work dated 1620 (Freise,
op.cit., no. 86) and that at Karlsruhe dated 1623
(ibid., no. 85) (fig. 7). From none of these did Rem-
brandt take any motif exactly as it stood, as he did in
the Balaam; yet in their overall form each and every
one of the ingredients of the composition were bor-
rowed from~Lastman’s work. From the Munich
work this involved only the prominent position of a
kneeling servant holding the eunuch’s turban, and
the kind of headgear and the raised elbow of the
chariot-driver (shared by Rembrandt between the
two figures on the chariot). The 1623 version at
Karlsruhe is the foremost prototype of those we
know: from this Rembrandt took the compositional
features of the chariot (of similar type) with a group
of trees above it (which he later changed to a
palmtree) and the parasol (later discarded), and of
the figures and horses standing out against the sky
together with the low horizon with the vista. Other
motifs such as the standing. servant with the book,
the charioteer with a whip and the dog come from
the same source. The fundamental change which
Rembrandt has made in setting out the composition
is, as in the Balaam, to compress the scene inside a
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narrow, vertical format; this imposed demands on
clarity of spatial relationships which he was barely
capable of meeting and which also did not help to
make the story clear. (In Lastman there is an evident
relationship between the halted chariot and the
baptism scene.)

The changed position of the chariot may perhaps
reflect, inter alia, the model seen in Philip Galle’s
print after a design by Maerten van Heemskerck
from the series Acta Apostolorum (Hollst. VII, nos.
206—240), with which Lastman will not have been
unfamiliar and which shows remarkable resem-
blances to the righthand half of Rembrandt’s com-
position (fig. 8). Though Lastman’s forms may
already be a good deal tauter than those of Van
Heemskerck, those of Rembrandt with their pre-
dominantly axial construction and scant use of fore-
shortening are even more simplified and remarkably
static compared to Lastman’s turning, moving
figures. Defoer! quite rightly pointed to a similarity
between the figure of the eunuch and that in the
probably earlier etching by Lievens of Jacob anointing
the stone at Beth-El (Hollst. XI, no. 4) which shows a
like approach. In his considerably later painting of
the same subject, which we know only from copies
and in an etching by J. G. van Vliet (cf. Introduc-
tion, Chapter III, fig. 3), Rembrandt was yet again
to use Lastman’s 1623 version as a starting-point for
a composition, though he then placed the main
figures in isolation in front of a clearly rising ground.

- The theme of the baptism of the eunuch does not
play any great role in medieval art. It occurs not
infrequently in the 16th century. Sometimes there
was a confusion between the deacon Philip (see Acts
6: 5) and the apostle of the same name, in the retables
of altars dedicated to the saint; sometimes it ap-
peared as a self-contained scene, and sometimes as
part of a series of prints of the Acts of the Apostles
(e.g. those by Philip Galle after Maerten van Heems-
kerck and by Adriaan Collaert after Marten de
Vos). The story was furthermore a subject repeated-
ly used towards the end of the 16th and during the
17th century for the action of staffage figures in a
landscape, not only in the Southern Netherlands but
in the Northern Netherlands too — as in the work of
Esaias van de Velde and of Rembrandt himself (Br.
439) — as well as in Italy, e.g. in that of Claude
Lorrain. From a survey of known examples (A.
Pigler, Barockthemen 1, Budapest 1956, 1st edn, pp.
382—-385; 1974, 2nd edn, pp. 389—392) one finds that
the theme appeared relatively frequently in the
Northern Netherlands in the 17th century. Itis quite
possible that this ties up with the significance the
sacrament of baptism still held for Calvinism, as has
been assumed by L. Réau (Iconographie de Part chrétien
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Fig. 8. After M. van Heemskerck, Baptism of the Eunuch (engraving by Ph. Galle)

I11, g, Paris 1959, p. 1070) and Defoer!. Besides,
however, the story makes an emblematic point, that
of the contrast between the blackness of the eunuch’s
skin and his soul being washed clean by the baptism;
we see this from a sonnet by the Calvinist poet-
preacher Jacobus Revius (1586-1658), ‘Camerling
Candaces’, which starts with an allusion to the motif,
current in emblematic literature since Alciati (1531
edn, E g, Impossibile: ‘Abluis Aethiopem quid frustra?
ahdesine. .’), of the impossibility of washing a negro
white:
‘Wie ist die seggen dorf dat moeyte sy verloren
Te wasschen in het badt een naecten moriaen?’
(Who dare say that it is lost labour

Washing a naked Moor in the bath?)
and ends:
‘Ontfinck van hem den doop met een gelovich hert,
Sijn wterlijcke huyt bleef wel gelijcke swert
Maer witter als de sneeuw wiert hy aen syner sielen.’
(Received baptism from him [i.e. Philip] with a

faithful heart,

His outer skin remained still black

Yet in his soul was he whiter than the snow.)

(J. Revius, Over-Ysselsche Sangen en Dichten, 1st edn,
Deventer 1630; 2nd edn, Leiden 1634, p. 228; ed.
W. A.P. Smit, Amsterdam 1930, pp. 235-236). The
same idea is incorporated in an inscription on a free
copy in a horizontal format, published by Claes
Jansz. Visscher (Introduction, Chapter I11, fig. 5),
of van Vliet’s 1631 etching after a lost Rembrandt
painting probably dating from that year:
‘Hic lavat Aethiopem nigrum pellitque colorem,
Non cutis ast animae, post pansa oracla Philippus.’
(Here Philip washes the black Ethiopian, dispels the

colour



Not of his skin but of his soul, after having explained
the prophecies)

5. Documents and sources

None.

6. Graphic reproductions

None.

7. Copies

None.

8. Provenance

— Bought by the Museum in 1976 from a private owner.

9. Summary

Because of numerous affinities with Rembrandt’s
early work, and of the signature and date, no. A 5
must be regarded as beyond doubt an authentic
work from 1626. It represents an early stage of the
stylistic development seen in that year, as can be seen
from the relatively unsure handling of spatial re-
lationships and the lack of coordination in the colour
scheme. The composition is clearly reminiscent of
prototypes by Lastman, although unlike the Balaam
(no. A 2) this work has no literal borrowings from
these models.

Apart from a theological significance based on the
importance baptism held for Protestants, the subject
also had an emblematic point to make, contrasting
the blackness of the eunuch’s skin with the whiteness
of his reborn soul.

REFERENCE

1 H. L. M. Defoer, ‘Rembrandt van Rijn, de Doop van de kamerling’, 0. H.
91 (1977), pp- 2-26.
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A6 History painting (Subject unidentified)
LEIDEN, STEDELIJK MUSEUM DE LAKENHAL, CAT. No. 814

1626

ON LOAN FROM THE STATE-OWNED ART COLLECTIONS DEPARTMENT, THE HAGUE

HDG— ; BR. 460; BAUCH g6; GERSON 1

Fig. 1. Panel go.1 x 121.3 cm

1. Summarized opinion

A well preserved painting that on the grounds of
similarities with other works from 1626 and of (the
vestiges of) an authentic signature and date can be
regarded as genuine, and as the most ambitious
work from the year 1626.

2. Description of subject

Since there is no satisfactory explanation of what the picture
represents, this description will not identify any of the figures.

The action takes place out of doors in front of a palace-like
building, and a town is hinted at in the background. The focus
of attention is the gesture being made with his sceptre by a
richly-clad figure wearing a white-plumed gold crown with
arches; he stands with his retinue on the left and on a white-
draped dais, facing towards three young men, two of them
visibly armed, at the bottom of the steps. Two of these three are
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kneeling, and make gestures (as if protesting innocence?), while
the third stands between them with his right hand raised taking
an oath.

To the right behind this latter group one sees a troop of
soldiers, with a subaltern at their head. To judge by the many
sloping firearms and lances and the banner seen further off in
the background one can gather that this is a relatively large
force, approaching in more or less orderly fashion.

To either side of the crowned figure, and standing one step
lower down on the dais, there are two officers. The one furthest
to the left, clad in a rich tunic with slashed sleeves and wearing
a slashed cap with plumes, carries a commander’s baton in his
right hand. The one on the right, partially hidden behind the
kneeling figures, stands bareheaded and looking straight to-
wards the viewer, his right hand resting on a staff. In the left
foreground there are a pile of weapons and a drum.

Immediately alongside the crowned figure sits a secretary,
looking up at the former with eyes open wide; he appears to be
dipping his pen in ink, and on the point of recording his
master’s words in the book in front of him. Behind the crowned



Fig. 2. X-ray

figure is a small boy carrying his train, and a little further back
still on the dais there are two bearded men and a number of
figures armed with pikes. The most striking member of this
group is a stout bearded man wearing a long, fur-trimmed
cloak standing on the right behind the crowned figure.
Immediately to the left of this stout man one sees the head of a
young man, which will be referred to below as the artist’s self-
portrait.

In the background, crowded onto the stone plinth of a tall
column topped by a sculpted animal resembling a sheep, are
onlookers who cling to the column or lean against it. One of
these onlookers sits on the plinth, while a man bare to the waist
clambers up towards him. Another waves his cap.

3. Observations and technical information

Working conditions
Examined on 4 June 1969 (J.B., S. H. L..) in satisfactory day-
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light and in the frame, and again in autumn 1975 (E.v.d. W.in
collaboration with Mrs. C. M. Groen, Central Research Labo-
ratory, Amsterdam) with the aid of a microscope, the picture
out of the frame, and fifteen X-ray films, together covering the
whole painting.

Support

pEscrIPTION: Oak panel, grain horizontal, go.1 (+ o.1) X
121.9 cm. Thickness 0.6 to 1.2 cm. Composed of three horizon-
tal planks, widths (from top to bottom) 31.6 ( + 0.6), 28.9 ( +
0.3) and 29.7 (+ 0.8) cm. The upper join has been strength-
ened at the back with stuck-on pieces of wood of horizontal
lozenge shape. Back bevelled on all four sides.

SCIENTIFIC DATA: Dendrochronology (Prof. Dr. J. Bauch and
Dr. D. Eckstein, Hamburg): top plank 175 annual rings heart-
wood, datable as 1421/22—1596; middle plank 163 annual rings
heartwood, not datable; bottom plank 184 annual rings heart-
wood, datable as 1399/1400—1583. The top and bottom planks
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Fig. 3. Places where paint samples were taken

come from the same treetrunk, datable as 1399/1400-1596.
Growing area: Northern Netherlands. Earliest possible felling
date 1611.

Ground

DESCRIPTION: A warm light brown, as can be seen in thinly
painted parts such as along the outline of the building on the
left, of the background figures on the right and in the shadow
areas of certain headsin the foreground, and in parts of margins
about 1 cm wide round the edges that are only partly (or not at
all) covered by an underpainting layer and were not covered
over with paint when the painting was worked up (see below
under Paint layer, DESCRIPTION).

SCIENTIFIC DATA: Studies by the Central Research Laboratory,
Amsterdam, of cross-sections of paint samples has shown the
ground to comprise two layers. It was found to have the same
structure and composition in 6 of the 12 samples taken (see e.g.
Introduction, Chapter II, fig. 8). The remaining six samples
were in most instances incomplete, because the investigation
had been aimed at discovering the structure and composition of
the uppermost layers; in three of them traces were however
found, as the bottom layer of a paint film, that showed so much
similarity to the uppermost layer of the ground that this layer
can there, too, be assumed to be continuous. The bottom layer
consists of chalk with a glue medium. The upper of the two
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ground layers consists of white lead with a proportionally very
small amount of a fine brown pigment. Since the grains of
brown pigment occurred sporadically and were very small, it
has so far been impossible to determine their nature with
certainty, but they are probably grains of ochre or umber. The
medium for the upper layeris oil. When a thin section of sample
5 was examined, transparent particles were found, in the upper
layer of the ground, that most probably point to the presence of
chalk that would have been added to the white lead.

Paint layer

conpITION: The paint layer is generally in a very good state of
preservation. Thinner shadow areas (at bottom right around
the signature, for instance) have suffered alittle. A greatdeal of
discoloured varnish was removed during cleaning for the 1956
Leiden exhibition Rembrandt als leermeester. Craquelure: pat-
terns of fine, divergent cracks are seen in some of the thicker
areas.

DESCRIPTION: The figures in the foreground are painted with
opaque and sometimes thickly-applied paint in green-blues,
greys, white, lilac, yellow and some bright red, with a great
many small (though sometimes also long ) strokes and dabs of
yellow and white to indicate embroidered cloth and other
highlights; there are also a few scratchmarks in hair and vari-
ous patterns, and in the fur cuff of the crowned figure.



Contrasting with this, the figures in the shadow in the middle
ground are painted more thinly and sketchily in greys and half-
tints, with numerous short, curved scratchmarks going through
to the light grey sky in the case of the hair of heads seen against
the sky, and with squiggly scratchmarks all over the fur collar of
the stout bearded man.

The subaltern on the right in the middle ground is sketched
broadly in green-blue over the brown ground; so are archi-
tectural features further back, though these are defined with
slightly more thickly applied dark and light lines. The group of
onlookers on the plinth are done in thin, broad half-tones
against a light grey sky that though opaque is not thickly
brushed.

The handling of paint in the foreground shows a wide

variety, as demanded by the materials being depicted. The
flesh areas are thicker and stronger in colour the closer they are
to the viewer. Weapons are painted firmly and densely with
strong catchlights, and are sometimes, mainly in the shield, on
the left, edged by bands left in reserve that reveal the ground.
The play of light over the cloth draped over the steps is shown
in a thick white between broadly-brushed greys.
SCIENTIFIC DATA: Twelve samples of paint were taken and
examined by the Central Research Laboratory, Amsterdam,
with a range of specific purposes in mind. For the location of the
points from which these samples (numbered 2—13) were taken,
see fig. 3. A major interest was to determine, in addition to the
composition of the ground, the nature and composition of the
underpainting. A further aim was to find out, at a number of
points, whether a paint layer traces of which can be seen in
open places in the paint film (and which as we believed can be
identified as a monochrome underpainting) had indeed been
placed directly on top of the ground, and whether this layer —
which from its sketchlike application is certainly not continu-
ous —in fact continues beneath parts of the surface paint. Both
of these suspicions were in fact confirmed. As we expected, the
underpainting was not encountered at all points. Layers that
can be assumed to belong to the underpainting were found in
samples 3, 5 and 6 (Introduction, Chapter II, fig. 8). The
composition varies from one sample to the next, but is constant
in one respect — the main component is a relatively large
amount of a dark brown, translucent pigment( in all proba-
bility organic). Sample 3 also under the microscope showed
carbon black, organic red, white lead and possibly some chalk,
a little vermilion or red ochre. In sample 5, alongside the dark
brown organic pigment, examination also showed white lead,
chalk and a very small amount of red ochre. Sample 6 had,
together with the dark brown organic pigment, white lead and
a very little lead-tin yellow.

White lead and smalt were found in the sky in sample 7,
together with colourless, translucent particles — possibly parti-
cles of smalt that had lost their blue colour. The layer found in
sample 2 immediately on top of the ground, most probably the
area of sky that has been overlapped by the self-portrait and the
sceptre superimposed on it, contains fine azurite as well as
white lead, and possibly also a tiny amount of an organic red
pigment.

X-Rays
The radiographic image provides various clues to the working
method adopted in different parts of the picture.

In the light and somewhat patchily painted sky and other
light passages in the background one can see that for the most
part very rough and rather cramped reserves were provided for
the forms standing out against these areas; this is true of the
heads of the two figures in the shadow of the building on the far
left, the head behind the sceptre (the Rembrandt self-portrait),
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the stout bearded figure next to this, the first pikeman to the
right of the column (no reserve was provided for the halbardier
next to him, who shows up light in the light sky), the
bareheaded officer, the head and trunk of the young man
taking an oath (though there is no reserve for his upraised right
arm) and the subaltern on the far right. In general, the sky and
the buildings in the far distance were painted wet-in-wet in a
single stage. The pikes and other weapons projecting against
these appear relatively light in the X-ray, and have evidently
been painted on top of them. When the artist came to using
reserves that had been left too small, areas of the background
that had already been executed were partly covered over by
forms placed further to the front. This applies, naturally, to
small areas of sky, the paint of which is then often discernible in
scratchmarks depicting the hair of, for example, the stout man
behind the secretary and the pikeman to the right of him; but it
also occurs with part of a distant obelisk behind the bareheaded
officer, and the leg of one of the figures standing on the plinth
immediately behind the head of the young man taking an oath
with hand raised. The latter’s right arm, for which no space was
left in reserve, has been painted over a fairly complicated area
which adumbrates the army behind and has a round tower in
the background; the concern for maintaining cohesion in this
area may indeed have been a reason why the artist did not leave
a space empty to accommodate the arm. Where the self-
portrait head appears behind the sceptre one seesin the X-raya
number of haphazard strokes of paint that show up white; they
may indicate that an earlier version was painted out with a
lightlayer, on top of which the present head was then painted —
this would have been at a relatively early stage, and at all
events before the crowned figure’s sceptre was placed over this
area (cf. paint sample 2 described under SCIENTIFIC DATA.

In the large figures on the left and in the foreground area, the
spaces left in reserve match the final execution much more
closely. Evidently these areas were more carefully prepared in
the underpainting, the execution here too being carried out (as
one can tell from observations at the paint surface) from the
rear of the picture to the front. One notices that above and to
the right along the outline of the officer in a plumed cap
(standing on the extreme left) the building and the clothing of
the old man further back in the shadow appear very light, and
that the latter is separated from the cloak of the crowned figure
by a dark gap; one should probably assume that the arrange-
ment of the lighting at this point was at an early stage (perhaps
in the underpainting?) different from that seen today. The
strongest white is found in the lobster-red righthand trouser-leg
of the officer wearing a plumed cap.

In conclusion, one can say that in general the discrepancies
between the radiographic and the paint-surface images do not
point to changes having been made in form or composition, but
are the logical outcome of the working method adopted; the
only real alterations are where the profile head of the halbard-
ier to the right of the column was not allowed for and had to be
placed on top of the already-painted sky, and where the self-
portrait head behind the sceptre has been done over an earlier
version that was painted out.

Signature

Thinly drawn in dark brown at bottom right, on the grey of a
stone R f. or RH (in monogram). 1626>. The vestiges of the
signature, which can be regarded as authentic, are difficult to
read, the 2 being scarcely visible. An argument in favour of the
reading R f. is that we believe to have noted a similar signature
on no. A 1; against this there is the fact that an RA monogram
would be like other signatures from 1626.
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Fig. 4. Detail (1:2.5)
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Fig. 5. Detail (1:2.5)
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Fig. 6. Detail (1:1.5)

Varnish
No special remarks.

4. Comments

A comparison of this work with the Lyon Stoning of S.
Stephen (no. A 1) — an obvious one to make, because
of the similarity in format and in the scale of the
figures — reveals differences in style and execution.

by

The spatial layout has become a good deal clearer.
Starting with the diagonally-placed dais, the ar-
rangement of the central, imperial figure flanked by
the two officers forms a well-thought-out group
counterpointed by the three young men, and provid-
ing what has been conceived as a three-dimensional
symmetry. To the right of the latter group a space
marked with cast shadows leads logically to the
figures in the middle ground.



Fig. 7. Detail (1:3)
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The distribution of light and shade is in general,
through variation in the intensity of light, designed
to separate the various planes; but it is less brusque
and more readily explicable than in the Lyon paint-
ing, where the stark contrast does not correspond to
a spatial separation. Beyond the middle ground seen
in shadow (presumably from the building) the
buildings and small figures in the background are
again lit and pale in colour, so that the background
has a better three-dimensional relationship to the
foreground than in the Lyon work.

Though this painting, too, can be said to have a
variegated colour-scheme, the appearance of green-
blue and blue-grey in the foreground and back-
ground provides a linking factor, something quite
new compared to the painting in Lyon.

Variety in the manner of painting to suit the
materials being rendered is seen here as well, but the
foreground figures in the light have heads and hands
that are more thoroughly and skilfully developed
and are given a stronger suggestion of plasticity. The
paint surface does not, like that of the Lyon painting,
form a virtually opaque mass; heads and figures have
— especially in the shadow areas of the middle
ground — been sketched thinly on top of a ground
layer that shows through distinctly. The ground also

shows through, or is exposed, in the shadow sides of
the lit heads and in the still-life. There is a very large
number of scratchmarks made in the wet paint;
usually these go down to an underlying layer of
paint, and only in the hair of the imperial figure do
they penetrate to the ground.

In its execution no. A6 differs from the Lyon
painting most of all in that forms situated further to
the front of the picture overlap other forms placed
further back and painted earlier. One gets the im-
pression from the X-rays that preparations for paint-
ing on the panel itself were done with precision only
in the figures and still-life in the left foreground,
those elsewhere being fairly rough and ready, and
that here Rembrandt — relying on the covering
power of his paint and working from the back to the
front — generally made forms further to the front of
the picture wider than the spaces he had left in
reserve to receive them. There is no reason whatever
to suppose that the painting was produced in various
stages and was painted partly by a different hand?,
nor to think that ‘Rembrandt has in fact reworked
an (unfinished?) history painting by Lastman’2.

The technical execution gives this painting a
somewhat individual place among Rembrandt’s
early works, and yet there are clear similarities with
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them. Leaving aside resemblances of detail (the
secretary, for instance, reminds one strongly of one of
the moneychangers in the painting in Moscow, no.
A 4), it comes close in the handling of paint to the
Balaam in the Musée Cognacq-Jay in Paris (no. A 2),
and especially to the Amsterdam Musical allegory
(no. A7), where the treatment of flesh areas and
various colour combinations recur virtually unchan-
ged. The Balaam admittedly lacks the translucently
sketched areas in shadow, but the compositional
function of the more firmly painted figures in the
mid-ground, and of the colour of the landscape
background and its relation to the local colour in the
foreground is similar. The background buildings
done in green-blue, which can best be compared
with the mountain background in the Balaam, are
noticeably unlike those in the background of the
Stoning of S. Stephen, where the brown-green build-
ings —drawn in considerable detail — create less of an
effect of depth.

Even more than in the painting in Lyon (no. A1),
the resemblance to Lastman’s work from the pic-
torial viewpoint seems no more than superficial. The
difference in the way paint has been handled here to
suit the material being rendered, the distance at
which objects are seen and the intensity of the light-
ing is not found to the same degree in Lastman’s far
more uniform treatment. From the viewpoint of
composition, and particularly of the means used to
create depth, the similarity with Lastman’s work—
for example, as Martin has commented?, with his
Coriolanus of 1622 in Dublin (no. Ag, fig. 6)— is
stronger; this is something that no. A 6 shares with
Rembrandt’s most Lastman-like work from 1627,
the Basle David before Saul (no. A g). The low angle of
view incorporated in the lefthand half of the com-
position also points to Lastman’s prototype?.

The subject of the picture remains, for the present,
unclear. If our reading of the scene, as showing a
pronouncement being made by a crowned figure on
three young men who are appearing before him, is
correct, then none of the suggested interpretations
would fit: Saul giving weapons to David®,
Coriolanus as conqueror$, the Judgment of the
consul L. Junius Brutus?, the Sentencing of the son of
Manlius Torquatus®, the Clemency of Titus®,
Palamedes before Agamemnon!?, the Judgment of
Saul on Jonathan!!, the Consul Cerealis and the
German legions!? and Ludolf and Konrad the Red
before Otto I'3. That the pronouncement being
made in the picture is concerned with magnanimity
or clemency (asin the Clemency of Titus), probably
towards a conquered army, is only a surmise. It finds
some support in a scene depicted in the frame sur-
rounding a portrait of Wladislaus IV (or VII) of

Fig. 8. Aur. to S. Savery, detail of Portrait of King Wiadislaus IV of Poland
(engraving)

VACTORIS D MUANY £ST. PACE BELUVAM MVTARE, T NON SEVIRE ¥ PROSTRATOSEA VERO CLENESTIAEST.

we—

s

Poland attributed to S.Savery (the portrait after
Pieter Soutman), dated 1634 (fig. 8). As an exemplum
of clementia this shows how in 1644 the king, after
delivering the town of Smolensk from siege by a
Russian army, released — at the pleading of three
officers on bended knee — a cut-off and conquered
army that had surrendered unconditionally.
Rembrandt’s painting of course shows a different
event (probably borrowed from classical history),
but the resemblance between the two scenes — a
prince and his generals on the left, with on the right
three supplicants followed by an army with banners
and weapons — makes one suspect that both con-
veyed a similar meaning.

Since soon after the discovery of the painting!,
the head of the young man behind the crowned
figure to the right (which proves to have been given
its present form only on second thoughts) has been
regarded as a self-portrait of Rembrandt, and the
likeness to works accepted as self-portraits —in parti-
cular etching B. 338 of 1629 — is indeed convincing.
It has not however been commented so far that the
young man in a plumed cap far back behind the
crowned figure to the left also has the same features.

As has already been frequently noted, the shield
lying in the foreground on the left occurs repeatedly
in paintings by Gerard Dou, mostly depicting
painters’ studios and all presumably painted during
the 1630s; cf. the pictures of studios in W. Martin,
Gerard Dou, Stuttgart-Berlin 1914 (Kl1.d. K.), pp. 57,
59 (dated 1637), pp. 63 and 83, and the Budapest
Soldier, ibid., p. 89 left.

5. Documents and sources

None.

6. Graphic reproductions
None.
7. Copies

None.



8. Provenance

— Dealer Asscher, Koetser & Welker, London 1924 (acquired
by them as school of Rubens and recognized as a Rembrandt)®.
~ Coll. J.J. M. Chabot, on loan to Central Museum, Utrecht

(1925).

— Sale coll. Chabot, The Hague 1 September 1942, no. 24.

— Recovered from Germany; State-owned art collections de-
partment, The Hague.

» 9. Summary

As a large history painting staffed with numerous
figures this painting can be compared only with the
Stoning of S. Stephen (no. A 1); alongside similarities in
treatment there are also major differences that can
be interpreted as progress in spatial composition
achieved through the handling of colour and light-
ing. No. A 6 shows similarities to other Rembrandt
works from 1626 in a number of respects; for
example, the plastic treatment of the foreground
figures resembles that in the Driving-out of the
moneychangers (no. A 4), the handling of the distant
view in blue-green is like that in the Balaam (no. A 2),
and many colouristic traits are shared with the
Musical allegory (no. A 7). The painting differs some-
what from these works in its execution, in that the
overlapping of areas in the background by forms
situated further forward in the picture is more pro-
nounced. Because of resemblances, in the manner of
painting and the interpretation of various compo-
nents, with other works from 1626 and partly
because of the signature this can be seen as a work by
Rembrandt; it differs so much from the Stoning of S.
Stephen dated 1625 (no. A 1) that it may be assumed
not to have been painted immediately after that
work.
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Fig. 2. X-ray
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1. Summarized opinion

A well-preserved work, reliably signed and dated
1626, which fits well into Rembrandt’s production
during that year.

2. Description of subject

Four persons, two men and two women, are in a room where a
beam of light falls from the top left. The older man is sitting on
the left facing forwards and playing a viola da gamba. He wears
a silk caftan and a turban. Standing obliquely behind him is a
young man plucking the strings of a small harp, which appears
to be perched on a chair the back of which hides part of the
instrument. A richly-dressed young woman wearing a golden
headdress incorporating a tall crest sits further to the front in
the centre of the composition and in the strongest light, with
her right foot on a raised pedestal and the left leg crossed over
the right; she is reading from a large music book lying on her
lap, and is (as we can tell from her half-open mouth) singing
while she beats time with her raised right hand. To the right
and behind her, leaning on the back of the young woman’s
chair, stands an old woman resting her chin on her hand. To
the right, alongside the old woman, a table covered with a cloth
bears a silver-coloured beaker with gold ornamentation and a
small open box (probably a toilet box). The space in front of the
group is occupied by a piece of furniture serving as a dark
repoussoir, on which lies a violin. On the floor, beside and
behind it, are a lute and a haphazard pile of books, some open,
some closed. Some of the books are propped against the
tablecloth.

On the partially-lit wall in the background, above the
wainscot, hangs a painting of Lot’s flight from Sodom, in a
black frame lined with gold. A curtain hangs on the right.

3. Observations and technical information

Working conditions

Examined 12 November 1975 (B.H., E.v.d.W.) in good day-
light, and with the aid of an ultraviolet lamp. Four X-ray films
received subsequently (Rijksmuseum).

Support

DESCRIPTION: Oak panel, grain vertical, 63.4 x 47.6 cm. Thick-
ness at left 0.5 cm, at right 0.6 cm. Two planks: the joinisat 23.2
cm from the right at the top, 23.6 cm from the right at the
bottom. The back has irregular bevelling along all four sides
over a width of 4—5 cm, and the lefthand plank has been planed
with a concave blade.

sCIENTIFIC DATA: Dendrochronology (Dr. P. Klein, Hamburg):
left plank, measured at upper edge, 201 annual rings of heart-
wood, datable 1393-1593; right plank, measured at lower
edge, 159 annual rings of heartwood, datable 1434-1592. The
planks come from different trees. The almost identical dates for
the youngest rings of both planks may be taken as an indication
that these rings were close to the sapwood. Earliest possible
felling-date therefore 1608. If, because of the age of the tree, one
assumes at least 20 rings of sapwood a felling date from 1613
onwards seems more realistic.

Ground

DESCRIPTION: Yellowish, as visible in a few tiny patches between
areas of paint; this is clearest in the outline of the young
woman’s further shoulder.

SCIENTIFIC DATA: One sample was taken from the edge of the
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painting and examined by the Central Research Laboratory,
Amsterdam. In the lower of the two layers found, microchem-
ical reactions revealed chalk. Thin-layer chromatography
showed that an animal glue had been used as a medium for this
layer. In the upper layer microchemical analysis showed white
lead; the grains of brown pigment seen in this when the cross-
section was studied under the microscope were too few to allow
analysis. Heat- and staining-tests showed that oil had been
used as a medium in this layer. For an interpretation, see
Chapter II of the Introduction.

Paint layer

coNDITION: Good apart from limited areas of inpainting along
the join and a few points of local retouching, e.g. to the right of
the young man’s head, at the tip of the young woman’s nose
and to the left of the older man’s neck. Craquelure: an extreme-
ly fine pattern can be seen in the thicker parts.

DESCRIPTION: Although the execution does not go into minute
detail, itis still elaborate. This is true of both the widely varying
handling of paint, related to the nature of the material being
portrayed, and the colour scheme, which is extremely varied
and even makes an impression of gaudiness.

The wide colour range is seen in the contrast between the
local colours of various areas, in the materials shown as multi-
coloured, and — sometimes in a surprisingly daring way —
within objects that have an even colour. The strong contrasts
between local colours reach a climax in that between the
glaringly red shoes of the young woman and the greens of the
tablecloth. The illuminated side of the varicoloured turban
worn by the older man has a harsh pink, ochre yellow, green-
blue, pale yellow, violet, bright red and light green all in
juxtaposition. Other multicoloured items include the old
woman’s headshawl, where light red, ochre yellow and blue
stripes are set against a grey main colour, and the young
woman’s clothing in which ornaments in a strong vermilion red
and lake red are placed on and against a golden yellow; in the
hem of her garment light green ornamentation with strong
dark green shadows and lake red motifs are against a light
violet. The older man’s caftan is an example of an apparently
uniformly-coloured area that in reality includes a large
number of colours. The basic light violet colour, which remains
untouched in the small triangle between the dark repoussoir,
the lute and the viola da gamba, has placed on it touches of a
golden ochre yellow, very light yellow, light and dark blue-
green and pure white, while the shadows are in a very dark
vialet. A further example is the binding of the closed book in the
foreground, where a dark pink and strong light green have
been worked over an ochre ground; in the leather clasp a light
blue-green is placed over a strong dark pink. In the binding of
the book standing upright on the right in front of the table a
brownish ochre is set over a dark grey ground, and on top of this
is a slight amount of salmon pink with light yellow highlights.
These exuberant colours contrast with the foreground repous-
soir done in thick brushstrokes of dark brown, and with the
greys and grey-browns of the rear wall where the bright pink
and light blue-green seen in the painting on the wall provide an
accent of broken colours.

Just as with the rendering of materials, the painting and
colouring of the heads are individualized. The head of the
young woman, for example, is painted very smoothly and
fluently, and in some places the colours even blend. The stron-
gest lights do, it is true, still present a brushmark that can be
clearly followed, but right up against the edges of the shadow
areas the stroke becomes hardly detectable, while details such
as the mouthline, nostrils and eye-socket shadows are placed in



this with robust licks of dark brown paint. The shadow areas
are translucent where light merges into dark, but there is also
an opaque greenish grey placed over alocally light underpaint-
ing, as is clearly visible in the neck area; the underpainting
shows through a little in small patches of wearing. Most nearly
akin to this is the way in which the young man’s head has been
painted, although the fact that he is rather less strongly lit and
stands rather further back affects the tonal relationships and
.the manner of painting, which is somewhat more fluid and
cursory than in the head of the young woman. In the old
woman’s head the handling of paint tends towards the chaotic,
especially in the light area where small, loose brushstrokes with
an irregular edge are used, in a fairly strong yellow and pink
(with a white highlight on the nose), to suggest the ageing skin.
The shadow area of her face is executed in an opaque and
slightly muddy brown, with yellow-brown for the reflected
light and small dark lines to show the wrinkles. In the older
man’s face paint is used quite differently; forceful flicks and
touches of the brush are used to suggest shape, colour and
lighting. Once again the use of a bright yellow is very notice-
able, especially along the nose. The small highlights in the eyes,
too, are yellow; that in the left eye takes the form of a short
stroke.

The wide differences in the way the hands are painted are
equally striking. The hands of the older characters are solid and
well-constructed, and the way the older man is fingering the
strings and holding the bow is particularly successful. The
colouring is a subdued pink. The young woman’s hands are
noticeable for their strong pink colouring, and in the case of the
hand in repose for the lack of modelling. The harp-player’s
hands, in contrast, are very accurately modelled; each hand
has been dealt with differently, with the illuminated one in
quite a strong light yellow forming the highest light against the
pink of the shadow.

Little use is made of scratchmarks; only in the neck of the lute
and here and there in the ornamentation of the young woman’s
clothing do we find lines incised into the wet paint.

It is possible with a strong magnifying-glass to detect parts of
the underpainting, done in both translucent browns and an
opaque light paint. At many places between the opaque areas,
usually very limited in extent, there are small discontinuities in
the paint through which the yellow ground can be seen; usually
itis covered by a thin translucent layer of brown or red-brown,
of varying tonal value. This occurs at sharp bends in contours,
such as the further shoulder of the young woman, the young
man’s cap, and in usually very small shadow areas that are not
developed further, such as the gap between the older man’s silk
cloak and the body of the viola da gamba. The translucent
brown paint shows through here and there, where the upper-
most paint layer has been applied thinly; this is the case, for
example, on the left above the painting on the wall, on the older
man’s bent elbow and to the right of the young woman’s neck.
Traces of a light paint of fairly coarse consistency, applied with
rapid strokes and touches and dabs, show through on the
fingerboard of the viola da gamba, in the young woman’s neck
and elsewhere: they provide an indication that locally high-
lights were placed on the monochrome underpainting. Study of
the X-ray gives an even clearer indication of this.

The areas to the front of the scene almost invariably slightly
overlap those to the back, so that we know that the picture was
consistently built up working from back to front. Only two
dark areas slightly overlap areas lying further to the front: the
black area of shadow on the tablecloth around the outlines of
the books was put down only after the cloth had been painted,
while the chair-back behind the young woman’s further shoul-
der also slightly overlaps the shoulder — it was added as a
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pentimento at a late stage, since in the X-ray the harp is seen to
continue further downwards.

SCIENTIFIC DATA: Two layers of paint can be seen in a sample
taken along the left hand edge, near the shoulder of the gamba
player. The lower contains white lead, ochre, black pigment
particles and some transparent brown particles, while the
upper contains a mixture of white lead, some red ochre and
azurite, black and transparent brown pigment particles. On
top of these two layers there are three layers of varnish, on top of
which a layer of black paint is found (apparently a retouch).

X-Rays

Theimage seen in the X-rays confirms, broadly speaking, what
can be seen at the surface of the paint. Since all four figures are
in the light while the background is predominantly dark, little
can be said about the first lay-in of the figures, from the point of
view of spaces left for them in the background. Dark bands and
patches can be seen along some contours, as evidence that in
the monochrome underpainting or during the laying-out of the
painting allowance was made for a wider outline than was
ultimately employed. This is the case, for instance, along the
lower part of the young woman’s leg.

Flowing brushstrokes show up light in the head of the older
man, as well as in his clothing which may have been initially
designed slightly differently. These correspond to the hints of a
light underpainting that can be seen in relief in the paint
surface.

The covering over of the lower part of the harp by the chair-
back, mentioned already as a pentimento, is clearly visible in
the X-ray. The tonal values in various parts of the background
and of the feather in the harp-player’s cap, which are in a
slightly different relationship from that seen in the surface
paint, probably result more from the thickness and consistency
of the paint used than from the initial design having been
different. The cast shadow of the open book in the foreground,
visible in the surface paint, was not initially anticipated. There
are no areas left in reserve for the shadows in the folds of the
tablecloth, as there are for those in the woman’s dress.

A phenomenon not so far seen in X-rays of any other panel is
the two light marks, sharply defined at their lower edge and
feathering off upwards, between the harp-player’s right hand
and his head. The back of the panel shows sound, bare wood at
this point; the marks must, therefore, be connected with the
preparation of the front surface. The most likely explanation is
that damage was caused while the panel was being planed, and
this was then filled in with priming.

Signature

In the centre of the repoussoir in the left foreground, in quite
large, grey letters and numerals <RH (in monogram) .1626>.
The Ris open on the left, and the tail can no longer be seen; only
a small part of the first 6 is still visible. The monogram is very
like that on no. A 2; the use of a lightish grey in a dark area is
seen again in, for example, no. A 1o and no. A 13. There is
every reason to trust the signature’s authenticity.

Varnish
No special remarks.

4. Comments

The treatment of colour and the brushwork of no.
A7 allow it to be fitted without difficulty into the
series of works produced in 1626, and it comes es-
pecially close to the Balaam in the Musée Cognacq-
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Fig. 3. Detail (1:1)

Jay, Paris (no. A 2) —which is of exactly the same size
— and to the Leiden History painting (no. A6). The
latter has a large number of passages that are identi-
cal in colour and manner of painting; but one can
assume that even the former would, if the yellowed
varnish were removed, prove to have just as varie-
gated a range of colours as no. A 7, and would show a
similar bold directness in a brushwork which, while
subtly rendering materials, never tries to conceal the
nature of the paint itself. From the viewpoint of
composition, too, it has the strongest affinity with
these two works: the foreground features a still-life
built up of lively and strongly-lit shapes, behind
which the figures form a fairly compact group the
members of which are distinguished one from an-
other more by differences of colour than by a clear
three-dimensional effect. In this respect, these three
works must be described as more mature than the
Utrecht Baptism of the eunuch (no. A 5), in which the
construction of the group of figures in the plane is less
substantial, making the spatial arrangement even
less comprehensible; here, moreover, the palette
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though hardly less variegated is certainly less
marked by violent contrasts. On the other hand the
Amsterdam Tobit and Anna (no. A g), also dated
1626, though like no. A 7 showing an interior scene,
shows us with its subdued and broken colours (and
consequent unity of the figures and interior) a clear-
ly more advanced stage in the rapid development
that must have taken place in Rembrandt’s work
during 1626. It seems logical to date no. A 77 not too
late on in the year, after the Baptism of the eunuch but
well before the Tobit and Anna.

The painting, which came to light in 1936, was
published in 1937 by Bloch! and Held2. Cleaning led
to the discovery of the signature and date, and since
then the attribution has been doubted by none
except Knuttel?, who thought the execution to be
quite different from that of the Balaam, and very
poor. The virtually unanimous acceptance un-
doubtedly had something to do with the generally
accepted view that Rembrandt was here portraying
himself and his family dressed up and making music.
Quite apart from the difficult question of whether
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particular models were used for the figures shown
(and if so, which) it is obvious that the picture has a
meaning that has still not been deciphered.

Where the style of no. A 7 is concerned, Bloch?! in
particular stressed the picture’s independence of
Lastman. This applies certainly to the composition,
less so to the colour-scheme. The latter does how-
ever, with its use of a great deal of pink contrasting
with light, cool (though not blue) tints, remind one
particularly of Esther’s feast at Raleigh (no. C2), a
painting we believe to be by Jan Lievens and to be
datable around 1625; it could certainly have made
an impression on the young Rembrandt. No im-
mediate prototype for the composition has been
singled out: the rather stiff rhythm and the clothing
of the figures still remind one most of Elsheimer, in
for example his Martyrdom of S. Lawrence (National
Gallery, London, cat. no. 1014; engraved by P.
Soutman). Rembrandt may perhaps already have
made use here, for the older man’s clothing, of the
figure of the negro king in the print after Rubens that
he definitely used in 1627 (see no. A g, fig. 7). Van
Gelder* has rightly pointed out the similarity be-
tween the still-life of books and a lute lying on the
floor with similar subjects treated by Jan Davidsz. de
Heem (an artist of exactly the same age); the earliest
of these, previously at Aachen, was dated 1625 (see I.
Bergstrom, Dutch still-life painting, London 1956, pp.
164—-165), and it is probable that Rembrandt bor-
rowed the motif from this. He returned to this motif
in subsequent years in a form increasingly abstract-
ed into a dynamic chiaroscuro effect — in the
Melbourne Two old men disputing of 1628 (no. A 13)
and the Nuremberg S. Paul of 1629/30 (no. A 26).

There have been various interpretations of the
scene, none of them conclusive. Kieser® and Bauch®
thought it might be an allegory of Hearing, and the
latter also suggested an allegory of Music. Natural
though these explanations appear, they do not ac-
count for the specific elements portrayed; and the
scene fits ill into the series of known pictures with
these meanings (cf. H. Kauffmann, ‘Die Fiinfsinne

in der niederlandischen Malerei des 17. Jahrhun-

derts’, Kunstgeschichtliche Studien, Dagobert Frey zum
23.4.1943 ..., Breslau 1943, pp. 133-157; A.P. de
Mirimonde, ‘Les allégories de la Musique’, G. d. B.-
A. 6th series, 72 (1968), pp. 295324 and 73 (1969),
PP- 343—362). Kieser and Bandmann? added a fur-
ther idea to the first of these interpretations — they
saw the harp-player as the young David forming a
component in a representation of Hearing, thus
attributing to the music a healing function as it had
in David’s playing before Saul. Bol®, on the other
hand, stressed the Vanitas aspect of music as men-
tioned in Ecclesiastes and in contemporary lite-
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rature. Broos? saw the posture of the old woman as a
melancholy motif, linking this on the one hand with
the meaning of Vanitas he attached to the still-life of
books and on the other with the scene (recognized by
Miinz? and van Gelder?) in the painting on the wall
of Lot’s flight from Sodom, which as a prefiguration of
the Last Judgment (Luke 17: 28—30) he regarded as
matching the Melancholy/Vanitas theme. This in-
terpretation embraces too many diverse elements to
be convincing. Haak!! suggested that it might be
intended as an allegory of Moderation, though with-
out offering any further detailed interpretation.
Finally, Timpel (unpublished thesis, Hamburg,
1968) looked somewhere quite different for an
answer — he believed that it might depict the
Prodigal Son wasting his substance with riotous
living, as represented in a woodcut by Maarten van
Heemskerck (Hollst. VIIIL, no. 51, with illus.). The
similarity to this print is slight; a more serious ob-
jection, however, is that the scene in no. A 7 does not
lend itself to this interpretation — the usual signs of
dissipation are entirely absent.

We are unable to offer any solution to the prob-
lem, and will go no further than to analyse some of
the aspects involved and to offer one or two sug-
gestions. The costumes shown might, on an analogy
with similar ones in Elsheimer and Rubens, for
example, point to an Old Testament, New Testa-
ment or classical subject; they might mean almost
everything except a straight-forward group portrait.
Although music-making does often occur in pictures
of this last kind, it cannot here have the meaning
then commonly given it of harmony between mem-
bers of the family. In no. A7 the music-making
appears to provide the central theme. The books
lying about on the floor are, so far as one can judge
from the open pages, music books: the one leaning
against the table shows what can with virtual cer-
tainty be identified as a lute tablature (with six-line
staves), and that lying on the floor is most probably
an ‘air de cour’, or part arranged for voice and lute
(we are indebted for this information to Prof. Dr.
F.R. Noske). In all, four musical instruments are
shown, two of them being played (a viola da gamba
and a small harp) and two unused (a violin and a
lute). It might be commented here that in De
Heem’s still-life of books, which can be looked on as
containing worthless, ephemeral objects, there is —if
they include a musical instrument — either a violin
(The Hague, Mauritshuis, no. 613 of 1628) or a lute
(Amsterdam, Rijksmuseum, inv. no. A 2565, cat. no.
1123 A 2); and that the violin, being a dancing-
master’s instrument, had a connotation of frivolity
(A.P. de Mirimonde in: Revue du Louvre 12 (1962),
pp- 176—177). The players are an older and a very
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young man; yet the principal figure in the group is
very definitely the young woman singing. She re-
ceives the main lighting, and is luxuriantly dressed
(a similar headdress is worn by one of the women of
the court in the Rape of Europa of 1632 (Br. 464) and
by an actress (?) in a drawing at Berlin (Ben. 317) as
well as by Esther in Aert de Gelder’s painting of
Esther preparing to intercede with Ahasuerus (exhb. cat.
Leiden 1956, no. 58, fig. 25)). The music being
performed is clearly a song for single voice with
accompaniment. The young woman seems to be
beating time. From her facial expression, the song is
a serious rather than a lighthearted one; it is under-
standable therefore that Bauch® should have
thought, in addition to the two possibilities already
mentioned, of Deborah’s song of praise (Judges 5),
and one might also call to mind the song of praise by
Judith (Judith 16: 1—21). Yet the picture does not
show any point of connexion with either of these
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biblical stories. Alongside the woman and presum-
ably intended as belonging to her there is a table
bearing an open box, probably a toilet box with (as
one may suppose) a mirror inside the lid which is
invisible to the viewer; in front of the box is a large
silver beaker, partly gilt. One might also call to mind
the combination ‘wine, women and song’ (which
would make Tiimpel’s interpretation plausible), but
against this there is the serious mood of the gather-
ing, and perhaps also the type of beaker which has
the form of the Communion cup used by the Dutch
Reformed Church. Itis possible that the beaker and
toilet box symbolize a choice for the young woman
or, atleast, two aspects of a component of the theme.
Behind the young woman stands an old woman; her
posture and the direction of her gaze suggest close
attention. She is a type that occurs repeatedly in the
early 17th century: as companion to a younger
woman (e.g. to Delilah in various of Rubens’ de-
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Fig. 6. Detail (1:1)

pictions of Samson and Delilah, and to Esther (or
Judith?) in Rembrandt’s painting at Ottawa (Br.
494) and in the painting by Aert de Gelder already
mentioned); as procuress (e.g. in Honthorst and
other Caravaggists); or as the personification of
avarice, of winter or, especially, of old age (cf., for
example, H. G. Evers, Rubens und sein Werk. Neue
Forschungen, Brussels 1943, pp- 233—234, figs.
233—237). Something of the kind may be intended
here; the old woman seems to be a contrasting com-
panion for the young woman, and she is the only
figure shown who is not taking part in the music-
making. Behind her, a curtain conceals the right-
hand part of the rear wall, and to the left of this in the
light hangs a painting of Lot’s flight from Sodom; no
model for this has been identified, but the scene can
be recognized readily enough (Genesis 19: 15—26). It
is safe to assume that it has a bearing on the sceneas a
whole, but hard to know what this is. In the Roman
Catholic tradition (Ph. Picinellus, Mundus symbo-
licus. .., lib. III, 207—210, edn. Cologne 1695, p.
184) and among Protestant authors too (J. Revius,
Over-Ysselsche Sangen en Dichten, ed. W. A. P. Smit,
Amsterdam 1930, p. 36), the flight of Lot together
with the turning of his wife into a pillar of salt when
she disobeyed and looked back can be seen symbolic-
ally as an admonition to lead a religious life and to
turn one’s eyes away from transitory things (‘Vidisse
perisse est’): ‘Non modo reliquenda sunt Sodom et
Gomorrha, sed nec respicienda. Ex toto deserendus
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est tibi mundus, si perfectioni studere volueris.
Rejice vanitatum phantasmata.” (Leave not only
Sodom and Gomorrha, but do not look back. If ye
seek perfection, stand back totally from the world.
Cast aside the appearances of vanity). In particular
the fire from on high that destroyed Sodom and
Gomorrha represented the lust that man must flee
(‘Ne ardeas fugias’).

The question that still remains is at what level of
interpretation the various components described fit
into a single context. Is the picture narrative, based
on the Bible or some other writing? Or ought the four
characters to be seen as personifications in an al-
legory of a more abstract kind? Suggestions have
been offered in both these directions without any
final explanation being arrived at. If the painting on
the wall is indeed a call to cast aside the ‘vanitatum
phantasmata’ and strive towards ‘perfectio’, can
these two be seen in symbolic form in the toilet box
and Communion cup? And in what relation to them
does Music, manifestly the main motif, then stand?
Might the gesture made by the young woman —
situated right at the centre of the picture area —
‘beating the measure’ (Dutch: de maat slaan) por-
tray for Rembrandt’s comtemporaries an admoni-
tion to ‘measured habits or the cardinal virtue of
Temperance’ (Dutch: Matigheid)? And what role is
filled by the strongly-emphasized differences in age
between the characters? If the ‘ages of man’ are
being alluded to, why are there four of them? What is



meant by the clothing, partly exotic and partly ar-
chaic? Should any special significance be attached to
the fact that the violin and lute are not being played?

Itis hardly possible to give a reasonable answer to
the question of whether people from Rembrandt’s
circle can be identified as having served as models for
the characters. Defoer!2 believed that he recognized
Jan Lievens in the harp-player, previously generally
looked on as being a self-portrait. The viola da
gamba-player, with his protuberant eyes and droop-
ing moustache, shows some similarities to the officer
on the right in the Leiden History painting and to the
Manin gorget and cap (no. A 8); but there is no basis for
the assumption that heis Rembrandt’s father or, asis
also sometimes supposed, his brother.

5. Documents and sources

None.

6. Graphic reproductions

None.

7. Copies

None.

8. Provenance

— Coll. F. Cripps; sale London (Christie’s), 16 November
1936, lot 155 (2100 gns to Speelman).
— Dealer D. Katz, Dieren; dealer N. Katz, Basle, sale Paris,

25 April 1951, no. 59-
— Private coll., Paris.
— Dealer E. Speelman, London, from whom acquired in 1976.

9. Summary

On the grounds of its close affinity to other works
from 1626, no. A% can without any difficulty be
fitted into Rembrandt’s stylistic development
during that year. The closest similarities are with the
Balaam (no. A 2) from the viewpoint of composition
and handling of paint, and with the Leiden Hustory
painting (no. A 6) from that of brushwork and colour.
The painting represents a stylistic phase thatis clear-
ly more advanced than that of the Baptism of the
eunuch (no. A 5), but much less so than that of the
Tobit and Anna (no. A g). One may assume an in-
fluence from the work of Jan Lievens, in particular in
the variegated colour range.

The iconography of the painting has still not been
satisfactorily elucidated.
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Fig. 2. X-ray
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1. Summarized opinion

A reasonably well-preserved painting which,
though in many respects standing alone among the
early works, is acceptable as belonging with them
and can be dated around 1626/27.

2. Description of subject

Bust of a man with the body facing left, with head tilted to the
right and half-turned towards the viewer.

The figure is wearing a gorget, a chamois-leather jacket and
a brownish salmon-red cloak. On his head he wears a slashed
cap with plumes. In front of the body we see the hilt and
scabbard of a sword held under the right armpit. The figure
stands out against a plastered wall with cracks; the light falls
obliquely from the front left, and the upper half of the back-
ground is in shadow, with a clearly-defined edge.

3. Observations and technical information

Working conditions

Examined on 10 May 1973 (B.H., E.v.d. W.), in good day-
light and out of the frame, with the aid of an X-ray film of the
whole of the painting made by the Stedelijk Museum,
Amsterdam.

Support

pEscrIPTION: Oak panel, grain vertical, 40 x 29.4 cm. Thick-
ness at right ¢. 0.9 cm, at left ¢. 0.3 cm. Single plank. Back
bevelled over the full height on the right, not bevelled on the
left; partially bevelled at top and bottom so that towards the
lefthand end the ridges of the bevelling curve out towards, and
meet, the edge of the panel. In the bottom lefthand corner a
small rectangular wooden block (2.6 x 0.5 cm) has been let
into the panel at a later stage. There is a split at the top edge,
about 8 cm long and at approximately § cm from the left,
reinforced at the rear with a small block of wood. Along the top
and bottom edges on the front surface there are, respectively, 2
and 2 x 2 small (nail ?)-holes, some going right through the
panel. Around these holes, some paint and varnish are missing.
SCIENTIFIC DATA: None.

Ground

DESCRIPTION: The ground cannot be detected with certainty at
any point, because of the paint layer of an underlying painting.
SCIENTIFIG DATA: None.

Paint layer

conNDITION: The overall impression isimpaired by a great many
retouchings that have darkened, and which were done partly
to replace lost paint and partly to cover over an underlying
painting that was becoming visible due to wearing of the top
paint layer. Retouchings of the first kind appear mainly in the
clothing and background, and of the second kind especially in
the shadow part of the background where on the left, along the
plumes and up to the location of the illuminated forehead of the
old man’s head in the underlying painting (see under X-Rays),
one can see a large and thinly-applied area of overpainting; on
the right an attempt has probably been made, using similar
overpainting, to get rid of the red of the old man’s cloak that
was showing through. Craquelure: apart from shrinkage cracks
in the jacket, the only craquelure to be seen is the very fine
horizontal pattern in the forehead of the underlying head of the
old man.
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DESCRIPTION: The various parts of the painting have their own
distinct colour. The salmon-red cloak with a grey lining, the
ochre yellow jacket, the lead-grey cap, the brown-grey sash, the
yellow-white and green plumes all form more or less self-
contained areas of colour with gently graduated modelling.
The two areas of the background, too, — light-grey and dark-
grey — have this more or less pronounced effect of blocks of
colour and tone. The gorget, with its lively and somewhat
whimsical treatment, offers a strong contrast to this with
numerous reflections in cold and warm tones, while the face
with a wide range of yellow and greyish and pink flesh tints
merging gradually one into the next again tends towards the
massive, unitary modelling that is so typical of the clothing.
The predominantly red, knobbly nose, with grey, brown and
white touches of paint, and the prominent eye with its
enormous highlight, are in concept and treatment again akin
to the gorget.

The brushwork varies with the greater or lesser degree of
consistency of the colour areas. In the jacket, cloak and sash the
paint is applied with long, thick, fusing strokes following the
direction of the folds. In the illuminated areas of the face, too,
the relatively thick paint is — especially in the cheeks, chin and
forehead — set down in strokes that follow the shapes and are
barely distinguishable one from the next. At the nose, and
around the eye, the short brushstroke is clearly visible. The
shadow areas of the face, like those in the rest of the painting,
are done in a massive, uniform manner, with hardly anywhere
the slightest trace of translucency. Only in the transition from
light to shadow in the loops of the cap and in the lock of hair to
the left of the chin can a translucent brown be seen. The light
barbs of the cap-plumes are indicated with thick, irregular lines
of paint, with the shadows in a massive dark grey. In contrast to
the confused reflections on the gorget, the sword hilt is done in
small and precise strokes and (especially in the pommel) with a
careful depiction of shapes. The hair on the right is painted
using long, thin, wavy strokes for each strand; the highlights
are placed on individual hairs with very thin, long scratch-
marks. At a number of places locks of hair have been given a
glisten with small, parallel strokes in ochre. Among the hairs of
the moustache, shown with dirty grey licks of paint, are a
couple of vigorous, curved scratches through which can be
seen, from left to right, a dark brown and some yellow. The
stubbly beard on the chin and neck is indicated partly with
small scratchmarks and partly with small strokes of black and
grey. One is struck by the way the lips in a pink flesh tint are
close to the colour of the skin, while directly beneath the grey-
pink line of the mouth the artist has placed pale and non-
functional glistens of light. Certain peculiarities of the paint
layer already prompt the suspicion that there is a layer of paint
beneath that seen today; these include:

1. traces of relief that do not match the present picture, e.g. in
the background to the left;

2. variations in the colour visible through scratchmarks: dark
brown and yellow in the moustache and stubble, and light
yellow-brown in the thin scratchlines in the hair;

3. certain colours showing through (in thin patches), in parti-
cular a bright red in the righthand part of the background and
a light yellow-brown glimpsed in the lefthand patch of hair;
4. shrinkage cracks (in themselves an indication that paint has
been placed wet on top of a paint layer that is not quite dry) on
the shoulder, revealing a brown;

5. the overpaintings to the left of the plumes that allow a light
colour to show through, much lighter than the background.
SCIENTIFIC DATA: None.
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X-Rays

These confirm the suspicion that there is an underlying paint-
ing. There is no difficulty in making out theilluminated areas of
an old man’s head, shown three-quarters to the left, and loo-
king downwards at an angle. This is placed high in the picture
area, on a larger scale than the present figure. There is enough
hair, beard and moustache to allow an overall reading of the
head. Tints that can be glimpsed through the surface of the
paint layer give an indication (one that must be employed with
caution) of the colour and distribution of light.

There is no evidence of efforts being made to remove the first
painting when setting out the new figure, as is the case with, for
example, the Basle David before Saul (no. A g), the Liverpool
Self-portrait (no. A. 33) and the Berlin Minerva (no. A 38). The
light part of the present background was laid-in before the
soldier’s figure was painted, from which one deduces that there
must have been an overall initial design. Space was left for the
hair and cap, with irregular contours that are in places wider
than these features are today. The sword hilt, on the other
hand, is much more cramped in its reserve, with a fragmented
contour which moreover followed a different outline.

The illuminated areas of the present head correspond to
what can be seen in the X-ray. The shadow area of the face is, in
the radiographic image, dominated by the nose of the underly-
ing figure. The over-generous reserves along the cap and area
of hair correspond in part to retouchings that can be seen at
these points. One cannot rule out the possibility of their being
autograph retouchings; bearing in mind the quality of
Rembrandt’s autograph retouching described in the Intro-
duction (Chapter II, p. 27), they may have been retouched in
turn by another, later hand. One gets the impression, from the
appearance of dark, ribbon-like extensions along the contours
against the light background, that light areas of the underlying
painting were allowed to remain in being when that part of the
present background was being painted.
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Signature

Only very vague traces remain after removal of the unusual
and doubtful signature mentioned in the literature «<RH (in

monogram). v Rin.», and which can be seen in the illustration in
Bredius (Br. 132).

Varnish
Slightly yellowed.

4. Comments

In its wide range of colours with clearly delimited
areas of individual colour, and in the firm, dense
application of paint which in many places is almost
uniform, this painting fits in among Rembrandt’s
works from the years 1626—1627. As a subject — a
bust done on a relatively large scale — it stands
somewhat on its own among the history pieces with
figures seen on a much smaller scale. Similarities
with other works that taken in isolation may not
seem so significant lead us, when taken together, to
the conclusion that the attribution to Rembrandt
can be accepted.

The highlight in the eye, which at first sight is
obtrusive with its oblong shape, is found also to
occur in a number of the figures in the Leiden History
painting of 1626 (no. A 6), in particular in the eyes of
the secretary who is looking behind him, of the
second kneeling young man and of the young man
swearing an oath. The two paintings are also linked
by items of costume, such as the slashed cap with two



A8 BUST OF A MAN IN A GORGET AND CAP

plumes of differing colours worn by the officer on the
left, and by the similarity already noted by Bauch!
between the subaltern with his wide-open eyes on
the right (no. A6 fig. 6) and the figure we are
discussing here, both of whom radiate a slightly droll
aura of self-importance. Peculiarities such as the fact
that only one half of the moustache is scratched-in
and that the beard stubble is scratched with sep-
arate, short, curved lines connect this painting to the
Berlin Rich man of 1627 (no. A 10), as do the more
general features of brushwork mentioned above.

The way in which the beam of light creates a
strong contrast effect links no. A8 to a number of
other early works, such as the Lyon Stoning of
S. Stephen (no. A 1) and the Amsterdam Musical al-
legory (no. A 7). It is remarkable here that the cap
worn at an angle puts the side of the face towards the
light in deep shadow.

The treatment given to the gorget is unusual; both
in his earliest works (cf. the heap of weapons in the
left foreground of the Leiden History painting) and in
later paintings such as the Chicago Old man in gorget
and cap of about 1631 (no. A 42) and the San Fran-
cisco Portrait of Joris de Caullery (Br. 170) which dates
from 1632, Rembrandt rendered shiny metal more
circumspectly, and with a smoother brushwork.
There is, however, an analogy in the way the beaker
in the Musical allegory has been rendered.

One may note that the underlying painting is,
according to the X-ray, a man’s head done in a fairly
free manner so far as the visible, illuminated areas
are concerned, and that from the point of view of
scale and arrangement it makes in some ways a
bolder and more sophisticated use of the picture
area. It is impossible to date and attribute this un-
derlying painting with any certainty; the style seems
not unlike that of Jan Lievens in his busts of old men,
such as the one at Leipzig (Schneider no. 161,
K. Bauch in: Pantheon 25 (1967), p. 169, fig. 11); a
somewhat later dating does however seem likely for
that group. The type of the old man also does not
match that of the known pieces by Lievens; it comes
closer to Flemish heads of apostles (cf. for example
Van Dyck’s The apostle Thomas (G. Glick, Van Dyck,
Stuttgart-Berlin 1931, p. 40, Krupp von Bohlen und
Halbach collection, Essen). The fact that no. A 8 was
painted on a panel that had already been used before
does not militate against an attribution to Rem-
brandt (see no. A g, 4. Comments).

At all events, we have here —if our description and
dating are correct — an early work by Rembrandt
superimposed on a painting that in some ways is
more advanced. If the latter were indeed by Lievens,
this would throw an interesting light on the relation-
ship between Lievens and Rembrandt at that time.
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Where the picture itself is concerned, the slashed
cap and exotic moustache are indications that this
does not depict a Dutch soldier of the period, but is
rather an individual type of interesting tronie, or
‘head’. There is no foundation for Bauch’s notion!
that the sitter might be Rembrandt’s brother
Adriaen.

5. Documents and sources

None.

6. Graphic reproductions

None.

7. Copies

1. Panel, 39.5 x 33 cm, private collection, United States,
previously at London sale {Christie’s) 25 May 1952, lot 148 (as
‘De Poorter’), then with a dealer, Mortimer Brandt of New
York (cf. The Connoisseur, March 1954, with colour repro-
duction on cover). Examined in October 1970 (B.H.,
P.v.Th.). Wrongly certified by Valentiner as being an
original. The figure is rather larger in relation to the picture
area than in no. A 8. The brushwork and the quality as a whole
are such that this must be described as a later, free copy
certainly not done by anyone in Rembrandt’s entourage.

8. Provenance

— Brussels, private owner (before 1930).

— Coll. H. Baron Thyssen-Bornemisza (from 1930)2.
— Coll. J. H. van Stratum, Geneva (1973).

— Sale London (Christie’s), 29 March 1974, no. 54.

9. Summary

Although no. A 8 stands, as a bust, alone among the
early oeuvre, there are sufficient features such as the
brushwork, design, type of the figure, shape of the
highlight in the eye and the use made of scratch-
marks to justify including this work in the group of
very early Rembrandts, and to suggest a dating of
1626-1627. The X-ray reveals an wunderlying
picture of an old man, which does not seem to be by
Rembrandt himself.

REFERENCES

1 Bauch 1960, p. 168.

2 Exhibition Sammlung Schioss Rohoncz, Munich (Neue Pinakothek) 1930, no.
268; A. L. Mayer, ‘The exhibition of the Castle Rohoncz Collection in the
Munich New Pinakothek’, Apollo 12, no. 68 August (1930), pp. 89-98, illus.
p- 96; V. Bloch, ‘Zum friihen Rembrandt’, 0.H. 50 (1933), pp. 97-102, esp.
p. 100, fig. 2.



A g David with the head of Goliath before Saul
BASLE, OEFFENTLICHE KUNSTSAMMLUNG BASEL, INV. NO. G 1958.37

HDG 34; BR. 488; BAUCH 3; GERSON 3

1. Summarized opinion

A very well preserved, unusual but undoubtedly
genuine work, with authentic signature and date.

2. Description of subject

The scene is based on 1 Samuel 17: 57-58 (the presentation of
David to Saul by Abner, Saul’s captain), and probably also
18: 1 (‘the soul of Jonathan was knit with the soul of David’). A
fairly large number of people are shown as involved in the
action, and their identities will be discussed further under 4
Comments.

David is kneeling on the right, with the head of Goliath in his
arms. Saul stands at the centre of the composition, facing the
right and seen in profile; the train of his cloak is carried by two
pages. Opposite him, obliquely behind David, stands Abner
with Goliath’s sword. An old man, whom we assume to be
Samuel, stands between them, bowing forward.

A number of men are standing behind this main group,
including one young man with Rembrandt’s features standing
immediately behind the bowing old man and looking to the
front over the shoulder of another old man dressed in red who
holds his hands clasped together. Above the heads of the figures
behind the main group a forest of banners, lances and spears
suggest the presence of the army. To the right of and behind the
man carrying the sword are two horses; the firstis being led by a
groom, the further one is ridden by a standard-bearer who
towers high above the group. Behind this rider to the left, and
to the right of him, are more horsemen and foot-soldiers.

In the background, behind the figure of the bowing old man,
is a brown-grey post; a spearman stands against it, with above
him a roof that appears to be attached to the post with ropes.
The whole seems to represent some kind of look-out post. To
the left of this is the broad, curved canopy of an army tent,
crowned by a ball and beneath a grey sky.

Everything described so far is in the middle ground and
background, and is framed on the left by the figure, in profi
perdu, of a richly-dressed archer on a horse (presumably
Jonathan) looking obliquely into the scene, and on the right by
a standing and a sitting warrior. In the left foreground, and
seen halfin shadow a few plants are growing, while on the right
a spear lies pointing diagonally into the scene. The tip of the
spear points at a small white dog with a golden-yellow collar,
which is barking at the head of Goliath.

The entire scene is, to judge by the deep shadows, lit quite
harshly from the right by light falling from behind the figures in
the right foreground.

3. Observations and technical information

Working conditions

Examined on 14 June 1968 (J.B., S.H.L.), in good daylight
and out of the frame. X-Ray film received later from the
museum.

Support

DESCRIPTION: Oak panel, grain horizontal, 27.2 x 39.6 cm.
Thickness ¢. 0.5 cm. Single plank. A fine crack ¢. g cm long on
the left, at 12.8 cm from the bottom. Back bevelled at top, right
and left; the absence of bevelling along the bottom edge can
probably be interpreted as an indication that the panel has
been reduced in size, as the usual panel dimensions were
¢.41.5 x 31cm (16 x 12 Rhineland inches). This reduction in
size presumably took place before the present picture was
painted.
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1627

SCIENTIFIC DATA: None.

Ground

DESCRIPTION: There is a brown-yellow visible in the thin areas
in the dark figure seen from the back at bottom right, and
occasionally elsewhere in thin areas. Under the present paint-
ing an other partly erased painting can be seen in the X-ray;
what we see therefore is either the ground showing through in
coinciding thin areas in both paintings, or a second ground on
top of the first painting.

SCIENTIFIC DATA: None.

Paint layer

conpITION: Very well preserved. Craquelure: a very fine,
almost invisible craquelure is clearest in the white cloud to the
left of the look-out post.

DESCRIPTION: The execution is spontaneous, confident and rich
in the sketchlike indication of shapes. The liveliness of the
brushwork is maintained even in the background, where the
paint is applied more thinly. Using mainly short and pro-
portionately broad touches of the brush which never actually
enter into details but which suggest postures, facial expressions
and so on in a kind of shorthand, the scene has been painted
wet-in-wet with a heavy impasto. There is some relief corre-
sponding with the highest light, while the ridges along thick
dabs of paint are often used to mark a light. The transitions
from light to dark are pronounced, sometimes even abrupt, so
that a plastically very convincing overall picture has resulted.

The colour-scheme is generally light, using light blue, whit-
ish blue (David, the old man bowing towards him, and the
rider on the left), light yellow and light salmon-pink height-
ened with yellow (Saul), and carmine red mixed with light grey
and again light yellow and pink (man with the sword) colours.
The garments have been given small, thick highlights in stron-
ger accents of yellow, blue, red and white. The flatter shadow
areas are brown. The blue-green of the large tent plays a major
part in the colourful whole. The repoussoir on the right is
executed mainly in translucent browns, lying immediately on
top of the ground. The area of soil above the grey shadow zone
is painted broadly with thick accents of light green above the
blue-green leaves of bur; the latter are slightly glazed with a
golden ochre colour.

The massive horse on the left is painted very solidly and
opaquely, with long brushstrokes that flow round the shapes.
The paint of the sky is notably thick, with clearly visible and
lively touches of grey-white that become greyer towards the
left. Some light blue and blue-green are worked into the cloud
along the outline of the rider.

SCIENTIFIC DATA: None.

X-Rays
When the painting is turned through 9o° clockwise the X-ray
clearly shows, in light and vaguely-outlined areas, a head with
large, wide-open eyes and a fat, round nose with dark patches
for the nostrils. The head is turned three-quarters to the left, the
eyes fixed on the viewer. Above the illuminated forehead is a
large, semicircular light area, perhaps the illuminated part of a
turban. Below the head are a number of light shapes that seem
to form part of a costume. A vague light patch in the lower
lefthand corner (of the panel as rotated) continues these light
shapes. The line of the right shoulder is vaguely visible, where
one can see the dark traces of brushstrokes rendering the
shoulder area of the figure.

From the fact that there are no brushstrokes recognizable in
the light parts of the underlying head one can assume that the
panel was partially scraped smooth before starting the new
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Fig. 1. Panel 27.2 x 39.6 cm

painting. The yellow-brown ground, visible here and there at
the surface, could then possibly be a layer put down over the
scraped-off painting with the bold strokes that can clearly be
seen in the X-ray image.

The present scene appears unchanged in the X-ray. One sees
in many places that the painting was done very directly — often
wet-in-wet. When the banner over the shoulder of the mounted
standard-bearer was being painted, for instance, the light paint
of the sky was partly wiped away by the brush. The same
happened during the painting of the weapons standing up
against the sky. Similarly, the paint used to show the light soil
in the foreground was, while still wet, pushed aside to the
outlines of the leaves when the foreground vegetation was
being painted. These and other points indicate that the paint-
ing was, as usual, worked up from back to front.

Two solid white patches in the X-ray are caused by wax seals
on the back.

Signature

At bottom centre, inside a dark brown outline, thinly applied
in the same dark brown «RH (in monogram). 1627>. The pres-
ence of the crossbar on the righthand stem of the H, which
would make this into an L, cannot be made out with certainty.
On an analogy with the 1626—2% Rembrandt signatures, the
RH reading is the more likely. The letters, done as sloping
printed capitals, differ from the other signatures from 1627
treated as script letters but match those of various 1626 sig-

130

natures, in particular those on no. A g and no. A 5;in both those
cases the slope of the letters is associated with a perspective
effect, and in no. A 5 they are similarly placed inside an outline
that seems to represent a vaguely defined object on the ground.

Varnish
No special remarks.

4. Comments

Because of the sketchlike brushwork that is main-
tained throughout this little painting, it stands en-
tirely alone among Rembrandt’s early works. In the
absence of any analogous work, one cannot say with
any certainty whether this sketchlike character
comes from some special function that no. A g may
have served. Bauch! has rejected the possibility of
this being a draft design or sketch, because it is
signed. Yet seeing that the format proportions of the
composition and the scale of the figures in smaller
dimensions match those that were most usual with
Lastman and were also used by Rembrandt in 1625
(no. A1) and 1626 (no. A6), the idea of this being a
modello for a larger version is plausible. Presumably
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the reduction in the size of the panel was made
‘precisely with this in mind. That no. A g was regar-
ded as a modello even in the 17th century is con-
firmed by the existence of a more detailed version of
larger dimensions, not admittedly by Rembrandt
but by a minor artist under his remote influence (see
further under 7. Copies). It might be commented here
that this was (so far as we know) the last time that
Rembrandt used this type of composition.

The exceptional position of this painting makes it
to some extent difficult to assess it in relation to other
works. There can be no doubt as to its authenticity,
however. True, we have no other example of a work
in which the whole of the foreground and middle-
ground are filled with short, colourful dabs and
strokes of the brush, and where thick paint, often
used wet-in-wet, gives such a rapid and summary
indication of shapes; the brilliant execution nev-
ertheless gives every reason to place trust in the
signature, and we can accept the small head seen
above Samuel (recognized as a self-portrait soon
after no. A g was discovered in 190g) as such, on an
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analogy with the self-portrait in the Leiden History
painting (no. A6).

The present picture has been done on top of an
earlier painting, presumably after the latter —a head
which cannot be placed stylistically — had been
partly scraped off and covered with a fresh ground.
It was not unusual during Rembrandt’s Leiden
years for him to re-use a panel that already carried a
painting; with one exception (no. A 38) this invari-
ably involved less valuable works — often tronies (as in
nos. A8, A 20, A 32 and A 33) —and the Basle paint-
ing must be counted among this group, especially if
one regards it as indeed being a sketch.

The date, though previously? read as 1625 or even
as 1631, must undoubtedly be read as 1627. This
gives a plausible opportunity of placing the work
within Rembrandt’s stylistic development. The
colour-scheme is admittedly exceptionally gay, yet
the colour counterpoint of pink, light blue and
yellow placed against the green-blue of the tent can
already be seen in a more subdued gamut in, for
instance, the Leiden History painting. As W. Martin3
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Fig. 3a. Detail (1:1)
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Fig. 3b. Detail (2:1)
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Fig. 4. Detail (1:1)

has remarked, Rembrandt is here — even more close-
ly than in the Leiden work — following the model of
Lastman’s Coriolanus and the Roman women of 1622,
Trinity College, Dublin (see fig. 6). The tent used as
a backdrop for the standing figures, the horseman on
the left and the mounted standard-bearer on the
right (in which Lastman’s rider on the left has been,
as it were, split in two), the standing repoussoir
figure with a spear on the right (on the left in
Lastman), and the forest of upward-pointing
weapons are all motifs taken from Lastman; here
they are set in a slightly different relationship, and in
a light falling from the right, within a frame of
similar proportions. If we are correct in interpreting
the rider on the left as Jonathan, Rembrandt has
given this component of the composition a new
iconographic relationship to the main action.
Though Lastman’s 1622 painting may have pro-
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vided by far the most important point of departure
for Rembrandt’s composition, this draws on other
prototypes as well. As has already been noted by
Debrunner, van Rijckevorsel and Campbell* — the
lastnamed pinpointing exactly the print that was
used — the figure of Saul with the motif of the train-
bearer(s) is taken from Rubens’ Lyon Adoration of the
Magi, via an anonymous engraving copied from
Lucas Vorsterman’s print (fig. 7). In later work, too,
Rembrandt shows that he knew this print (cf. no.
A 40).

One is struck by the fact that in respect of both
prototypes the Lastman and the Rubens the borrow-
ings relate to composition and motifs but not to their
iconographical significance. This use of models irre-
spective of their original meaning, and in a fresh
context, has already been seen in a number of works
from 1626, e.g. in the use for the Amsterdam 7obit
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and Anna (no. A g) of a pathos formula taken from a
picture of Jacob, and it recurs many times later in
Rembrandt’s work.

The horse and rider on the left resemble, in the
massiveness of the horse’s body, the drawing of a
Mounted trumpeter in the Rijksprentenkabinet,
Amsterdam (Ben. 21a), though one should not see it
as being a direct preliminary sketch. The attribution
of this drawing to Rembrandtisin any case open to a
great deal of doubt and we believe it to be by Jan
Lievens (cf. no. C 1 under 4. Comments).

In the cruciform layout of the figures making up
the central group, shown in both the postures
(bowing opposite kneeling, standing opposite stand-
ing) and the colours (blue opposite blue, yellow
opposite yellow), Bauch! recognizes the dual action
(‘Doppelhandlung’) depicted in the scene. The rele-
vant biblical text (1 Samuel 17: 57-58) mentions
only one event — Abner, the captain of the host,
bringing David with the head of Goliath before Saul,
when the king asks David who he is. The deliberately
stressed relationship between the kneeling David
and the old man bowing before him provides the
second subject, one that cannot be directly related to
a biblical text. Bauch, who identified the man
behind David wearing a turban as being Abner, saw
the bowing old man as Samuel. Tiimpel®> admitted
that there is a Doppelhandlung, but placed Saul
opposite his son Jonathan and David opposite
Abner. (Itis evident, from Tiimpel’s note 28 on page
115, that he has misunderstood Bauch’s identifica-
tion, since one cannot believe that Bauch saw
Samuel as being the man with the sword instead of
the old man bowing.) Tiimpel quite rightly refers to
the role that Jonathan plays in the story and in
pictorial tradition; it was from this moment onwards
that Jonathan loved David (1 Samuel 18: 1), giving
him his garments and weapons, and later shielding
him against his own father. Bauch’s identification of
the bowing old man as Samuel seems acceptable,
although one then has to assume that Rembrandt
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Fig. 6. P. Lastman, Coriolanus and the Roman women. Dublin, Trinity College

was not keeping strictly to the biblical text; after
Saul had rejected the word of the Lord, Samuel
broke with him, ‘and Samuel came no more to see
Saul until the day of his death’ (1 Samuel 15:35);
this statement is incidentally contradicted by the
biblical account itself (1 Samuel 19:24). The
prophet is bowing deferentially before the God-
chosen David, whom he had shortly before anointed
at God’s command and who had, on the strength of
this, triumphed over Goliath. The man standing
opposite Saul must indeed, as Bauch too believes, be
his captain Abner, who with a slight bow is present-
ing David to Saul while his shield-bearer stands
behind him with his horse. The identification is
further confirmed by the fact that there is a mounted
standard-bearer immediately alongside this horse.
Jonathan could very well be the rider on the left,
who seems to be looking past Saul and Samuel and at
David. He is wearing a quiver and has a large bow
and sword beside him; these must surely be the
weapons he was to give to David and with which, as
Tumpel has pointed out, he was already in the 16th
century frequently depicted. Taking this interpre-
tation, the significance contained in the picture is
not limited to the central group of four figures, but
extends beyond this to the equally colourful rider,
who stands in the full light and whose figure occupies
a dominant position in the painting. The painting’s
subject is not only the moment of Abner presenting
David to Saul, but also the relationship between the
other principal characters in this biblical story:
Samuel, who knows that in David he is greeting the
future king while Saul remains unaware of this, and
Jonathan who looks upon David and from that
moment on, as the legal heir to the throne, places
David’s interests above those of his own father and of
himself.

The theme is an unusual one. The connexion that
Freise made with a painting by Lastman that has
been lost since 1830?% is probably unjustified; this
work, described as De plechtige ontvangst van David met
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het hoofd van Goliath (The ceremonial reception of
David with the head of Goliath) presumably showed
the iconographically customary scene usually re-
ferred to as The triumph of David.

5. Documents and sources

None.

6. Graphic reproductions

None.

7. Copies

1. What is not a copy in the true sense of the word, but rather
an elaboration of the painting in a larger format, was in private
German ownership in 1964: panel, 52 x 84 cm; coll. 8. and G.
Gump, San Francisco (prior to 1950), coll. Marsmayer, Schiit-
torf (1964). Apocryphal signature, painted over an earlier
signature that is now illegible, beneath the sword which here
lies diagonally on a stone in the foreground <RHL (in mono-
gram)/ f (?) 1644 (?)>; (photo RKD no. 51434; cf. Sumowski
1957/58, p. 224, fig. 9; not seen by us). The scene is placed in a
rather larger framework, especially on the right where a
mounted procession has been added. In its main features it
follows no. A g quite closely. The artist has allowed himself
liberties in details, particularly in the headdresses. To judge
from the photograph, thisis a painting from the second quarter
of the 17th century, done by a rather poor artist under
Rembrandt’s remote influence.

8. Provenance

*— Atsome time owned by a member of the Oxenden de Dene
family, of Kent, according to a wax seal on the rear of the panel
(family bearings: chevron accompagné de trois boeufs passants; cf.
J. B. Rietstap, Armorial Général 11, 2nd edn, Gouda n.d., p. 369).
- Coll. of Eyre Hussey Esq. of The Lawn, Mudeford, Christ-
church; sale London (Robinson, Fisher & Co.), 18 February
1909, no. 82 (as Eeckhout) (94 gns to Richardson).

~ Dealer Frank R. Richardson, London.

— Dealer R. Heinemann, Munich; temporary loan to Alte
Pinakothek.

— Coll. August Janssen, Ams