





A CORPUS OF

REMBRANDT
PAINTINGS



Stichting Foundation
Rembrandt Research Project

A CGORPUS OF

REMBRANDT
PAINTINGS
I1

1631-10634

MCMLXXXVI
MARTINUS NIJHOFF PUBLISHERS
Dordrecht * Boston ¢ Lancaster






Of this edition 200 copies have been specially bound and numbered 1-195 and I-V.
Subscribers to the complete special bound set will receive subsequent volumes with an identical number.
The copies with roman numbers are solely for publishers’ use.

Stichting Foundation Rembrandt Research Project Distributors

A CORPUS OF REMBRANDT PAINTINGS II for the United States and Canada: Kluwer Academic Publishers,
190 Old Derby Street, Hingham, MA 02043, USA

© 1986, Stichting Foundation Rembrandt Research Project Sor the UK and Ireland: Kluwer Academic Publishers,

Softcover reprint of the hardcover 1st edition 1986 MTP Press Limited, Falcon House, Queen Square,
Lancaster LAl 1 RN, UK
JSor all other countries: Kluwer Academic Publishers Group,

MCMLXXXVI, Martinus Nijhoff Publishers Distribution Center, P.O. Box 322,
Dordrecht * Boston * Lancaster 3300 AH DordreCht, the Netherlands

ISBN-13:978-94-010-8462-8 e-ISBN-13:978-94-009-4410-7 All rights reserved. No part of this publication may be
DOI: 10.1007/978-94-009-4410-7 reproduced, stored in a retrieval system, or transmitted in
any form or by any means, mechanical, photocopying,
recording, or otherwise, without the prior written
Library of Congress Catalogue Card Number 82-18790 permission of the publishers:
Martinus Nijhoff Publishers, P.O. Box 163,
3300 AD Dordrecht, the Netherlands.

Typesetting — The Alden Press,
London/Oxford/Northampton, UK

Lithography — Nauta en Haagen,
Amsterdam/Oss, the Netherlands
— Neroc,
Rotterdam, the Netherlands
Paper — Lutkie & Smit Papier,
The publication of this work has been made possible by the Culemborg, the Netherlands
financial support of the Netherlands Organization for the
Advancement of Pure Research (Z.W.O.).



Stichting Foundation
Rembrandt Research Project

A CORPUS OF

REMBRANDT
PAINTINGS

J. BRUYN « B. HAAK « S.H. LEVIE
P.J.J. VAN THIEL - E. VAN DE WETERING

with the collaboration of
L. PEESE BINKHORST-HOFFSCHOLTE e J. VIS

translated by
D. COOK-RADMORE

MCMLXXXVI

MARTINUS NIJHOFF PUBLISHERS
Dordrecht ¢ Boston ¢ Lancaster



Frontispiece:

Detail of no. A 77, Portrait of the shipbuilder Jan Rijcksen and his wife Griet Jans,
London, Buckingham Palace, H.M. Queen Elizabeth 11



Contents

PREFACE X
PHOTO ACKNOWLEDGMENTS XII
X-RAY ACKNOWLEDGMENTS XIV
BIBLIOGRAPHICAL AND OTHER ABBREVIATIONS XV
Introduction

Chapter I

STYLISTIC FEATURES OF THE 16305 THE PORTRAITS
(J. B., E. v.D. W.) 3

Chapter II
THE CANVAS SUPPORT (E.Vv.D. W.) 1§

Chapter 111

PROBLEMS OF APPRENTICESHIP AND STUDIO COLLABORATION
(E. V. D. W) 45

Chapter IV

PATRONS AND EARLY OWNERS (]. B.) 91

Chapter V

A SELECTION OF SIGNATURES 1632-1634 (J. B.) g9
BIOGRAPHICAL INFORMATION 107

Catalogue

NOTES ON THE CATALOGUE II1

Paintings by Rembrandt

A43
Agq
A 45
A 46

Aqy
A48

Ag9

A0

A1

A2
A53

A4

A5

Portrait of Nicolaes Ruts, 1631. New York, N.Y.,
The Frick Collection 115

Portrait of a man at a writing-desk, 1631. Leningrad,
The Hermitage Museum 122

Portrait of a man seated, [1631/32]. Vienna,
Kunsthistorisches Museum 130

The apostle Peter, 1632. Stockholm,
Nationalmuseum 138

The Rape of Europa, 1632. New York, N.Y., private
collection 145

Knee-length figure of a man in oriental dress, 1632.
New York, N.Y., The Metropolitan Museum of

Art 151

A young woman in profile, with a fan (commonly
called the artist’s sister), 1632. Stockholm,
Nationalmuseum 158

Bust of a young woman (commonly called the artist’s
sister), 1632. Boston, Mass., Museum of Fine Arts, on
loan from Mrs Richard C. Paine 166

The anatomy lesson of Dr Nicolaes Tulp, 1632. The
Hague, Koninklijk Kabinet van Schilderijen,
Mauritshuis 172

Portrait of Marten Looten, 1632. Los Angeles, Cal.,
Los Angeles County Museum of Art 190

Portrait of Joris de Caullery, 1632. San Francisco,
Cal., M.H. de Young Memorial Museum 199
Portrait of a man trimming his quill, 1632. Kassel,
Staatliche Kunstsammlungen Kassel, Schloss
Wilhelmshohe 206

Portrait of a young woman seated, 1632. Vienna,
Akademie der bildenden Kiinste,

Gemaldegalerie 213

VII

A6
A57
A58
A59
Abo
Ab61
A 62
A 63

A 64

A 65

A 66
A6y

A 68

A 69

Ao

A71
A2

A73
A74

A75
A 76

A77

A78

A79
A 8o

A 81

A 82
A 83

A 84

Portrait of Jacques de Gheyn III, 1632. London,
Dulwich Picture Gallery =219

Portrait of Maurits Huygens, 1632. Hamburg,
Hamburger Kunsthalle 225

Portrait of the artist as a burgher, 1632. Glasgow,
The Burrell Collection 230

Portrait of a 40-year-old man, 1632. New York,
N.Y., The Metropolitan Museum of Art 238
Portrait of a young man, 1632. Sweden, private
collection 243

Portrait of Princess Amalia of Solms, 1692. Paris,
Musée Jacquemart-André 249

Portrait of a g9-year-old woman, 1632. Nivaa,
Denmark, Nivaagaards Malerisamling 256
Portrait of a 62-year-old woman, 1632. Tel Aviv,
private collection 263

A young woman (Esther? Judith?) at her toilet,
[1632/33]. Ottawa, The National Gallery of
Canada 266

The Descent from the Cross, [1632/33]. Munich,
Bayerische Staatsgemildesammlungen, Alte
Pinakothek 276

Joseph telling his dreams, [1633]. Amsterdam,
Rijksmuseum 289

Daniel and Cyrus before the idol Bel, 1633. England,
private collection 298

Christ in the storm on the Sea of Galilee, 1633.
Boston, Mass., The Isabella Stewart Gardner
Museum 302

The Raising of the Cross, [1633]. Munich,
Bayerische Staatsgemaldesammlungen, Alte
Pinakothek 311

Bellona, 1633. New York, N.Y., The Metropolitan
Museum of Art 321

Self-portrait, 1633. Paris, Musée du Louvre 333
Self-portrait in a cap, 1633. Paris, Musée du
Louvre 338

Bust of a man in oriental dress, 1633. Munich,
Bayerische Staatsgemildesammlungen, Alte
Pinakothek 344

Bust of an old man, 1633. Queenstown, Maryland,
coll. A. A. Houghton Jr 351

Bust of a young woman (commonly called the artist’s
wife Saskia), [1633]. Amsterdam, Rijksmuseum 355
Bust of a young woman smiling (possibly the artist’s
wife Saskia), 1633. Dresden, Staatliche Kunstsamm-
lungen Dresden, Gemaldegalerie Alte Meister 367
Portrait of the shipbuilder Jan Rijcksen and his wife
Griet Jans, 1633. London, Buckingham Palace, H.M.
Queen Elizabeth IT 367

Portrait of a man rising from his chair, 1633.
Cincinnati, Ohio, The Taft Museum 378

Portrait of a woman in an armchair, [1633]. New
York, N.Y., The Metropolitan Museum of Art 384
Portrait of the minister Johannes Wtenbogaert, 1633.
South Queensferry, W. Loth., Dalmeny House, coll.
Earl of Rosebery 392

Portrait of a man (possibly the poet Jan Harmensz.
Krul), [1633]. Kassel, Staatliche Kunstsammlungen
Kassel, Schloss Wilhelmshohe 399

Portrait of Maertgen van Bilderbeecq, 1633.
Frankfurt am Main, Stidelsches Kunstinstitut 406
Portrait of a woman, [1633]. New York, N.Y., The
Metropolitan Museum of Art 413

Portrait of a young woman, 1633. Formerly Santa
Barbara, Cal., private collection 418



A 85 Half-length figure of Saskia van Uylenburgh in rich
apparel, [¢. 1633/34-1642]. Kassel, Staatliche Kunst-
sammlungen Kassel, Schloss Wilhelmshéhe 422

A 86 Portrait of a 41-year-old man, 1633. Pasadena, Cal.,
Norton Simon Museum of Art 440

A 87 Portrait of a 40-year-old woman, 1634. Louisville,
Kentucky, J. B. Speed Art Museum 445

A 88 The Holy Family, [1634]. Munich, Bayerische
Staatsgemildesammlungen, Alte Pinakothek 450

A 89 Ecce homo, 1634. London, The National Gallery 459

Ago The incredulity of Thomas, 1634. Moscow, Pushkin
State Museum of Fine Arts 469

Ag1 Cupid blowing a soap bubble, 1634. Ascona,
Switzerland, coll. Baroness Bentinck-Thyssen 479

A g2 Diana bathing with her nymphs, with the stories of
Actaeon and Callisto, [1634]. Anholt, Museum
Wasserburg Anholt 487

A g3 Flora, 1634. Leningrad, The Hermitage Museum 495

A 94 Sophonisba, receiving the poisoned cup, [1634].
Madrid, Museo del Prado 504

A g5 A scholar, seated at a table with books, 1634.
Prague, Narodni Galerie 511

A g6 Self-portrait in a cap and fur-trimmed cloak, 1634.
Berlin (West), Staatliche Museen Preussischer
Kulturbesitz, Gemaldegalerie 519

A g7 Self-portrait with helmet, [1634]. Kassel, Staatliche
Kunstsammlungen Kassel, Schloss
Wilhelmshohe 525

A 98 Portrait of the minister Johannes Elison, 1634.
Boston, Mass., Museum of Fine Arts 532

Agg Portrait of Maria Bockenolle, 1634. Boston, Mass.,
Museum of Fine Arts 541

A 100 Portrait of Marten Soolmans, 1634. Paris, private
collection 547

A 1or Portrait of Oopjen Coppit, [1634]. Paris, private
collection 553

A1o2 Portrait of Dirck Jansz. Pesser, [1634]. Los Angeles,
Cal., Los Angeles County Museum of Art 558

A 103 Portrait of Haesje Jacobsdr. van Cleyburg, 163(4).
Amsterdam, Rijksmuseum 565

A 104 Portrait of an 83-year-old woman, 1634. London,
The National Gallery 571

Paintings Rembrandt’s authorship of which cannot be positively either

accepted or rejected

B8  Half-length figure of a man in oriental dress.
Washington, D.C., The National Gallery of Art,
Andrew W. Mellon Collection 581

Paintings Rembrandt’s authorship of which cannot be accepted

C45 Bathsheba at her toilet. Rennes, Musée des
Beaux-Arts 591

C46 The adoration of the Magi. Leningrad, The
Hermitage Museum 595

C47 The flight into Egypt. Formerly London, coll. Lord
Wharton 603

C48 The good Samaritan. London, The Wallace
Collection 6oy

C49 The Descent from the Cross. Leningrad, The
Hermitage Museum 617

Cs0 Bust of a bearded man (John the Baptist?). Los
Angeles, Cal., Los Angeles County Museum of
Art 631

Cs51  An old man in an interior with winding staircase.

Paris, Musée du Louvre 638

VIII

Cye
Cs3
Cs4
Cs5
Cs6
Cs7
Cs8

Cs9

Cbo
Cob1

C62
Co3

C64
Cbs5

C66
Co6y
C68
Cog
Cro
C71
Cre2
C73
Cr4
C7s
C76

C77

C78
Cr9
C8o
C81

C82

Bust of an old man. Metz, Musée Central 645

Bust of an old man. Kassel, Staatliche
Kunstsammlungen Kassel, Schloss

Wilhelmshohe 648

Bust of a young man in a turban. Windsor Castle,
H.M. Queen Elizabeth IT 654

Bust of a young man in gorget and plumed cap. San
Diego, Cal., San Diego Museum of Art 659

Bust of Rembrandt. Berlin (West), Staatliche Museen
Preussischer Kulturbesitz, Gemaldegalerie 666

Bust of a young woman (commonly called the artist’s
sister). Milan, Pinacoteca di Brera 674

Bust of a young woman (commonly called the artist’s
sister). Chapel Hill, N.C., Morehead Planetarium,
University of North Carolina 680

Bust of a young woman (commonly called the artist’s
sister). Samuel H. Kress Collection, Allentown,
Penn., Allentown Art Museum 685

Bust of a young woman (commonly called the artist’s
sister). Private collection 691

Bust of a young woman in a cap (commonly called
the artist’s sister). Private collection 695

Bust of a boy. Paris, private collection 698

Bust of a boy. Leningrad, The Hermitage

Museum 703

Bust of a boy. England, private collection 707
Portrait of Jean Pellicorne and his son Casper.
London, The Wallace Collection 710

Portrait of Susanna van Collen and her daughter
Anna. London, The Wallace Collection 721
Portrait of a couple in an interior. Boston, Mass.,
The Isabella Stewart Gardner Museum 728
Portrait of a man. New York, N.Y., The
Metropolitan Museum of Art 740

Portrait of a woman. New York, N.Y., The
Metropolitan Museum of Art 751

Portrait of a man. Braunschweig, Herzog Anton
Ulrich-Museum 760

Portrait of a woman. Braunschweig, Herzog Anton
Ulrich-Museum 768

Portrait of a man in a broad-brimmed hat. Boston,
Mass., Museum of Fine Arts 773

Portrait of a woman. Boston, Mass., Museum of Fine
Arts 779

Portrait of a youth. Formerly New York, N.Y., coll.
Theodore Fleitman 784

Portrait of a 47-year-old man. Paris, Musée du
Louvre 788

Portrait of a man with a sheet of music. Washington,
D.C., The Corcoran Gallery of Art, William A.
Clark collection 794

Portrait of a man. Dresden, Staatliche
Kunstsammlungen Dresden, Gemaildegalerie Alte
Meister oo

Portrait of a young man in a hat. Leningrad, The
Hermitage Museum 805

Portrait of Cornelia Pronck. Paris, Musée du

Louvre 8ro

Portrait of a woman seated. Vienna,
KunstHistorisches Museum 816

Portrait of a young woman. U.S.A., private
collection 823

Portrait of a woman. Edinburgh, National Galleries
of Scotland, on loan from the Duke of Sutherland
829



Corrigenda et Addenda to Volume I

Chapter II 837

A15 Judas, repentant, returning the pieces of silver.
England, private collection 837

A17 An old man asleep by the fire, perhaps typifying
Sloth. Turin, Galleria Sabauda 838

A21  Self-portrait. The Hague, Koninklijk Kabinet van
Schilderijen, Mauritshuis 838

A 23 Bust of a young man. Cleveland, Ohio, The
Cleveland Museum of Art 838

A28 Jeremiah lamenting the destruction of Jerusalem.
Amsterdam, Rijksmuseum 839

A g2 Bust of an old woman. Windsor Castle, H.M. Queen
Elizabeth IT 839

A 35 Christ on the cross. Le Mas d’Agenais, Lot et
Garonne, parish church 840

A 40 The artist in oriental costume, with a poodle at his
feet. Paris, Musée du Petit Palais 840

A 40a Bust of an old man. Private collection 841

A 41 Bust of a young man in a plumed cap. Toledo, Ohio,
The Toledo Museum of Art 847

B7  Bust of an old man in a cap. The Hague, Koninklijk
Kabinet van Schilderijen, Mauritshuis 847

C6  The rest on the flight into Egypt. U.S.A., private
collection 848

C 38 Bust of a young man (commonly called a self-portrait
of Rembrandt). New York, N.Y., The Metropolitan
Museum of Art 855

C42 Bust of an old woman. Essen, coll. H. von Bohlen
und Halbach 855

C44 Bust of a young girl. Helsinki, Sinebrychoff Art
Museum, The Fine Arts Academy of Finland 855

Tables and Indexes

TABLE OF TECHNICAL REFERENCE MATERIAL 859
TABLE OF DENDROCHRONOLOGICAL DATA 365
INDEX OF PAINTINGS CATALOGUED IN VOLUME II 367
Present owners 867
Previous owners 868
Engravers 872
Subjects 872
INDEXES OF COMPARATIVE MATERIAL AND LITERARY
SOURCES 875
Drawings and etchings by (or attributed to) Rembrandt
875
Works by artists other than Rembrandt 875
Literary sources 878
CONCORDANCE 879

IX



Preface

When working on research as long-term and
broadly-based as this project, one becomes keenly
aware that any scholarly publication can be no
more than an account of the insights gained at one
particular point in time. The shifts in our views since
Volume I was committed to print at the end of 1979
have been not inconsiderable, and they are one
reason why an initial version of the text for Volume
IT has had to be revised on many points. Only to a
small extent are the changes connected with the
emergence of paintings unknown to us before; this
has led to one addition to the Leiden works dis-
cussed in Volume I (no. A g0a). They come about
mainly from recent advances in art history and
other fields, and certainly also from developments
within our own thinking. This second volume bears
the mark of these changes.

Among the important publications in the field of
art history one must mention especially the volumes
in which Prof. Werner Sumowski discusses and
reproduces the drawings and paintings from
Rembrandt’s school that he has been documenting
and classifying for many years'. It hardly needs
saying that this material, that up to now has been
either submerged among Rembrandt’s works or has
been difficult to bring together, is of crucial import-
ance when one is trying to identify paintings by
Rembrandt’s pupils and to distinguish them from
those by Rembrandt himself. Although there are
still all kinds of problems of interpretation connec-
ted with this area, the appearance of these publi-
cations has been an event from which we have
already profited in the present volume, and shall
continue to profit in the future ones. Mention must
also be made of The Rembrandt documents, edited by
Walter L. Strauss and Marjon van der Meulen’,
which, for all its imperfections, has become an indis-
pensable tool. On the fringes of our discipline, where
it has an interface with physics, there has been the
introduction by the Metropolitan Museum in New
York of the technique of neutron activation auto-
radiography’. Used on the Rembrandt paintings in
the Museum done on canvas, this has opened up
fresh and unsuspected opportunities for obser-
vation. We are grateful to Maryan Wynn
Ainsworth, John Brealey, Egbert Haverkamp-
Begemann and Pieter Meyers for enabling us to
include a selection of their autoradiographs in the
present volume. Clearly beyond the borders of art
history were the contacts we have had with the
handwriting experts Ir. H. Hardy and Mrs R. ter
Kuile-Haller of the Forensic Laboratory of the
Ministry of Justice at Rijswijk, who at the initiative
of Prof. W. Froentjes undertook research to test the
applicability of their methods to painted signatures.

Although, at their request, we have not included the
results of their investigations case by case, our con-
versations with them sparked off ideas the yield
from which can be found in Chapter V of the In-
troduction.

The shifts in our own views and lines of enquiry
bear mainly on the relations between Rembrandt
and the younger artists working in his studio and
usually referred to collectively as his ‘pupils’, even
though they were of interest for workshop produc-
tion really only after they had completed their ap-
prenticeship. Further study of this workshop
production, including drawings, will undoubtedly
provide further perspectives, and we hope that this
and following volumes will be able to offer a number
of rewarding hypotheses on this point. Attention to
this aspect also brought a somewhat sharper focus to
our view of Rembrandt’s Leiden work discussed in
Volume I, and led us to alter or revise some of our
earlier judgments in that volume. It may be useful
to our readers — it is in any case so to us — to be
reminded that the balance of arguments on which
every opinion is based can change as the result of
fresh arguments, or of different weight.given to
those already known.

For details of our method of work, and of the
incorporation of our findings in the text of the cata-
logue entries, we would refer the reader to what was
said in the preface to Volume I. There has however
been a not unimportant change in the choice of the
material to be covered, which was previously based
on the Bredius publication of 1935—-37. For reasons
of time we have decided to restrict the choice to the
paintings included by Gerson in his book of 1968.
We have of course extended this to cover the paint-
ings rejected by him that we consider to be auth-
entic (nos. A 46, A62, A 70 and A g1), plus those we

- look on as being copies after lost originals (nos. C 45,

C46, C48 and C76) or that we find to be too
important or illuminating to be left out (nos. C 58
and C71). The selection thus arrived at for this
volume lacks three paintings whose whereabouts we
have been unable to trace — the Portrait of a man in
red that was included by Gerson (though not seen by
him, either) and was earlier in the Howard Young
Galleries in New York (Br. 176, Bauch 364, Gerson
151), a small, oval Bust of a young woman (Br. 93) that
might have been of interest, and the acharias in the
Temple previously in coll. Georges Lehmann, Paris
(Br. 542), which in our opinion at least shows a
Rembrandt composition (also reflected in other ver-
sions) from the same time as the Moscow Incredulity
of Thomas (no. A go), that is to say around 1634. Of
Br. 157, published by Gerson in another, apparently
better version, a third version turned up. After in-



specting this painting we saw however no sufficient
reason to include it in our catalogue.

Of the very many people to whom we are in-
debted for their contributions in various ways to the
appearance of the present volume, most have
already been mentioned in the preface to Volume I.
Various of them really deserve to be mentioned
again, because they have again made it possible for
us to examine the paintings in their possession or
under their supervision, or have drawn our atten-
tion to paintings that we had not yet studied. In
particular, we should repeat what was said earlier
with respect to the Netherlands Organization for
the Advancement of Pure Research (Z.W.O.); but
for their generous support it would not have been
possible for us to complete the necessary research
nor to bring out this book. Among those not yet
named, special thanks are due to Mr Jacques Vis for
his substantial contribution to the drafting of the
text, and to Mrs C. M. Groen for again putting at
our disposal her description of various paint sam-
ples. Miss J. C. M. Boreel and Mrs D. Dhuygelaere
were helpful in giving us valuable assistance. For
their cooperation in widely-differing ways we owe
many thanks to the following institutions and in-
dividuals:

A. A. Auld, Brenda Auslander, Katharine Baetjer,

Pjer Bjurstrom, Brigitte Blauwhoff, R. Bolland, J. Bolten,
Hans Brammer, B. Brenninkmeyer-de Rooij, C. A. Burger,
Peter Dam, John Dick, W. Downer, Greet van Duyn,

Frans Dijkhuizen, Michiel Franken, Truusje Goedings,
Marco Grassi, Torsten Gunnarsson, Tessa Helfet,

Cyril Humphris, Heribert Hutter, Michael Jaffé,

F. J. M. Jehee, Pierre Jolles, S. M. C. Jingeling-Windt,
Anita Kreber, Onno ter Kuile, J. E. Leene, H. van Leeuwen,
Jurgen M. Lehmann, William R. Leisher, Richard Leslie,
B. C. Leverland, Koos Levy-van Halm, Hugh Macandrew,
Dorothy Mahon, F. Mayringer, Karin van Nes,

Homan Potterton, Diane Raymakers, S. Rees Jones Jr,

R. A. D. Renting, Pierre Rosenberg, Scott Schaefer,

M. C. A. Schippers-van Lottum, Ulrich Schmidt,

Bernhard Schnackenburg, Cynthia Schneider,

Innis H. Shoemaker, J. Slettebo, Claus M. Smidt,

Jack Soltanian, Joaneath A. Spicer, H. Suzijn,

Norman Tennent, Loutje den Tex, P. Wainkier,

K. & V. Waterman, Adelheid Wiesmann, and D. C. Wright.

The immense care that goes into producing a
book like this — the full extent of which has become
plain to us only with the experience of Volume I
behind us — makes us all the more grateful to those
who, far more than the authors, have taken the
responsibility of this care upon themselves — Mrs
L. Peese Binkhorst, who in the editing has again
shown total mastery of both the broad lines and the
tintest detail; Mr D. Cook-Radmore, whose trans-
lation is as always a monument of patience and
painstaking care; and the publisher, who has shown

XI
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the greatest possible understanding of our out-of-
the-ordinary requirements.

Summer 1983
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Chapter 1

Stylistic features of the 1630s: the portraits

General characteristics and composition

Following the experiments that in the tronies —
including the self-portraits — from the previous
years in Leiden had led to very divergent results’,
Rembrandt emerges in 1631 as an accomplished
portrait painter with his own approach to the genre.
The various standard types of portrait may well
have provided him with a point of departure; but
the individual nature of his portraits from the 1630s
does not seem to be wholly explainable either by his
earlier essays at the subject or by the tradition cur-
rent in Amsterdam such as one sees embodied in the
work of a usually routine-bound portraitist such as
Nicolaes Eliasz. (1590/1-1654/56), or of a more
varied and interesting artist such as Thomas de
Keyser (1596/7-1667). One has rather to assume
that, in an entirely personal way, Rembrandt gave
form to a new idea of what portraiture was about, an
idea that was in the air around 1630. Precisely at that
moment Constantijn Huygens — admittedly with all
due deference — described the stereotype portrait
formula of Van Miereveld and Van Ravesteyn as
out-of-date in its simplicity and trueness-to-life.
Against this, he looked on the work of Rembrandt
and Lievens as something fresh, seeing the former as
more the history painter and Lievens as more the
potential portraitist: ‘ut huic potissimum parti, tan-
quam, potius hominis, corporis, inquam, animique
mirabili compendio, incumbat’ (that the latter may
apply himself best to that part [of art] that as it were
provides a wonderful summing-up of the whole
man, of both his body and his spirit)’. What por-
trait type or style Huygens had in mind is not
entirely clear; one might tend to think of the small
full-length portrait that Thomas de Keyser had
painted of him in 1627 (London, National Gallery,
no. 212), in which he is seated in an interior and is
handing a letter to a servent — but Thomas de
Keyser is not even mentioned in Huygens’ manu-
script. He does dwell on the portrait done of him by
Lievens at the latter’s own request (Amsterdam,
Rijksmuseum, inv. no. C 1467, on loan from the
Musée de la Chartreuse, Douai since 1962), show-
ing the figure half-length in an informal pose* and
with a facial expression that Huygens himself called
‘cogitabundus’ (musing)’. It may well be that a

1 A chapter on the history paintings from the 1630s will be included in
Volume II1.

2 See Vol. I, pp. 7-9.

3 J. A. Worp, ‘Constantijn Huygens over de schilders van zijn tijd’, 0.H. 9
(18g1), pp. 106-136, 307-308, esp. 121 122 and 128.

4 A.van Schendel, ‘Het portret van Constantijn Huygens door Jan
Lievens’, Bulletin van het Rijksmuseum 11 (1963), pp. 5-10; A. A. E. Vels
Heijn, ‘Portret van Constantijn Huygens. Jan Lievens (1607-1674)’, Open-
baar Kunstbezit 14 (1970), no. 13.

5 Worp, op. cit. (note 3), p. 130.

strongly individual stamp produced by a relaxed
pose and a pronounced facial expression formed
part of what Huygens saw as being a new kind of
portrait. At all events, such a characteristic (often
interpreted as recording a fleeting moment) is
par excellence a typical feature of the portraits
Rembrandt produced as soon as he began working
in Amsterdam — i.e. not so much of the busts, which
are very close to the traditional type in their com-
position, as of the full-length and knee-length por-
traits.

In the very first two portraits dating from 1631,
the year Rembrandt moved to Amsterdam to estab-
lish himself as a portrait painter, one is struck by
how the widely differing characterization of the sit-
ters has led to very different solutions to the problem
of composition. In the Portrait of Nicolaes Ruts in the
Frick Collection (no. A 43) the marked outline of
the figure rising against a predominantly light back-
ground is combined with the space-creating effect of
one hand resting on a chairback that coincides with
the boundary between the actual space occupied by
the viewer and the pictorial space. The trivializing
effect of excessive illusionism is avoided by the
chairback being shown very perfunctorily, and by a
certain simplification of the forms. The same is true
of the Leningrad Man at a writing-desk (no. A 44),
though the relationships between the light values
are different — a murky indication of an interior
forms the background for the figure; here the pose of
the man, seen from the side and looking up from his
writing-desk, has even more emphatically the nat-
ure of a fleeting action. The fact that such actions
appeared previously in Amsterdam group portraits
suggests that they provided the source from which
Rembrandt drew ideas for a hitherto unknown
dramatizing of some of his single portraits. He never
went further, in this respect, than in the 1639 Portrait
of a young man rising from his charr in the Taft
Museum, Cincinnati (no. A 78), which provides an
obviously deliberate contrast with its pendant, the
portrait of a passively seated woman, now in New
York (no. A7g). More subtly individualized poses
mark other knee-length portraits such as those of
Marten Looten (no. A52), Joris de Caullery (no.
A 53) and of an anonymous young woman in Vienna
(no. Ag5). Sometimes they are enlivened by a
meaningful gesture, like the Vienna Portrait of a man
seated (no. A 45), or by showing the sitter engaged in
an activity indicating his occupation or status, as in
the Kassel Portrait of a man trimming his quill (no.
A 54). Such gestures are of interest in that they form
part of the figure’s overall structure, in which a
scarcely perceptible shifting of the axes suggests
halted motion. In the case of companion-pieces,
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Fig. 1. A54. Portrait of a man trimming his quill, 1632 (presumed companion-
piece to no. A 55). Kassel, Staatliche Kunstsammlungen Kassel

postures and gestures may offer a calculated
balance between the two sitters (figs. 1 and 2). One
has only to compare the stereotyped knee-length
portraits by somewhat earlier artists with those of
Rembrandt to realize how much he varied the pose
of his models, giving each an individual rhythm and
balance. The few full-length portraits show a similar
tendency; they often have the head slightly forward
and counterbalancing the upper body, which is
leaning a little backwards; of the four examples
dating from 1634, three — the portraits of Marten
Soolmans and his wife (nos. A 100 and A 101) and
of Johannes Elison (no. A 98) — show this motif. In
the Kassel Portrait of a man standing of 1639 (Br. 216),
the subject however has his head upright balancing
the body leaning to one side.

Rembrandt’s use of gestures and postures suggest-
ing action in group portraits conformed with cur-
rent practice. But while in those by Cornelis van der
Voort and Nicolaes Eliasz. this involved individual
actions designed to introduce some variety in the
poses of the sitters, Rembrandt’s Anatomy lesson of Dr
Tulp (no. A 51) already shows plainly his intention
to subordinate all the various postures to a single
action — in this instance an anatomy demonstration
on which attention is focussed. The Buckingham

Fig. 2. A 55. Portrait of a young woman seated, 1632 (presumed companion-piece
to no. A 54). Vienna, Akademie der bildenden Kiinste

Palace Portrait of the shipbuilder Jan Rijcksen and hus
wife from the following year (no. A77) stages the
handing over and receiving of a letter, once again a
motif borrowed from earlier group portraits but
now enriched by a new homogeneity of action and
reaction as the condensation of a fleeting moment.
The two compositions of the Anatomy lesson and the
Shipbuilder follow a similar pattern: the bulk of the
figures and their diagonal poses and gestures are
instrumental in suggesting the pictorial space and
the intersecting silhouettes mark the compact,
asymmetrical structure in the picture plane. The
lighting that lends the figures relief spreads out to
the surrounding interior only as much as is needed
to give a summary definition that leaves the back-
ground with an almost abstract, tectonic function.
A similar relationship between figures and the space
surrounding them, with an increased emphasis on
the independence of space filled with filtered light,
will in 1641 and 1642 result in the Portrait of the
minister Cornelis Claesz. Anslo and his wife (Br. 409)
and the ‘Night watch’ (Br. 410).

In his busts Rembrandt departed least from the
traditional type of composition. Within this com-
pass their strongest feature is the suggestion of a
limited space within which the sitter appears, his



corporality tempered by an atmospheric effect; the
various pictorial means used to achieve this will be
discussed below. Yet from the compositional view-
point too, in the arrangement of forms within the
available picture area and the relationship between
plastic form and the background one finds a variety
of solutions that often evidently are connected with
the appearance and costume of the sitter and of
course also have to do with the shape of the picture
area.

When Rembrandt was working with a rectangu-
lar format (and the decision on this will for a large
part have rested with the person commissioning the
portrait®), the visible part of the body is relatively
large — down to about the waist. This can already
be seen in the small busts of Jacques de Gheyn I11
and Maurits Huygens of 1632 (nos. A 56 and A 57),
but is evident mainly in the portraits from 1635. In
these something is shown of the hands: he had first
done this in a number of tronies — the Self-portrait in
a cap of 1633 in Paris (no. A72) and the Dresden
Bust of a young woman smiling of 1633 (no. A 76). No
authentic example of this has survived intact, but a
number of later originals that have been made
oval’ — such as the London Portrait of Philips Lucasz.

6 Cf. Chapter IV, ‘Patrons and early owners’.

7 Though oval panels were de rigueur in the 1630s, especially for portraits
(but also for landscapes and still-lifes) it must be assumed that some of the
panels that are now oval were originally rectangular and were made into
ovals only later - probably in the period after ¢. 16go when the oval
portrait came back into vogue (cf. for instance, the series of oval portraits
of the Governors of the Rotterdam Chamber of the United East-India
Company, which was started just before 1700 and in which various copies
come from rectangular originals; see cat. Rijksmuseum 1976, pp. 706-711,
inv. nos. A 4490-4524).

Evidence for initially rectangular panels having later been made oval
can be found in:

1. The presence, on the back, of the remains of bevelling with straight
ridges. Assuming that the purpose of bevelling was to allow the panel
to fit into the shallow rebate of a frame, one may conclude that only
panels that are bevelled all round the edge were oval from the outset
(see note g). In cases where a panel has been cradled it is however
usually no longer possible to check the presence and nature of the
bevelling.

2. The presence of rough sawmarks along the edge of the panel, or of a
splintered edge to the ground and paint layer. Only in extreme cases is
evidence of this kind present to an extent that allows any conclusion to
be drawn from it.

3. The presence in the paint layer, in most instances detectable mainly
from the X-rays, of elements in the composition overpainted in such a
way that they must have demanded a larger format.

On the grounds of one or more of these items of evidence it can, with a

greater or lesser degree of certainty, be assumed that the following panels,

now oval, were originally rectangular:

Bust of a young woman, 1632, Boston (no. A 50): remains of straight bevelling

at the top.

Bust of a man in oriental dress, 1633, Munich (no. A 73): remains of bevelling

along three sides.

Bust of a young woman, [1633], Amsterdam (no. A 75): remains of straight

bevelling along the top and bottom.

Portrait of a go-year-old man, 1633, Pasadena (no. A86) and Portrait of a

40-year-old woman, 1634, Louisville (no. A 87): filling-in of presumed bevell-

ing visible at left and right under the cradle only in the latter.
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(Br. 202) — belong to the same type, which prob-
ably matched the taste of these years®. Still in 1641
the portraits of Herman Doomer and his wife, now
split between New York and Leningrad (Br. 217
and Br. 357), form late examples of this type. In all
the rectangular busts that have survived as originals
the head is placed well above the middle of the
picture area, and the latter is a good three-and-a-
half times as high as the head itself; in view of the
paucity of the material available one does however
hesitate to use this to deduce rules as to what
Rembrandt’s habits were.

In the oval portraits one finds (if we limit our-
selves to panels that may be assumed to have been
oval from the outset’) that in the years 1632--1635
Rembrandt placed his busts in the picture area with
a fair measure of variation. In most cases, however,
the head reaches, with the chin, to a trace below the
middle, and is bordered at the top by a generous
amount of background. The scale and relation of
the head to the picture area may differ quite sub-
stantially, as is shown by comparison between the

Portrait of Philips Lucasz., 1635, London (Br. 202): remains of straight
bevelling along three sides; hand and cuff masked by later overpainting.
Portrait of a woman, 1635, Cleveland (Br. 350): remains of straight bevelling
along four sides, and a hand and cuff masked by later overpainting.

There is no conclusive evidence for or against the oval format being
original in the following cases:

Portrait of the artist, 1632, Glasgow, The Burrell Coll. (no. A58): no
bevelling or remains thereof; edges apparently sound.

Portrait of a 62-year-old woman, 1632, Tel Aviv, private coll. (no. A 63): edges
are covered with glued paper and hence cannot be studied.

Self-portrait, 1633, Paris (no. A 71): no bevelling or remains thereof.
Portrait of a young woman, 1633, formerly Santa Barbara, private coll. (no.
A84): cradled, with no evidence of bevelling.

Portrait of an 83-year-old woman, 1634, London (no. A 104): bevelling or
remains thereof.

Portrait of a young man in a hat, Leningrad (no. C78): cradled, and no
evidence of bevelling.

Conversely, it also happens that oval panels have been made rectan-
gular, though this is less common. The Bust of a young woman, [1633],
Amsterdam (no. A 75) was, having once been brought down to an oval,
filled in to restore it to a rectangle; the same undoubtedly happened with
the Bust of a young woman smiling, 1633, Dresden (no. A 76) after it had been
reduced to an octagon. The panels for the portraits of Dirck Jansz. Pesser
and his wife Haesje van Cleyburgh of 1634 (nos. A 102 and A 103), which
were in all probability originally oval, were first sawn to make 12-sided
panels and then extended to rectangles. The Portrait of a woman of 1635 in
the UCLA Art Gallery, Los Angeles (Br. 351) was not only radically
overpainted, but was also altered into a rectangle by the simple addition
of spandrels.

Cf. for example S. Slive, Frans Hals 11, London 1970, figs. 66 (1625), 75

(1628), 81 (1627), 82 (1627) and 136 (1633).

9 To judge from bevelling running all round the edges, the following panels
were originally oval:

Portrait of a 4o-year-old man, 1632, New York (no. A 59).

Portrait of a young man, 1632, Sweden, private coll. (no. A60).

Portrait of a 39-year-old woman, 1632, Nivaa (no. A 62).

Portrait of a man, Dresden (no. C77).

Portrait of Maertgen van Bilderbeecq, 1633, Frankfurt (no. A 82).

This is most probably also the case for the portraits, mentioned in note 7,

of Dirck Jansz. Pesser and his wife of 1634 (nos. A 102 and A 103), and

perhaps for some of the paintings mentioned there that offer no clear
evidence as to their format.

(==}
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New York Portrait of a 40-year-old man (no. A 59) and
the Portrait of a young man (no. A 60), both from 1632.
An exception in every respect is the Portrait of a
39-year-old woman of 1632 in Nivaa (no. A62), in
which the sitter is seen at an unusually small scale
with the head placed very high in the picture area'.
Usually, however, Rembrandt exploits the oval
shape of his panel to arrive at an arrangement of
areas with which the head and ruff offer, with the
framing, an interplay of similarly-shaped ovals in
varying positions that lends aesthetic point to the
fashionable oval shape of the picture.

Tonal value and contrast

In his portraits from 1631-1633 Rembrandt used a
variety of backgrounds. A minority of them show a
dark and almost even tone with a minimally lighter
accent along a single contour — the Portrait of a young
woman seated (no. A 55), the Portrait of a 62-year-old
woman (no. A 63) and the Portrait of a young man (no.
A60), all from 1632, and the Portrait of a woman (no.
A83), the Portrait of a young woman (no. A 84), both
from 1633; such a dark background may offer a
cursory indication of an interior, as in the Portrait of
a man at a writing-desk of 1631 (no. Ag44). Over
against these there is a majority of cases where the
background shows a greater or lesser degree of shad-
ing from a light to a middle tone, with or without a
cast shadow from the figure on what is evidently
intended to be seen as a light rear wall. This variety
of solutions recalls the widely varying experiments
that the artist carried out in the late 1620s in a
number of tronies, varying from very dark, even
backgrounds (nos. A 21 and A 22) to freely-brushed
light grey ones (nos. A 14 and A 19). Yet there does
seem to be a system at work in the way he exploits
the possibilities in the portraits from the 16g30s. It
cannot be mere chance that all the examples men-
tioned of relatively smooth, dark backgrounds relate
to portraits of figures facing left (i.e. towards the
light) — mainly women, therefore, and in two
cases presumably unmarried men (nos. A44 and
A60) — that were not designed with a pendant in
mind"". If one takes into account the fact that in the
case of companion-pieces with lighter and more
varied backgrounds it is precisely those in the

10 The hand depicted holding a book suggests an analogy with the busts in
arectangle that have been described, but it is an old addition by a different
hand.

11 As we know, it was usual for the man’s portrait to be intended to be on the
right hand of the woman as portrayed (i.e. hung to the viewer’s left), the
dexter side, and for the woman’s to be on the man’s left hand (i.e. hung to
the right). This affects the degree to which the faces receive the light falling
from the left - exceptions apart, the averted side of the man’s face is to a
large extent in shadow, while the woman’s face is for the most part fully
lit.

women’s portraits that tend towards a somewhat
darker tone than those in the men’s portraits, then
the point of using a dark background becomes clear.
Given the fact that heads facing the light offer less
opportunity for showing contrasty internal detail
than those facing to the right and set almost at right
angles to the light, the contour of the lit part of the
head takes on an important function in defining the
plastic shape. In all the cases mentioned, and in the
portraits of women facing to the left in general, the
contour of the averted half of the face is treated with
great care and suggests the structure of the forehead,
cheekbone, cheek and chin by means of subtle con-
vexities. All the more markedly does the contour
have this important function in a left profile such as
that in the exceptional Portrait of Amalia of Solms in
the Musée Jacquemart-André (no. A61), where
there is hardly any question of plasticity being sug-
gested by further chiaroscuro effects. A dark or
relatively dark background serves, in cases like
these, to enhance the importance of the contour by
the strength of the contrast and to allow the contour
to make, by itself, the same contribution to a sugges-
tion of plasticity that is usually made in the right-
hand side of the head by a complex combination of
half-shadows, shadows and reflexions of light. In the
heads facing to the right — invariably those of
men — the contour never has more than a support-
ing function to fulfil: the deepest cast shadow on the
collar and the cast shadow along the nose create the
necessary depth, and the interplay of light and
shadow on the further cheek is enough to provide
the convexities making up the shapes of the face.
It is interesting to note that in the years 1631 and
1632 Rembrandt was plainly searching for the most
satisfactory tonal value to give to the backgrounds
in both large and small male portraits. Insofar as
our material warrants conclusions, the background
is seen in certainly three of the single portraits, as
well as in other paintings, to have been painted,
wholly or partially, a second time — in the Portrait of
Nicolaes Ruts of 1631 (no. A 43), and in the Portrait
of Marten Looten (no. A 52) and the Portrait of Jacques
de Gheyn 111 (no. A 56), both from 1632. In all three
of these cases the revision resulted in a background -
appearing light along the edge of the figure and
becoming gradually darker, especially towards the
top. The consequence is that it is precisely the dark
costume of the sitter, with its relatively sparse inter-
nal detail that contrasts strongly with the adjacent
light paint of the background. Here too the contrast
finds its justification in the important function that
the contour has to take over from internal detail in
suggesting plasticity. In this context it is significant

that in the pendant of the De Gheyn — the Portrait of



Maurits Huygens (no. A 57) — Rembrandt evidently
did not feel the need to strengthen the contrast
along the contour. Here, internal detail and such
elements as the depth-creating accent of the curled-
over lobe of the lace collar, take over the function of
suggesting depth and plasticity. The existence side-
by-side of two such different solutions illustrates the
importance Rembrandt attached to the balance
between contrast on the one hand and internal
detail on the other.

In the Anatomy lesson of Dr Tulp of 1632 (no. Ag51)
the background has likewise been — partially, and
probably wholly — gone over again in a darker tint.
From what has just been said one can guess the
reason for this: because of the wealth of contrast
within the group, the self-contained nature of the
complex contour against the first, lighter back-
ground may have resulted in an excess of contrast
and to an overemphasis on the plastic value of the
group as a whole, at the expense of the spatial
relationship between the figures. It is precisely in
the matter of illusionism that Rembrandt appears in
this painting to have sought to avoid any excess.
Cast shadows — on collars, and on the head of the
corpse (here set down over light paint applied earl-
ier) and its feet — generally border other, dark areas
and thus contribute more to a linking, atmospheric
effect than to the plastic independence of separate
forms. Where strong contrasts occur — besides the
inevitable ones between the white collars and
dark clothing — a three-dimensional effect has been
aimed at. This is evident in the second (originally
the first) figure from the left which stands out with
its light areas largely set against dark areas and vice
versa, and particularly in the figure of Tulp. He
faces the light and needed, in addition to a pro-
nounced contour, the depth-creating device of a
greatly foreshortened hand and its cast shadow
(added at a late stage) in order to lend his bulk the
necessary emphasis.

From 1683 onwards the artist appears to have
become more sure from the outset of the emphasis to
be given to contrasts along the outline on the one
hand and internal detail on the other. Dark back-
grounds continue to be used in less or more ela-
borately detailed portraits of women facing the
light, such as that of a young woman of 1639 in
Amsterdam (Br. 356). On the whole, however, there
is a tendency towards a varied mid-tone, irrespec-
tive of whether the figure is placed against a neutral
background, a more definitely-indicated wall or the
indication of an interior or curtain. The contrasts
created along the contour then have their share
in the definition of form to the extent this is
needed — and no more.
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Suggestion of depth and definition of form

In looking at the backgrounds in Rembrandt’s
portraits there is a further motif that warrants
attention — the cast shadow that in a number of
portraits (mostly of men) is thrown onto a wall to
the right by the figure lit from the left. This motif
was not new; it can be found long before 1630, for
instance in Rubens and Frans Hals, and even
occasionally in the 16th century. But although
Rembrandt from an early stage, and in a variety of
ways, showed the backgrounds to his busts as a wall
(usually a plastered one)'” it was not until 1632 that
he made frequent use of the cast-shadow motif. In
some cases the cast shadow is found to have been
painted over part of the background already done
in lighter paint; one can see this in the little Portrait
of Maurits Huygens (no. A57) and the much larger
Portrait of Joris de Caullery (no. A 53), both of 1632.
It is perhaps going rather far to describe this as an
afterthought, especially as the same addition over
lighter paint also occurs later on, in the Paris Self-
portrait in a cap of 1633 (no. A72) and the Pasadena
Portrait of a 41-year-old man (no. A 86). Perhaps the
first instance of a cast shadow planned from the
outset (i.e. with a reserve left for it in the light grey
paint of the adjoining background) is — if our obser-
vations through the thick layer of varnish are to be
relied on — provided by the Portrait of a 40-year-old
man of 1632 (no. A 59). This was certainly the case
with the Los Angeles Portrait of Dirck Pesser of 1634
(no. A 102) and — exceptionally in a woman’s por-
trait — the latter’s companion-piece no. A 103.

In all these cases the cast shadow is shown as a
partly visible and vaguely described shape, more of
a warm-toned area in the background with a blur-
red outline than a recognizable silhouette of the
sitter”’. It is plain that the motif is intended pri-
marily to give the illusion of a concentrated beam of
light in a space that extends beyond the picture
area, the rear confine of which is the wall a short
distance behind the sitter. Though not lacking in
logic in connexion with the direction of the incident
light, it is evidently a deliberately-employed means
of enlivening the background with a range of differ-
ing tones: compared with the Portrait of Nicolaes Ruts
of 1631 (no. A 43) where light areas on both sides of
the dark silhouette of the figure merge into a darker
zone to the top, or with the Vienna Portrait of a man

12 Cf nos. A8, A14, A1g.

13 Differently from Frans Hals, where the cast shadow is a quite sharply-
outlined area — if not clearly recognizable as a shape —in a dark and
contrasting tint. Differently, too, from the Half-length figure of Rembrandt in
a private collection (Br. 25) which shows a clearly recognizable form, and
from the Portrait of a man in Boston (no. C 72) where the form and siting
are quite different from Rembrandt’s habits.
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Fig. 3. A 52. Portrait of Marten Looten, 1632. Los Angeles, Cal., Los Angeles County Museum of Art

seated (no. A45) which shows a less symmetrical
distribution of light and dark tones, the New York
Portrait of a 40-year-old man (no. A 59) exhibits great
refinement in nuances and contrast resulting from
the addition of the shadow — a function that can
also be served in knee-length works by the broad
indication of accessory objects, as in the Portrait of a
man trimming his quill of 1632 (no. A54) and the
Portrait of fohannes Witenbogaert of 1633 (no. A 8o).
A further lighting effect serving to create an
impression of depth, which Rembrandt used only a
few times and which he seems to have invented
himself, is the use of a narrow beam of light that falls

only on the head and shoulders, leaving everything
that is located further to the front and downwards
lost in shadow. An effect of this kind naturally lends
itself better to knee-length portraits than to busts.
Possibly the New York Man in oriental dress of 1692
(no. A48) is the first instance of this device being
used, with an undeniably impressive result. If so,
then the Portrait of Foris de Caullery would have to be
seen as the transposition of this principle to a com-
missioned portrait. Remarkably enough one has to
wait until 1635 before this motif reappears, this time
in bust portraits. This much can, at least, be de-
duced from such pictures as the Portrait of Antonis
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Fig. 4. Thomas de Keyser, Portrait of a man, Kassel, Staatliche Kunstsammlungen Kassel

Coopal (Br. 203); it may perhaps also have been seen
in a number of busts that were later made oval, such
as the Portrait of Philips Lucasz. (Br. 202)". Even
more than the cast shadow on the background, this
differentiation in dark and light has the effect of
making the pictorial space seem a fragment of a
larger spatial whole, in which not only the presence

14 In this form it also had an influence on artists in Rembrandt’s circle. Cf.
the Portrait of an officer, once coll. E. Bihrle, Zurich (Br. 204), which
J. W. von Moltke in: Von Moltke Flinck (no. 142) rejected as a work by
Flinck, and Gerson (Br.-Gerson 165) through a misunderstanding as-
cribed to Flinck on Von Moltke’s authority. Cf. also the Amsterdam Bust
of a man in oriental costume (Br. 206).

but also the specific nature of the light source is
decisive for the appearance of the figure and for the
atmospheric quality of the space surrounding it.
An important element in this same approach may
be recognized by the fact that the amount of atten-
tion given to form and to rendering of materials
drops off sharply as the eye shifts towards the peri-
phery of the picture, and usually as soon as it leaves
the centre of interest — the head and the collar
beneath. This applies to both busts and larger com-
positions. It is least pronounced in portraits of
young sitters, whose stylish clothing seems almost
more interesting than their faces — the young couple



STYLISTIC FEATURES OF THE 163081 THE PORTRAITS

whose pair of portraits is split between the Taft
Museum in Cincinnati and the Metropolitan
Museum in New York (nos. A78 and A 79), and
Soolmans and his wife (nos. A 100 and A 101). Yet
already in that of Nicolaes Ruts of 1631 (no. A 43),
where the attention paid to plastic form is still distri-
buted relatively evenly over the whole picture and
extends to, for instance, the crisply modelled hands,
the principle is apparent in the summarily-done
chairback in the extreme foreground. The following
year brings substantial simplifications in compar-
able works (fig. 3). In the Portrait of Marten Looten
(dated in the January of 1632!) (no. A 52) one finds
not only the degree of modelling in the hands con-
siderably lessened, but also the internal detail in the
black costume that — far more than in the Niwcolaes
Ruts — is defined predominantly by its contour,
which besides serving this purpose also has a certain
measure of independence: to the right it runs in two
long and carefully-calculated convexities (which
only vaguely match the suggestion of the upper arm
and of the cloak hanging over the forearm), while to
the left a step in the contours hints at the revers of
the cloak hanging down behind the shoulder and
thus at the three-dimensional character of the body,
something that is hardly suggested in any other
way. This kind of drastic simplification of form,
coupled with the quite individual nature of the
contour (almost invariably arrived at through cor-
rections), occurs regularly in the following years.
The 1633 Portrait of Johannes Witenbogaert (no. A 80)
is a prime example of how the solution arrived at in
the Marten Looten is developed further — though
there is otherwise no indication of a varying inten-
sity of the lighting, only the head and collar are
crisply modelled, while the hands are shown com-
paratively cursorily in a subdued tone (the lower
worked up even less than the upper), and the nature
and function of the contours are closely similar to
those in the Marten Looten. A comparison with a
knee-length portrait by Rembrandt’s slightly older
contemporary Thomas de Keyser in Kassel (fig. 4)
shows how very personal an approach this is.
Though in the De Keyser painting there is also a
certain differentiation in the rendering of material
and degree of detail — in this case determined en-
tirely by the chiaroscuro effect — one is struck by the
extent to which the whole figure is modelled with
equal emphasis, the material of the items of dress is
rendered and each cast shadow is used to create an
effect of depth, and by how passive a role is played
by the contour which merely forms the boundary of
crisply-defined plastic forms.

In Rembrandt the importance given to the main
shape of the subject leads to a less emphatic render-
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ing of material and detail in the figure — certainly
close to the outline, whose idiosyncratic rhythm
greater emphasis would interfere with. The same
applies to the accessories: indications of architec-
tural shapes, where they are present, are rudimen-
tary in the extreme, and pronounced contrasts in
colour and light values are studiously avoided (just
as are, remarkably enough, any straight lines); here
again, the Portrait of Johannes Wienbogaert (no. A 80)
offers a clear example. The same applies not only to
still-lifes of books but to items of furniture, too; the
chair in the Portrait of a man trimming his quill of 1632
(fig. 1) seems almost to form part of the figure,
and in its contour presents the same rhythm of
gentle convexities meeting at an angle. The contour
of the backrest of the chair from which the modishly-
dressed young man in the Cincinnati portrait of
1633 (no. A 78) is seen rising chooses to avoid a
simple intersection with the contour of the figure,
and instead bends aside just in time, as if to match
the dynamic of the latter. Even in this portrait, with
its rather elaborate depiction of costume, the con-
trasts are muted and form is dealt with summarily
towards the edges of the picture.

On this last point, a competing tendency appears
by the end of the 1630s. While the Kassel Portrait of
a man standing of 1639 (Br. 216) still exhibits this
characteristic to a large extent, the Amsterdam Por-
trait of a young woman from the same year (Br. 356)
shows a far more fully-developed illusionism, con-
tinuing in a limited but rich colour-scheme into the
fan and the silver armrest at the bottom edge. A
similar contrast can still be seen in 1641, between on
the one hand the portraits of Herman Doomer (Br.
217) and Baertje Martens (Br. 357) and on the other
those of Nicolaes Bambeeck in Brussels (Br. 218)
and Agatha Bas in Buckingham Palace (Br. 360). It
is clear that around 1640 the availability of a choice,
appearing in Dutch painting in general at about
that time, between a view of simplified form gov-
erned by atmosphere and depth and a greater clar-
ity of form and colour offered Rembrandt, too,
novel opportunities.

It will be obvious from the foregoing that the
various pictorial devices used by Rembrandt in his
portraits of the 1630s serve the purpose of focussing
the viewer’s main attention on the face. The eye is
also drawn to the collar, which in a way forms a
basis for the head and determines its position in
space, especially where in the men’s portraits facing
towards the right a pleated collar tilts up slightly
and intersects the lit side of the face (fig. 5). Coun-
terpointing the lit mass of the ruff with its billowy
folds, there is against the averted side of the face a
deep hollow in the collar, accentuated by a dark
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Fig. 5. A86. Portrait of a 41-year-old man, 1633 (detail 1:1). Pasadena, Norton Simon Museum of Art

II
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cast shadow. The further cheek stands out against
this — not sharply but usually clearly, thanks to
light reflected from the illuminated surface of the
collar. This reflexion of light — a zone done in a
cool, opaque grey placed in the usually almost
translucent brown of the shadow side of the face — is
not a device invented by Rembrandt, but he does
use it as an extremely effective way of suggesting
roundness and depth, not only in the averted side of
faces turned to the right, but also and especially in
the nearer side of heads facing left; the latter are
usually those of women, whose large flat ruffs or lace
collars are ideal sources of reflected light.

The reflexion of light is only one component in
the play of light and shade — basically quite simple,
yet subtle and infinitely varying in its effect — that
suggests the plasticity of the head. A characteristic
feature of this is that gradual transitions are more
important than contrasts, and that the continuity of
form takes precedence over its interruption by linear
elements. Such discontinuities are formed only by
the nostrils and, to a lesser extent, the mouth-line,
though the latter always merges into the shadow at
the corner of the mouth and thus takes on a model-
ling function. The borders of the upper eyelid,
though they consist of no more than small strokes of
brown paint, are — certainly in the lit side of the
face — divested of their linear character to such an
extent that the upper border suggests the shadow of
a fold in the skin while the lower becomes the
shadow of the eyelid on the eyeball. This is brought
about by scarcely perceptible widenings and nar-
rowings of the paintstroke, and especially the way
this paintstroke is integrated into an adjacent area
of shadow and into the surrounding brushwork,
thus achieving unity in the plastic effect. A similar
concern may explain why the transitions from lit to
shadow areas are, particularly on the forehead,
done with extreme attentiveness using transitional
tints — mainly a cool grey that merges into a
warmer brown — so that often a rich pattern of
convexities is created.

The muting of contrasts within the face meets a
need for pictorial cohesion. It is taken so far that the
boundary between the iris and the white of the eye
is seldom sharp, and often lacks contrast, so that any
great measure of independence of details in the eye
area is avoided”. Similarly, the eyelashes are indi-
cated only exceptionally when, through being light
in colour and contrasting with the shadow side of
the face, they can help to create an effect of depth —

15 What happens if this subtle reserve is not taken into account is demon-
strated by, for instance, the Portrait of a 47-year-old man in Paris (no. C75),
where the crisp outlining of form in various passages -
the eyes — argues against Rembrandt’s authorship.

and especially in
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as they do in the heads of the shipbuilder (no. A 77)
and of the minister Johannes Elison (no. Ag8). The
artist does take care, though, to show the play of
light in the eye and on the moisture on its surface —
a dot of light in the iris (the latter mostly done in
translucent paint) gives a reflexion of the light-
source, and opposite this he places a dab of lighter,
opaque paint that gives a vivid suggestion of a local
lightening of the iris; small white dots along the flesh
colour mark the lower edge of the eye, hinting at the
moisture at this point. At no other place in the head
is the rendering of substance so pronounced, albeit
using a minimum of pictorial means. In comparison
the skin areas are seen primarily in terms of chiaros-
curo, ranging from the heavy and thickly-painted
cast shadow along the nose to the similarly thickly-
painted highest lights on the forehead, below the lit
eye and on the ridge and tip of the nose. The nature
of the skin — smooth, weathered or wrinked — is ex-
pressed by the colour used, which in the light can
vary from very white to reddish, by a subtle alterna-
tion of cool and warm tints, and, in the case of
shallower or deeper wrinkles, by merging dark
accents or by pronounced brushwork. The brush-
stroke tends to have a rhythm of its own and the
paint a character of its own, far removed from any
meticulous illusionism. Heads like those of the ship-
builder (no. A77) and of an 83-year-old woman of
1634 (no. A 104) demonstrate how much the indi-
vidual form of the face portrayed is integrated into
the dynamic of the brushwork. In the centre of the
face the brushstroke pattern is very dense, and
adapts itself a great deal to the shape being depic-
ted. At the periphery it takes on far greater auton-
omy. Areas of hair tend to be indicated broadly,
mostly in a variety of browns and greys, with here
and there a depth-creating accent (especially in the
moustaches). Ears, too, are usually treated in an
extremely summary way.

The subduing of over-strong contrasts and of the
individuality of the various parts of the head is in
line with the tendency, already mentioned, to
reduce the modelling. This is seen most clearly in
the knee-length portraits, where tactility diminishes
from the head to the hands and from one hand to
the other, as if the intensity of the lighting is con-
tinuously falling off towards the edge of the com-
position. In the history paintings of the 1630s, too,
this is quite emphatically the case — there, a lit
centre in the foreground and a dark and vague
periphery are the rule. In the portraits a similar
principle is applied to the definition of form. The
result matches the perceptual experience that the
area on which the eye can focus in a single glance is
limited in extent, and that observation in the ad-



joining field of view is less specific. It may moreover
produce three-dimensional differentiation, as in the
Anatomy lesson of Dr Tulp where simplification of
form and decreasing emphasis on modelling are
related to the distance at which the subjects are
seen. Similar gradations in the Portrait of the ship-
builder Jan Rijcksen and his wife, where the heads are
at roughly the same distance from the viewer, make
it evident however that the principle does not stem
primarily from the need to suggest depth, but rather
from a concern to concentrate optical intensity in an
area intended to be a focus of attention.

The concentration of bright light, detail and plas-
tic definition in a central focus of interest seems to
have been a basic principle in Rembrandt’s approach
in the 1630s. This principle is perhaps seen most
clearly in the group portraits but is also clearly
present in the single portraits. That a great deal of
thought was given to applying this principle may be
deduced from the numerous corrections of tonal
value and contours that he made in his portraits
especially in the early 16g30s. We sense this principle
not only in the portraits — the approach is also basic
to the history paintings: Rembrandt’s portraits and
his history paintings both evidently stem from the
same imagination. In both of them the guiding
principle involves the same hierarchy of optical
intensity, decreasing towards the periphery.
Though this vision may have something to do with
straightforward perception, as a stylistic principle it
lends a fresh pictorial intensity to the appearance of
the human figure in a space determined by light,
shade and an almost palpable atmosphere.

J. B., Ev.d.W.
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Chapter 11

The canvas support*

Introduction

After working almost exclusively on panel during
his years in Leiden, Rembrandt frequently made
use of canvases in Amsterdam'. Two reasons
prompted us to undertake an investigation of these
fabric supports. In the first place, earlier investi-
gations had raised the hope that the thread density
(as we shall call the number of threads per unit of
length in the two directions) might provide a rough
but valuable criterion when dating paintings’.
Secondly, there was the question of why one or more
sides of the canvas frequently show no signs of cusp-
ing or scalloping, i.e. deformations in the fabric due
to stretching. Could it be concluded at once, from

1 Canvasasa vsupport for paintings in oil was introduced in Italy by the end
of the 15th century. Its use as a support for paintings with other binding
mediums however dates much further back; stretched over wooden panels,
it was used already in ancient Egypt during the New Empire and later
(A. Lucas, Ancient Egyptian materials and industries, London 1962, revised
and enlarged by J. R. Harris, pp. 353 and 355). Pliny mentions its use in
the Roman period (Nat. Hist. XXXV, 51). Banners and other textile
objects for temporary use could be decorated with paint. From the 15th
century, paintings in a glue medium on relatively fine fabric have survived
by or in the style of such painters as Rogier van der Weyden, Hugo van
der Goes, Mantegna, Direr, Bruegel, Hans Bol, Jacob Cornelisz. van
Oostzanen and many others (see: E. D. Bosshard, ‘Ttlichleinmalerei - eine
billige Ersatztechnik?’, Zeitschrift fir Kunstgeschichte 45 (1982), pp. 31-42).
Painting in oil on canvas most probably developed in Venice. Titian was
the first to use mainly canvas supports (H. Miedema and B. Meijer, ‘The
introduction of coloured ground . . . °, Storia dell’arte 35 (1979), pp- 79-98,
give statistics showing how canvas superseded wood as the usual support
in Venice). Vasari mentions as advantages of canvas that it is ‘of little
weight and, when rolled up, easy to transport’ (quoted from Vasari on
technique, G. B. Brown ed. 1907, Dover publication, New York 1960,
p- 236). See also: C. Villers, ‘Artists canvases. A history’, ICOM committee
Jfor conservation, 6th triennial meeting, Ottawa 1981/2/1, pp. 1-12.

Samuel van Hoogstraten, in his discussion of the advantages of canvas,
points out that canvas is ‘bequaemst voor groote stukken en wel
geprimuurt zijnde lichtst te vervoeren’ (suited most for large paintings
and, when well primed, easiest to transport) (S. van Hoogstraten, Inleyding
tot de Hooge Schoole der Schilderkonst, Rotterdam 1678, p. 339).

In the Netherlands the use of panels was not superseded by that of
canvas to the same extent as in Italy (Miedema and Meijer, op. cit.,
p. 82). Rembrandt used panels throughout his career, even for relatively
large paintings. During his late years canvas is however more frequently
used. .

In the Passion series for Prince Frederik Hendrik, a cedar panel was used
for the first painting and canvas for the others. Little is known of what
influence patrons had on the choice of the support, though one may
assume they did sometime influence that decision, or even made it. An
important reason for Rembrandt’s choosing canvas must have been its
suitability for large formats. The production of large-size portraits and
history pieces, starting in the early Amsterdam years, thus explains the
frequency with which Rembrandt used canvases from 1631 onwards.

2 See Volume I, p. XII and cat. exh. Rintgenonderzoek van de oude schilderijen
in het Centraal Museum te Utrecht (by M. E. Houtzager, M. Meier-Siem,
H. Stark, H. J. de Smedt), Utrecht 1967, pp. 61-63.

an absence of cusping, that a painting like this had
been reduced by later hands on the side or sides in
question?

Research in the area of fabric supports has been
less extensive than the study of panels’. There have,
of course, long been general notions as to the dif-
ferences in the kinds of canvas used by various
schools’. Methods of stretching have occasionally
been the subject of study’, but those used in 17th-
century Holland have been looked at hardly at all®,
and there have been only a few, limited attempts at
a systematic examination of the types of canvas
occurring within the oeuvre of a single artist’. In
questions connected with the enlargement of fabric
supports by later hands, restorers usually do give
attention to the nature of the seams and the dif-
ference in canvas structure, but they have only
occasionally reported on these in publications®. In
the case of 17th-century Dutch canvases in general,
Meier-Siem has done statistical study on a some-
what broader scale, based on the paintings in one
museum’; he concentrated on measurement and
comparison of thread densities. Following his

3 See for instance: Jacqueline Marette, Connaissance des Primitifs par Uétude du
bois, Paris 1961; J. Bauch and D. Eckstein, ‘Dendrochronological dating of
oak panels of Dutch seventeenth-century paintings’, Studies in conservation
15 (1970), pPp- 45-50; J. Bauch, D. Eckstein and M. Meier-Siem, ‘Dating
the wood of panels by a dendrochronological analysis of the tree-rings’,
N.K.J. 23 (1972), pp. 485-496; J. Bauch, D. Eckstein, G. Brauner,
‘Dendrochronologische  Untersuchungen an  Eichenholztafeln  von
Rubens-Gemalden’, Jahrbuch der Berliner Museen 20 (1978), pp. 209—221;
J. Bruyn, ‘Een onderzock naar 17de-eccuwse schilderijformaten,
voornamelijk in Noord-Nederland’, 0.H. 93 (1979), pp. 96-115.

4 See for instance Th. v. Frimmel, Handbuch der Gemdldekunde, Leipzig 1904,
pp- 14-18; [Chr. Wolters], ‘Fabric paint supports’, Museum 8 (1960), pp.
135 ff;; J. Rudel, ‘Le probléme du support dans I’histoire de la peinture’,
L’information & histoire de Part 7 (1962), pp. 158-164; K. Nicolaus, DuMonts
Handbuch der Gemiildekunde, Material, Technik, Pflege, Koln 1979, pp. 35-38.

5 Thomas Brachert, ‘Historische Keilrahmensysteme’, Maltechnik|Restauro
79 (1973), pp- 3438, with references to publications on the subject of
historical stretcher systems by W. Brandt, R. Buck, R. E. Straub,
W. Slesinsky, S. Summerecker, K. Wehlte and W. T. Chase and
J. M. Hutt.

6 K. Wehlte, ‘Althollandische Spannmethode fiir Gewebe’, Maltechnik 6364
(1957-58), pp. 38-42; K. Nicolaus, op. cit. (note 4), pp. 39-40, fig. 45.

7 J. Plesters and L. Lazzarini, ‘Preliminary observations on the technique
and materials of Tintoretto’, Conservation of paintings and the graphic arts.
Preprints  of Contributions to The Lisbon Congress 1972, pp. 153-180,
esp. 154-155; H. von Sonnenburg, ‘Zur Maltechnik Murillos 1. Teil’,
Maltechnik| Restauro 86 (1980), pp. 159-179, esp. p. 176 note 5.

8 See for instance L. Kuiper, ‘Restauratie-verslag van Hendrick ter
Brugghen’s Aanbidding der Koningen’, Bulletin van het Rijksmuseum 19
(1971), pp. 117-135, esp. 117 and fig. 3; K. Nicolaus, op. cit. (note 4),
PP. 4142, figs. 46-48.

9 See note 2.

* In preparing this chapter I received help and inspiration from many people, and most of all from the students and temporary assistants who worked in my
department at the Central Research Laboratory for Objects of Art and Science in Amsterdam. They helped with the tedious thread-counting and measuring of
cusping, ctc. Their enthusiasm for this project was an important stimulus to me. I am greatly indebted to Greet van Duyn, Brigitte Blauwhoff, Michiel Franken
and Peter Dam, and to Loutje den Tex and Koos Levy-van Halm, who carried out most of the research into written sources and archival material. I owe much
to discussions with Mr C. A. Burgers of the Rijksmuseum (Amsterdam), Frans Dijkhuizen of the University of Groningen, Dr M. Meier-Siem (Hamburg), Emil
Bosshard of the Schweizerisches Institut fiir Kunstwissenschaft (Ziirich), Karin van Nes of the Central Research Laboratory, Jan Diepraam (Amsterdam), Mrs
M. G. A. Schipper-van Lottum (Amsterdam) and Truusje Goedings (Amsterdam). In the very beginning the textile experts Dr J. E. Leene and Mrs R. Bolland
did the thread-counts of a great number of 17th-century canvas weaves. They are thanked together with all others who kindly supplied information. Dr Leene
and Mr Bosshard were kind enough to read through the manuscript and offer useful criticism.
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Fig. 1. Detail (1:1) X-ray of Belshazzar’s feast (London, National Gallery)
indicating the back of the original canvas as partly covered with a
radioabsorbent paint layer. Warp vertical. (Positive print)

example, similar measurements were made on the
Rembrandts on canvas in the Mauritshuis™.

In a few other instances the study of paintings by
Rembrandt has included attention to the canvas.
On the basis of the theory that the Syndics of the Cloth
Hall (Br. 415) was painted on a piece cut from the
canvas of the Claudius Civilis (Br.482) there was a
study made of the fabric of the canvases in ques-
tion''. In another case, that of the Berlin Samson
threatening his father-in-law (Br. 499), the study of
cusping played a part in the discussion of the orig-
inal format of this painting'”. The matter of the
width of the fabric as it came from the loom — or
‘strip-width’ — has likewise been looked at a few
times in connexion with Rembrandt’s paintings'.
Although the significance of the painter’s canvas as
a source of information has thus not been ignored,
one can in general say that the opportunities for
incorporating this kind of information in art-history
research have scarcely been explored.

The main reason why the fabric support has so far
attracted relatively little attention is that it has
hardly been accessible to study. With by far the
majority of old paintings the canvas is covered at the

10 A. B.de Vries, M. Toth-Ubbens, W. Froentjes, Rembrandt in
Mauritshuis, Alphen a.d. Rijn 1978, pp. 206, 214 and 216.

11 A. van Schendel, ‘Notes on the support of Rembrandt’s Claudius Civilis’,
Konsthistorisk Tidskrift 25 (1956), pp. 38-42.

Katalog der ausgestellten Gemalde des 13.-18. Jahrhunderts, Berlin-Dahlem
1975, p- 338, no.802. The technical examination of the X-rays in con-
nexion with the original size of the painting was focussed on the presence
and depth of the cusping (personal communication of Mr Hans Boehm).
A. B. de Vries, M. T6th-Ubbens and W. Froentjes, op. cit. (note 10),
p- 83, express astonishment at the unusually large width of the strip of
canvas on which the Anatomy lesson of Dr Tulp was painted. Van Schendel,
op. cit. (note 11), pp. 40-41 states that the width of canvas used for the
Claudius Civilis must have measured just over 200 cm, the equivalent of
gells.

the

16

Fig. 2. Detail (1:1) X-ray of Flora (London, National Gallery) showing
remnants of the imprint of the original canvas and that of the finer transfer
canvas. (Positive print)

back by a layer of lining canvas', while the edges
have usually been trimmed off during previous res-
torations”. It is thus exceptional that observations
can be made on the canvas itself, one is largely
reliant on radiographs, and these usually cover only
part of the painting. There are hardly any really
large collections of X-ray photographs made with a
scholarly purpose in mind'’. Existing collections of
X-rays relate as a rule to the collections of a par-
ticular museum, where the radiographs have been
kept on file after use in answering incidental ques-
tions, usually to do with the paint layer. The
Rembrandt Research Project has at its disposal
X-rays of 217 paintings on canvas that Bredius
attributed to Rembrandt. In 113 instances these
take in the whole surface of the painting, while the
remainder cover only part of it. The scope of this
collection warrants an attempt to answer the ques-
tions that have been touched on above; in doing so,
other aspects will be looked at that can provide a
. . . s
picture of the practices followed in Rembrandt’s
workshop where canvases are concerned. The main
period considered here 1s 1631-1642.
14 For a history of lining see for instance Westby Percival-Prescott, The lining
cycle. Fundamental causes of deterioration in painting on canvas: materials and
methods of impregnation and lining from the 17th century to the present day, National
Maritime Museum, Greenwich 1974; R. H. Marijnissen, Degradation, con-
servation et restauration de [oeuvre d’art, 1967, pp. 21-65.
V. Schaible, ‘Der Weg der Doubliertechniken. Versuch einer
Zwischenbilanz’, Maltechnik|Restauro 89 (1983), pp. 250-256.
Edges of canvas that are pulled around stretcher-bars tend to weaken and
eventually tear along the edge of the stretcher. Usually the ground and
paint have flaked off at these places. As the removal of rusted nails was
time-consuming and damage to the canvas could hardly be avoided,
restorers used to cut the canvas along outer edges of the strainer or
stretcher and then line it, using the edges of the slightly larger lining canvas
to restretch the painting.
X-Rays of 109 pictures attributed to Rembrandt and 76 attributed to
pupils were assembled in the late 1920s by Alan Burroughs at the Fogg Art
Museum, Cambridge, Mass. (see A. Burroughs in: Burl. Mag. 59, 1931,
p. 3)- In more recent years Dr M. Meier-Siem in Hamburg collected
numerous X-rays of paintings in various museums. Jean Rudel, op. cit.

(note 4), pp. 158164, esp. 160 note 1, mentions the existence of a
collection of canvas samples started by Jacqueline Marette in the Louvre.

Bruxelles
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Figs. 3-4. Detail (1:1) X-ray of Still-life with dead peacocks (Amsterdam, Rijksmuseum) demonstrating the better legibility of the weave in the positive print

(fig. 4)

Radiographs as a means of studying the canvas

As a rule the weave of the canvas is readily observ-
able in radiographs, as are any cusping and seams
present. It is however important to keep in mind
that the canvas itself hardly shows up at all in an
X-ray — it is the imprint of the canvas in the radio-
absorbent layer of ground that provides an image of
the canvas structure. Normally speaking, the lining
canvas is consequently not visible in the X-ray".
This can be demonstrated most clearly in the
Claudius Crvilis, which like other works done for the
Amsterdam city hall was originally on a twill can-
vas. This painting has undergone a complete trans-
fer, and now has a canvas with a linen weave as its
support. On the radiograph, however, one still sees
clearly the weave of the twill canvas that has been
removed, and there is no trace of the new support'.
One can in fact take it as a rule that the canvas
structure seen in an X-ray is that of the original
canvas. Various circumstances can however result
in exceptions to this rule, so that misleading con-
clusions may ~onfuse the outcome of studies of the
canvas. Sometimes the back of paintings has at some
time in the past been covered, as a conservation
measure, with paint that proves to be radio-
absorbent. When this has been done on the back of
the original canvas, as in the case of the London
Belshazzar’s feast (Br.497), the results of thread
counting are unaffected, though there is a drastic

17 With edges where the vague radiographic image of the lining canvas is not
‘swamped’ by the radioabsorbency of the painting itself, the weave of the
lining canvas can often be made out.

18 Cf. figures 1 and 2 in A. van Schendel’s article mentioned in note 11.
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change in the appearance of the fabric” (fig. 1). But
when this layer of paint has been applied after the
painting has been lined, as with the Kassel
Rembrandts®, then the structure of the lining can-
vas may ‘swamp’ that of the original canvas in the
radiographic image. The results of thread counting
will then give misleading information. Only if a
radiograph of the whole painting is available can
such a result be avoided in cases like this; for when
this paint-layer is applied the areas underneath the
stretcher remain bare (cf. no. Ag4 fig. 2), and a
threadcount can be carried out in those areas (fig.
12). A further danger lies in the possibility that
when an original canvas was being removed, the
weave imprint of this original canvas was sanded
away during the transfer operation. This seems to be
the case with the London Flora (Br. 103), where only
at the edges are there places where this has evidently
not happened; there, the imprint of the original
canvas in the radioabsorbent ground can still be
seen, while elsewhere there is a fine and very regular
19 De Mayerne, in his famous manuscript preserved in the British Museum,
gives several recipes for treating the back of a canvas, either with pure
thickened oil (p. 5 verso; E. Berger, Quellen fir Maltechnik wihrend der
Renaissance und deren Folgezeit, Munich 19o1, reprint 1973, p. 104) or a size
body-colour (p. 141, edn. Berger p. 312). Treatment with a radioabsorb-
ent layer is dealt with on p. 141 (edn. Berger p. 314), where oil prepared
with lytharge or minium is given preference. Anthony van Dyck provided
De Mayerne with a recipe for treating a flaking oil painting, or prevent
flaking, by applying a layer of oil with finely ground umber to the back
of the canvas (p. 153 verso, edn. Berger p. 338). The structure of the fabric
was — as a rule-treated with glue size, rubbed into the canvas to close and
flatten the surface (cf. note 37), while the canvas structure at the back
remained relatively open. This explains the difference between the radio-
graphic images of the weave imprints at back and front of the canvas (cf.

see also fig. 11 where at the righthand edge a drop of paint at the back of
the canvas can be seen).

In the case of the Portrait of a man trimming his quill (no. A 54), the Portrait
of @ man (no.A81) and the Portrait of Nicolaes Bruyningh (Br.268) this
crudely-applied layer is still visible in the X-rays. In recent X-rays of Jacob

blessing the sons of Joseph (Br. 525) such a layer no longer impairs the
radiographic image.

20
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structure (fig. 2) that is evidently due to a radio-
absorbent adhesive used for sticking the new canvas
to the paint layer. From descriptions of the usual
methods for transferring canvases it is however clear
that abrading the layer of ground was not the rule®.
The occurrence of the exceptions just mentioned to
the rule that only the original weave is seen in the
radiograph makes one cautious in using thread-
counts of old paintings done from the X-rays; but
our experience is that these are indeed exceptional
cases, and in general the radiograph is a reliable
source for studying the fabric. For greater legibility,
details from X-rays to show the canvas weave will
be reproduced here as positive prints® (cf. figs. 3 and
4)-
Using only radiographs when studying canvases
naturally entails a number of limitations. It is not
possible to trace all the properties of the yarns in the
weave; it 1s impossible to say, for instance, whether
flax, hemp or some other fibre material was em-
ployed”, nor can one tell anything about aspects

such as the direction or angle of twist in the spun
thread.

Historic sources on the nature and origin of canvas used
by painters

Artist’s canvas, as such, did not exist in the 17th
century, in the sense that weavers or those com-
missioning it were not producing fabric especially
for painters. That used by artists was produced with
other functions in mind. Dutch sources mention
ticking, which was woven as a covering for mat-
tresses and quilts, sailcloth produced in the first
place for shipyards and linen cloth intended for

21 V. Schaible, ‘Die Gemildetibertragung. Studien zur Geschichte einer
“klassischen Restauriermethode”’, Maltechnik|Restauro 89 (1983), pp.
g6-129.

The common use made of X-ray negatives can be explained by the fact
that areas where white lead has been applied show up light in the radio-
graph, which makes for easy legibility. The imprint of the canvas fabric in
the radioabsorbent ground, however, shows up dark in an X-ray negative.
In a positive print the threads show light, which facilitates the reading of
the weave. The measurements included in this chapter were however for
various reasons carried out mainly on negatives. Theoretically the radio-
graphic image of the canvas has a slightly larger scale than the actual
canvas, as the beam of X-rays is conical and the X-ray film and the ground
layer with the canvas imprint are ¢. 1 mm apart. This distortion is however
too small to affect the measurements significantly.

According to J. Plesters and L. Lazzarini, op. cit. (note7), p. 154, ‘the
distinction between flax and hemp fibres, especially when they are aged
and somewhat degraded, is apparently not easy to make’ (see also ibidem,
note 12). It seems that sailcloth was made of hemp fibres; cf. S. Lootsma,
Historische studién over de aanstreek, Koog aan de Zaan 1950, p. 108, where
a hemp-mill (‘hennip clopper moolen’) is mentioned in connexion with the
sail-cloth weavers’ trade. Flax was apparently normally used for the finer
linens, but the quality of the flax, even the year in which it was harvested
and the soil it grew on could determine whether a certain batch of flax was
to be used for coarser canvas such as sackcloth (cf. J. A. Boot, ‘Het
linnenbedrijfin Twente omstreeks 1700°, Textielhistorische Bijdragen 7, 1966,
pp. 21-64, esp. 22).
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clothing, bedding and the like®. An English source
speaks of sackcloth or sackencloth, apparently in-
tended for packing goods®. Such canvas was not
manufactured in urban centres with strict quality
control, as was the case with the finer kinds of
cloth®, but came from rural areas like Twente, the
Achterhoek in eastern Gelderland, the countryside
of North Holland, and Brabant”. It was however
also imported on a large scale from, for instance,
Northwest France, Silesia and Westphalia®. We
know from 18th-century sources that in that period
there were cloth factors, merchants who supplied
the weavers with orders and with the material they
needed”; probably this system already existed in the
17th century as well.

The cloth was woven in various widths (see also
below). We know again from 18th-century sources
a great deal more than we do about the 17th cen-
tury, but the widths of canvas encountered in the
course of this investigation tend to match the stan-
dard widths mentioned there, so that we can sup-
pose that these strip-widths had already been

24 S. van Hoogstraten, op. cit. (note 1): ‘lijnwaat, gaas of tijk, is bequaemst
voor groote stukken . .
large size pieces). If by gauze an open-structured fabric is meant, this
advice is surprising. So far, no Dutch canvas support with an open-
structured, gauzelike weave has been met with; possibly Italian canvas
types with a relatively open structure are referred to here (cf. Rudel, op.
cit. note4). Cf. also Simon Eikelenberg’s manuscript notes on painting
technique written about 1700 (Alkmaar, Municipal Archive), p. 404: “Tot
schilderen kiest men gemeenlijk zeyldoek of lijnwaet, dat digt en
gelijkdradig is en weynig noppen heeft.” (For painting one usually selects
sailcloth or linencloth, which is tightly woven and of equal yarn quality in
warp and weft direction and which has few knots.) The equivalent of
sailcloth was mentioned as ‘canevas’ (canvas). S. Lootsma, op. cit.
(note 23), p. 176 cites an 18th-century letter in which mention is made of
‘canefas of zeijldoeken’ (canvas or sailcloths).

M. K. Talley, ‘Extracts from the executors account-book of Sir Peter
Lely, 1679-1691: An account of the contents of Sir Peter’s studio’, Burl.
Mag. 120 (1978), pp. 745-749, €sp. 747. In the same inventory canvas and
‘satten’ (satin) are listed as support material.

26 J. A. Boot, op. cit. (note 23), p. 44.

27 J. A. Boot, op. cit. (note 23), p. 21; S. Lootsma, op. cit. (note 23), p. 38;
J. G. van Bel, De linnenhandel van Amsterdam in de XVIIle eeuw, Amsterdam
1950, pp. 12-21.

S. Lootsma, op. cit. (note 23), p. 38; J. G. van Bel, op. cit. (note 27),
pp- 21-47; J. Horner, The linen trade of Europe during the spinning wheel period,
Belfast 1920, p. 353; J. Bastin, De Gentse liji dmarkt en linnenhandel in de
XVIIe eeuw, Ghent 1968, p. 15; L. Guicciardini, Beschrijvinghe van alle de
Nederlanden, Amsterdam 1612 (first Italian edn. 1567), pp. 97-98, 217.
Nicolaas Witsen mentions in his Aeloude en Hedendaagsche Scheeps-
Bouw 11, Amsterdam 1671, p. 135, canvases of Dutch, French and Flemish
origin for the rigging of a ship of a given capacity.

See for instance J. A. Boot, op. cit. (note 23), where an analysis is given
of the diary of Aleida Leurink (1682-1755), daughter of the linen-factor
Jan Leurink. Although she was the wife of a minster (in the village of
Losser, Twente), she was commissioning weavers and trading canvas on a
small scale.

.’ (linen cloth, gauze or ticking is most suitable for
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common for a long time®. The articles to be manu-
factured from the canvas were obviously based on
the existence of such standard widths. In a sail loft,
for instance, the size of the sails was expressed in the
number of ‘cloths’ needed, and since we know from
various sources that the Dutch sailcloth weavers
produced strips three feet wide we can assume that
‘a cloth’ had a width of about 85 cm (or 5 ell’)®.

Thread density

It is quite obvious that with such widely varying
origins and such differing functions, there were ap-
preciable variations in the fabric supports. The
great majority of the canvas used by Dutch painters
does it is true exhibit a tightly-woven linen weave,
but this occurs in a widely-varying density and yarn
quality (see table A). Paintings on twill canvas
represent only a small percentage®.

Whereas with twill there are a large number of
criteria for distinguishing one fabric from another,
since there are innumerable variants in the pattern
of intersection of the threads, the pattern in linen
weave is simple and invariable”. The only way of
comparing canvases with a linen weave is to
measure the number of threads/cm in the warp and
weft (a ‘threadcount’) and, so far as the radiograph
allows, to compare the peculiarities of the yarn used.
To ascertain the thread density counts have to be
taken at various places on the painting in both warp

30 When the metric system was introduced, the city of Ghent published a list
of new seals that were to be used to mark the linens, also including the old
seals (Ordonnance et reglement concernant le marché aux toiles de la ville de Gand,
1806). This publication provides us with a survey of the traditional stan-
dard widths. The ell was the unit of measure. Standard widths could also
be based on fourth or even eighth and sixteenth parts of the ell. In this
rather refined system of standard widths one finds such widths as 3
(Brabant) ell = 87cm, $ell = 105cm, and 2¢ll = 140cm, which are
also familiar from 17th-century sources. The exact length of the ell varied
of course from region to region.

Nicolaas Witsen, op. cit. (note 28), II, p. 127. A common length for a
batch of canvas of this width, called the ‘webbenlengte’, was 52 to 53 ells
(cf. Boot, op. cit., note 23, pp. 42 and 44).

Only five paintings by Rembrandt on twill canvas are known, all of them
from the 1660s (Br. 326, 401, 415, 417 and 482). Van Schendel op. cit.
(note 11) mentions three more paintings in the Amsterdam Town Hall as
being painted on twill canvas. Much earlier in the 17th century and also
in the 16th century it was used sporadically. Van Mander once mentions
‘eenen grooten doeck van tijck’ (in the life of Frans Floris, Schilder-Boeck,
Haarlem 1604, fol. 241). The Portrait of Dirck Barendsz. by Cornelis Ketel
(from 1590) in the Amsterdam Historical Museum (inv. no. B 5786) is on
an intricately-woven twill canvas. Pieter Isaacs’ Compagnie van Kapitein
Gullis Jansz. Valckenier, from 1599 in the Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam (inv.
no. C455) is on a plain twill (I owe the information concerning the
Cornelis Ketel to Dr H. Miedema, that on the Pieter Isaacs to Mr E.
Bosshard, Ziirich); Abraham Bloemaerts’ Adoration of the Magi in the
Centraal Museum, Utrecht (cat. no. 18) is painted on a striped twill
canvas (for a reproduction see M. K. Talley, Portrait painting in England:
Studies in the technical literature before 1700, 1981, fig. 24).

Cases where two warp threads are crossed by one weft thread, as one
sometimes finds nowadays with painters’ canvas, were not found with
17th-century canvases.
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and weft, after which average values can be worked
out™. It is found important to record the spread of
the counts, so as to form an impression of the degree
of irregularity of the thread density (cf. table B).

The thread density within one and the same can-
vas — even very large canvases such as that of the
‘Night watck’ (Br. 410) which has three strips of cloth
from the same bolt totalling 14 m in length —is fairly
constant; at all events, it is constant enough to say
that if the average number of warp threads per
centimetre differs by more than one thread, one can
practically discount the possibility of the canvases in
question coming from the same bolt of cloth. The
number of weft threads, with their often more
varying thickness, can differ a great deal more
within a single roll, especially since the force with
which the threads are beaten-up during the weav-
ing process can vary so that they may be packed
together more or less closely. When comparing
threadcounts, therefore, the count of the warp
threads is the more significant figure.

It has been noted that in the course of the 17th
century painters tended to use canvas of ever-
greater coarseness. Prescott made a passing ref-
erence to this tendency in connexion with Italian,
Flemish and Spanish paintings on canvas”. He ex-
plained the phenomenon as due to growing con-
fidence in the adhesion of newly-developed priming
materials to the canvas. This explanation implies
that a coarser canvas would have a more open
structure, so that the ground could even ‘lock into’
the canvas. In the case of the canvas used by
Rembrandt, this is not so; with both the coarse and
fine, and the early and late canvases, the ground
only occasionally penetrates between the threads.
On the radiograph these places show up as isolated
or clustered spots of white (cf. figs. 5 and 6). As a
rule these canvases were obviously treated with glue
size in order to close the fabric.

Meier-Siem, examining the canvases of mainly
Northern Netherlandish 17th-century paintings,
believed that the explanation for the use of coarser

34 Our measurements were carried out with a Leitz thread counter (6 x
magnification), each time over 2 cm. Depending on the number of avail-
able X-rays this was done 6 to more than 20 times in each direction. The
average values of each set of measurements were then divided by 2 (to
obtain the thread density per cm). The maximum and minimum values
obtained are also given to provide an indication of the range of variation
in thread density. With canvases composed of two or more pieces, the
weave was measured separately in each piece. The choice of the places
where measurements were taken was dictated by the degree of visibility of
the canvas structure in the X-ray, though a reasonable spread over the
surface was aimed at. Taking measurements on the same ‘line’ of warp and
weft threads was avoided as much as possible. With X-rays where the
canvas structure was too vague to allow for the use of a thread counter,
counting was done with the naked eye and a ruler. For a specification of
Froentjes’ method of measuring, cf. A. B. de Vries, M. T6th-Ubbens and
W. Froentjes, op. cit. (note 10), p. 206.

35 Cf. W. Percival-Prescott, op. cit. (note 14), pp. 15-16.
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Figs. 5-6. Detail (1:1) of back of original canvas of a late Self-portrait (The
Hague, Mauritshuis) illustrating the ground penetrating between the threads
(visible as dark shadows at centre) and corresponding detail of X-ray repro-
duced as a negative

canvas weave could be sought in an assumed
predilection of the painters to use the visibility of the
canvas structure as a deliberate effect™. This is an
unsatisfactory explanation, as it can be deduced
from the 17th-century recipes for preparing the
canvas that the aim was to render the surface of a
prepared canvas as smooth as possible’’. With paint-
ings that are still in a very good state of preservation
the weave of the canvas is indeed scarcely apparent.

The key to a much more plausible explanation for
the phenomenon has been found by Mrs K. Levy in
sources relating to the sailcloth weavers in the vil-
lage of Wormerveer. It seems that they tended, for
reasons of economy, to set up fewer and fewer warp
threads in their loom, for an ostensibly unaltered
quality of canvas. The shipyards complained at this
form of cheating, whereupon the quality of canvas
(which had already become coarser) was officially
imposed on the weavers as a fixed standard; the
same trend towards using fewer warp threads how-
ever continued™®.

From the chance recording of the case of the
sailcloth weavers of Wormerveer one may, cau-
tiously, conclude that a tendency to use a lower and
lower number of threads per unit, to cut costs, was
a general one. Table A shows however that wide
variations in thread density remained throughout

36 Cf. Meier-Siem, op. cit. (note 2), p. 63. On the idea that the coarse surface
of the canvas served mainly an artistic purpose, see also Wolters, op. cit.
(note 4).

De Mayerne, op. cit. (note 19), gives various recipes that all testify to this
intention. On pp. 5 and 5 20 (edn. Berger, p. 102) he mentions three times
the smoothing of the first ground layer with pumice stone, and illustrates
the priming knife, which is slightly curved in order not to cause scratches
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in the ground layer as the canvas yields to its pressure. On p. 87 (edn.
Berger p. 252) he again recommends smoothing (‘en raclant’) first with
the priming knife and then (‘eguale’) with pumice stone of the first ground
layer. See also pp. go (edn. Berger p. 258), 96 (ibidem p. 272) and 99 vo
(ibidem p. 278). Only in one, very short description of priming, on p. 95
(edn. Berger p. 268) is the smoothing not explicitly mentioned. Numerous
other authors are also explicit about the wish to smooth the canvas by
filling the fabric or pumicing the ground at some stage of the priming
procedure. This is true of Vasari (Berger p. 29), Borghini — who refers to
Flemish canvas paintings - (Berger p. 40), Armenini (Berger p. 53),
Volpato (M. P. Merrifield, Original treatises on the arts of painting, New York
1967, 1st edn. London 1849, II, 729, 731), Pacheco (Berger p. 79) and
Palomino (Berger p. 82). Not a single source makes mention of the specific
surface quality of canvas.

Cf. S. Lootsma, op. cit. (note 23), pp. 116-117. Mrs K. Levy, who initi-
ally assisted as a graduate student in collecting written sources for the
preparation of this chapter, found much interesting information on canvas
used or usable by painters, which she intends to publish in a separate
article on the subject.
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the 17th century, and though the number of coarse
canvases does increase over the century, there can
be no question of even approximately dating a can-
vas on the ground of its threadcount.

One is struck by the fact that there is no corre-
lation between the size of the canvas and the thread
density. Very large canvases such as that of the
Anatomy lesson of Dr Tulp (no. Ag51), the Man n
oriental dress (no. A 48) and the Portrait of Cornelis
Anslo and his wife (Br. 409), are painted on canvases
of relatively fine weave, whereas a painting of
modest size, such as the Entombment (Br. 560), may
be on extremely coarse canvas (see table B).

Problems in determining the warp direction

A precondition for a proper use of the threadcounts
obtained — as for that of other data such as the
strip-width — is that it must be possible to tell the
warp from the weft. As the number of threads/cm
usually differs in the two directions, comparisons
between threadcounts on different canvases can be
carried out only if the correct values — i.e. the num-
ber of warp threads and of weft threads in each case
— are being compared. With canvases of very large
dimensions this presents no problem, as one can take
it that the warp runs the length of the strip of
canvas. But with rather smaller paintings it cannot
be taken as self-evident that the lengthwise dimen-
sion of the painting is at the same time the direction
of the warp®. When canvas supports have an orig-
inal seam, it may be assumed (with some reser-
vation) that the warp runs parallel to this (see table
C). Most canvases do not however have a seam, and
both the lengthwise and the widthwise dimensions
come within the largest strip-width we have en-
countered”. In that case, criteria for detecting the
warp direction must be found in the nature of the
cloth itself, as seen in the X-rays. These criteria can
vary, and for each painting they are included under
the scienNTIFiCc DATA heading of Support. Of the vari-
ous ways of determining the warp direction that

39 In, for instance, the technical instruction sheet on the stretching of canvas
issued by the Royal Academy for Visual Arts in Amsterdam, it is advised

always to have the warp direction parallel to the longest side of the

stretcher. This rule does not however apply to 17th-century paintings.

Determining the warp direction does not present a problem with canvas

of recent manufacture, provided it still has its selvedges. In the case of old

paintings these have almost invariably been lost (cf. note 15).

The widest 17th-century canvas in one piece with a linen weave that we

know of is a painting from 1642 by Pieter Soutman in the Haarlem Frans

Halsmuseum (inv. no. 3.13); it is on a canvas which has a stripwidth of
204 cm (3ell), as Mrs K. Levy kindly informs me. Mrs Levy also pointed

out that a painting by P. de Grebber in the same museum, from which the

edges have been cut, is on a canvas with a stripwidth of 192 cm (originally
probably also gell). The canvas of the Bucharest Haman imploring the grace
of Esther (Br.522), begun probably by Rembrandt around 1635, has a
width of 187 cm. In view of the nature of the cusping along the long sides
of the canvas, this must have been wider, possibly also 3 ell.



have been tried during this investigation”, there are
only two that can offer a fair measure of certainty.
One lies in the fact that in some kinds of canvas
there is a clear difference in quality between warp
and weft threads. In these cases one can assume that
the threads running in the warp direction are more
evenly spun (because they have to withstand high
stresses during the weaving) while those in the weft
direction display frequent thickenings. Coarse fibres
have been used for spinning the latter”, and
sometimes even the ‘left-overs’ from when the fibres
have been hackled”. There is then a greater likeli-
hood of short lengths of thicker thread occurring
during the spinning, especially since the yarn for the
weft is probably not twisted as tightly*. If this dis-
crepancy in yarn quality is noted, then it may be
assumed that the more regularly-spun threads are
the warp (cf. fig. 4).

A second criterion can be adopted in cases where
there is no appreciable difference between the yarn
quality in the two directions. During measurements
it has been found that, as mentioned earlier, the
statistical spread in one direction is often much
greater than in the other (cf. table B). In canvases

41 In, for instance, Methods of test for textiles, British Standards Handbook no.

11, 1963, pp. 160-162, different methods are given for determining warp
and weft on the (unstretched) fabric itself; these are of no use when trying
to determine warp and weft direction from a radiograph. The methods we
investigated but had to reject were the following:
1. As warp threads usually meander more strongly than weft threads (cf.
for instance Knut Nicolaus, op. cit. note 4, p. 40), their imprint in the
radioabsorbent ground is as a rule deeper, resulting in a darker (or, in the
positive, lighter) image in the radiograph. In most radiographs the canvas
imprint does show the threads running in one direction as darker than
those running perpendicular to them. In the case of one bolt of canvas used
for several paintings (Br. 469, Br. 497 and the Munich Abraham’s sacrifice),
the warp threads (identifiable on the basis of the direction of seams, the
stripwidth encountered and a continuous weaving fault) are however
found to show up markedly lighter than the weft threads, which here are
finer than the warp threads. It appears from this that the extent of
meandering depends on the relative fineness of the thread and not on the
difference between warp and weft. This is also illustrated by the fact that
the less the densities of warp and weft threads differ, the less the threads
in one direction show up as a succession of dark dots in the radiograph.
2. Usually the greater number of threads/cm indicates the warp direction.
See also J. A. Boot, op. cit. (note 23), p. 47, where in all cases analysed
more warp than weft threads were counted. For the same reason as
described under 1. this criterion cannot be used with complete confidence.
3. Assuming that deformations caused by the stretching of the canvas will
extend further in the weft than in the warp direction, one might expect
that measuring the depth of cusping would help in telling weft from warp.
It is however something of a rarity to find a canvas that has not lost strips
of unknown width along its edges.

42 J. A. Boot, op. cit. (note 23), p. 30 found in the diary of Aleida Leurink that

a coarser quality of less tightly-spun yarn of German origin was in some

cases used for the weft threads, while a better, Dutch, quality was used for

the warp.

This use of leftovers from the hackling of the flax for the production of

coarser linens is frequently mentioned in the diary of Aleida Leurink, cf.

J- A. Boot, op. cit. (note 23), p. 30. Hackling, according to G. H. Linton,

The modern textile dictionary, New York 1962 (1st edn 1954) s.v. hackle, is ‘the

device used to clean bast fibres such as flax, hemp, etc. Iron teeth are set

in a board so that the stock may be combed for the line fibres (the long
fibres) and the tow fibres (the short fibres).’

44 See note 42.
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where, for other reasons, one can be certain which
is the warp direction, it can be seen that the number
of warp threads/cm shows a great deal more con-
stancy than does the number of weft threads/cm.
This may be explained by the technique of weaving,
which means that the warp threads are held at the
same distance apart by the reed, the ‘comb’ through
which they run, each time the weft is beaten up.
Variations in the force with which the weft threads
are beaten up cause, as has already been explained,
the greater variations in the density of the weft.
Only with very evenly-woven canvases will neither
of these criteria provide the clue as to the warp and
weft directions.

Thread density and weave characteristics of canvases by
or attributed to Rembrandt

Table A sets out, chronologically, the thread den-
sities of the canvases that Bredius attributes to
Rembrandt. The same table also shows the thread-
counts of a number of canvases painted by other
Dutch artists®. One notices in the first place that the
thread densities of Rembrandt’s canvases fit into the
general picture; yet one is struck by the fact that
there is a considerable variety in his canvases over a
given, short period. The consistency of the thread-
counts would indeed, be no greater if the paintings
that we do not regard as authentic were disre-
garded. Remembering that probably the greater
part of these were painted by artists working in
Rembrandt’s workshop, making such a distinction
would in this connexion have no point. We have too
little information on the canvases of other Dutch
painters to know whether such irregularity in the
threadcounts can be found in their canvases as well;
this is however, as will be shown below, quite likely.

The earlier discussion of the kinds of canvas men-
tioned in the sources as being used by painters, and
the different places of origin of the canvas used, has
already made it plain that a considerable variation
was to be expected. It is not immediately obvious,
however, that such would be the case within the
oeuvre of a single artist. One would have thought,
surely, that a painter would have kept one or more
bolts of canvas in his studio, from which pieces could
be cut as required. Yet one does not meet any large

45 This material is in part based on threadcounts published by Meier-Siem,
op. cit. (note 2), pp. 212-297. The remaining part comes from thread-
counts on radiographs of dated Dutch 17th-century paintings on canvas in
the Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam. These threadcounts were carried out by Dr
J. E. Leene, Mrs R. Bolland and Mr M. Franken.
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TABLE A. 4 survey of threadcounts of canvases used for Duich pictures over the period 16001700

The average numbers of threads per cm in each direction are represented by the extremities of a line; no distinction is made between
warp and weft. In the case of paintings by Rembrandt or his school, dots mark the extremities. When the number of threads is
the same in each direction, it is indicated by a short line or a single dot respectively.
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Thread density of canvases used by Rembrandt and his workshop, the
dots indicating the average numbers of warp and weft threads respectively

+ Idem in cases where the numbers of warp and weft threads are equal

number of canvases coming from the same bolt*
One can say that the canvases of works by
Rembrandt and his workshop companions over, for
example, the period 1632—-1634 came from certainly
25 different bolts. One does however come across
quite small groups of canvases coming from the
same bolt. Within the period 1631-1642 one finds
pairs of canvases a few times, and once a group of
three and one of four; to the group of four may be
added two small fragments incorporated in other
paintings to which we shall come back later (see
table B).

46 In all likelihood the situation was quite different with painters from the
19th century. As a rule they used to buy large rolls of already prepared
canvas. A pilot project of threadcounts applied to paintings by Vincent
van Gogh revealed that of the ten canvases investigated five come from one
bolt and four from another — all nine paintings having been produced in
Arles. The canvas used for the tenth painting, produced in Paris, comes
from yet another bolt. These counts were carried out and analysed by
Brigitte Blauwhoff. Cf. Verzamelde brieven van Vincent van Gogh, ed. J. van
Gogh-Bonger, Amsterdam-Antwerp 1953, 3rd edn, I1I pp. 453, 467, 473,
483 and 505.
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Such groups of canvases cannot be identified on
the ground of matching threadcounts alone — there
have to be sufficient similarities in other properties
of the fabric as well. One characteristic of canvas
may be seen as occasional thickenings in the
threads. These are, admittedly, not uniform in
length, nor do they occur at regular intervals from
each other; yet for all the irregularity, they form a
pattern that is typical of each fabric, and within one
strip of cloth they usually display a certain degree of
constancy provided that — as one has to assume — the
threads used come from one and the same batch of
yarn®’. This pattern is hard to quantify — the dimen-
sion of both the length and the width of the thicken-

47 A. van Schendel, op. cit. (note 11), p. 41, noted however that at a certain
point in the central strip of the Claudius Civilis (which is painted on a
support consisting of three vertical strips) the weft threads become con-
siderably finer, apparently due to shifting to another batch of yarn.
Something similar may be observed in the righthand half of the lower strip
of the canvas used for the Portrait of Susanna van Collen (no. C66), where a
significant coarsening of the weft threads is seen.
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Thread density of canvases used by 17th-century Dutch painters other than Rembrandt,
the extremities indicating the average numbers of warp and weft threads respectively

| Idem in cases where the numbers of warp and weft threads are equal

ings in the thread is irregular®. Yet after a long time
spent comparing a great many canvas structures
one does develop a kind of expertise, an ability to
recognize with a fair measure of certainty the simi-
larities and differences in canvases that because of a
similar thread density are candidates for closer com-
parison. Characteristic differences in nature be-
tween the warp and weft threads play an important
part in this. Properties that are harder to put into
words — such as the impression of ‘fluffiness’ or
‘smoothness’ one gets from the threads — also play a
role. A feeling develops for the ‘style’ of spinning
and weaving, irrespective of whether these styles
were dictated by material or technical circum-
stances or, indeed, by the individual spinners’ and
weavers’ working habits. What must appear to be a
48 A quantitative comparison is made difficult by the differences in the

exposure data and reproduction techniques involved in producing the

radiographic material used, and a statistical approach is virtually imposs-

ible. I am indebted to Mr F. Dijkhuizen, University of Groningen, for the
conversations we had on the subject.
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rather subjective method of grouping or dis-
tinguishing canvases will probably inspire little con-
fidence in the reader — yet there are checks that can
be made.

In most cases where two canvases have been
identified as coming from the same bolt, the paint-
ings concerned are companion-pieces®. It may be
assumed, of the canvases on which these are
painted, that they were as a rule stretched and
prepared in one and the same procedure. Only in
the case of the Pellicorne portraits (nos. C65 and
C66) are the canvases found to be of different
origin.

- In the case of one group of three paintings there
is another opportunity for checking that can be
used; in all the strips incorporated in these three

49 Nos. A 78 and A 79, nos. Ag8 and A gg, nos. C68 and C 69, Br. 218 and
Br.360. In the case of nos. A54 and Aj55 the similarity between the
respective canvases confirmed the already existing suspicion that these
paintings were originally companion-pieces.
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Fig. 7. Detail (1:1) X-ray of Abraham’s sacrifice (Munich, Alte Pinakothek)

showing a sudden increase in the number of the vertical warp threads near the

centre. (Positive print)

large canvases there is a weaving fault at about
20 cm from the edge (fig. 7). The paintings in ques-
tion are the Belshazzar’s feast (Br. 497), the Minerva
(Br.469) and the Abraham’s sacrifice in the Alte
Pinakothek in Munich (inv. no. 438) (fig. 8).
When a threadcount that canvases have in com-
mon is moreover well outside the average range of
densities encountered, there is more certainty that
the shared characteristic is significant; this is, for
instance, so with the Leningrad Flora (no. A 93) and
the Descent from the Cross also in Leningrad (no.
C49), both of which are on a remarkably coarse
canvas. A further example of this kind is provided
by a group of paintings — the Munich Holy family
(no. A 80), the Cupid (no. Agr), the Vienna Apostle
Paul (Br.603) and the Berlin Samson threatening his
Jather-in-law (Br. 499), together with the two frag-
ments already referred to — in which one can find an
unusual difference between the number of warp and
weft threads (figs.9 and 10)*. When the thread-
count and weave characteristics suggest that two
canvases may come from the same bolt, format and
strip-width can provide supporting evidence: this is

50 The Berlin grisaille of S. John the Baptist preaching (Br. 555) was enlarged
twice. The first enlargement consists of a narrow strip of canvas coming
from a canvas that had already been stretched and primed before, as it
shows cusping that is unrelated to the process of enlargement; this strip
comes from the same bolt as the canvases of nos. A 8o, A g1, Br. 499 and
Br.603. From that bolt also comes the canvas on which the pieces into
which Rembrandt cut the London grisaille on paper of the Lamentation
(Br. 565) were stuck. This piece, too, was a fragment of a canvas that had
already been stretched and/ primed, as it shows cusping along only two
sides. From the radiographic image of the canvas structure one gets the
impression that the paper was;stuck to the unprimed side of the canvas (see
also note 19). The hypothesis may be put forward (see below) that these
fragments come from the same piece of primed canvas on which the Cupid
(no. Agr) was painted. Taking into account the warp direction and the
cusping in these three pieces, the canvas of the Cupid comes from the top
part of this piece, that of the Lamentation from the bottom left corner and
that of the S. John preaching from the righthand edge near the bottom.
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Fig. 8. Diagram of the canvases used for Belshazzar’s feast (London, National
Gallery), Abraham’s sacrifice (Munich, Alte Pinakothek) and Minerva (where-
abouts unknown)

K

» stripwidth (¢. 107 cm)

seam

weaving fault

true in the case of the Danaé¢ (Br.474) and the
Blinding of Samson (Br. 501) (see table C and figs. 24
and 25)”". It is striking — and in itself argues for the
supposed common origin of the clusters of canvases

51 The reconstruction of the original size of the Danaé is discussed in:
E. v. d. Wetering, ‘Het formaat van Rembrandts “Danaé”’, Met eigen
ogen. Opstellen aangeboden door leerlingen en medewerkers aan Hans. L. C. Jaffé,
Amsterdam 1984, pp. 67-72.
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Figs. 9-10. Details (1: 1) X-rays of the Holy Family (Munich, Alte Pinakothek; no. A 80) and Cupid (Ascona, coll. Baroness Bentinck-Thyssen; no. Ag1) showing

canvases coming from the same bolt. (Positive prints)

indicated as such in table B — that the pairs or
groups concerned have invariably been (or can be
regarded as having been) painted during the same
period.

The fact that these groups are so small disproves
that the canvases used in Rembrandt’s workshop
came from a limited number of bolts stored in his
studio. Written sources, such as 17th-century inven-
tories and depictions of artists’ workshops, also
provide no grounds for this supposition — bolts of
canvas are rarely mentioned and never portrayed in
such documents™. It is far more probable that the
painters bought their canvases as a rule already
prepared, or had them supplied by the person com-
missioning a painting. There are a number of
sources that show that the latter must not in-
frequently have been the case”. We have evidence
suggesting that artists bought their canvases already
prepared from craftsmen who specialized in pre-

52 An exceptional case is the mention in the estate of the Amsterdam painter
Johannes Croon, who died in 1664, of ‘60 penneelen met 2 rollen doeck’
(60 panels with two bolts of canvas); see: A. Bredius, Kiinstler-Inventare 111,
The Hague 1917, p. 845. Bredius presumed, in view of the nature of the
inventory, that Croon was an art dealer as well and he could thus well have
dealt in painters’ supplies.

53 See Chapter IV, note 2, and J. M. Montias, Artists and artisans in Delft,
Princeton 1982, p. 163.
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paring them. A Leiden document of 1676 men-
tioned earlier™ suggests that at that time painters
were at all events totally dependent on such crafts-
men, who could at the same time be frame-makers
or cabinet-makers. Other, some much earlier docu-
ments mention the existence of craftsmen referred to
as primers”. Inventories of studios show the fre-

54 Cf. Vol. I, Introduction, Chapter II, p. 20, note 28.

55 Among the creditors mentioned in connexion with the estates of painters,
‘plumuyrders’ (primers) are mentioned more than once; cf. A. Bredius,
Kiinstler-Inventare 11, p. 53 (1662), IV, p. 1392 (1665). They are also
explicitly mentioned among the members of the Haarlem Guild of S. Luke
(see H. Miedema, De archiefbescheiden van het St.-Lucasgilde te Haarlem,
Alphen a.d. Rijn 1980, pp. 94, 95 (in 1631), 422 (in 1634), 334 (in 1702),
337(in 1715). Other craftsmen listed among the creditors of painters may
also have provided them with primed canvases, such as ‘lijstemakers’
(frame-makers) (cf. Vol. I, Introduction, Chapter 11, p. 20, note 28) or
cabinet-makers; in one inventory a cabinet-maker is mentioned as having
provided a painter with panels and canvases over several years (Kiinstler-
Inventare V, p. 1504). Even art dealers sold primed canvases; cf. Vol. I,
Chapter II, p. 16, note 11, where the art dealer Leendert Hendriksz.
Volmarijn mentions canvases among the painting materials he intends to
sell. His relative, the Rotterdam art dealer Crijn Hendriksz. Volmarijn,
apparently also sold canvases as the painter Willem Buytewech owed him

which

is referred to as costing g guilders (P. Haverkorn
van Rijsewijk in: 0.H. 12, 1894, p. 149). But not all painters relied on
being able to purchase already-primed canvases. In one apprentice con-

‘aen doeck (for canvas) 8 gld. 10st. 14 penn.’, of which one canvas
Buytewech returned

tract priming canvases is mentioned among the tasks the apprentice is to
carry out (A. Bredius, Kiinstler-Inventare V, p. 1482).
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TABLE B. A survey of threadcounts of canvases used by Rembrandt or in his workshop over the period 1631-1642

The order is roughly chronological, based on reliable dates inscribed on the paintings, presumed ones in [ ] and approximate
ones preceded by c.
Pictures to be included in Vol. III are indicated by Bredius numbers.
Threadcounts are given in two columns with numbers of threads per cm, the average number followed by the smallest and

biggest number encountered in (

which the canvas was used), the right column that of horizontal ones.
Underlined numbers refer to threads that can be identified with a reasonable amount of probability as representing the warp.
In the graph, closed dots represent the average number of warp threads, open ones the average number of weft threads, strokes
the average of undetermined threads, the lines extending on either side of these represent the spread of numbers encountered. The
symbol representing vertical threads appears above that of horizontal ones.
In cases where several canvases may be taken to come from one bolt, they are placed together, sometimes infringing on the
chronological order, and their numbers are preceded by a square brace or, in the case of companion-pieces, by a brace.

). The first column contains the number of vertical threads (reckoning from the subject for

canvases bol cal thread
upper symbol: vertical threads
gl:;umably lower symbol : horizontal threads
one bolt + O + : average number of threads/cm
companion : presumed warp threads
pieces with — : spread of threadcounts
canvases Threadcount o : presumed wf:ft tk.nreads )
presumably| upper :vertical threads + : warp/weft direction undetermined
from lower :horizontal threads number of threads
one bolt (min.—max. found) 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
Lt
1631 Agq Portrait of a man at a writing-desk, 12 (10-14) —o——
Leningrad 14 (13-15) —
1632 A 46 The apostle Peter, 13.1 (12-13.2) —+
Stockholm 13 (12-14.5) e
1632 A48 Man in oriental dress, 17.7 (17-18.5) -~
New York 16.5 (15-17.5) —o—
1632 Asl Anatomy Lesson, 15.9 (13.5-17.5) —t0——
The Hague 19.3 (19-19.5) -
1632 As3 Portrait of Joris de Caullery, 11.7 (11-12) g
San Francisco 13.8 (13.5-14) -
1632 Asg Man trimming his quill, 12.5 (11.5-14) —0—
Kassel 12.4 (12-13) -
1632 Ass Portrait of a young woman seated, 12.7 (12-13.5) —o—
Vienna, Akademie 12.5 (12-13) -
1632 C68 Portrait of a man, 13 (11.5-15) ——o—
New York 14 (13.5-15) ——
1632 Co6g Portrait of a woman, 12 (11-13.5) —o0—
New York 14.1 (14-14.5) -
[1632/33] A64 Young woman at her toilet, 13.4 (13-14) -+
Ottawa 12 (11.5-12.5) -+
1633 A68 Christ in the storm, upper strip 14.3 (13.7-15.5) e
Boston, Stewart Gardner Museum 15.5 (15.2-15.7) -
lower strip * 14.8 (14.2-15.5) o
154 (15.2-15.5) *
[1633] A6g The Raising of the Cross, 14.7 (14.5-15) *
Munich 14.6 (13.5-16) —or—
1633 A8o Portrait of Johannes Wienbogaert, 14.8 (14-15.5) —T
South Queensferry, coll. Earl of Rosebery 14.6 (13.5-15.2) —or
1633 Ao Bellona, 13 (12.5-13.2) -
New York 12.2 (11.5-13) —o=
1633 A7y Jan Rijcksen and his wife, 10.7 (10-11.5) o—
London, Buckingham Palace 12.7 (12-13.5) ——
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canvases ]
presumably lupper S}mb()[: \crt.lcal t};rcads'
from ower symbol : horizontal threads
one bolt + O + : average number of threads/cm
companion —  :spread of threadcounts
pieces with . : presumed warp threads
canvases Threadcount o : presumed weft threads
presumably| upper :vertical threads + : warp/weft direction undetermined
from lower :horizontal threads number of threads
one bolt (min.-max. found) 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 2
L1 1] | L1 1]
1633 A78 Man rising from his chair, 11 (10.4-11.5)
Cincinnati, Taft Museum 1.5 (11-12)
[1633] A79 Woman in an armchair, 11.3 (10.7-11.5)
New York 12.6 (11.5-13.5) —o—
[1633] A8 Portrait of a man (Krul?), 15.3 (14-15.5) —l
Kassel 14.7 (14.5-16.5) o—
[1632/33] C67 Portrait of a couple, righthand strip 14.5 (14-15) —
Boston, Stewart Gardner Museum 13.5 (13-15) ©o—
narrow 15.9 .
lefthand strip  14.5 (14-16) -o—
[1633] Cbj Jean Pellicorne and his son, 12.8 (12.2-14) —+—
London, Wallace Collection 17 (16.2-18) -
[1633] C66 Susanna van Collen and her daughter, upper strip 14.3 (11.5-16.5) —oT
London, Wallace Collection 14.3 (13.5-15.5) -1
lower strip 13.4 (12-16.2) —_——
13.5 (13-5-14) -
[1634] A88 The Holy Family, _ 18.7 (17.5-20.5) —_—
Munich 13.7 (13-14.5) -
1634 Agr Cupid blowing a bubble, | 18.7 (17.5-19.5) —_—
Ascona, coll. Baroness Bentinck-Thyssen 14.4 (13.5-16) —Ot—
[1635] Br.499  Samson threatening his father-in-law, R 18.5 (18-19.2) ——
Berlin 14 (13-15) —o—
[1635] Br.603  The apostle Paul, | 18.5 (18-19) —_
Vienna 14 (12-16) PR
[1634/35] Br.555  John the Baptist preaching, central piece 12 (11-13) —_—
Berlin 14.3 (13-15) —o—
first addition  17.4 (16.5-19) ——
B (narrow strip) 14.1 o
surrounding 12.9 (12-15) o |
addition 15 (14.5-15.5) 4
[c. 1635]  Br.565  The Lamentation, central piece  18.5 (18-19) -
London L 13.1 (12.5-14) ——
upper 13.2 (13-14) +—
addition 14.3 (14-14.5) +-
lower 14.2 (14-14.5) +
addition 14.5 (14-15) -+
[1634] Ag2 Diana with Actaeon and Callisto, 16.7 (15-17) —
Anholt, Museum Wasserburg 15.5 (14-17) —to—
[1633] B8 Man in oriental dress, 16.8 (15.5-18) —
Washington 15 (14.5-15.5) -
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Table B (continued)

A survey of threadcounts of canvases used by Rembrandt or in his workshop over the period 1631—1642

canvases )
presumably upper symbol: vcrl_lcal threads
from lower symbol : horizontal threads
one bo}t. + O + : average number of threads/cm
companion — : spread of threadcounts
pieces with . : presumed warp threads
canvases Threadcount o : presumed weft threads A
presumably| upper :vertical threads + : warp/weft direction undetermined
from lower :horizontal threads number of threads
one bolt (min.—max. found) 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
Ll
1634 Agsg Flora, 11.5 (11-12) —
Leningrad 9-5 (9-10) -
1634 Cy49 Descent from the Cross, 11.5 (11-12) -
Leningrad 10.3 (9.5-11) o=
1634 Ag8 Portrait of Johannes Elison, lefthand strip  14.9 (14.7-15) o
Boston 13 (12-14) -
righthand strip 15 (14.5-16) -+
13.5 (12.5-14) —o-
1634 Agg Portrait of Maria Bockenolle, lefthand strip 14 (13.5-14.5) ——
Boston 12 (11.5-13) -o—
righthand strip 14 (13.5-15) -
12 (11.5-12.5) -o-
1635 Br.469  Minerva, = righthand strip 11.2 (10.5-11.7) —
Whereabouts unknown 15.9 (14.5-17.2) —+o0—
- narrow 10.5 (10.2-11) -
lefthand strip  15.5 (13-17.5) —_
[1635] Br.497  Belshazzar’s feast, - lefthand strip  10.8 (10-12) —
London 14.4 (13-15.5) —ot
L righthand strip 11.1 (10.5-12.5) ——
14.4 (13-16) —o—
1636 Br.498  Abraham’s sacrifice, L upper strip 10.8 (10.5-11.5) -—
Copy 2, Munich 13.9 (12-15.5) —o0—r
L lower strip 11.1 (10.5-12) —_—
14.7 (14-16) -
[c. 1635]  Br.522  Haman before Esther and Ahasverus, 17.5 (17-18) —-
Bucharest 12.5 (11.5-14) —0—
[c. 1635]  Br.496  The finding of Moses, upper strip 11.6 (11-12) -0
Philadelphia 12 (11.5-12.5) ——
narrow 1.7 (11.5-12) °
lower strip 11.5 °
1636 Br.474  Danaé, r upper strip 13.5 (11.5-15) —0—
Leningrad 13 (12-14) -
of lower strip no thread count available
1636 Br.5o1  The blinding of Samson, o lower strip 13.8 (12.5-15) —o0—
Frankfurt 12.4 (12-14) -—
L upper strip 14.4 (13.8-15) -0+
12.4 (11.8-13) ——
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canvases cmbol vertical
presumably uprx s\m o: vertica threads -
from lower symbol : horizontal threads
one bolt « O + : average number of threads/em
companion — : spread of threadcounts
pieces with . : presumed warp threads
canvases Threadcount ) . presumed weft threads
presumably| upper :vertical threads + : warp/weft direction undetermined
from lower :horizontal threads number of threads
one bolt (min.-max. found) 67 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
LUt
1636 Br.557  The Ascension, 14.2 (13.5-15) —
Munich 12.1 (11.5-12.5) —+
[1637] Br.213  The minister Swalmius, 13.5 (13-14) -
Antwerp 11.6 (10.5-13.5) —o0—
1638 Br.507  The wedding of Samson, 13.4 (13-14.2) -+
Dresden 14.9 (14.5-15) -+
[c. 1635-39] Br.560  The Entombment, 8.7 (8-10) —0—
Munich 8.5 (8-9) -
[c. 1635-39] Br.561  The Resurrection, ~ 12.4 (11.5-13.5) —0—
Munich 12.8 (12.5-13) -
1642 Br.410  The ‘Night-watch’, L upper strip 12.2 (11.5-12.5) -o
Amsterdam 12.9 (12-13.5) —
L middle strip 12.5 (12-13) -
12.4 (11.5-13.5) ——
L lower strip 12.1 (11-13.5) —0—
12.8 (12-13.5) -~
1639 Br.216  Portrait of a man standing, 19.3 (17.5-20) —
Kassel 14.1 (13.5-14.5) —+
[c. 1640]  Br.439  The baptism of the eunuch, 10.8 (10-11.5) o—
Hannover 13.4 (13-14.2) -—
[c. 1639]  Br.456  Dead peacocks, upper strip 10.5 (9-11.5) —o—
Amsterdam 13.9 (13-14.5) —
lower strip 10 (9-11.5) ——
13.5 (13-14) -
[?] Br.33  Portrait of Rembrandt, 13.8 (13-16.5) —T
Ottawa 14.7 (14-16.5) o
1640 Br.34  Self-portrait, 15.4 (15-18) fo—
London |: 17.9 (17-19) —
1641 Br. 409  Portrait of Anslo and his wife, 15 (13.5-16.5) —+—
Berlin 18.8 (17.5-20) —
1641 Br. 218  Portrait of Nicolaes van Bambeeck, 12.3 (10.5-13.7) —o—
Brussels 13.5 (12.5-14.5) —_—
1641 Br. 360  Portrait of Agatha Bas, 11.5 (10-13) o
London, Buckingham Palace 13.7 (13-14.2) -
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quent occurrence of loose, i.e. unstretched can-
vases”. From a number of sources relating to
Rembrandt one finds the cost of the canvas (and
frame) charged separately to the customer”, as an
amount paid out in advance by the artist. This is in
line with the supposition that those commissioning
paintings often provided the support. They then
themselves dealt with the expenditure involved, and
were moreover able to decide the format and qual-
ity of the support and the nature of the frame.

If such a situation existed, it would be worth
bringing into the investigation canvases used by
other Amsterdam painters of the period; this could
result in more, and larger clusters of canvases from
the same bolt but used in different studios.

When Von Sonnenburg examined the canvas of a
number of Murillo’s, the total absence of any con-
nexion between the fabrics led him to say that inves-
tigating the weave of painters’ canvases had hardly
anything useful to offer”. To a certain extent the
facts reviewed above do prove him right; yet the
very comprehensiveness of the material examined
here makes it possible to attach informative value to
the negative results obtained. There are, however,
also positive results that, sparse though they are,
demonstrate the usefulness of studying the fabric.
The first negative result is that the possibility of
dating canvases on the basis of thread density used
as-statistical data can be largely discounted. A
second negative result is that there is no question of
there being a weave typical of a particular studio (in
our case, that of Rembrandt).

One positive result is that the outcome of this
investigation seems to confirm suppositions,
prompted by written sources, as to how support
material was supplied to studios. In this respect, the
study can help in building up a picture of how the

56 In Bredius’ Kiinstler-Inventare one finds mention of ‘leege doecken’ (empty
canvases), ‘doecken ongeschildert’ (unpainted canvases), ‘doecken om op
te schilderen op raemen’ (canvases to paint on, on strainers), ‘doecken
zonder raemen’ (canvases without strainers), ‘doecken mede gespannen en
begonnen te schilderen’ (canvases stretched and begun to be painted),
‘doecken gepleumeerd’ (or: ‘geplumuert’, ‘geprumiert’, ‘gepluymeert’:
primed canvases), ‘doecken bereyt’ (prepared canvases). Those canvases
where the priming is not explicitly mentioned were probably primed as
they are mentioned in the plural, having already been cut from a bolt.
Where strainers are not mentioned the canvases may or may not have been
stretched. In Peter Lely’s inventory many loose, i.e. unstretched, canvases
are listed as well as stretched ones; ‘straining frames’ without canvases are
mentioned there as well (cf. M. K. Talley, op. cit. note 25).

A document from 1659 (Strauss Doc., 1659/18) mentions a double portrait
by Rembrandt painted around 1642, the sitter for which, Abraham van
Wilmerdonx, states that he paid 500 guilders for the painting and a further
60 guilders for the canvas and frame (‘heeft betaelt gehadt, de somme van
vijffhondert gulden wegen het schilderen en noch de somme van tsestigh
gulden daerenboven voor t doek en lijst’).

The invoice dated 30 July 1661 for the Alexander sent to Antonio Ruffo
contained as a separate item ‘per la tela di d° Alessandro ed Homero F 18’
(for the canvas of the said Alexander and Homer) (Strauss Doc., 1661/5).
58 H. von Sonnenburg, op. cit. (note 7), p. 159 and p. 176 note 6.
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17th-century artist obtained his materials — one that
is still comparatively vague from many points of
view”.

Study of the canvas also sheds new light on more
specific Rembrandt problems. The clusters that
have been noted contribute to the certainty that the
paintings in question did in fact originate in one and
the same workshop. This seems at odds with the
assumption just made that Rembrandt’s Amster-
dam contemporaries were also painting on pieces of
canvas coming from the same bolts of cloth that
provided the canvases Rembrandt was using; it
must however be regarded as very improbable that,
particularly in Rembrandt’s first few years in
Amsterdam, paintings were produced outside his
studio that are stylistically so close to his work that
they can still today be looked on as being from his
hand. This means that the Munich version of the
Abraham’s sacrifice, for instance, must at all events
have been done in Rembrandt’s workshop.

The fact that clusters of canvases were (so far as
can be ascertained on the basis of style and inscrip-
tions) produced in the same period provides an
opportunity, when faced with dating problems, of
cautiously assuming that canvases from the same
bolt will have been painted during the same period.
One naturally cannot rule out the possibility of a
canvas remaining unused for a longish period, or
being completed and signed only at a later stage. In
a case like the Leningrad Descent from the Cross a good
deal of weight has to be given to the fact that the
canvas is taken from the same bolt as that of the
Leningrad Flora (no. A 93), making the assumption
of a later date for the Descent from the Cross far less
likely. With the cluster of four canvases (the Holy
family, the Cupid, the S. Paul and the Samson threaten-
ing his father-in-law) can, as already mentioned, be
included two small fragments of canvas that may
have been trimmed from the canvas on which the
Cupid was then painted®. A discovery like this
prompts rethinking of the dates of these two grisailles
certainly so in the case of the Lamentation, the dating
of which has up to now varied between 1647 and the
mid-4os; a date soon after 1634 now cannot be ruled
out and is in fact borne out by stylistic features.

In certain instances investigation of the fabric can

59 Leendert Hendricx Volmarijn’s request of 1643 to the Leyden Munici-
pality, mentioned earlier (Vol. I, Chapter II, p. 16, note 11), gives the
impression that much more of the preparation of painting materials was
done outside the painter’s studio than is generally thought. He intended
to sell ‘various prepared and unprepared paints, panels, canvases, brushes
and all other utensils useful and necessary for the art of painting’ (‘allerley
geprepareerde en ongeprepareerde verwen, panelen, doucken, pincelen
ende alle andere gereetschappen tot de schilderconste dienstig ende van
noden’). Mrs K. Levy intends to publish shortly some information on the
production and trading of painters’ supplies in Holland during the 17th
century.

60 See note 50.



Fig. 11. Detail (1: 1) X-ray of Portrait of a young woman (Vienna, Akademie der
bildenden Kiinste; no. A 55), showing canvas coming from the same bolt as
the presumed companion-piece (no. A 54). Right of centre a whole in the
canvas; top right radioabsorbent paint on back of canvas. (Positive print)

be useful in identifying pendants; thus, the great
similarity in thread density and weave character-
istics between the canvases of the Portrait of a young
woman in the Vienna Akademie der bildenden
Kiinste (no. A55) and the Kassel Portrait of a man
trimming his quill (no. A 54) confirms the suspicion
that they were originally companion-pieces (figs. 11
and 12).

Interpreting cusping

When unprepared canvas is stretched, the fabric is
appreciably distorted by the locally greater stresses
set up at points where the canvas is attached to the
stretcher (fig. 13). There is extra stretching at these
places. The nature of this distortion — ‘cusping’ —
and its presence or, indeed, absence can provide an
insight into trade practices and contribute to our
knowledge of the physical history of a painting.

In radiographs that cover the edges of a painting,
cusping is very frequently seen. The pitch often
varies somewhat, the cusping extends to a varying
extent into the body of the canvas, and it may be
more or less marked at the edges. In certain cases
there may be breaks in the regular succession of
curves in the threads. In other cases again cusping
may be absent, or as in one instance discussed later,
it may become more and more marked from one
corner of a painting to the other.

To understand these phenomena it is essential to
have some idea of 17th-century practices where
stretching painters’ canvases was concerned. There
are various sources that tell us about 17th-century
methods. First, there is a relatively small group of
paintings on canvas where the original method of
stretching can still be seen”; and secondly there is a

61 Six paintings in the Gouda Stedelijk Museum ‘Het Catharina-Gasthuis’
(on loan from the Oud-Katholieke Kerk in Gouda); Pieter Claesz.
Soutman’s Officers of the Cloveniersdoelen, Haarlem, Frans Halsmuseum (inv.
no. 3.13); Gerard van Honthorst’s King David playing the harp, Utrecht,
Centraal Museum, cat. no. 149, Honthorst’s scene with a paintress at
work, Margaretha de Roodere (16. . — 1666), wife of Reynier van Heemskerk, and
an elderly woman, State-owned Art Collections Department, no. G313,
currently in the Centraal Museum, Utrecht. Probably the paintings on
canvas in the Oranjezaal at Huis ten Bosch are mostly still in their original
condition (kind communication from drs B. Brenninkmeyer-de Roojj; see
also note 71).
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Fig. 12. Detail (1:1) X-ray of Portrait of a man trimming his quill (Kassel,
Staatliche Kunstsammlungen; no. A 54), part of which (hidden behind the
stretcher) shows the weave of the original canvas coming from the same bolt
as the presumed companion-piece (no. A55). The top left area shows the
weave of the lining canvas covered with radioabsorbent paint. (Positive print)

considerable number of depictions of studios in
which it is possible to make out, less or more clearly,
how a canvas has been stretched™. Thirdly, written
sources do, though seldom, provide instructions for
stretching”. And finally the X-rays provide in-
formation which, though it is generally interpret-
able only in the light of what we know from the
other sources just mentioned, does, when all added
together, give deeper insights.

The presence of cusping as a rule indicates that

62 Cf. Studio scenes by Dou and his school, Gabriel Metsu, Jan Miense
Molenaer, Jan Steen, Jacob van Spreeuwen, Joost Cornelisz. Droochsloot,
Hendrik Pot, Vincent van der Vinne and others show canvases stretched
in various ways. Cf. W. Martin, Gerard Dou, Stuttgart-Berlin, 1913 (KI. d.
K.), pp. 12, 13, 57, 58, 59, 83; W. Martin, ‘The life of a Dutch artist in
the seventeenth century’, Burl. Mag. 7 (1905), p. 129; 8 (1g0o5-06), pp. 19,
22; ‘How a Dutch picture was painted’, Burl. Mag. 10 (1906-07), p. 151;
Knut Nicolaus, op. cit. note 4, fig. 45, W. Martin, ‘De Jan Steen-
tentoonstelling te Londen’, Onze Kunst 16 (1909), p. 140; H. E. van
G(elder), ‘Een schilder aan de arbeid’, Mededelingen van de dienst voor kunsten
en wetenschappen der Gemeente ’s-Gravenhage 4 (1937), pp- 71, 72; Stadelsches
Kunstinstitut. Verzeichnis der Gemdlde aus dem Besilz des Stidelschen Kunstinstituts
und der Stadt Frankfurt, Frankfurt a.M. 1966, fig. 57; G. Muller, ‘The
Perseus and Andromeda on Rubens’s house’, Simiolus 12 (1981-82),
pp. 131146, esp. figs. 1, 4, 22 and 23.

As far as we know, no Dutch written source describes the stretching of
canvas. The earliest known text on the subject is by Cennino Cennini, The
Craftsman’s Handbook, Dover reprint of D. V. Thompson’s translation of
1933, p. 103. The exact interpretation of the original text is however not
without problems, as Mr B. Skans and Mr B. Lindberg from the Univer-
sity of Lund, kindly pointed out in a letter dated 21 June 1983. In the same
letter they drew our attention to an early Swedish source, a text dealing

63

with block-printing that was either written or translated from an unknown
Italian text by the monk Peder Mansson, who died in 1534 as bishop of
Visteras (cf. R. Geete, Peder Mdnssons skrifter pd Svenska, Stockholm
191315 p. 545; John Granlund ‘Peder Manssons skrifter’, Kulturhistoriskt
lextkon for nordisk medeltid, 13, Malmo 1968, col. 156). It describes the
stretching of banners to be block-printed and painted. De Mayerne Ms.
p- 141, ed. Berger op. cit. (note 19), p. 312, mentions a device to stretch
canvases to be restored, and (Ms. p. 99, edn. Berger p. 276) one for the
stretching of textiles to be painted on other than canvas. H. von
Sonnenburg, op. cit. (note 7), p. 176 note 5 mentions a detailed descrip-
tion of the stretching of canvas in Antonio Palomino, El Museo Pictorico y
Escala Optica, Madrid 1715-24, ed. Aguilar, Madrid 1947, p. 482.
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Fig. 13. Detail (1:1) X-ray of Portrait of a couple (Boston, Isabella Stewart Gardner Museum; no. C67) showing distortion along the edge of a stretched canvas,
consisting of both primary and secondary cusping. The former extends further inwards than the latter. (Positive print)

the canvas concerned was stretched in an un-
prepared state and then prepared. With this treat-
ment, any distortions occurring through tensioning
of the canvas that was still stretchable in its un-
prepared state became fixed in the fabric when glue
and priming were applied. Such distortion can be
termed ‘primary’ cusping; it can extend up to c.
25cm from the point of stress™.

When primary cusping is lacking on one or more
sides there is a good chance that the painting has
been reduced in size by later hands. This is
sometimes confirmed by the existence of copies or
other documents that provide information about
the original appearance of the painting, as in the
case of the Portrait of the shipbuilder and his wife (no.
A 77). In other cases peculiarities in the composition

64 In the case of primary cusping, the deformation decreases so gradually that
it is impossible to tell exactly where it is no longer visible. The measure-
ments given here and in the catalogue entries have to be seen as approxi-
mative.
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strengthen the suspicion that the painting has been
reduced in size on the side where primary cusping is
missing, as in the case of the Danaé (Br.474; cf.
fig. 24).

In a good many cases this kind of evidence does
not convincingly explain the absence of primary
cusping. It is however essential to appreciate that
primary cusping occurs at the edges of the canvas
only at the format in which it was primed. This need not
mean, therefore, that these edges have to coincide
with the edges of the picture painted on the canvas.

A fair proportion of the radiographic material
known to us shows that in most cases a canvas,
primed in a wooden framework that will be dis-
cussed below, was indeed used in its entirety for a
single painting (because it displays primary cusping
all round the edges). Allowance has however to be
made for the possibility that in certain cases several
canvases were cut from a single primed piece of
canvas — something that nowadays, with the mech-



anically-primed factory-made canvas, goes without
saying. In the frequent case where cusping is missing
along one or two opposite sides” one can imagine
that the canvas was originally part of a much larger
primed canvas that was cut into two or more pieces,
which were subsequently restretched to be painted.
The canvas of the Portrait of fohannes Wtenbogaert
(no. A8o) provides a clue to such a practice. With
that canvas the deformation of the fabric along the
bottom takes the shape of a single long cusp running
from one corner to the other, while there is no
cusping at the top. This points to the existence of a
method according to which long strips of canvas
were primed and subsequently cut to the desired
formats. A stretching method apparently used in
such cases was already described in a 16th-century
source as a way of producing banners®. The method
involves stretching the canvas strip between two
poles, the short sides being attached only at the
corners. This results in the kind of weave defor-
mation described above. Several paintings by
Rembrandt, where cusping in the canvas fabric is
missing at top and bottom or both sides, may thus
have been taken from long strips of ready-prepared
canvas and subsequently put on other stretchers.

A slight amount of fresh cusping might occur as a
primed canvas was restretched for painting; when
this was done within a shortish period, fresh distor-
tion could occur, albeit extending only a few centi-
metres into the canvas. Obviously, the material used
in preparing the canvas did not harden fully for
some time. Distortion of this kind can be termed
‘secondary’ cusping (see fig. 14). In many cases the
traces of secondary cusping may have been lost
when, during lining, the edges of the canvas were
trimmed away.

The stretcher as we know it today with wedge-
shaped keys did not exist in the 17th century®. Prior
to 1750, there were other ways of applying and
adjusting the tension on a canvas during and after
its preparation. Many 17th-century pictures show
paintings in a studio with the canvas laced by a long

65 In a number of paintings produced between 1631 and 1634 primary
cusping is missing without there being sufficient reason to assume a later
reduction, or there is only what can be with reasonable probability con-
sidered to be secondary cusping. This is for instance the case along one long
side of the Portrait of a man at a wriling-desk, Leningrad (no. A 44), the
Portrait of Joris de Caullery, San Francisco (no. A 53), A young woman at her
toilet, Ottawa (no. A 64); along both long sides of the Portrait of @ man (no.
G 68), the Portrait of a woman (no. C.69), both in New York; along one short
side of the Portrait of a man rising from his chair, Cincinnati, Taft Museum
(no. A 78), the Portrait of a woman in an armchair, New York (no. A 79), the
Portrait of a man, Kassel (no. A81) (which may also have been reduced
later), the Portrait of the minister Johannes Wienbogaert, Dalmeny House (no.
A8o) and the Flora, Leningrad (no. Ag3).

Peder Mansson, ed. R. Geete, op. cit. (note 63), p. 545.

According to Brachert, op. cit. (note 5), p. 34, the stretcher with wedge-
shaped keys was introduced between 1753 and 1757.

66
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Fig. 14. G. Dou, 4 painter in his studio. Private collection. Detail showing a
canvas stretched in an oversize framework

cord to a wooden framework with an opening larger
than the canvas itself (figs. 14, 15, 17). One meets
examples of this way of stretching canvas in depic-
tions of painters at work done by artists from
Rembrandt’s circle, both from the early period in
works by Dou and in the work of one of
Rembrandt’s late pupils, Aert de Gelder. There are
a number of variants on this method of stretching
the canvas; in most cases the cord was merely
wrapped round the battens of the framework, in
others it was passed over nails or through holes
bored in the battens of the strainer (cf. fig. 15).
These strainers (or ‘strainer frames’) could nat-
urally have only a temporary purpose; a painting
that was stretched in this fashion obviously needed,
if it was to be framed, to be attached to another,
correctly-sized strainer or frame. The function of
these oversize frameworks must have been to
provide a simple and effective way of stretching or
restretching a canvas during work. For priming
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Fig. 15. G. Dou, 4 painter in his studio, 1637. Private collection. Detail showing
a canvas restretched in an oversize framework

such a device was essential, as the canvas had to stay
free of the stretcher bars so that the necessary mani-
pulations could be carried out safely. For the same
reason, similar devices are used by restorers to the
present day.

It has to be assumed that this oversize framework
served in the first place for preparing the canvas in
a stretched state®, but the depictions of artists at
work that have been mentioned make it plain that
painters did also frequently execute their painting
while the canvas was still — or, more likely, again —
stretched in such an oversize frame. In a depiction
of a painter at work ascribed to Gerard Dou one can
plainly see that the cusping in the canvas does not
match the holes bored in the frame (fig. 15). This
example may provide further support for the sup-
position that painters often did not prepare their
own canvases, but bought them ‘loose’ from a
primer and only temporarily restretched them in
oversize strainers.

The artist is not however seen working with his

68 When applying the ground to a canvas stretched in such a way that it rests
on the battens of the stretcher, defects in the ground layer or even damage
to the canvas could be caused by the pressure of the priming knife.
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Fig. 16. G. Dou, 4 painter in his studio. Private collection. Detail showing a
canvas nailed to a stretcher

canvas in this type of strainer in all depictions of
studios; often the canvas would seem already to be
attached to its final strainer, though the way this is
done is usually not very clearly apparent. In a
studio scene done by the young Dou one can see
distinctly how the canvas is wrapped round the
strainer by the way the canvas stands up in a small
fold at the corners. The pegs or nails used to fasten
the canvas are shown by small dots of black (fig. 16).
This method of pulling the canvas round the edge of
the strainer and holding it with pegs or nails, still in
common use today, must therefore have existed
already in the 17th century”, though it was cer-
tainly not the only way of fixing a canvas to its final
stretcher. In an etching by Rembrandt himself, the
‘Pygmalion’ (B. 192), one can see on an easel in the
background a large canvas on which another
stretching method has been used (fig. 18). Gursory
though the sketched lines are, it is plain that the
painting in the background is on canvas from the
way cusping has been indicated, and the way one
corner of the canvas is curling forward as a small
loose flap. At first sight it seems to be attached to the
usual oversize framework, but closer inspection
reveals that the outer edge of the strainer is only a
little wider than the limits of the canvas itself. It
seems as if the canvas is fixed against the front
surface of the strainer, without there being either a
wrapped-round edge or a space between the inner

69 Besides iron nails, wooden pegs were also used to attach the canvas to the
stretcher (information kindly provided by Mr Hans Bohm, Berlin, based
on a work by Emanuel de Witte; see also K. Nicolaus, op. cit., note 4,

p- 39)-



Fig. 17. V. van der Vinne, 4 painter in his studio (etching)

edge of the stretcher and the canvas. This method
may have been frequently used in the 17th century.
In the museum at Gouda, and one or two other
collections”, there are paintings from the first half of
the 17th century that have been preserved still
attached to their old strainers (figs. 19, 20). With
most of these paintings one finds that, just as can be
seen with that on Rembrandt’s ‘Pygmalion’ etching,
the canvas is held against the strainer bars. In the
preserved instances this was done by means of one or
more lacing strings’'. Most of the canvases are
stretched by a system where the lacing is passed,
from back to front, through holes drilled in the
frame, threaded through the edge of the canvas and
then back through the same hole in the frame; the
string then runs to the next drilled hole, is passed
through from back to front, and so on (fig. 20). Had
this method made the use of an oversize framework
for preparing the canvas superfluous, and if all the
work on the canvas — from the initial preparation
with glue size to the completed painting — could
have been done on a strainer like those at Gouda,
then this would mean that the canvas would not
have needed to be transferred at any stage, and that
the absence of cusping would in such cases always
point to it having been trimmed at some later time.

70 See note 61.

71 This appears to have been common practice during the 17th century. One
may conclude this from a document, dated 4 December 1647, concerning
the supply of o prepared canvases for the Huis ten Bosch, together with
their stretchers, ‘met gem. doecken daer op gespannen en vast gemacekt
naer behooren’ (the canvases mentioned stretched thereon and attached in
the proper wayj; see J. G. van Gelder in: N.K.J. 1948 49, pp. 121-122).
When one of these canvases was removed from the Huis ten Bosch to be
shown at the exhibition o wijd de wereld strekt, The Hague 1979/80 (no.
271), it turned out to have been attached by means of the lacing system
under discussion. Here, however, the canvas was pulled around the bat-
tens of the stretcher and the laces are consequently at the back of the
battens.
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Fig. 18. Rembrandt, An artist drawing, etching (B.192). Detail showing a
canvas attached to a slightly larger tramework

From examination of the Gouda paintings it was
however certain in all cases that canvases fastened in
this way had first been stretched on another frame,
probably the larger priming strainer. The certainty
that they were being stretched for the second time
comes from noticing that at some places alongside
the present lacing holes there are other holes — some
with the paint-smeared remains of string in them —
and that the cusping that extends furthest into the
body of the canvas is related to these holes. When
new lacing holes were made in the canvas to fasten
it to its final stretcher, this produced secondary
cusping, which spreads only a few centimetres into
the fabric?. Here, therefore, we see both primary
and secondary cusping, one alongside the other.
The phenomenon was already familiar to us, for it

72 The depth of these deformations is presumably related to the type of
preparation applied to the canvas and the period of time that elapsed be-
tween priming and restretching. Even when the weave deformation does
not extend far inwards, the deformation along the edge may be just as
prominent as that near the primary stretching holes, or even more so (cf.
figs. 19 and 23).
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Fig. 19. Wouter Crabeth 11, Assumption of the Virgin, 1628. Gouda, Stedelijk
Museum ‘Het Catharina-gasthuis’. Detail showing a canvas attached to its
original stretcher with a partly original lacing string. Note primary stretching
holes and deformations just above present holes

had been seen a number of times on radiographs of
Rembrandt paintings without it being possible to
find any satisfactory explanation for it (fig. 13).
The Gouda paintings make it possible for us to
reconstruct the process by which the canvases were
transferred. One finds that the places where the
holes were drilled through the bars depended on the
holes already in the canvas”. A number of times one
still sees the marks that obviously served to ensure
that the holes made in the frame matched correctly
(fig. 21). Secondary cusping is thus found to occur in
these cases only incidentally, when during the
lacing-up of the canvas there was an offset at one or
two edges, compared to the holes already drilled.
On two Rembrandt paintings one may still note
that the edges were not originally wrapped round

73 The distances between the holes in the canvas differ from painting to
painting, and are not even uniform in one and the same canvas. The lacing
threads were obviously basted at only approximately equal distances.
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Fig. 20. Side-view

Fig. 21. Anonymous, The Annunciation, about 1630. Gouda, Stedelijk Museum
‘Het Catharina-gasthuis’. Detail showing scores in the stretcher bar marking
the places where holes were to be drilled corresponding to the original lacing
holes of the canvas. (The nail is not original)
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Fig. 22. Detail (1: 1) X-ray of Jacob blessing the sons of Joseph (Kassel, Staatliche Kunstsammlungen) showing the selvedge of a canvas that was never folded over

a stretcher (Positive print)

the edge of the strainer bar (fig.22)". The
‘Pygmalion’ etching does seem, on this point, to illus-
trate what actually happened in Rembrandt’s
workshop. In most cases (especially after the inven-
tion of the key-wedge stretcher) these ‘flat’ edges
will, during a subsequent restretching, have had to
be pulled round the bars of a slightly smaller frame.

Apart from the method described above of
attaching the canvas to its final stretcher, there was
also a method that made no use of a separate
stretcher. So far we know of four instances of the
canvas, after it was painted, being stretched in the
frame itself”. In this method small holes were drilled
in a profile at the back of the frame, and the lacing
strings were tensioned through these (fig. 23). With
one of these paintings, which is entirely undis-
turbed, it is clear from the presence of secondary
cusping that the canvas had first been tensioned in
a different frame for application of the ground and
during the painting (probably the usual oversize
framework). One can in fact see from this painting
that for the purpose of protection — perhaps primar-
ily as a barrier against damp — an oak panel was
affixed to the back of the frame, with wood of the
same quality as was used for a normal panel. With
the Gouda paintings, too, one can see at the back of
the frame provision for attaching a wooden moist-
ure barrier, and in one case the latter was still
present.

Strip-widths an:. painting formats
In discussing the formats of paintings on canvas and

74 Along the top edge of the Portrait of a man, Kassel (no. A81) the original
edge of the canvas has been well preserved, and is at present only slightly
folded, together with the lining canvas, over the stretching bar. In the case
of the Kassel Jacob hlessing the sons of Joseph (Br. 525) the top and bottom
edges are in their original condition (fixed to a lining canvas) without
showing traces of ever having been pulled around stretcher bars.

Of these four only one is still in its original state - the anonymous Portrait
of Dirck Hendricksz. van Swieten of 1626 in the Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam
(inv. no. Cr1528, on loan from the Koninklijk Oudheidkundig
Genootschap). The other three, where a modern stretcher has replaced the
original lacing system though the holes in the frames still survive, are
Hendrick Goltzius’ Hercules and Cacus, Mercury and Minerva in the Frans
Hals Museum, Haarlem (nos. 470472, on loan from the Mauritshuis, The
Hague). All four are illustrated in exhib. cat. Prijst de lijst, Amsterdam
1984, nos. 11 and 6.
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the strip-widths that were worked on, one has once
again to make allowance for the fact that almost no
painting on canvas still has its original edges, since
it has long been the custom to trim away the edges
of a painting wrapped round the stretcher when the
painting is being lined. So when talking about the
original format of a canvas as it was used by a
painter, one must as a rule add on a few centimetres
to the presentday dimensions.

This means that selvedges recognizable as such
are extremely rare. One might find them on either
side of seams, when these came about by stitching

Fig. 23. Northern Netherlandish school, Portrait of Dirck Hendricksz. van
Swieten, 1626. Amsterdam, Rijksmuseum. Detail showing a canvas stretched
in its frame without using a separate stretcher
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TABLE C. 4 survey of canvases used for paintings by or attributed to Rembrandt 163142, arranged according to strip-width

Included are only canvases where the weft direction can be established with a reasonable amount of certainty and where at least
one strip has kept its original width (or nearly so). Small losses along the edges including selvedges are normal and detract from
the reliability of the information given. Where external evidence points to a substantial loss of part of the original width, the
estimated loss is given in brackets. Measurements in the warp direction are given in order to indicate the entire picture’s size.

Presumed Measurements in centimetres
standard — —
strip-width Rer strip in weft direction ‘ II‘I warp
(in case of more than one strip the first direction
number refers to the more intact one)
¢.70cm A 98 Portrait of Joh. Elison, Boston 61.5 61.5 200
(‘1 ell’) A gg Portrait of Maria Bockenolle, Boston 61.5 61.5 200
A 46 The Apostle Peter, Stockholm 66.2 81.3
¢.85cm A 68 Christ in the storm, Isabella Stewart Gardner | 8o 8o . 128
(‘11 ell’) Museum, Boston
¢. 107cm A0 Bellona, New York 96 126
(L ell’) A 78 Man rising from his chair, Taft Museum, 98.5 124
Cincinnati
A 79 Woman in an armchair, New York 100.5 126.2
Br. 456 Dead peacocks, Amsterdam 101 41.5 134.8
C 66 Susanna van Collen and her daughter, Wallace | 101.7 53.3 123 (+ ...)
Coll., London
A 53 Portrait of Joris de Caullery, San Francisco 102.5 83.8
Br. 501 The blinding of Samson, Frankfurt 103 103 276
Br. 497 Belshazzar’s feast, London 104.5 104.5 167
A 8o Portrait of Joh. Witenbogaert, Dalmeny 105 123
House, Coll. Earl of Rosebery
Br. 474 Danaé, Leningrad 100 (+¢.5) 85 (+¢. 20) 203
A 54 Man trimming his quill, Kassel 101.5 (+¢.4) 81.5 (+¢.4)
A 55 Portrail of a young woman seated, Akademie, 92 (+c¢. 14) 71 (+c.14)
Vienna
Br. 498 (copy) Abraham’s sacrifice, Munich 106 89 132.3
C 67 Portrait of a couple, Isabella Stewart Gardner | 106.5 3 132.2
Museum, Boston
Br. 469 Minerva, whereabouts unknown 107 9 137
Br. 498 Abraham’s sacrifice, Leningrad 108 85.5 132.8
A 64 Young woman at her toilet, Ottawa 108.5 92.5
Br. 218 Portrait of Nicolaes van Bambeeck, Brussels | 108.8 83.3
Br. 360 Portrait of Agatha Bas, Buckingham 104 (+ ...) 82 (+ ...)
Palace, London
Br. 213 Portrait of the minister Swalmius, Antwerp | 111.4 135.7
C 68 Portrait of a man, New York 112 89.3
C69 Portrait of a woman, New York 112 88.8
¢. 140cm C65 Fean Pellicorne and his son, Wallace Coll., 122.5 (+ .. .) 155
(‘2 ell’) London
A 88 The Holy Family, Munich 123.5 183.5
A 48 Man in oriental dress, New York 124 152.5
A 77 Portrait of Jan Rijcksen and Griet Jans, 111 (+17) 166
Buckingham Palace, London
Br. 499 Samson threatening his father-in-law, Berlin | 131 (+ 2) 159 (+2)
Br. 410 ‘The Night-Waich’, Amsterdam 140 115.5 (+24.5) 107 (+33) 438
¢. 175cm A 51 Anatomy lesson, The Hague 169.5 216.5
(‘21 ell’) Br. 409 Portrait of Anslo and his wife, Berlin 173.5 207.5
¢.210Ccm Br. 522 Haman before Esther and Ahasuerus, 187.5 (+ . ..) 234.8
(‘g ell’) Bucharest
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Figs. 24-25. Reconstruction of the original height of the Danaé (Leningrad, Hermitage) based on the conclusion that the two strips of canvas come from the same

bolt as those of the Blinding of Samson (Frankfurt, Stiadelsches Kunstinstitut)

original edges to each other ‘butted’”. Probably,
however, the edges of strips of canvas were mostly
folded back when they were being stitched together,
so that the selvedges are no longer visible in the
radiograph. Consequently, one can be only ap-
proximate in talking about the strip-widths used in
making the canvases.

When arranging the material in order, as in table
C, clear groups become apparent. By far the largest
group shows that strips of canvas of around and
somewhat over one metre in width are common.
This dimension could very well match an original
strip-width of ¢. 107cm, i.e. 11ell. This width is
found to occur very often in 17th- and 18th-century
bedsheets, and must therefore have been a common
one”. The ell was the measurement normally used
for fabrics’™.

Surveying the painting formats shown in table C,
one finds that this strip-width was apparently often
employed either singly or doubled. This would in-
dicate that the canvas-primers preferred, when de-
ciding on the size of canvases, to be guided by the
full strip-width available (used either single or
double). Looked at from the economic viewpoint,
such a choice is understandable, because a loss of
material would then be avoided as much as possible.
It is something of a surprise that the dimensions of
a painting were governed partly by the width of a
weaver’s loom.

76 In the greater part of the Gouda paintings mentioned in note 65 the seams
are made by sewing the selvedges of the canvases together without turning
the fabric back. This method has, according to Von Sonnenburg, op. cit.
(note 7), p. 176 note 5, been described by Antonio Palomino, op. cit. (note
63), p. 482.

We owe this information to Mr C. A. Burgers, Rijksmuscum. The fact that
such a standard strip was current throughout Europe is documented by
the fact that with paintings by Tintoretto and many other Venetian
paintings as well as a painting by Murillo the same stripwidth was encoun-
tered; cf. J. Plesters and L. Lazzarini, op. cit. (note 7), p. 154; H. von
Sonnenburg, op. cit. (note 7), p. 159.

78 See note 30.
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The way the strip of cloth was made into the
painting support could vary (see table C). The
latter’s length or width could correspond to the
width of the original strip, and the warp could
accordingly run widthwise or lengthwise. With
large paintings one often finds two full strip-widths
sewn together, with the seam lengthwise or width-
wise (nos. A68, A9g8, Aqg, Br.474, 497, 501).
There is a further group of paintings where a full
strip-width and a narrower strip of the same kind of
canvas have been stitched together (nos. C 65, C 66,
Br. 456). Here, therefore, there has been a loss of
material unless the remainder of the strip was util-
ized elsewhere.

There is a small group of paintings where it may
be assumed that the supports were cut from bolts of
canvas with a width of ¢. 140cm (table C). From
examination of the ‘Night watch’ (Br. 410), of which
one horizontal strip is still intact, we know that the
strip-width of 140 cm, or 2 ells, was also used. In its
original format the ‘Night watch’ probably consisted
of three strips 140 cm wide. Here, too, therefore the
format corresponded to a multiple of full strip-
widths.

Much narrower strips are also encountered. In
the portraits of Johannes Elison and Maria
Bockenolle (nos. A g8 and A gg), both of which have
a vertical seam through the middle, strips of canvas
have been used that cannot be much wider than
7ocm, or 1ell. In the Christ in the storm (no. A 68),
with a horizontal seam through the middle, the
strips of canvas cannot have been much broader
than 85 cm, which amounts to § ell or 3 Amsterdam
feet. This corresponds to a strip-width that was
called ‘breeddoek’ (wide cloth) and was commonly
used in sailmaking”.

Occasionally one meets very wide strips of canvas

79 See note 31.
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with a plain weave. In the Anatomy lesson of Dr Tulp
(no. A51) and the Portrait of Cornelis Anslo and his
wife (Br. 409) the present width of the strips of can-
vas used i1s 169.5 and 172 cm respectively. Possibly
strips measuring 23 ells (i.e. about 175cm) were
employed. The widest strip of canvas found in a
painting from Rembrandt’s workshop measures
19gocm, and occurs in the Bucharest Haman before
Esther and Ahasuerus (Br. 522). In view of the com-
position of the painting and the nature of the cusp-
ing, this canvas must have been even wider, perhaps
210cm (= gells), a strip-width that was also em-
ployed in the Claudius Civilis (Br. 482), which is on a
twill cloth (see note 40).

The use of knowing about standard strip-widths
1s that in cases where there is a suspicion that a
painting no longer has its original format it becomes
possible, because of the presumed strip-widths, to
hazard a guess at the width of the missing fragment.
On the basis of the position of the seam in the canvas
of the Danaé¢ (Br.474), for instance, an accurate
estimate could be made of the width of the parts of
the canvas missing at the top and bottom (figs. 24,
25)*. In making such a reconstruction there are, of
course other items of evidence that play a role.
Knowing the strip-widths employed can also give
an idea of whether, in Rembrandt’s studio, formats
as they came from the canvas-primer were adapted
to the artist’s requirements. In the case of the
Minerva (Br.469), which has a vertical seam at
about 10cm from the lefthand edge, it is not un-
reasonable to suppose that the canvas originally,
like the two other canvases from the same bolt (the
Belshazzar’s  feast, Br.497, and the Munich
Abraham’s sacrifice), was made up of two full strip-
widths of ¢. 107 cm, but that on the lefthand side a
large piece measuring 137 by 96 cm was removed
before the painting was begun; the composition
virtually precludes an extension to the left. In the
Munich Abraham’s sacrifice the upper horizontal strip
is about 20 cm narrower than the lower, and the
nature of the cusping along the top edge forces the
assumption that the canvas, when it was stretched
for priming, was some 20 cm higher at the top, thus
reaching the double strip-width (cf. fig. 8). The
assumption that comes naturally to mind is that this
strip was removed by a later hand — but against this
there is the fact that the support of the painting from
which it has been copied, the Leningrad Abraham’s
sacrifice (Br. 498), has exactly the same format. Yet
this latter painting, too, has the seam ¢. 10 cm above
the middle. The impossibility of making legible
radiographs of the latter painting (owing to the
radioabsorbency of the lining material used)

80 See note §1.
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prevents a study of the cusping. It is however highly:
probable that with the Leningrad painting as well a
narrow band had been removed. The close similar-
ity in format with the Munich version suggests that
Rembrandt had himself, just as with the Minerva,
adapted the given format to his wishes before or
during work on the painting.

With the London Belshazzar’s feast, the cuspings
become shallower from one corner to the other
along all the sides, while the widths of the two
canvases incorporated in the support differ at top
and bottom and the seam is slightly oblique
(fig. 8). It is obvious that wedge-shaped strips have
been trimmed off all the way round, so that the
whole composition is tilted by several degrees.
When reconstructing the original position of the
canvas one finds that the table depicted is found to
come to a horizontal position and the wine pours
vertically from the beaker of the woman on the
right (fig. 26).

If the paintings are grouped by format there is
then every indication that — just as with the panels
— there were standard sizes of canvas. A frequently-
encountered format measures about 125cm by
about 100cm (probably originally ¢. 107cm).
Another group measures ¢. 100 cm (probably origin-
ally 107cm) x ¢. 8ocm. And then there is a small
group measuring ¢. 210cm by 135cm (probably
originally ¢. 140 cm), and another of ¢. 155 cm X ¢.
130cm. (cf. table C).

Speculations about standard sizes of canvas are
more problematical than in the case of panels,
where the traces of work on the back can often
provide the answer to the question of whether the
panel is still its original size. The groups of sizes
assembled here are thus hardly more than an
attempt to demonstrate the clustering of sizes. We
know from Southern Netherlandish sources that
there standard sizes for canvases were used, but in
the Northern Netherlands one finds scant infor-
mation relating expressly to canvases in this
respect’’.

Though the foregoing does suggest that there is a
direct connexion between standard strip-widths and
standard canvas sizes, one finds that canvases were
sometimes not taken from what would be the natu-
ral choice of strip-width. There are canvases that
could have been taken quite simply from a single

81 In Antwerp inventories published by J. Denucé, Kunstuitvoer in de 17de eeuw

te Antwerpen. De firma Forchoudt, Antwerpen 1931, frequent use is made of
as ‘cartierdoecken’,  ‘halfdoecken’,
‘dobbeldoecken’ etc. (see pp. 28, 29, 51, 76, 79, 98). Some of these
correspond to those found in a sketch by George Vertue from ¢. 1730/34;
see Talley, op. cit. (note 32), fig. 20. In the Northern Netherlands the
terms used for canvases of a number of standard sizes were identical with
those used for panels, and mostly referred to coins or amounts of money;

cf. A. Bredius, Kiinstler-Inventare, esp. 1 pp. 334-343, V p. 1656).

terms such ‘enkeldoecken’,
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Fig. 26. Belshazzar’s feast (London, National Gallery) reproduced in its original position and format.

strip, but have instead been assembled from two
narrower strips. In the case of the Christ in the storm
the 128 cm wide, vertical canvas is made up of two
8o cm strips joined together with a horizontal seam.
Most remarkable in this respect are the portraits of
the Elison couple, where both supports, 123cm
wide, are assembled from two narrow vertical strips
sewn together. In this connexion one has to realize
that prices of wider strips of canvas were progress-
ively higher®. The supports of the Elison portraits
must therefore have been considerably cheaper than
those used, for instance, for the portraits of Marten
Soolmans and Oopjen Coppit (nos. A 100 and
A1or). It occurs only rarely that a canvas was taken
from a wider strip. One may deduce this from cases
where a support has been taken from a bolt of

82 Boot, op. cit. (note 23), p. 37.
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canvas, identified by examination of the weave, that
has also provided one or more wider canvases®.

Using relatively narrow strips in the large can-
vases made up from several such strips (cf. table C)
entails the presence of seams in the paintings. Not
infrequently these seams run through the heads of
the subjects of the portraits or through main figures
in history paintings, indicating that the artist must
have been hardly aware of the existence of the seams
as he worked. The way the canvases were primed
probably made seams quite invisible.

As chance has it, what is probably the only writ-
ten 17th-century evidence concerning seams in
paintings on canvas relates to Rembrandt himself,
When Antonio Ruffo complained that the Alexander
that he had commissioned had pieces added on all

83 In the case of the Flora (no. A g3) and the Cupid (no. A g1) the width of the
paintings does not match that of the bolts from which these canvases were
taken.
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sides, so that there were obtrusive seams,
Rembrandt replied that there was no need at all for
the seams to spoil the effect if the painting was hung
in the proper light*. In that case it is obvious that
enlargements during the course of the work were
involved, the seams of which were impossible to
conceal entirely. Where canvases were joined
together before being primed, the seam is — with
well-preserved, unlined or very carefully lined can-
vases — still after hundreds of years scarcely visible at
the front surface. And yet it is plain, from the fact
that with obviously important portrait commissions
(such as the Anatomy lesson of Dr Tulp, no. A 51, and
the Portrait of Cornelis Anslo and his wife, Br. 409)
exceptionally large canvases were taken from a
single piece, that importance was attached to
having a canvas without a join. In advertisements
from the period in which full-width paintings on
canvas were used to cover the walls of a room, one
finds strips of canvas of extraordinary widths being
boasted of . But then, in the early 18th century, the
technique of painting on canvas had been practised
long enough for it to be realised that a seam can
eventually, through a combination of factors con-
nected with ageing, be very obtrusive.

Investigations into the properties of painted can-
vases — thread density, weave characteristics, cusp-
ing, strip-width and painting formats — open up
unexpected possibilities of obtaining new and
sometimes significant information. They may even
result in surprising insights into the genesis and
history of a picture. This kind of research requires
however painstaking and time-consuming analysis
of numerous radiographs, an investment that will
not always be rewarding. One can only hope that
such art historian’s ‘geology’ may, as is already the
case with dendrochronology, eventually become
accepted practice, even if it only once in a while
reveals a mine of information.

Some remarks on ground and underpainting

It is remarkable that Rembrandt (like, probably,
many of his contemporaries) worked, when painting
on panel, with a yellowish ground, whereas when he
was using a canvas support the ground was as a rule
a grey colour. Since the ground plays an important

84 Strauss Doc., 1662/11 and 12.

85 Cf. Amsterdamsche Courant, 8 September 1739 (Gemeente Archief,
Amsterdam, 1032): ‘Jan de Vries maeckt bekend, dat bij hem te bekomen
is allerley soorten van geplemeert solder en schilderdoeck, van 1 tot 6 el
breet zonder naet daer in uyt een stuck’ (Jan de Vries offers for sale various
kinds of primed ceiling or painting canvas, 1 to 6ells wide witl.out any
seam in one piece). Kind communication from Mrs K. Levy.
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part during work on the monochrome preparatory
phase of the painting, dead-coloured paintings on
the two types of support must have been quite
different in appearance. Recent research on the
Rembrandts in the Metropolitan Museum, New
York, has also made it clear that the paint used for
the underpainting on a canvas generally contained
a good deal of black, unlike the translucent brown-
ish paint used on a panel®. One has therefore to
suppose that the dead-coloured painting tended, in
the case of canvases, to a grey range, while with
panels the monochrome image had a brownish
range. The explanation why a different ground
colour was used for canvases compared to the tra-
ditional panels may lie in the fact that together with
the introduction of painting on canvas into the
Netherlands, recipes for grounds developed else-
where, especially in Italy, were imported at the
same time”. When preparing panels, on the other
hand, the Netherlands had developed the custom of
using ‘carnation-toned’, i.e. warm-tinted, grounds®.

Equally noteworthy is the fact that most (if not
all) grounds on canvas, as analysed from the first ten
years of Rembrandt’s activity in Amsterdam, were
built up from two layers of different colours both
with an oil medium — the lower always comprising
a red ochre, the upper a mixture of white lead with
a black pigment; a grey surface thus resulted
(fig. 27)%. The first idea that comes to mind is that
this combination of layers was intended to achieve
a certain colour effect, with a, warm tint showing
through a cooler one. Yet it can be seen, from
paintings that are in a sound condition, that the
grey top layer is applied so opaquely that an effect
of this kind just cannot occur. One possible expla-
nation for this procedure is that a cheap ochre as the
principal component of the material used for closing
up the structure of the canvas brought a substantial

86 See M. W. Ainsworth, J. Brealey, E. Haverkamp-Begemann, P. Meyers,
‘Paintings by Van Dyck, Vermeer, and Rembrandt reconsidered through
autoradiography’, in: Art and autoradiography: insights into the gemesis of
paintings by Rembrandt, Van Dyck, and Vermeer, New York (The Metropolitan
Museum of Art) 1982, esp. p. 27 and note 34.

87 J. Plesters, ‘Photomicrographs of cross-sections of paint and ground sam-
ples’ in “The ground in pictures’, Museum 21 (1968), pp. 245-276.
Cf. Karel van Mander in his life of Jheronimus Bosch (Het Schilder-Boeck,
Haarlem 1604, fol. 216 v0): ‘Hy hadde oock als meer ander oude Meesters
de maniere, zijn dinghen te teeckenen en trecken op het wit der Pennelen,
en daer over een doorschijnigh carnatiachtigh primuersel te legghen en liet
oock dickwils de gronden mede wercken’ (Like other old masters, it was
his manner to design and draw on the white of the panels and to lay over
this a translucent, carnation-toned ‘primuersel’ and he often let the
grounds show through).

The description of cross-sections including the ground layers will be found

in the relevant catalogue entries under Ground, sCIENTIFIC DATA. See also

the Table of technical reference material (pp. 859-864).
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Fig. 27. Cross-section of a sample taken in the background (near the
right-hand edge) of the Bellona (New York, Metropolitan Museum), described
as no. 4 under no. A 70, Ground and Paint layer. Of the two ground layers, the
lower is reddish and is seen to fill the relief of the fabric. The top layer appears
whitish but is actually grey.

saving in cost, as white lead was a great deal more
expensive”.

Before the ground was applied the canvas had
been treated so as to close the structure of the weave.
We know that this was usual, from a number of
recipes given by De Mayerne in which it is said that
the canvas was treated with glue and rubbed with a
pumice stone while damp. The purpose of this is
given as flattening as far as possible any unevenness
in the canvas. This treatment stuck the warp and
weft threads so firmly together that the canvas be-
came virtually impenetrable by the priming, which
was laid on with a wide priming-knife”'.

As we have said, the underpainting involved ap-
plication of paint containing black, though this does
not necessarily mean that the underpainting was
opaque at all points. In a painting by Rubens that
has remained almost entirely in this preparatory
stage™ one can see quite well how this paint has
remained for the most part translucent, through
being brushed onto the canvas quite thinly. One can
also see how, in certain places, some areas have been
heightened with a light paint. It is noteworthy that
colour is additionally used at some places, although
one does not get the impression, from the way this
colour is used, that it prepares the colouristic effect
being aimed : ¢; the colour is rather being used to
bring some clarity to the quite chaotic initial lay-in.
The little that we know of Rembrandt’s way of

9o The difference in price that existed between white lead and ochres is
illustrated by valuations found in inventories. In the estate of Trijntge
Pieters described on 12 March 1648 (Municipal Archives, Rotterdam,
Weeskamer boedel 130) 246 pound of brown ochre is valued at 8 guilders
12 stuivers, 28 pound of white lead at 4 guilders. In an estate at Dordrecht
in 1667 (Municipal Archives, Dordrecht, not. A. de Haen, N. A. no.
20/224, fol. 114), yellow ochre is described as costing 5 guilders per 100
pound, white lead 143 guilders per 100 pound. Kind communication from
Mrs K. Levy.

See note 37.

The battle of Henri IV for the suburbs of Paris, canvas stuck on panel,
174 x 260cm, Antwerp, Rubenshuis. Formerly in the Neuerburg and
Biihrle collections. Cf. G. Gliick in: 7b. d. Kunsth. Samml. Wien, new series
11 (1937), p. 176, pl. XIX; L. Jost in: N.K.J. 15 (1964), pp. 185187,
fig. 8; J. Miiller Hofstede in: Pantheon 27 (1969), p. 460, fig. 1.
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underpainting, in the case of paintings on canvas,
does not conflict with the method seen in Rubens.
Rembrandt, too, made use of light highlights. As a
rule these were whitish, though occassionally colour
can also be found in them. In the ‘Night Watch’, for
example, a flesh-coloured underpainting is found in
an incarnate area, just as happens in the Rubens we
have mentioned. If the Washington Man in oriental
dress (no. B8) is in fact an only partially completed
painting by Rembrandt, it would show clearly how,
in an early stage of the work, colour was used at
some points in combination with a monochrome
treatment.

Whereas in the completed paintings on panel the
colour of the ground plays a not unimportant role —
it shows through in many places, and is thus easy to
make out — this is not so with paintings on canvas.
Often it is impossible to point with assurance to
places where the ground is exposed, or shows
through. This problem is explicable not only by the
fact that the colour of the ground was left uncovered
only now and then, as an intermediate tint, but also
by the fact that, unlike the luminous ground on a
panel, the ground on canvas looks like a normal
layer of oil-paint (which it indeed is), and is thus
much more integrated into the paint layer.

Yet it cannot be said that the ground plays no
part in the appearance of a painting on canvas. The
coolness of Rembrandt’s canvases from his first ten
years in Amsterdam, which causes surprise each
time varnish is removed, was at some points un-
doubtedly due to the grey colour of the ground, and
to the underpainting tending towards a grey. This is
in contrast to the panels, where the yellowish
ground, acting together locally with the warm
brownish underpainting where this is present, helps
to create a contrast with areas of cooler, opaque
paint. In a much later painting on canvas, the
Kassel Facob’s blessing (Br. 525), also on a double-
layered, red-grey ground, it is possible to see how
Rembrandt, in making a substantial pentimento,
covered the passage he was going to alter with a
grey layer that is hardly distinguishable from the
colour of the ground.

E.v.d W.



Chapter 111

Problems of apprenticeship and studio collaboration*

The population of Rembrandt’s workshop

Since Bredius published his critical catalogue in
1935, almost every fresh definition of Rembrandt’s
painted oeuvre has brought a further reduction in
the number of paintings attributed to him. This has
meant a corresponding increase in the number of
works that while displaying Rembrandtesque fea-
tures must be assumed to have been done by other
hands. The number of later imitations or forgeries
included among this category (which has grown
again through our research) is in all probability
only small. Technically and materially such paint-
ings mostly do not differ significantly from what one
finds in works accepted as authentic Rembrandts'.
Assuming that the rejections (about many of which
there has in fact been general agreement for quite
some time) are warranted, one is led to conclude
that these paintings were as a rule produced in
Rembrandt’s circle.

The attribution of these works to other hands
does, however, raise considerable problems. If one
takes seriously the principle formulated during dis-
cussion at one of the symposia at the time of the
Rembrandt tercentenary in 1969 —i.e. that no
painting should be rejected unless a new attribution
is possible —, then many of the rejections by Bauch,
Gerson and the Rembrandt Research Project can-
not be justified. For example there 1s, apart from
Flinck, scarcely any other painter in the Rembrandt
literature who can be suggested as the author of
works being rejected from the earliest Amsterdam
years’.

The demand that an alternative attribution
should be produced when rejecting a work seems
justifiable at first sight. When one looks at the long
list of over 50 names found in the Rembrandt litera-
ture of young painters who are said to have worked
in Rembrandt’s studio during his career, there does
in fact seem to be ample choice. However, one-half
of these more than 50 names will, as Broos has
shown, drop out of the lists of Rembrandt pupils
published in various quarters when one looks criti-

1 Dendrochronological examination provided the clearest evidence on this
point. None of the panels carrying paintings of doubtful or unacceptable
authenticity that could be examined turned out to be of a demonstrably
later date than the purported one.

2 K. Bauch (Rembrandt Gemalde, Berlin 1966, pp. 47 49) suggested an attri-
bution to Flinck in three cases and in one considered an attribution to
J- A. Backer. H. Gerson in his revised edition of A. Bredius, Rembrandt,
London 1935/196g mentions G. Flinck as the (possible) author of twelve
paintings.

cally at how these lists were compiled’. There is,
conversely, every reason to doubt whether the total
of names of painters accepted as being his pupils
does in fact match the number of pupils and
assistants he actually had. There may have been
many more. As we shall see below, the names of
pupils have come down to us only more or less by
chance; others may have fallen into oblivion. No
contemporaneous rollcall of the ‘population’ of
Rembrandt’s workshop has survived®.

Something must be said here about the term
‘pupil’ as it is commonly used. Young painters who
had done their apprenticeship elsewhere and are
known to have worked in Rembrandt’s studio, such
as Bol and Flinck, are usually referred to in the
literature as his pupils; strictly speaking they prob-
ably were not, though there can be no doubt that
they came to work with Rembrandt in order to
learn from him. Their status would however have
been more that of a journeyman or studio assistant.
The word ‘pupil’, in the way it will be repeatedly
used in what follows, must therefore be understood
in the widest sense’.

Seventeenth-century written documents of vari-
ous kinds provide direct or indirect evidence — of
greatly varying weight — of a stay with Rembrandt
of, at most, nine persons: Leendert van Beyeren®,

3 For the following quantitative discussion of the population of Rem-
brandt’s workshop I rely largely on Broos’ extremely useful analysis of the
sources and scholarly tradition concerning Rembrandt’s pupils in:
B. Broos, ‘Fame shared is fame doubled’, in: cat. exh. The impact of a
genius. Rembrandt, his pupils and followers in the seventeenth century, Amsterdam
(K. & V. Waterman) 1983, pp. 35 58, esp. 44 54

4 Books in which apprentices and assistants were listed by the guild auth-
orites must however have existed; see, for instance, J. M. Montias, Artists
and artisans in Delft. A socio-economic study of the seventeenth century, Princeton
1982, pp. 97, 106, 351 no.7. 1. H. van Eeghen, De gilden. Theorie en
praktyk, Bussum 1974 (first edn. 1965), p. 20, mentions the obligation for
apprentices to be enrolled in apprentice books, of which some, e.g. of the
Amsterdam masons’ guild, have been preserved. The regulation of the
Amsterdam S. Luke’s Guild of 1626 stipulates that a master who omits
to have a pupil registered within a month will have to pay a fine of 30
stuyvers (Obreen’s Archief voor Nederlandsche Kunstgeschiedenis 111, 1880-81,
p- 149).

5 It may well be that the word ‘disciple’ had a similar broad meaning

during the 17th century.

Leendert Cornelisz. van Beyeren is mentioned among the buyers at the

auction of the estate of Jan Basse, Amsterdam 9-30 March 1637: ‘Leen-

dert Cornelisz disipel van Rembrandt’ (Strauss Doc., 1637/2). Rem-
brandt himself obviously referred to him when he wrote on the back of
the Berlin drawing of Susannah and the elders (Ben. 447): ‘Leenderts floorae
is verhandelt tegen 5g’ (Leendert’s Flora has been sold for 5 guilders;

Strauss Doc., pp. 594-95). In the estate of Leendert’s father, the timber

merchant Cornelis Aertsz. van Beyeren, four copies after Rembrandt are

described on 7 May 1638 (Strauss Doc., 1638/5). Leendert van Beyeren
may be reckoned among the best-documented Rembrandt pupils. No
work from his hand is known with any certainty (cf. however Sumowski

Gemalde 1, no. 77).

(=2}

* While preparing this chapter I received valuable advice and assistance from various people to all of whom I want to express my gratitude. I am especially
indebted to Greet van Duyn and Brigitte Blauwhoff, who worked temporarily at the Central Research Laboratory, Amsterdam, to B. V. Leverland and
S. A. C. Dudok van Heel of the Leiden and Amsterdam Municipal Archives respectively, and to Jacques Vis, who unearthed much useful information. I have
to thank Karin van Nes, of the Central Research Laboratory, Amsterdam, for the care she spent on my text.



PROBLEMS OF APPRENTICESHIP AND STUDIO COLLABORATION

Heijman Dullaert’, Jan van Glabbeeck®, Isack
Jouderville®, Jacob or Philips Koninck", Jacobus
Levecq'', Constantijn van Renesse'?, and Ferdinand
Bol”. With far less certainty the following names
can be added on the basis of similar documents:
Jacob van Dorsten', Hendrick Heerschop®, Dirck
Santvoort', and J. G. van Vliet". From publica-
tions by 17th-century authors (who in all prob-

7 Heijman Dullaert acted as a witness to an authorization given by Rem-
brandt on 28 March 1653 (Strauss Doc., 1653/14). That he was a pupil
of his appears only from a posthumous biographical note by David van
Hoogstraten, published in H. Dullaerts Gedichten, Rotterdam 1719 (HdG
Urk., no. 410), from which Houbraken took his information (ibidem
no. 427).

8 Johannes Glabeeck, and Jacobus ‘Labeecq’ are mentioned as Rem-
brandt’s disciples (‘sijn getuijgens dissipelen als getuijgen’) whey they act
as witnesses to the authentication by Rembrandt of a painting by Paulus
Brill on 16 September 1653 (Strauss Doc., 1653/16). Levecq (‘Labeecq’)

- was to become a painter (and teacher of Houbraken) in Dordrecht, Van
Glabbeeck a merchant.

Isack Jouderville is the only artist whose apprenticeship with Rembrandt
is fully documented, as a consequence of his being an orphan and the
administrative requirements this involved; see below, pp. 76 ff., and
E. van de Wetering, ‘Isaac Jouderville, a pupil of Rembrandt’, in: cat.
exh. The impact of a genius. Rembrandt, his pupils and followers in the seventeenth
century, Amsterdam (K. & V. Waterman) 1983, pp. 59 69.

In 1639 the estate of the jeweller Aert (de) Coninx, father of the painters

Jacob and Philips Koning, comprised, besides a woman’s tronze by Philips
(then 19 years old) and an unfinished tronie by Jacob, four paintings ‘nae
Rembrant’ (Strauss Doc., 1639/9 and A. Bredius, Kiinstler-Inventare 1, The
Hague 1915, pp. 150-152). That Philips was a pupil of Rembrandet, is
mentioned only in the second volume of Houbraken’s Groote Schouburgh of
1719, p. 53 (HAG Urk., no. 414).

See note 8.

Two inscriptions on a drawing of Daniel in the lion’s den in the Museum
Boymans-van Beuningen, Rotterdam, yield apparently contradictory
evidence (Strauss Doc., 1649/5). One, on the recto, runs: ‘C Renesse
inventor et fecit 1652°, the other, on the verso: ‘De eerste tijckening
getoont by Rem Brant in het jaer 1649 den 1 October het waert voor de
twee mael dat ick bij Rembrandt geweest bin’. The authenticity of the
latter inscription has been disputed.

On the back of the drawing cited in note 6, containing notes from
Rembrandt’s hand, he wrote: ‘[f]lardynandus van sijn werck verhandelt/
aen n ander werck van syn voorneemen/den abracham een floorae’ (sold
of Ferdinand’s work, and another of his design, the Abraham one Flora);
see Strauss Doc., pp. 594-95. There can be little doubt that fardynandus’
refers to Ferdinand Bol, who signed an early picture (Blankert Bol, no.
35) ‘ferdenandus b . . .” and who is mentioned as ‘Sr. Ferdinandus Bol’
in August 1640 when he acts as a witness to an authorization given by
Rembrandt (Strauss Doc., 1640/7).

The estate of Matthys van Dorsten, brother of the painter Jacobus van
Dorsten, who had died in 1678, comprised in 1694 numerous pictures and
painting utensils that had obviously belonged to his brother. Among the
paintings is ‘een tronie na Rembrant’ (A. Bredius, Kiinstler-Inventare 11,
The Hague 1916, p. 713). A Rembrandtesque drawing with two poor
sketches of the Dismissal of Hagar in the Rijksprentenkabinet (M. D.
Henkel, Catalogus . . . , I, Teekeningen van Rembrandt en zijn school, The
Hague 1942, p. 73 and pl. 132) is inscribed ‘Jakobus van Dorsten’. The
only signed painting known is in Dresden (Sumowski Gemalde 1, no. 241).
A portrait drawing that is no longer known, purportedly done after a
painting dated 1649, bore an inscription to the effect that the sitter was
the Haarlem painter Hendrik Heerschop and a pupil of Rembrandt
(Strauss Doc., 1649/11).

Dirck Dircksz. van Santvoort is known to have painted ‘een Tronij na
Rembrant’, described as such on the authority of Hendrick Uylenburgh
in 1647 (Strauss Doc., 1647/4).

J. G. van Vliet’s relation with Rembrandt appears to have been that of
a printmaker employed by him (see Vol. I, Introduction, Chapter III)
rather than of a pupil.
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ability had their information at first hand) we
know the names of another eight pupils: Orlers in
1641 discusses Gerard Dou'®, Hoogstraaten in 1678
mentions Fabritius (certainly Carel), Abraham
Furnerius and himself”, and Sandrart in 1675
names Govaert Flinck, Johann Ulrich Mayr,
Christoph Paudiss and Gerard Dou”, and Baldinucci
in 1686 gives the names of Bernhard Keil, Govaert
Flinck and Gerard Dou”. It is striking that there is
not a single written document about any of the
pupils mentioned in printed sources