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Dairectors’ Foreword

his remarkable exhibition places the work of Johannes

Vermeer (1632-1675) In historical context by presenting

nearly half of his known oeuvre together with seventy-seven
paintings by other Delft masters of the seventeenth century. The
artists include Pieter de Hooch, who is represented by a dozen pic-
tures dating exclusively from his Delft years (about 1655-60), and the
gifted Rembrandt disciple Carel Fabritius, who moved from
Amsterdam to Delft about 1650 and died there in the catastrophic
explosion of a gunpowder magazine in 1654 (an event documented
by several paintings and drawings catalogued below). All five of
Fabritius’s known works dating from about 1650—54 will be seen in
London and New York. As might be expected in a Delft exhibition,
there is a strong selection of architectural paintings: no fewer than
eighteen views of church interiors and palaces by Gerard Houckgeest,
Emanuel de Witte, Hendrick van Vliet, and other artists. It is also
unsurprising that pictures by the history painter Leonaert Bramer,
the prolific court portraitist Michiel van Miereveld, and the town-
scapists Daniel Vosmaer and Egbert van der Poel have been included.
But even admirers of Dutch painting who knew that Paulus Potter,
Adam Pynacker, and Jan Steen were associated briefly with Delft
may not have been aware that the city was home to a continuous tra-
dition of fine flower painting and other kinds of still life or that Delft
artists produced large biblical and mythological pictures— the latter
often for the nearby court at The Hague— well before the young
Vermeer began his career in the same vein. Finally, some readers of
this catalogue will already be familiar with the fine tapestries and
silver objects that were made in Delft, and of course blue-and-
white faience (Delftware) is the city’s most famous industry.
However, these works are rarely considered, as they are here,
together with paintings and drawings as examples of a distinctive
culture. We congratulate the curators— Walter Liedtke, Michiel C.
Plomp, and Axel Riiger— on the completion of what will surely be
the standard reference work on Vermeer and the arts of Delft for
decades to come as well as the record of a memorable event at The
Metropolitan Museum of Art in New York and The National Gallery
in London.

Each of our museums has a long history of presenting to the pub-
lic comprehensive as well as specialized exhibitions of Dutch art.
The former include the “Hudson” part of “The Hudson-Fulton
Celebration” (New York, 1909) and “Art in Seventeenth Century

Holland” (London, 1976); examples of the latter are “Rembrandt:
The Master and His Workshop” (London, 1992) and “Rembrandt/
Not Rembrandt in The Metropolitan Museum of Art” (New York,
1995—96). These projects and especially the permanent collections of
the Metropolitan Museum and The National Gallery recall the his-
torical bonds and cultural affinities of both the United States and the
United Kingdom with the Netherlands. A symbolic coincidence
might be discerned in the nearly simultaneous acquisitions, 130 years
ago, of dozens of Dutch pictures in New York and London: the “1871
Purchase” made by the Metropolitan Museum (thus creating a col-
lection) and the less transforming but more spectacular purchase by
The National Gallery of Sir Robert Peel’s collection of seventy-seven
pictures, fifty-five of which were Dutch.

“Vermeer and the Delft School” was first proposed in 1992 by
Walter Liedtke, Curator of European Paintings at the Metropolitan
Museum. Long friendship with his fellow Delft enthusiast Christopher
Brown (who in 1998 left The National Gallery to become Director of
the Ashmolean Museum, Oxford) and the fact that the Dutch city
would commemorate its 7soth anniversary in 1996 led to scheduling
the exhibition for New York and London in that year. However, it
soon emerged that the National Gallery of Art in Washington and
the Mauritshuis in The Hague planned a Vermeer exhibition for
1995-96, and that the Stedelijk Museum Het Prinsenhof in the
painter’s hometown would present “Delft Masters, Vermeer’s
Contemporaries” when “Johannes Vermeer” was in the neighboring
city. It was then agreed that “Vermeer and the Delft School” would
be substantially postponed and that the various organizers would
support each other to the fullest extent possible.

Neither exhibition of five years ago closely resembles the present
one in concept, except for the significance assigned to Vermeer.
Explored in these pages and in the exhibition space is the question of
what Vermeer owed to artistic traditions in his native city and to the
character of its society. Would Vermeer have become the same
painter had he lived in Amsterdam, Haarlem, or Leiden? The answer,
to put it simply, is no. Would the Delft school have developed in the
same way without Vermeer? The conclusion reached in this volume
is clearly yes, although the artist did influence some works by other
Delft genre painters, such as De Hooch, Cornelis de Man, and
Johannes Verkolje. The central question of the exhibition is whether

or not a Delft “school” ever existed in any meaningful sense, and
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here the curators’ response is a “qualified yes” However, more
important than the answer is raising the question in the first place
and providing the material to explore it in detail, not by means of an
academic argument but by exhibiting the full range of art in Delft
during the seventeenth century.

This exhibition placed exceptional demands upon the lenders and
we offer them our heartfelt thanks for their generosity. We have been
granted an unusual number of loans from three Dutch institutions,
the Rijksmuseum in Amsterdam, the Mauritshuis in The Hague, and
the Stedelijk Museum Het Prinsenhof in Delft. One of the first
responses we received was from the Gemildegalerie in Dresden,
indicating that after careful consideration they would let us borrow
The Procuress by Vermeer. Paintings of such rarity and renown almost
never leave their galleries. Moreover, curators are reluctant to lend
works that have traveled recently, such as, in this case, The Art of
Painting by Vermeer (lent by the Kunsthistorisches Museum,
Vienna). These and many other superb works of art are in this exhi-
bition because the lenders support its scholarly purpose. The presen-
tation in one place of Vermeer’s first four paintings (cat. nos. 64—67),
as well as The Sentry and The Goldfinch by Fabritius (from the
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Staatliches Museum, Schwerin, and the Mauritshuis, respectively),
Gerard Houckgeest’s seminal Interior of the Niewwe Kerk, Delft of
1650 (lent by the Kunsthalle, Hamburg), several of De Hooch’s finest
pictures, and a fair number of less familiar but closely related works is
something that has never happened before. For the first time, the
exhibition reveals that the most celebrated Delft paintings, although
they were produced by a small group of artists active only from
about 1650 to 1675, reflect long traditions of sophisticated patronage
and excellence in the arts. Both traditions, and the Delft qualities of
order, refinement, and understatement, are embodied in Vermeer’s
Avrt of Pagnting, which the artist kept in his studio for the delectation
of connoisseurs.

The exhibition is supported in London by Ernst & Young. In
New York, the exhibition is supported by an indemnity granted by
the Federal Council on the Arts and the Humanities. To both we
offer our warmest thanks.

We are particularly grateful to The Christian Humann Foundation
for its generous contribution toward this catalogue. We are also
indebted to the Doris Duke Fund for Publications for the support it

provided for this volume.

PHILIPPE DE MONTEBELLO
Divector, The Metropolitan Museum of Art, New York

NeIL MACGREGOR
Director; The National Gallery, London
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t has been an extraordinary privilege to organize this project for

The Metropolitan Museum of Art, New York, and The National

Gallery, London. Various aspects of painting in Delft have been a
personal preoccupation for three decades, but it was only in 1992 that
it first seemed possible to treat the subject as a whole in the form of
a great exhibition. That the event was postponed because of the
“Johannes Vermeer” exhibition of 1995-96 (National Gallery of
Art, Washington, D.C., and Koninklijk Kabinet van Schilderijen
Mauritshuis, The Hague) was a blessing that initially appeared in dis-
guise but became increasingly recognizable as a fortunate circum-
stance. Together with “Delft Masters, Vermeer’s Contemporaries”
(Stedelijk Museum Het Prinsenhof, Delft, in 1996) and “Pieter
de Hooch” (Dulwich Picture Gallery, London, and Wadsworth
Atheneum, Hartford, Connecticut, in 1998-99), the Vermeer exhibi-
tion greatly enhanced public awareness of the “Delft School” and
made it clear that this was an ideal moment for a broader and at the
same time more critical look at the material.

What such an undertaking would ultimately involve exceeded
the writer’s imagination in the planning stages and the organizing
institutions” expectations as we approached the goal. “Vermeer and
the Delft School” brings together 159 works of art from widespread
public and private collections in fifteen countries. In addition, the
process of studying and describing the creations of more than fifty
masters and placing them in a historical context resulted in— one
cannot say it required — the monumental catalogue resting (presum-
ably) on the reader’s table or lap. My own introductory essay
evolved into five chapters, which are followed by Michiel C.
Plomp’s discussion of graphic artists in Delft, Marten Jan Bok’s sur-
vey of the city’s social and cultural institutions, and, on the far side
of the catalogue proper, two appendices devoted to the fabric of the
city itself and the Jocation of residents and monuments mentioned in
the text. The plans showing where artists, patrons, and dealers lived
in Delft in the time of Vermeer were created by Kees Kaldenbach and
involved many days in the city archives (Gemeentearchief) of Delft.
The decorative arts were catalogued by leading specialists, and we
thank them for outstanding service under duress: James David
Draper of the Metropolitan Museum, who wrote about Willem van
Tetrode’s bronzes, and, at the Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam, Reinier
Baarsen, Jan Daniél van Dam, and Ebeltje Hartkamp-Jonxis, who

wrote about silver, Delftware, and tapestries, respectively.

As the least restrained author of the catalogue, I am indebted above
all to Philippe de Montebello, Director of the Metropolitan Museum,
and to John P. O’Neill, Editor in Chief and General Manager of
Publications, for their votes of confidence and constant support. They
greeted the catalogue’s metamorphosis from a cornucopia to an appar-
ent epidemic of scholarship with simultaneous concern and resolve. At
a time when cultural institutions are increasingly conscious of the
“bottom line,” my own museum attends to top priorities; that one may
say so is a source of considerable pride. I am also extremely grateful to
Mahrukh Tarapor, Associate Director for Exhibitions, whose tele-
phone calls from China, India, Greece, England, or the dear departed
“Mezzanine” at the Met served as stern reminders that she was always
on my side.

To this familiar cast of characters I would like to add the names of
several others who were mostly unknown to me a year ago and will be
long remembered with fondness and respect: Ellyn Allison, our gra-
ciously heroic editor; Megan Arney, Production Manager; Bruce
Campbell, designer; Jayne Kuchna, our unremittingly thorough bibli-
ographical editor; Gwen Roginsky, Associate General Manager of
Publications; Robert Weisberg, Desktop Publishing Manager; and
Jane Bobko, Cynthia Clark, and Ruth Kozodoy— three editors fresh
from other projects who rushed to Ellyn’s aid like Dutchmen at the
dikes. Curators fancy themselves as “objects” people because we look
at them, but it is thanks to professionals experienced in dealing with
the real world that the public will see this grand display of objects at
the Metropolitan Museum: Aileen K. Chuk, Registrar; Sharon H.
Cott, Vice President, Secretary and General Counsel; and Linda
Sylling, Associate Manager for Operations and Special Exhibitions.
Among those to whom I am especially grateful at The National Gallery,
London, are Michael Wilson, Joanna Kent, and Mary Hersov in the
Exhibitions Office, and Neil MacGregor, Director.

It was my hope that Michiel Plomp would contribute to this cata-
logue before it was announced that he would join The Metropolitan
Museum as our curator of Dutch and Flemish drawings. Working
with him for a frantic year has been a privilege and a pleasure. I also
have enjoyed a sympathetic partnership with The National Gallery’s
curator of Dutch paintings, Axel Riiger. Not only did he write a con-
siderable number of catalogue entries but he also dealt with diplomatic
matters on his side of the Atlantic, especially in his native and adoptive
lands. Axel’s patience, subtlety, and command of languages, all of
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which exceed my own, are responsible for several of our Jeast expected
loans, and we can also rest assured that everything possible was dis-
creetly done with regard to our few areas of disappointment.

In my own department of the Metropolitan Museum — European
Paintings —1I have been inconspicuously but perennially grateful for
the help of Dorothy Kellett, Andrew Caputo, Samantha Sizemore, and
Patrice Mattia. Patrice especially sacrificed a great deal of personal time
ordering scores of photographs, which are often harder to secure than
the works of art they reproduce. A vast amount of work for which the
curator is nominally responsible — captions throughout this catalogue,
applications for indemnity, and so on—was actually performed by Lisa
Duffy-Seballos and Vanessa Schmid, graduate students at the Institute
of Fine Arts, New York University. Alexandra Onuf of Columbia
University also stepped in during a crucial period when Lisa and
Vanessa attempted to recapture their own lives.

When the true scope of this publication became apparent and its
cost was becoming prohibitive, the writer turned to friends for sup-
port. The quantity and quality of reproductions in this catalogue are
gifts to the reader from the following lovers of Dutch art: Daphne
Alazraki, Alfred Bader, Jim and Donna Brooks, Phoebe Cowles,
Arthur and Arlene Elkind, Michael Enthoven, Mark Fisch and Rachel
Davidson, Peter Guarisco, Nicholas Hall and Richard Knight of
Hall and Knight Ltd., Suzanne and Norman Hascoe, Christophe
Janet, George and Linda Kaufman, Ian Kennedy, Jack Kilgore,
David Koetser, Otto Naumann, Robert Noortman, Eijk and Rose-
Marie van Otterloo, Louise and Bernard Palitz, Larry Salander
and Fred Bancroft of the Salander-O’Reilly Galleries, Lawrence
Steigrad and Peggy Stone, Rafael Valls, Johnny Van Haeften, Susan
and Matthew Weatherbie, Arnold-Peter Weiss, Malcolm Wiener,
Ethel and Martin Wunsch, and Henry and Martin Zimet of French
and Company.

Numerous other friends and colleagues donated their time, knowl-
edge, photographs, and diplomatic services. Among our associates in
the museum world, the organizers are especially grateful to Daniélle
Lokin, Director of the Gemeente Musea Delft, whose profound inter-
est in this project and generosity were indispensable to its success. The
Metropolitan Museum, The National Gallery, and the contributors to
the cataJogue also offer many thanks to Jennifer Abadi and Janet
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Barad, Maria van Berge-Gerbaud, Kornelia von Berswordt-Wallrabe,
Holm Bevers, Jan Bloemendal, Edwin Buijsen, Quentin Buvelot, Tom
Campbell, Luis Elias Casanovas, Joseph Coscia, Anthony Crichton-
Stuart, Grant M. Dawson, Henri Defoer, Jan De Maere, Sebastian
Dudok van Heel, Charles Dumas, Frits Duparc, Rudi Ekkart, Titus
Eliéns, Jan Piet Filedt Kok, Simon Franses, Jeroen Giltaij, Richard
Green, Daniélle Grosheide, Bob Haboldt, M. D. Haga, Roman
Herzig, Christine Hiebert, Larry Keith, Jan Kelch, Martin Kemp,
Daniel Kershaw, Marijke de Kinkelder, Canon J. V. Kinneging,
Christian Klemm, Wouter Kloek, Sue Koch, Oi-Cheong Lee,
Ronald de Leeuw, Joop van Litsenburg, Robert McHarg, Wolfgang
Maier-Preusker, Volker Manuth, Harald Marx, Norbert Middelkoop,
J. Michael Montias, Otto Naumann, Larry Nichols, Carl Nix, Nadine
Orenstein, Peter van der Ploeg, Robert-Jan te Rijdt, William
Robinson, Betsy Rosasco, Anandaroop Roy, Martin Royalton-
Kisch, Renée and Onno Ruding, Sam Schillemans, Uwe Schneede,
Marga Schoemaker, Peter Schoon, Karl Schiitz, Bruce Schwarz, Sam
Segal, Martina Sitt, Stephen Somerville, Gerald Stiebel, Margret
Stuffmann, Peter Sutton, Renate Trnek, Juan Trujillo, Johnny Van
Haeften, Gerrit Verhoeven, Jorgen Wadum, Christina Wansink, Peter
Wegmann, Nina Weibull, Dennis Weller, Arthur Wheelock, Betsy
Wieseman, Thera Wijsenbeek-Olthuis, Julia Lloyd Williams, Marieke
de Winkel, Eric Zafran, and the staff of Waanders Publishers in Zwolle.
The latter, together with editor Diane Webb, saw to completion my
collection of essays, A View of Delft: Vermeer and His Contemporaries,
in the later months of 2000, when I simply had to abandon them. In
terms of sheer neglect, however, the person who has suffered most for
this project —with love and goodwill — is my wife, Nancy.

Finally, my special thanks to one of the spiritual forces behind this
exhibition, Christopher Brown. Like Michael Montias (who is cited
more often than any other scholar in this catalogue), Christopher has
questioned whether a “Delft School” ever existed and has answered
with a qualified yes. Of course, the concept of a local or regional school
is especially problematic when connected with the art of the
Netherlands. The term in our title is meant to be provocative. Thanks
to the efforts and generosity of all those named above, the reader and
the viewer of the exhibition can now decide if the “Delft School” needs

a question mark.

WALTER LIEDTKE



Note to the Reader

The notes to the chapters and to the essay titled “Along the City
Walls” are gathered in a section titled “Notes” that begins on page
567. In the catalogue, the notes follow each entry. Citations of
books, articles, and exhibitions are given in abbreviated form in all
notes. Full citations are given in the Bibliography.

The chapter illustrations, the comparative illustrations to the
catalogue entries, and the plans and figures that follow the cata-
logue are numbered consecutively.

Unless otherwise indicated, paintings and decorative artworks
listed in the catalogue are exhibited both in New York and in
London; prints and drawings are exhibited in New York only. If a
work in the exhibition has been assigned an accession or inventory
number by its present owner, that number is given at the end of the

provenance (ex coll.) section of the catalogue entry.

The support on which drawings were made is white paper unless
otherwise noted. Dimensions of works are given in both inches and

centimeters, with the height preceding the width.

The catalogue entries were written by:
Reinier Baarsen (RB)

Jan Daniél van Dam (JpvD)

James David Draper D D)

Ebeltje Hartkamp-Jonxis (EH7J)
Walter Liedtke (w1)

Michiel C. Plomp (McP)

Axe] Riiger (AR)
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1. Delft and the Delft School: An Introduction

WALTER LIEDTKE

Some Contemporary Visitors

N THE SPRING OF 1660 Samuel Pepys (1633~
1703), whose famous diary was then in its

twenticth week, left his temporary lodgings in

OUDE weberr &

the court city of The Hague to see the neighboring
city of Delft. A great event was in progress, the
Restoration of Charles II, who a few days later
(May 24) was brought over to England by Pepys’s
cousin and employer, Sir Edward Montagu, Gen-
eral at Sea. Pepys’s description of that occasion, like
his running account of the Great Fire of London in
1666, is one of the most vivid and valuable records
of English history. But in Holland, Pepys was a
tourist and (as he described his impatience) “with
child to see any strange thing?”

His midwife in Delft was “a smith’s boy [who]  (fig. 32)
could speak nothing but Duch, and he showed us
the church where Van Trump [the naval hero Admiral Maerten
Harpertsz Tromp] lies intombed with a very fine Monument™ (cat.
no. 82). The budding connoisseur admired the relief below the efligy,
“a sea-fight the best cut in Marble, with the Smoake the best
expressed that ever I saw in my life” From the Oude Kerk (Old
Church) he was taken to the Nieuwe Kerk (New Church), which
“stands in a fine great Merket-place over against the Stathouse
[fig. 2]; and there I saw a stately tomb of the old Prince of Orange, of
Marble and brass” This was the tomb of Willem I, “William the
Silent,” Prince of Orange and Nassau, who led the northern
provinces of the Netherlands in their ultimately successful revolt
against Spain and who served as their first stadholder, or governor
(see fig. 7; cat. no. 37).

As Pepys crossed the Markt (Market Square) he must have passed
by Johannes Vermeer’s front door (see fig. 346), but in May 1660 the
painter was, like Pepys, only twenty-seven years old, and not yet

known outside a small circle of people with similar interests. The

Opposite: Fig. 1. Jan van der Heyden, The Oude Kerk (Old Church) on the Oude
Delft in Delft (detail), 1675. Oil on wood, 17% x 227 in. (45 X 56.5 cm). Nasjonal-
galleriet, Oslo

Detail, Exterior of the Oude Kerk in Delft

diarist went instead to several taverns, “observing
that in every house of entertainment there hangs in
every room a poor-man’s box;” in which coins were
dropped whenever two parties came to terms. The
importance placed upon civic charity was reinforced
for Pepys when he was taken to “the Guesthouse
[the Oude Gasthuis, or old hospital; fig. 3], where
it was very pleasant to see what neat preparation
there is for the poor”

Altogether, the English visitor was delighted
with Delft, “a most sweet town, with bridges and a
river in every street.” And then, “back by water [on
the canal barge to The Hague; see fig. 4], where a
pretty sober Duch lass sat reading all the way, and I
could not fasten any discourse upon her”"

As with more modern forms of public trans-
portation, the Dutch trekschuit (horse-drawn canal barge) allowed
one to meet people or to get things done while being conveniently
conveyed from town to town (see fig. 5). The service between Delft
and The Hague ran twice hourly in both directions, taking between
one and one and a half hours to arrive. The distance, about three
miles (five kilometers), could be walked in the same time, or covered
in as little as thirty or forty minutes by coach. Each day there were
nine canal barges running from The Hague to Leiden and back; the
Delft—Leiden service (which passed by The Hague) carried 170,000
passengers annually during the 1660s. Boats ran from Delft to
Rotterdam every hour.”

These statistics are brought to life by the daily records of David
Beck (1594-1634), a German-born schoolteacher, poet, and amateur
artist who lived in The Hague. During the year 1624 he kept a diary,
which is filled with close accounts of the weather, mundane details,
and — remarkably, for the period — his dreams. (Beck wrote the diary
for his three children; he often refers lovingly to his young wife, who
died in childbirth in December 1623.) He went frequently to Delft
for the afternoon or evening, either to see his older brother Hendrick,

who opened a French school there in 1618 (David himself wrote in
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Fig. 2. Coenract Decker, View of the Stadbuis (Town Hall) of Delft. Engraving, 7% x 10% in. (18 x 27.1 cm). From Dirck van Bleyswijck, Beschryvinge der stads Delft, Delft,
1667—{80]. Private collection

Fig. 4. Adriaen van de Venne, A Passenger Ferry in Tow. From the artist’s
Commeon-Place Book, folio 65, 1625-26. Watercolor, gouache, and black chalk
on laid paper, 3% x 6 in. (9.7 x 15.3 cm). British Museum, London

Fig. 3. Cocnract Decker, View of the Oude Gasthuis (Old Hospital) of Delft.
Engraving, 7% x 10% in. (18 x 27.1 cm). From Dirck van Bleyswijck, Beschryvinge
der stadt Delft, Delft, 1667{~80]. Private collection
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French and Italian as well as in Dutch and German), or to visit other
relatives and acquaintances.®

For example, on a freezing day in January 1624, Beck went for his
usual long walk through The Hague, taught school, wrote a poem,
and then took the canal barge “at noon (with Breckerfelt) to Delft
where we arrived at 1:30” (see cat. 90). After talking with his brother
Hendrick for two hours by the fire, Beck stopped at “uncle Symons,”
where he spoke with “niece Geertruijt” for some time. He then
tetched his friend Breckerfelt (the painter and engraver Herman
Breckerveld), “with whom I took the barge at s5:30 back to The
Hague, where we arrived at 7:007*

On March 28 Beck walked to Delft in an hour and a half and later
returned to The Hague by trekschuit in the same amount of time. On
April 4, in the evening, Beck went “with H. Breckerfelt on a peasant-
wagon to Delft, to visit brother and sister”; the next morning “at 7 hours
with Breckerfelt on the market-barge [martschuijt] to The Hague, and
arrived home at 8:00” (he took the same “express” on April 12).°

Delft must have shipped a lot of produce on the regular market
barges to The Hague. It was the larger and slightly more populous
city (with about 21,000 residents, as compared with 18,000 in The
Hague during the 1620s) and an important marketplace for the sur-
rounding farm and dairy lands of southern Holland. The Hague was
centered not on a market square but on the princely court and gov-
ernment buildings (fig. 6), which were surrounded by the greatest
concentration of wealthy residents in the Netherlands and by what
might be described as a support community. The court city had no
industry to speak of and little trade apart from luxury goods.®

6 VERMEER AND THE DELFT SCHOOL

Beck walked to Delft on many other occasions in the afternoon or
evening, or went by wagon or barge. On April 25, 1624, he met a
“Mr. Anthonij N. artful joiner living in Dordrecht” on the noon
barge from The Hague to Delft; they talked a great deal about the
man’s craft and then Beck showed him some of his drawings. At
one o’clock Beck was at his brother’s door. Four days later he was
back in Delft with Miss Christina Poppings, who was escorting her
cousin Lanssing as far as Zeeland on his trip to France. They had
fetched the gentleman’s baggage at an inn in The Hague, with the
help of a local hauler. “And so on to the Delft wagons departing at
2:00 and came at 3:00 to Delft,” where they left the bags at the
Rotterdam Gate (on the right in fig. 23). The party went to brother
Hendrick’s for wine and beer, after which Beck took them to see the
tomb of William the Silent and the town hall. At four the couple
sailed south and Beck took a long walk around Delft with his
brother. The seven o’clock barge had Beck back in The Hague at
eight, when he went strolling again, then “early to eat, wrote this,
and to bed””

These lines offer more information than some readers require but
provide a rare glimpse of ordinary life in Delft. They also illustrate
how easy it was to travel around Holland and how often people took
the opportunity to do so. Yet scholars who have devoted themselves
to understanding “scenes of everyday life” by artists such as Pieter de
Hooch and Vermeer, and who know a trekschuit when they see one,
have often speculated as to whether one or another person ever
poked his nose through the city gate. In the catalogue of a recent
exhibition, for example, the fact that a tromie (head) painted by

Fig. 6. Hendrik Ambrosius
Pacx, The Princes of Orange
and Their Families Riding
Out from the Buitenhof;

ca. 1623-25. Oil on canvas,
§7% X 847 in. (145 X 214 cm).
Koninklijk Kabinet van
Schilderijen Mauritshuis,
The Hague



Vermeer is listed in the estate of a sculptor of The Hague, Johan

Larson, in 1664 is considered “an important indication that by the
mid-1660s interest in [the artist’s] works had moved beyond Delft”®
How so, when boatloads of people and produce made the same trip
several times a day? For that matter, Larson could have picked up the
painting in Delft (where he, like Beck, often visited his brother) on
any day that he had a few hours to spare. Or he might have pur-
chased the picture in The Hague from one of the Delft dealers who,
by registering in their own city’s guild, earned the right to sell works
of art once a week in the Binnenhof (Inner Court, reached through
the entrance at right in fig. 6), which was perhaps the best location

for their business in the northern Netherlands.®

Fig. 7. Hendrick de Keyser, Tomb of William the
Silent in the Nieuwe Kerk, Delft, 1614—21.
Black and white Italian marble, Dinant stone,
and bronze

John Evelyn (1620-1706), another celebrated diarist, befriended
Pepys after they met in 1664. Evelyn also stayed near the court in The
Hague when he toured the Netherlands in 1641. He frequently
passed through Delft, which connected The Hague with the main
inland waterways to Dordrecht, Antwerp, and other cities to the
south (through Schiedam, Rotterdam, and Delfshaven, “Delft’s
Harbor” on the Maas, or Meuse, River; see fig. 5).

The brief entry for August 17, 1641, when Evelyn paused in Delft,
begins with “the church in which was the monument of Prince
William of Nassau [fig. 7],— the first of the Williams, and saviour (as
they call him) of their liberty, which cost him his life by a vile assassi-

nation. It is a piece of rare art, consisting of several figures, as big as
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the life, in copper” (the writer means bronze, as Pepys did when he

wrote “brass”). Evelyn then mentions the “Senate-house;” his usual
term for a stadbuis (town hall). He recalls in particular, if some-
what inaccurately, its “very stately portico” by Hendrick de Keyser
(see fig. 2), who was also the designer and sculptor of William the
Silent’s tomb. Evelyn was always interested in new examples of archi-
tecture, and in the same passage he notes nearby Rijswijk, “a stately
country-house of the Prince of Orange [Frederick Hendrick], for
nothing more remarkable than the delicious walks planted with lime
trees, and the moderne paintings within” (see fig. 8, where Delft
appears in the background, and fig. 303 for a plan of the gardens).

On August 19 Evelyn was back in The Hague, praising “the Hoff,
or Prince’s Court” (the Stadholder’s Quarters, the newest wing of
the Hof, or Court of Holland; see fig. 6). The next day he “returned
to Delft, thence [by canal] to Rotterdam, the Hague, and Leyden,
where immediately I mounted a waggon, which that night, late as it
was, brought us to Haerlem?” At seven the next morning he was in
Amsterdam. Some weeks earlier Evelyn had gone by wagon from
Dordrecht to Rotterdam “in lesse than an houre, though it be ten-
miles distant; so furiously do these Foremen drive*°

These comings and goings again reveal how closely connected
Delft was with other cities in the area (later the province of South
Holland), such as Dordrecht, Rotterdam, and Leiden, to say nothing
of The Hague, and even with Haarlem and Amsterdam in the north-
ern part of Holland (see fig. 5). The point is important for many of

the artistic relationships that are discussed in this catalogue, as well
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Fig. 8. Petrus Schenk, Bird’s-Eye View
of the Huis ter Nieuburch at Rifswigk,
Seen from the Novth-Novthnpest, 1697.
Engraving, 6% x 7% in. (16.4 X 19.8 cm).
Gemeentearchief, The Hague

as for a central issue in this exhibition: whether or not there really
was a “Delft School,” meaning a local tradition of painting that can
be distinguished from the “schools” of other cities that are in the
same region as Delft.

Pepys surpassed his compatriot as an observer of everyday life and
fashion: in his accounts of days spent in Holland, scenes painted by
Jan Steen and Gerard ter Borch seem cast into picturesque prose.”
However, Evelyn was the more astute commentator upon art, archi-
tecture, gardens, and other cultivated concerns. His well-known
description of the paintings — mostly “landscapes and drolleries™—
that were available at the annual fair in Rotterdam is also noteworthy
for its attempt at market analysis. He explains that “common farm-
ers” invest heavily in the commodity because of “their want of land
to employ their stock”"

In October 1641 Evelyn visited Antwerp, the great port of the
Spanish Netherlands. He toured all the impressive buildings, cit-
ing “rare pictures by Rubens” and other remarkable embellish-
ments of the new Jesuit church (“a glorious fabric without and
within”). He visited the town hall, various colleges and monaster-
ies, and then the diamond dealer Duarte’s mansion on the grand
avenue called the Meir. “His three daughters entertained us with
rare music, vocal and instrumental ”"

The mention of Duarte, a name familiar from studies of Vermeer
and his milieu, requires a brief digression. Evelyn would have known
Gaspar Duarte (1584-1653) as jeweler in ordinary to Charles I and as

a well-known amateur of music. Duarte was a friend of Constantijn



Huygens the Elder (1596-1687; see fig. 15), who as secretary and art
adviser of the Dutch stadholders Frederick Hendrick and Willem IT
was the most influential arbiter of taste in The Hague. The connec-
tion continued with Duarte’s son, Diego (before 1616-1691), who
took over the family business and flourished as an amateur musician.
Music and painting were two passions the younger Duarte shared
with Huygens, with whom he frequently corresponded.

The inventory of Diego Duarte’s collection in 1682 lists more than
two hundred paintings by artists such as Holbein, Raphael, Titian,
Pieter Bruegel the Elder, Rubens, and Van Dyck, as well as “a young
lady playing the clavecin, with accessories, by Vermeer”** This was
possibly one of the two Vermeers in the National Gallery, London
(cat. nos. 78, 79)."” It has been suggested plausibly that Duarte ob-
tained his painting by Vermeer through Huygens or through his son
Constantijn Huygens the Younger (1628-1697). The latter, an accom-
plished draftsman and secretary of Willem III, was a lifelong friend of
Duarte’s.”” The painting of a young woman playing a clavecin (or vir-
ginal) could have been acquired by Duarte in The Hague or Delft, or
during one of the younger Huygens’s visits to Duarte in Antwerp (for
example, in 1676). The picture’s subject (reminiscent of Evelyn’s visit)
makes the idea attractive: both the Duarte and Huygens households
were famous for their collections of musical instruments. However, it
is also possible that Duarte obtained the painting from another
source, such as the Antwerp dealer Matthijs Musson, who did busi-
ness with Abraham de Cooge, a prominent dealer in paintings,
organs, and other luxury items at Delft. It may be significant that all

three men, the artist and the two dealers, were Catholic.”

When Evelyn first arrived in The Hague (“by a straight and com-
modious river through Delft”), he went immediately “to the Queen
of Bohemia’s court [her large town house on the Voorhout], where
I had the honour to kiss her Majesty’s hand, and several of the Prin-
cesses, her daughters” The queen (fig. 9), Elizabeth Stuart (daugh-
ter of James I), had lived in great style at The Hague with her late
husband, the Elector Palatine Frederick V (d. 1632), and continued
to do so as a widow for thirty years, at the expense of her brother
Charles 1, the Dutch government, and other supporters.* Presum-
ably, she introduced Evelyn to like-minded Dutchmen and advised
him about places to see. In any case, four days later, after passing
through Leiden and pausing at Utrecht, Evelyn arrived in Rhenen,
“where the Queen of Bohemia hath a neat and well-built palace, or
country-house, after the Italian manner, as I remember”*

Evelyn’s tour may seem to take us too far afield from Delft—
“about thirty English miles distant (as they reckon by hours),” in the
case of Utrecht.* But it would not have appeared so to Delft’s most
successful painters of the time, such as Leonaert Bramer, Christiaen
van Couwenbergh, and Michiel van Miereveld (see cat. nos. 9-11, 14,
15); or to Bartholomeus van Bassen (sce cat. nos. 6, 7), the painter-
architect of Delft and The Hague who designed the Rhenen palace
and depicted the neighboring church (fig. 91). For these artists the
cities visited by Evelyn defined fairly well the extent of their cul-
tural environment, which they surveyed from a vantage point close
to that of the two courts at The Hague. They were keenly aware of
the stature of Rubens, Van Dyck, and other Antwerp masters in the
eyes of Frederick Hendrick and Constantijn Huygens and of the

Fig. 9. Gerard van Honthorst, Elizabeth Stuart, Queen of Bohemin (detail), 1642.

Fig. 10. Balthasar Floris van Berckenrode the Younger, Bird’s-Eye View of Honselaars-
Oil on canvas, 80% x 5174 in. (205.1 x 130.8 cm). The National Gallery, London

digk, Seen from the Novtheast (detail), ca. 1637. Engraving, 16% x 19%s in. (41.5 X s0 cm).
The House of Orange-Nassau Historic Collections Trust, The Hague
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popularity of Utrecht painters, especially Elizabeth Stuart’s favorite,

Gerard van Honthorst (see fig. 9). For Van Miereveld, the venerable
portraitist of Dutch princes (see cat. nos. 43-46) and foreign digni-
taries, the descent upon the court city of Van Dyck and especially of
Van Honthorst (who moved there in the mid-1630s) must have
been rather unwelcome. But for Van Couwenbergh, Delft’s answer
to Van Honthorst as decorator, the court’s taste was the key to a
lucrative career.

Van Couwenbergh would have been pleased with the entry in
Evelyn’s diary dated September 1, 1641: “I diverted to see one of the
Prince’s Palaces, called the Hoft Van Hounsler’s Dyck [Honselaars-
dijk, Frederick Hendrick’s new country house south of The Hague,
fig. 10], a very fair cloistered and quadrangular building. The gallery
is prettily painted with several huntings, and at one end a gordian
knot, with rustical instruments so artificially represented, as to
deceive an accurate eye to distinguish it from actual relievo. The ceil-
ing of the staircase is painted with the ‘Rape of Ganymede,’ and
other pendant figures, the work of F. [sic] Covenburg, of whose
hand I bought an excellent drollery”*

The Delft master (see fig. 11; cat. nos. 14, 15) was also the author
of one of the “huntings.” assuming that Evelyn meant the large can-
vas murals devoted to Diana in the banqueting hall at the top of the
double flight of stairs. Five glazed doors facing south filled the long

wall opposite the main doorway, which was flanked to one side
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Fig. 1. Christiaen van
Couwenbergh, Venus and
Adonis, 1645. Oil on canvas,
§3% X 67% in. (135.5 X 171 cm).
Galerie d’Arenberg, Brussels

(according to an inventory of 1758) by a very large canvas set into the
woodwork, “Diana, goddess of the hunt, with her nymphs hunting
deer very fine and vividly painted by Kristiaan van Kouwenbergh b.
at Delft 1604 obit 1667”** The pendant painting on the north wall
was a “Diana, on a falcon hunt, no less artfully painted by Jacob van
Campen” (or possibly Paulus Bor), and the “chimney piece” on the
north wall was The Crowning of Diana by Rubens, his workshop, and
Frans Snyders (Bildergalerie Potsdam-Sanssouci).” The last picture
probably dates from the mid-1620s, but the others (with a “Diana
Resting,” evidently by Van Campen) were nearly new when Evelyn
saw them. Van Couwenbergh was paid the substantial sum of §oo
guilders for his “Diana” (December 28, 1638) and another 800 guilders
for a frieze of hunting motifs in the same room.*® Perhaps he also
painted the trompe-Poeil “gordian knot, with rustical instruments”
admired by Evelyn; later examples of illusionism are found in his
contributions to the Oranjezaal (Hall of Orange) in the Huis ten
Bosch (see fig. 67).”” Van Couwenbergh (and other painters in Delft,
such as Carel Fabritius and Vermeer?) must have been impressed by
the crowning element of the decorations in the banqueting hall at
Honselaarsdijk, a continuous frieze of figures standing behind and
leaning over a stone balcony, which was painted on canvas and set
into the coving at the top of all four walls (fig. 12).*

In 1642 Van Couwenbergh was paid for a “Venus and Adonis”
(600 guilders) and an “Offer to Venus” (400 guilders), and in 1644



Fig. 12. Attributed to Pieter de Grebber, The “Surrounding Gallery” in the Great Hall at Honselaarsdijk, ca. 1637. Ten drawings, 8% x 228% in. (20.9 x 580 cm).
Rijksprentenkabinet, Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam
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for a “Diana with various other figures and game” (600 guilders),

<«

which formed part of the decorations —Evelyn’s “moderne paint-
ings;” noted above—of the Huis ter Nieuburch, Frederick
Hendrick’s new palace at Rijswijk (fig. 8).** Many depictions of
Diana and her nymphs by Van Couwenbergh and other court artists
are known; no mythological figure was more in vogue at The Hague
and the surrounding estates (one of Elizabeth Stuart’s several nick-
names was “the great Diana” because of her passion for hunting).*
This sheds some light on Vermeer’s earliest known painting, Diana
and Her Companions (cat. no. 64), which was painted about 1654,
when he was twenty-two years old. The canvas has been seen as
something rather “un-Dutch” and by an artist who had not yet
found himself,* but the subject and even the composition are hardly
unexpected from an ambitious young painter working in Delft about
the middle of the seventeenth century.

Van Couwenbergh is also of interest for the general arrangements
of two other early works by Vermeer, Christ in the House of Mary and
Martha of about 1655 and The Procuvess of 1656 (cat. nos. 65, 66). At
the same time, however, Vermeer’s religious composition appears to
reflect the rhythmic contours and painterly flair of Flemish pictures
supplied to the stadholder (by Van Dyck, Jacob Jordaens, Thomas
Willeboirts Bosschaert, and others), while the genre scene recalls not
only Van Couwenbergh but also his exemplar, Van Honthorst, and
other painters from Utrecht, such as Jan van Bronchorst (see figs. 134,
231).** Vermeer’s early sources are often found in the oeuvres of
artists who were favored by the Dutch court, whether they were
from Antwerp, Utrecht, or Delft. But this is not obvious. He was a
far more complicated artist than Van Couwenbergh and transformed
whatever he borrowed in accordance with different interests (in part,
those of a younger generation) and his uncommon sensibility.

Evelyn and Pepys were hardly the only figures from foreign courts
who went to Delft. A considerable number of diplomats and other
representatives of foreign countries must have passed through Van
Miereveld’s studio. Others came to place orders with the great tapes-
try manufacturer Frangois Spiering (1549/51-1631; see cat. nos. 137-39),
who, by the way, “wove Diana tapestries throughout his life”; or to
visit the shop of his rival (between 1616 and 1623), Karel van Mander
the Younger; or to purchase verdures and other decorative weavings
from Maximiliaan van der Gucht (see fig. 65), who took over
Spiering’s space in the former Convent of Saint Agnes (Agnieten-
klooster; see fig. 344).>* Having observed Van Mander’s success with
the Danish court, Spiering sent his son Pieter (d. 1652) to Stockholm,
where he supplied such extraordinary things as the set of four horse
caparisons ordered by King Gustaf II Adolf (cat. no. 140) and
under Queen Christina (r. 1632—54) became Sweden’s envoy to the
Netherlands. A few readers will also recognize the name Pieter
Spiering “Silvercroon” as that of the agent who paid Gerard Dou soo
guilders a year in the late 1630s, evidently in exchange for the right of
first refusal of the Leiden artist’s works. He was also related, though
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not closely, to Vermeer’s principal patron, the Delft collector Pieter
Claesz van Ruijven.”

The visitor to Delft most frequently cited with regard to matters
artistic was the learned French diplomat Balthasar de Monconys
(1611-1665). According to his diary he visited Vermeer on August 11,
1663, but the artist had nothing on hand to show him. The connois-
seur was evidently referred to Vermeer’s creditor, a master baker
named Hendrick van Buyten (1632—1701), who at his death left a sub-
stantial estate (coming partly from a large inheritance) which included
three paintings by Vermeer and works by other Delft artists. The next
line in Monconys’s journal has often been cited: Van Buyten showed
him a work by Vermeer depicting only one figure, for which 600
livres (probably meaning guilders) “had been paid.” (Six hundred
guilders, which Van Couwenbergh received for large paintings in the
16408, was approximately equal to the annual salary of a skilled crafts-
man and to the price of a very small house.) Monconys thought the
amount more than ten times too much, but two days later he heard
the same price from Gerard Dou (also for a painting with one figure)
and twice that for a “Doctor’s Visit” by Frans van Mieris.*®

Monconys’s trip to Delft has been cited recently in a debate
about Vermeer’s patron Pieter van Ruijven. One writer, unhappy
with Michael Montias’s compelling hypothesis that Van Ruijven pur-
chased about half of Vermeer’s oeuvre as it was produced, wonders
why Monconys would have visited a baker instead of the collector.”’
Another author simply imagines that the Frenchman was sent directly
to Vermeer by Constantijn Huygens the Elder, after hearing (“how
amazed Huygens must have been”) that Monconys had just been to
Delft (on August 3, 1663) and had seen the tomb of William the
Silent but not the artist’s studio.*®

This assumes that the main purpose of Monconys’s second trip to
Delft was to visit Vermeer (who was out the week before?) and per-
haps to buy a painting. But the diplomat’s choice of traveling com-
panions on August 11 indicates a different agenda. (The fact that he
went there with anyone is not usually mentioned in the literature on
Vermeer.) As Montias observes, Monconys, who had been brought
up by the Jesuits in Lyons, had already visited a “hidden church” in
Rotterdam and appears to have had a special interest in the survival
of Catholic worship (and specifically Jesuit missions?) in Protestant
territory. According to his diary, Monconys was escorted to Delft by
two gentlemen, one a certain “Gentillo” and the other “Peére Léon”
(Leo Maes of Brussels), a Carmelite priest, almoner of the French
embassy, and a celebrated preacher in The Hague. Father Léon was
probably going to Delft in any case to visit the “Papists’ Corner”
(Catholic neighborhood) and to welcome the Jesuit priest Balthasar
van der Beke, who had been officially installed just the day
before. Having dined with Father Léon on a couple of occasions in
The Hague (both men, it might be emphasized, were representa-

tives of the French government), Monconys was likely invited to
come along.



Fig. 13. Luigi Gentile, Venus Mourning the Dead Adonds, ca. 1655—57. Oil on canvas, 68% x 130% in. (173 x 332 cm). Kunsthistorisches Museum, Vienna

On the way to Delft, “Gentillo” told his companions a story suited
to the occasion. In Breda, the home base of the House of Orange-
Nassau in the Netherlands, a statue of the Virgin was on display in a
Protestant church. This was something even more remarkable than
the Dutch phenomenon of “hidden churches;” which were (like the
museum in Amsterdam called Our Lord in the Attic) fully decorated
Catholic churches located — as all the neighbors knew— behind the
facades of ordinary houses. As was well known, the reason for the
idolatrous exception in Breda was that the brother of the beloved
Dutch princes Maurits and Frederick Hendrick, Philips Willem van
Nassau (1554—1618; see fig. 155), had been raised a Catholic and asked
for the favor in his will.*

“Gentillo” has now been identified and he was, like Vermeer, a
Catholic artist with a reputation in The Hague. He is surely Louis
Cousin (1606-1667),*° better known as Luigi Gentile, a Fleming
who after three successful decades in Rome joined the painters’ guild
in Brussels (Father Léon’s hometown) in 1656. There, in the court
city of the Spanish Netherlands, Gentile received commissions from
King Philip IV, the Habsburg Emperor Ferdinand III, and two
governors-general, Archduke Leopold Wilhelm and the marquess of
Caracena. (His Venus Mourning the Dead Adonis of about 1655-57,
fig. 13, was owned by the archduke.)*' Gentile also collaborated with
Leopold Wilhelm’s curator, David Teniers the Younger, on a series of
small paintings glorifying the House of Moncada. Portraits by
Gentile of Count Johan Maurits van Nassau-Siegen (1604-1679), the

famous cousin of Frederick Hendrick who commissioned the

Mauritshuis in The Hague, and the count’s wife (who died in 1664)
are recorded in Leopold Wilhelm’s collection.

Vermeer himself was closely connected with the Jesuits in Delft,
who owned a substantial part of the Papists® Corner, where he lived.
Montias and another scholar, A. J. J. M. van Peer, have shown that
Vermeer probably lived within a door or two of a Jesuit church on
the Oude Langendijk (see fig. 346). In a drawing attributed to
Abraham Rademaker (1675-1735) labeled “Jesuite Kerk” (fig. 14), the
buildings from left to right were in Vermeer’s day (according to
Montias’s tentative identifications) a Jesuit school, a small private
house, the Jesuit church (with two doors, under one roof), and on
the extreme right the house where Vermeer lived, although it may be
the next one, completely out of view.**

All this suggests that Monconys, although interested in modern
Dutch painters (he visited at least three in Leiden), might never have
met Vermeer if it had not been for the Jesuit connection. Perhaps
Gentile, who at the time appears to have been working as a por-
traitist in court circles at The Hague (did Johan Maurits tell him the
Breda story?), suggested visiting Vermeer at the same time that
Monconys was being taken to see the Jesuits in Delft. (Gentile, inci-
dentally, was a long-standing associate of Michiel Sweerts, whose
portraitlike zronies have often been compared with those of Ver-
meer.)* As a Remonstrant, Vermeer’s patron Van Ruijven would
have been very much the odd man out during Monconys’s second
visit to Delft. And it seems that the trip was not really his to arrange
in the first place.
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Fig. 14. Attributed to Abraham Rademaker, The Jesuit Church on the Oude
Langendijk, first quarter of the 18th century. Brush and gray ink, s/ x 8 in. (13.2 x
20.2 cm). Gemeentearchief, Delft

At the center of artistic circles in The Hague was Constantijn
Huygens (fig. 15), as noted above in connection with the Duartes. His
extraordinary house stood right in front of the Mauritshuis (fig. 16),
the construction of which he supervised while Johan Maurits was
in Brazil.** It may have been Huygens who recommended Gentile
as portraitist to Johan Maurits. A “Ch. Huygens” was registered as
Gentile’s pupil in 1662-63, but he does not appear to have been a
close relation.”

Huygens is something of a legend among historians of Dutch art,
in part because he was too versatile to be easily understood. He is
also an important figure in the history of music and especially of
Dutch and Neo-Latin literature. His early carcer as a diplomat in
Venice and London helped him acquire a cosmopolitan outlook and
a command of six languages. Like many learned men of the period,
he aspired to knowledge that was nearly universal, combining the
study of classical civilization with metaphysics, and several kinds of
science with the humanities. It seems characteristic of Huygens that
he corresponded with Descartes not only about optics but also about
garden design.*®

Unlike many dilettantes, Huygens was someone who got things
done, as is evident from his voluminous correspondence and his
leading role in forming Frederick Hendrick’s collections and con-
structing his various residences.*” The latter activities —now little
known because the picture collection was dispersed after the death
of the stadholder’s widow, Amalia van Solms (1602-1675), and the
country houses (figs. 8, 10) were destroyed in the nineteenth cen-
tury —involved Huygens with artists such as Rembrandt, Rubens,
Van Dyck, Jordaens, Van Honthorst, Van Miereveld, and many others.
The connoisseur’s own collection included works by Van Miereveld,

Thomas de Keyser, Jan Lievens, Pieter Saenredam, Van Honthorst,
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and The Hague’s answer to Van Dyck: Adriaen Hanneman. Among
the Delft painters with whom Huygens would have been personally
acquainted were Van Miereveld, Van Couwenbergh, Van Bassen,
Gerard Houckgeest, Balthasar van der Ast, Paulus Potter, and others,
including Vermeer.

That no document or diary entry connects Huygens directly with
Vermeer has been a source of frustration for scholars.** But having
(and knowing) documents is a matter of chance; the large role of
Van Ruijven, Vermeer’s patron, was discovered only about a dozen
years ago.* The world in which Vermeer and Huygens lived, which
was in some ways larger than ever before and in other ways very
small, makes it almost unthinkable that they were not in contact
occasionally, at least from about the time of Monconys’s visit in the
summer of 1663.

Huygens was interested in artists as individuals; his famous visit
to Rembrandt and Lievens in Leiden about 1630 1s an early instance
of a practice he probably pursued throughout his life.*° Visiting
the studios of well-known artists was regarded as something cul-
tivated gentlemen should do, and in the realm of the courts there
were famous precedents (those of Alexander the Great, Charles V,
Rudolf I, Philip IV, and so on).” But Huygens’s involvement went
much further: he was drawn to artists and enjoyed the friendship of a
number of them, such as Adriaen van de Venne, Jacques de Gheyn
the Younger, Adriaen Hanneman, the printmaker Hendrick Hon-
dius, the painter-architects Jacob van Campen and Pieter Post, the
lawyer and draftsman Jan de Bisschop, and several others.*

A similar relationship between Huygens and Vermeer is un-
recorded and perhaps unlikely, given Van Ruijven’s patronage. But
this would not have kept Huygens out of the artist’s studio,” and if
there is any substance to the claim that Vermeer made use of a cam-
era obscura this would have added considerably to his interest for
Huygens and his sons, for whom optics was a major interest.”* In a
broader view, Vermeer’s refined style and sophisticated subjects may
be described as comparable with those of contemporary painters
who were favored on the connoisseurs’ tour, such as Dou and Van
Mieris in Leiden and Caspar Netscher at The Hague.*

Another diarist, Pieter Teding van Berkhout (1643-1713), scion of
a distinguished family in The Hague and Delft, is a local example of
such a connoisseur. On April 6, 1669, he visited the Dordrecht studio
of Cornelis Bisschop (1630-1674), who is best known for his genre
interiors. The twenty-six-year-old amateur considered Bisschop
“a painter excellent for [his] perspective” On December 20 of the
same year Teding van Berkhout went to Netscher’s in The Hague
with his wife and sister, and ten days later they visited “the famous
Dauw [Gerard Dou, in Leiden], who showed me three or four beau-
tiful pieces of his art and by his hand”

On May 14, 1669, Teding van Berkhout went from his house in
The Hague to Vermeer’s studio, where he fared better than Monconys.

After rising early he “took a ride to Delft on a yacht, where there was



also Monsr. de Zuylichem [Constantijn Huygens the Elder, Lord
Zuilichem], [Ewout] van der Horst and [Ambassador Willem]
Nieuwport. Upon my arrival I saw an excellent painter named
Vermeer, who showed me a few curiosities made with his own
hand?” Five wecks later, on June 21, 1669, Teding van Berkhout
attended to correspondence in the morning, and then “went out and
visited a famous painter named Vermeer who showed me some
examples of his art, the most extraordinary and the most curious
aspect of which consists in the perspective. After that I saw my Aunt
Lodensteyn, with whom I returned to The Hague. . . ”%

The diarist was the eldest son of Paulus Teding van Berkhout
(1609-1672), counselor and auditor to the Court of Domains of
Holland and West Friesland. According to family tradition, the latter
commissioned the painting of 1661 by Hendrick van Vliet (cat.
no. 83) that depicts the interior of the Nieuwe Kerk in Delft with,
prominently in the foreground, the memorial tablet of his father,
Adriaen Teding van Berkhout (1571-1620), a member of the Court of
Holland and the Council of State. His wife (Pieter’s grandmother),
Margaretha van Beresteyn (1581-1635), was from one of the great
families of Delft; her father was Paulus van Beresteyn, a wealthy

brewer and burgomaster.”’

Fig. 15. Thomas de Keyser, Portrait of Constantijn Huygens and His Clevk, 1627.
Oil on wood, 36% x 27% in. (92.4 x 69.3 cm). The National Gallery, London

The Delft widow Cornelia Teding van Berkhout (1614-1680),
Pieter’s aunt, may also have commissioned a painting by Hendrick
van Vliet.** The large canvas now in the Toledo Museum of Art (cat.
no. 82) depicts the interior of the Oude Kerk, Delft, with the tomb
of Cornelia’s famous husband, Admiral Tromp. She signed a contract
for the tomb in 1655, and it was completed in the same year as the
painting, 1658. It seems likely that a number of Delft church inte-
riors were painted for local patrons who had a personal interest in
a tomb, epitaph, or grave board featured prominently in the compo-
sition. Another example is the monument (dated 1644) of Johan
van Lodensteyn (1557-1626) and his wife, Maria van Bleyswijck
(who were presumably related to Teding van Berkhout’s “Aunt
Lodensteyn™), which appears in the foregrounds of views in the
Oude Kerk by Van Vliet dating from 1654 onward (see fig. 122), and
in a few carlier works by Emanuel de Witte.*

To reverse, for once, our theme of visitors from The Hague to
Delft, it is known that in May 1672 Vermeer went to the court city
on professional business. During that period he was serving for
the second time as a headman of the Delft painters’ guild. The
Amsterdam dealer Gerrit Uylenburgh had offered a dozen sup-
posedly sixteenth-century Italian pictures (including five Titians, a
Giorgione, a Raphael, and a Michelangelo) from the famous col-
lection of Gerard and Jan Reynst to Friedrich Wilhelm, Grand Elec-
tor of Brandenburg. The latter’s agent, Hendrick Fromantiou, a
successful still-life painter in The Hague, doubted that the works
were authentic. Huygens firmly stood behind Uylenburgh, writing
to an officer in the Elector’s army that none of the paintings was a
copy and that they had all been considered originals when they were
in the Reynst collection. On the same day, May 23, 1672, Vermeer
and Johannes Jordaens, “outstanding art-painters in Delft,” testified
to a notary in The Hague that the pictures offered to the Elector
were “not only not outstanding Italian paintings, but to the contrary,
great pieces of rubbish and bad paintings, not worth nearly the tenth

»60

part of the proposed prices!

Did a “Delft School” Ever Exist?

The diary entries surveyed above and our annotations to them offer a
fragmentary and very selective view of the culture in which Delft
painters worked. As will be seen, there were also artists in Delft—
including the young Pieter de Hooch —who produced inexpensive
pictures, of types common in the southern part of Holland (see cat.
no. 23). Many Delft landscapes, still lifes, and genre scenes might just
as well have been painted in Leiden or Dordrecht, or sold at the
Rotterdam fair.” But at the same time there was a tradition in Delft
of exceptional craftsmanship, of refined and often conservative styles,
and of sophisticated subject matter and expression—all of which
reveal a tendency toward understatement, a certain reserve. Com-

parable qualities are less easy to find in other cities in the region or
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occur somewhat differently, and this would appear to reflect the
character of Delft society and, in the early seventeenth century, the
city’s close association with the Dutch court.

One might expect, then, that Delft artists can hardly be distin-
guished from those who worked in The Hague itself. It is true,
indeed, that attributions go back and forth between Van Miereveld
and Jan van Ravesteyn, who joined the painters’ guild in The Hague
in 1598 and worked there as a staid portraitist throughout his career.
Some artists moved from one city to the other, or back and forth;
Van Bassen, Houckgeest, Potter, Jan Steen, and the still-life painter
Abraham van Beyeren may be counted among them. But on the
whole it appears that the two artistic centers were so close together
that they tended to divide their artistic strengths —that is, they
shared the market.®* For example, marine painting flourished in The
Hague (with works by Jan van Goyen, Willem van Diest, and
Jeronimus van Diest), but there was little in Delft to speak of; apart
from the work of Simon de Vlieger during his brief residence there
(about 1634-37). Naturalistic landscapes were also plentiful in The
Hague, despite the court’s preference for Italianate artists such as
Cornelis van Poelenburgh. Esaias van de Velde, Van Goyen, Potter,
and the young Jan Steen are the most familiar representatives. In
Delft, by contrast, the best landscapists — apart from short-term visi-
tors such as Potter and Adam Pynacker —were comparatively minor
figures working in an older Flemish manner, like Jacob van Geel (see
cat. no. 22). Other comparisons beween the painters of Delft and
The Hague will be made below, and should always be made when

the nature of their schools is under consideration.
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Fig. 16. Jan van Call, View of the
Plein in The Hague, with Constantijn
Huygens’s House on the Left and the
Manvitshuis in the Distance, ca. 1690.
Pen and ink and watercolor, 7 x

10% in. (17.8 x 27.5 cm). Gemeente-
archief, The Hague

Finally, there were artists active in Delft or The Hague, such as Van
Couwenbergh (he moved to The Hague in about 1647-48), whose
styles and subjects do not represent a local tradition so much as the
cosmopolitan taste of the Dutch court and its sphere of influence
(see fig. 11). Strong artistic ties between Utrecht and Delft, which
date from the sixteenth century, appear to have been reinforced by
the court’s patronage of artists from both cities. Similarly, the many
examples of Flemish influence in the Delft school may reflect the suc-
cess of Antwerp painters at the court of Frederick Hendrick, as well
as the fact that a fair number of Flemish artists and artisans settled in
Delft, in some cases because the court was nearby (or in Delft itself,
as it was in the early r580s when Frangois Spiering arrived).

These considerations might lead one to modify the popular image
of Delft, which seems to be that of a “most sweet town” with maids
pouring milk, sweeping courtyards, and conversing with cavaliers.
For this view of the city, Pieter de Hooch is the perfect painter (see cat.
nos. 25-34). But is his work truly characteristic of Delft, as has always
been assumed? He lived there for only five or six years (about 1655-60),
and he comes very close in some Delft-period pictures (for example,
cat. no. 24) to his Rotterdam colleague Ludolf de Jongh (see fig. 250).
Several Delft artists look like honorary Rotterdamers, and probably
went there regularly. De Hooch was born in Rotterdam (1629) and was
living there in 1654 when he married a woman from Delft. Egbert van
der Poel moved to Rotterdam in the middle of his career (shortly after
the devastating explosion of a powder magazine in Delft on October 12,
1654 see cat. no. s51). Other Delft painters, such as Harmen and Pieter

Steenwyck (see cat. no. 59), owe an obvious debt to the Leiden school.



And what of Vermeer? Would “Vermeer of Delft” have become
quite the same painter had he lived in Rotterdam? He would proba-
bly not have met Carel Fabritius, the supposed “link between him
and Rembrandt”®® The romantic notion of isolated artists who
become famous only posthumously was applied to both painters
(vénlistes et impressionistes avant la lettre) in the nineteenth century,
and there is considerable evidence to suggest that we are not over
it yet.* The two artists even died like romantic heroes—Fabritius at
the age of thirty-two in the Delft explosion, Vermeer at the age of
forty-three, in debt and (according to his wife) “fallen into a frenzy”®

However, other biographical details give a different impression.
For example, four months after Fabritius’s death, his widow, Agatha
van Pruyssen, testified that he had been “in his lifetime painter to
his Highness the Prince of Orange”*® The claim is plausible, given
the popularity of illusionism and “optics” at the Dutch and other
courts (for example, in Vienna, where Fabritius’s co-pupil under
Rembrandt, Samuel van Hoogstraten, had worked for Emperor
Ferdinand III). The notary who recorded the widow’s claim and the
two witnesses to her deposition would have known if it was untrue.

Gerard Houckgeest, Fabritius’s fellow perspectivist in the early
1650s, 1s generally thought to have initiated the local tradition of
depicting actual churches because of a commission from the court or
from an ardent supporter of the House of Orange. The subject, scale,
quality, and fidelity of his great panel in Hamburg (cat. no. 37) sup-
port the hypothesis.%” It seems likely that Houckgeest, a wealthy
gentleman, had already worked for the court some years earlier, as he
had for the national government (the States General) in The Hague.
This was not unusual in Delft: Van Miereveld, Van Bassen, Van
Couwenbergh, numerous tapestry workers and silversmiths, and
even Potter —whose Farmyard of 1649 was intended for the apart-
ment of the prince’s widow, Amalia van Solms— could make the
same claim.®

As for Vermeer, it appears that at about the age of twenty-five (in
1657) he came to an understanding with Pieter van Ruijven, a wealthy
gentleman and later “Lord of Spalant” (from 1669).° Montias sug-
gests that Pieter Spiering Silvercroon, the patron of Gerard Dou,
may have given Van Ruijven the idea of supporting an exceptional
artist, and that Silvercroon may also have given Vermeer “access to
Leyden artists of his generation such as Frans van Mieris” (who cer-
tainly influenced Vermeer in the late 1650s; see fig. 167).”° In any
event, Van Ruijven, a serious collector, would have been aware that
the Silvercroon program had princely overtones; well before he
acquired a courtly title, Van Ruijven had something like a court
painter. The arrangement recalls the one enjoyed by Leonaert Bramer
in Italy: his sponsor, Prince Mario Farnese, is cited in the inscription
beneath the artist’s portrait in Jean Meyssens’s Image de divers
hommes desprit sublime (Antwerp, 1649), where “His Highness the

Prince of Orange, Frederick Hendrick” and “His Excellence Count

Maurits of Nassau and other princes” are also noted as patrons.”
A more recent example of a Delft artist in service to a prince was that
of Willem van Aelst (see cat. nos. 1, 2), who in the early 1650s worked
in Florence for the grand duke of Tuscany, Ferdinand II de’ Medici.
He returned to Delft briefly and moved to Amsterdam in 1656.

It may be relevant to the question of Vermeer’s clientele that the
type of painting for which he is best known —scenes of fashionable
young women (as in fig. 18), alone with their thoughts, their love let-
ters, their pearls, or their potential lovers —was becoming popular
with courtly patrons during the 1650s. Artists such as Van Bassen had
carlier depicted polite companies in impossibly grand designer living
rooms (cat. no. 7), and works of that kind probably influenced
Vermeer and De Hooch (in his fancier pictures) in a general way.”
But the modern type of “genre interior” was more intimate, more
nuanced in meaning (especially in the beautiful paintings of Gerard
ter Borch; see fig. 17), and far more refined in execution than the
older pictures of Merry Companies. These qualities evidently counted
with Dou’s patrons, such as Queen Christina of Sweden (via Silver-
croon) and Archduke Leopold Wilhelm; in 1660 Charles IT seems
to have regarded Dou as highly as Titian.”® In the 1660s, when
Monconys and Teding van Berkhout toured the studios of artists
who specialized in scenes of modern society, Cosimo III de’ Medici
visited Van Mieris in Leiden, Netscher in The Hague, and “the house
of a painter;” two patrician collections, and (curiously enough) two
Catholic institutions in Delft.”*

These examples coincide with a late moment in the relationship
between Van Ruijven and Vermeer, but the taste for high-society
subjects had been established about a decade earlier, especially by
Netscher’s master Ter Borch, who sold paintings at The Hague dur-
ing the 1650s. It was probably in connection with a visit to the court
city in 1653 that Ter Borch stopped in Delft and submitted a deposi-
tion together with the twenty-year-old Vermeer.” Four or five years
would pass before the Delft painter would emulate Ter Borch and
Van Mieris by treating their kind of themes, and by achieving excep-
tional refinements of form and expression (as in cat. nos. 70, 73). If
Ter Borch made any impression upon the young Vermeer in 1653, it
would likely have been to kindle his ambition, to make him imagine
earning the esteem of courtiers and connoisseurs through great
works of art.

At the time, Vermeer had just been married; he joined the painters’
guild in Delft eight months later, on December 29, 1653. Everything
we know of his work was still in the future, including his early mytho-
logical and biblical pictures (cat. nos. 64, 65) and his big, ribald genre
painting in the manner of Van Honthorst and Van Couwenbergh
(cat. no. 66). The earliest painting by Vermeer owned by Van Ruijven
is probably the artist’s next known work, A Maid Asleep of about
165657 (cat. no. 67). Thus a provocative question is raised —whether

Vermeer’s subsequent pictures, such as the Cavalier and Young
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Woman in the Frick Collection, New York (fig. 165), and The Letter
Reader in Dresden (fig. 163), both of about 1657, not only reflect

Vermeer’s extraordinary imagination and his admiration for artists
such as Ter Borch and Van Mieris but also Van Ruijven’s taste.

Raising questions, some of them more essential than this one, is
the purpose of this exhibition. Whether there was a “Delft School” is
much debated; several scholars who have considered it dismiss the
idea out of hand. My own response is neither yes nor no, but a
qualified yes, and that the question is academic. (In this publication,
“school” with a small “s” refers simply to the sum of all artists who
worked in a city or town.) What matters is making the public aware
that there was much more to the Delft school than what already has,
quite rightly, won their admiration.

18 VERMEER AND THE DELFT SCHOOL

Fig. 17. Gerard ter Borch, A Young Woman at Her Toilet with a
Muid, ca. 1650—s1. Oil on wood, 18% x 13% in. (47.6 X 34.6 cm).
The Metropolitan Museum of Art, New York, Gift of J. Pierpont
Morgan, 1917

Of all the recent approaches to Vermeer’s oeuvre, which range
from the archival to the poetic, the most rewarding have generally
been those that place the painter in his own time. This has also
proved true for Fabritius, De Hooch, and other Delft artists.
Therefore, a critical survey of the Delft school is offered below, in
chapters 3—s. In chapter 6 Michiel Plomp reviews the history of
drawing and printmaking in Delft and of visiting artists who
recorded views of the city (see also Plomp’s essay “Along the City
Walls,” below). In chapter 7 Marten Jan Bok focuses on collectors
and art dealers in Delft as well as on the structure of seventeenth-
century Delft society. But first, some basic history is in order. After
all, when Pepys visited Delft in 1660 the city was already more than
four centuries old.



Fig. 18. Johannes Vermeer, Woman with o Pearl Necklace, ca. 1663—64. Oil on canvas, 20% x 17% in. (s1.2 X 45.1 cm). Gemaldegalerie, Staatliche Museen, Berlin
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2. Delft and the Arts before 1600

WALTER LIEDTKE

The Rise of Delft and the Dutch Republic

ELFT OFFICIALLY CAME INTO EXISTENCE

on April 15, 1246, when Willem II, count

of Holland, granted the town a charter.
Eight days later he wrote to “his dear and trusted
Magistrates and Citizens of Delft.” This was not a
tongue-in-cheek salutation, for the document con-
cerns the construction of city fortifications, which
required the transfer of land belonging to the
“Court of Delft” Some forty years earlier Count
Willem I alluded to the system of taxation in Delft
when he granted similar rights in a neighboring
domain to the abbey of Egmond. The document
suggests that Delft already had a well-organized
administration, which may reflect the granting of
city rights at some earlier time."

In the same years The Hague consisted of the
count of Holland’s residence and a small village. The domain had
been bought in 1229 by Floris IV, who in the 1230s built a hunting
lodge just slightly to the south of the site where the Mauritshuis was
constructed four hundred years later. The count’s successor, Willem
11, expanded the living quarters and may have begun the Ridderzaal
(Knights” Hall), which was completed during the reign (1256-96) of
his son, Floris V. This was the beginning of the Binnenhof complex
of the Court of Holland, to which Prince Maurits, in 1620~21, added
the Stadholder’s Quarters on the south side (fig. 6).

In the twelfth and thirteenth centuries Delft had three important
neighbors, each allied with a larger realm. These were the count
of Holland, whose ancestors had settled about 950 in the area of
Egmond in northern Holland as vassals of the German emperor; the
count of Flanders, a vassal of the king of France; and, to the east, the
politically weaker prince-bishop of Utrecht, whose ecclesiastical
purview extended to Delft. Strife between these parties was com-

Opposite: Fig, 19. Johannes Vermeer, 4 View of Delft (detail), ca. 1660—61. Oil on
canvas, 38 X 46% in. (96.5 x 117.s cm). Koninklijk Kabinet van Schilderijen
Mauritshuis, The Hague

Detail, Exterior of the Nieuwe Kerk in
Delft (fig. 33)

monplace, with the count of Holland usually
assuming the most ambitious role. The term “turf
wars” seems appropriate for these conflicts until
about 1200, but in later years Holland began to
play a part on the European stage. For example,
Delft’s nominal founder, Willem II, was crowned
king of Rome in 1248, thereby raising the papal
standard against the Holy Roman Emperor of
Germany. He also defeated a Flemish army on the
island of Walcheren in Zeeland (1253), after which
the maritime province (see fig. 5) passed into Dutch
control for several generations.*

Of course, for Vermeer and his contemporaries,
these events were more distant in time than those of
his day are for us. But not psychologically and, one
might say, not culturally. Often in these pages refer-
ence will be made to connections between Delft and Flanders, Delft
and Utrecht, or Delft and the Dutch court. In the seventeenth cen-
tury these relationships were rich in associations that went deep into
the past. This is difficult to comprehend, let alone describe, particu-
larly in the context of art history. We may speak of Flemish fashions
or the influence of painters from Utrecht, but this does not do justice
to what a Delft artist would have sensed as part of his own heritage.

The story of Delft’s rise as the third oldest city in Holland (after
Dordrecht and Haarlem) cannot be told without a geography lesson
(see fig. 20).* Unlike most other Dutch cities, Delft was not founded
at a Janding place (dam) along a main waterway, but in the middle of
an area reclaimed from the sea. This polder landscape was etched
with an irregular pattern of tributaries leading more or less south-
ward to the Maas (Meuse) River. The most frequently flooded areas
of this rich farmland gradually hardened with deposits of sand and
clay, which at the site of Delft provided a solid foundation for build-
ing in stone. Though originally a low point, the urban area became
slightly higher than the surrounding farmlands as they were gradu-
ally drained by canals, thus condensing the soil.
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Fig. 20. Cornelis Koster after Jacob and Nicolaes Crucquius, Map of Delfland, 1750. Etching, colored and heightened with gold, 21% x 25% in. (54.3 x 65.7 cm). West-
northwest is at top. Delft, at center right. The Hague, at upper right. The Huis ter Nicuburch is at upper right of Delft, above the second T in “RYSWYK?”
Honselaarsdijk is at upper left, above the 7" in “NAELDWYK?” Rijksprentenkabinet, Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam

The earliest canal in the area (mentioned in 1105) was called the
Delf, or “Dig,” and later the Oude Delft. The city of Delft may take
its name from this waterway, as the city crest suggests (fig. 21). Or it
may come from “Court of Delft;” the name of the body that adminis-
tered the farmlands near the canal. The system of canals, dikes, and
dams in South Holland had the effect of carving up the landscape
into discrete domains, and it also required complex networks of local
management. The responsible organization was the heemrandschap
(heem means farmyard, and raad means advice or counsel; the
contemporary English equivalent was the office of the dikereeve).
The regtonal or “high” offices, called hoogheemrandschappen, were

committees consisting of representatives of city governments,
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Fig. 21. Coenraet Decker,
Crest of the City of Delft
(detail). Engraving, 7% x
5% (18.1 x 14 cm). From
Dirck van Bleyswijck,
Beschryvinge der stadt
Delft, Delft, 1667(-80].
Private collection
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Fig. 22. Coenraet Decker, Gemeenlandshuis (Communal Land House) on the Oude
Delft in Delft. Engraving, 7% x 10% in. (18 X 27.1 cm). From Dirck van Bleyswijck,
Besclhyvinge der stadt Delft, Delft, 1667[-80]. Private collection

villages, and the nobility. In 1645 the Hoogheemraadschap van
Delfland moved into an impressive early-sixteenth-century town
house, which was originally the home of Jan de Huyter, the collector
of taxes on hops. The building, now restored, is illustrated in Dirck
van BleyswijcK’s Beschryvinge der stadt Delft of 1667-80 (fig. 22;
“Gemeenlandshuis” means Communal Land House), and it appears
on the left in Egbert van der Poel’s painting of a nocturnal celebra-
tion on the Oude Delft (cat. no. 50).

While the land around Delft was good for grazing and for culti-
vating grains, the abundance of running water in the city allowed
two ma{jor industries of the period to flourish: textile manufacturing
and beer brewing. Delft aJso became an important commercial
center, especially after the construction of the Schie Canal (in 1389),
running south-southeast to Schiedam, on the Maas just west of

Rotterdam (see fig. 5). The slightly later Delftse Vliet (visible in the

Fig. 23. Johannes Vermeer, A View of Delft, ca. 1660—61. Oil on canvas, 38 X 46% in. (96.5 x 117.5 cm). Koninklijk Kabinet van Schilderijen Mauritshuis, The Hague
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Fig. 24. Ludolf Bakhuizen, View of Delft from the Schie, ca. 1670—~75. Brush and
gray ink, 4% x 6% in. (11.8 x 16.8 cm). Historisch Museum, Amsterdam

foreground of cat. no. 9o) connected Delft with The Hague and with
Leiden’s system of waterways to the north. Thus Delft served as a hub
for trade between a large part of the county of Holland and other
newly urbanized regions, such as the Burgundian Netherlands, the
Rhineland, and England. A similar role had been played by
Dordrecht in the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries, but a great
flood in 1421 severed its crucial land routes to the south. The pros-
perity of Rotterdam in the 1400s actually depended upon that of
Delft, to which the smaller and younger city on the Rotte River was
newly linked by canals.

These details help one appreciate Vermeer’s choice of subject in
his celebrated canvas A View of Delft (figs. 19, 23). The two most
prominent buildings are the Schiedam Gate, with a clock in the gable
facing south (toward the viewer), and the long Rotterdam Gate to
the right. This is certainly one of the most picturesque views of Delft
from the surrounding landscape, and Vermeer emphasizes that qual-
ity by creating the impression of a quiet Sunday afternoon. Normally
the triangular harbor, or Kolk (on the right in fig. 344),’ was a scene
of considerable activity, as is suggested by Jan de Bisschop’s sketch of
the site from another vantage point (cat. no. 99; the same quay is
seen in the left background of Vermeer’s painting) and by Ludolf
Bakhuizen’s breezy view of the distant Rotterdam Gate and church
towers from down the Schie (fig. 24; this is Evelyn’s “straight and
commodious river,” which extends out of Vermeer’s composition to
the lower right).® For modern viewers and for inexperienced con-
temporaries such as Pepys, A View of Delft could be said to depict the
comparatively modest entrance to a small and charming city, “with
bridges and a river in every street”” But for citizens of Delft this site
was the main point of departure to other cities, and to other countries
via the Schie and Maas (fig. 5): to Flanders and Brabant, to France and

England, and eventually to every corner of the known world.
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Fig. 25. Coenraet Decker, The Stadhuis (Town Hull) of DelfShaven. Engraving,
7% x 10% in. (18 x 27.1 cm). From Ditck van Bleyswijck, Beschryvinge der stadt
Delft, Delft, 1667[-80]. Private collection

With regard to the seventeenth century this is hardly an exaggera-
tion, considering that Delft was home to naval heroes such as Piet
Hein (1578-1629) and Maerten Harpertsz Tromp (1598—1653) and to
an important chamber of the East India Company (VOC). Hein’s
tomb in the main choir of the Oude Kerk is the essential subject of a
number of Delft paintings dating from the early 1650s (see fig. 117).
The large flags hanging above the monument were trophies from the
Spanish ships that the admiral had captured in the Caribbean and
along the coast of South America (see fig. 222). Hein sailed for the
West India Company (WIC), but the VOC was equally adventurous
in the Orient. Between 1602 and 1680 the Delft chamber alone sent
out eighty-two ships, in sizes ranging from about one hundred to six
hundred tons. Managers of the company maintained a yacht at the
quay just west of the Schiedam Gate (that is, to the right in De
Bisschop’s drawing, cat. no. 99); the boat ran back and forth to
Delfshaven (fig. 25), where ships returning from the East were
unloaded into the small damilopers (damrunners) that carried the
goods to warehouses in Delft.*

With its expanding economy and comparative isolation north of
the Rhine and Maas, Holland might have maintained political inde-
pendence from the fourteenth century to the present day. The Black
Death (1348) that shrank most of Europe’s populations and towns
had little effect in Holland, where the total population and urbaniza-
tion continued to increase. In the 1470s, for example, 45 percent of
the 275,000 people in the province of Holland lived in cities and
towns, whereas only a third of the million or so souls of Flanders
and Brabant resided in urban settings. The southern Netherlands
remained richer and more influential, with 30,000 to 40,000 people
in each of the four major cities (Antwerp, Ghent, Brussels, and
Bruges), about three times the populations of Delft, Leiden,
Haarlem, and Amsterdam. However, the smaller sizes of the Dutch



cities, and probably their dependence upon inland waterways,

encouraged them to act in concert, as they would later as provinces.’

HOLLAND UNDER BURGUNDIAN AND HABSBURG RULE
The death of two individuals had a greater effect upon Holland’s
future than the Black Death. When the last independent count of
Flanders, Louis de Mile, died in 1384, his lands were inherited by his
daughter Margaret and her husband, Philip the Bold, duke of
Burgundy. In the next decades the Burgundian territories increased
enormously, absorbing Brabant, Limburg, and parts of northeast
France. The death of the last independent count of Holland, John of
Bavaria, in 1425, placed the province in the possession of the new
duke of Burgundy, Philip the Good (r. 1419-67), who took over
Zeeland a few years later. Resistance to Burgundian rule in Holland
was led by Jacoba (Jacqueline) of Bavaria, the niece of John and
daughter of Count Willem VI of Holland. With the Treaty (or
“Kiss”) of Delft in 1428, Philip the Good recognized her as countess,
while he became her heir. During the next few years her rights were
systematically eroded by the duke, and with her death in 1436
Holland’s fate lay entirely in Burgundian hands."

In 1477 one of those hands, that of Mary, duchess of Burgundy
(1457-1482), was joined in marriage with that of Maximilian I
(1459-1519), who served as Holy Roman Emperor from 1493 until
his death. As the only child of Charles the Bold (1433-1477; son of
Philip the Good), Mary inherited Burgundy and the Netherlands.
However, she died at the age of twenty-five, and Maximilian I, who
was head of the Austrian branch of the Habsburg dynasty, not only
defended his rulership of Burgundy against French claims and of the
Netherlands against internal rebellion but also greatly expanded his
power and territories through alliances and
strategic marriages: his own in 1494 to Bianca
Maria Sforza, and those of his children by
Mary—Philip the Handsome (1478-1506) and
Margaret of Austria (1480-1530) — to Joanna,
queen of Castile, and to John, the short-lived
heir of Castile and Aragon. Three years after the
latter’s death, in 1497, Margaret of Austria mar-
ried Philibert II, duke of Savoy, who died in
1504. Margaret ruled the Netherlands alone from
a small but highly cultivated court in Mechelen
(Malines) until her death. She and her husbands
had no children.

Thus in 1530, in what a court astronomer
might have called the “Big Bang” of the
Habsburg Empire, Charles V (1500-1558), the
firstborn son of Margaret’s brother Philip,
became Holy Roman Emperor and duke of

Fig. 26. Adriaen Thomasz Key, William the
Silent, 1570s. Oil on wood, 18% x 13% in.
(48 x 35 cm). Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam

Burgundy and Brabant (ruler of the Netherlands). He was already,
since 1516, King Charles I of Spain, and the founder of the Spanish
branch of the Habsburg dynasty. From his maternal grandparents he
had acquired Castile, Aragon, Naples, Sardinia, the West Indies, and
Grenada. As if these lands were not enough for the House of
Habsburg, his brother Ferdinand I (1503-1564) became king of
Hungary and Bohemia in 1526. Their sister, Mary (1505-1558), had for
some time been destined (according to Maximilian I’s plans) to
marry Louis II, king of Bohemia and Hungary, and did so in 1520.
Her husband died in battle in 1526, and Mary never remarried. She
succeeded Margaret of Austria as regent of the Netherlands upon her
aunt’s death in 1530. Mary lived in the Palais du Roi in Brussels,
where Bernaert van Orley served as court painter and designer of
tapestries. Although her favorite paintings were Jan van Eyck’s
Arnolfini wedding portrait (National Gallery, London) and the
Virgin and Child with the Canon Van der Paele (Groeningemuseum,
Bruges), Mary also commissioned works from Titian and from
Italian sculptors such as Leone Leoni.”

Charles V and Mary spent their childhood years in the Netherlands
and were sympathetic to its people and culture. Nonetheless, between

- 1524 and 1543 Charles secured control of all seventeen provinces of the

Netherlands and established a program of centralized authority over
local governments, finance (through stringent taxation), and religion
(the bishoprics were reorganized and their number was increased).
All of this was a shock to the system, or the lack of one, especially in
the northern Netherlands. The counties of Holland and Zeeland,
the duchy of Gelderland, the lordships of Friesland and Groningen,
and the bishopric of Utrecht had been loosely bound to their
Habsburg sovereigns Margaret of Austria and Mary of Hungary, but
for the most part had acted independently, or in changing alliances
with each other. Important local privileges were
also enjoyed by cities and towns, and by the pro-
fessional guilds. Of course, Charles V’s suppres-
sion of heresy was ill received by the increasing
number of Protestants in the Netherlands, but
religion was by no means the only issue that led
to outright rebellion.

The notorious spark set to the Netherland-
ish powder keg was Philip II, king of Spain,
Charles’s son and successor when the emperor
abdicated in 1555. Philip was Spanish, Catholic,
autocratic, and indecisive, so that serious prob-
lems tended to remain unresolved. He installed
himself in Brussels in 1556 and was ceremoni-
ously appointed count, duke, or lord of each of
the seventeen provinces. The various councils
(of state, finance, and law), which had func-

tioned as the earlier regents’ administrations,
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were increasingly turned over to Spanish courtiers rather than to
Netherlandish noblemen (such as William of Orange; fig. 26). Similarly,
many local authorities—town magistrates, sherifs, officers of the water
board, and so on—were threatened by bureaucrats and soldiers sent
out by the Brussels court. Fourteen new bishoprics were created and
Protestants were put down by means of imprisonment, torture, and exe-
cution. Many Catholics, especially in the upper levels of society, deeply
resented the prosecution of their Protestant neighbors and relatives.

Philip departed for Spain in 1559, never to return. He left behind
his half sister, Margaret of Parma, as regent of the Netherlands. After
several years of edicts and other indignities William of Orange —
notwithstanding his sobriquet /e taciturn (loosely translated as “the
Silent™) —made a speech to his peers protesting Spanish abuses
(December 31, 1564). A few months later four hundred Flemish
noblemen signed a petition that called for tempering the measures
against Protestantism. On August 10, 1566, two days before the
king’s answer arrived (it allowed moderation), the iconoclastic riots
broke out. The Catholic Church was both a real and a symbolic tar-
get: in addition to religious persecution the Netherlands was suffering
from lack of trade, severe unemployment, famine, and disease.

In response to the uprising (which alienated many Catholic
noblemen) Philip IT sent Spanish troops under the command of the
duke of Alva. He arrived in August 1567 and mercilessly suppressed
rebellion; his “Council of Troubles” (commonly known as the
Council of Blood) is thought to have executed seven thousand vic-
tims over the next ten years, including the respected counts of
Egmond and Horn. William of Orange retreated to Germany, where
he formed an army of mercenaries. Two-thirds of the expenses were
met with his own family fortune, while most of the balance came
from Protestant noblemen.

The war of independence raged through all the Netherlands, but
mostly in the north, from 1567 until 1577, when the northern and
southern provinces signed the Pacification of Ghent, an agreement
to drive out the Spanish army and to resolve their religious differ-
ences. But progress was impeded by local factions, above all the
inflexible Calvinists. Meanwhile, the new governor-general of the
Netherlands, Alexander Farnese, duke of Parma, began to win back
support for Philip II. In January 1579 the ten southern provinces
formed an alliance called the Union of Arras, and in the same month
some (later all) of the seven northern provinces joined together in
the Union of Utrecht. This division turned out to be permanent,
although no one imagined it would be at the time.

The States General of the new United Provinces were not pre-
pared to abandon the notion of a sovereign ruler. At William of
Orange’s suggestion, they accepted as regent Francois, duke of
Anjou, brother of King Henry III of France. As (nominally) his stad-
holder and captain general, William pursued the war and peace nego-
tiations until his assassination in Delft on July 10, 1584. The

ineffectual Anjou died a month earlier, having retired from the field

26 VERMEER AND THE DELFT SCHOOL

to France. In search of another sovereign, the States General
approached Henry III and upon his refusal turned to Elizabeth I.
She dispatched Robert Dudley, earl of Leicester, to serve as tempo-
rary governor-general. Apart from the festivities held in his honor in
December 1585, Leicester had little use for the locals and their poli-
tics. Nor did two of his English commanders, who simply turned
over the towns of Deventer and Zutphen to the Spanish army.
Leicester, already recalled to England, resigned in disgrace.

That was enough of foreign rulers for the Dutch. The increasingly
independent city governments decided to make the States General
and the Council of State responsible for national government.
However, in 1585 the States of Holland and Zeeland named as their
own stadholder Prince Maurits (1567-1625), the seventeen-year-old
second son of William of Orange. (His first son, Philips Willem, was
held hostage in Spain from 1567 until 1598.) In 1589 the States of
Gelderland, Overijssel, and Utrecht also named Maurits their stad-
holder. He exercised limited powers but had considerable influence
in his adult years, especially as commander in chief of the army and
navy. His temperament, his lack of funds, the war, and politics pre-
vented Maurits from supporting the arts, except for a timely interest
in fortification design. However, he had the Stadholder’s Quarters in
The Hague substantially expanded (fig. 6, right), and in 1610 he com-
missioned Jacques de Gheyn the Younger to design the Prinsentuin
(Prince’s Garden), an elaborate arrangement of covered walkways and
topiary on the southwestern side of the Binnenhof.” The prince was
often presented with paintings as gifts, and Van Miereveld’s work-

shop in Delft turned out numerous portraits of him (see cat. no. 43).°

THE CLOISTERS OF DELFT
The Agathaklooster (Convent of Saint Agatha), or Prinsenhof (fig. 27),

where William the Silent lived and died, was one of several cloisters
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Fig. 27. Coenraet Decker, The Convent of Saint Agatha and Prinsenhof in Delf.
Engraving, 7/ x 10% in. (18 x 27.1 cm). From Dirck van Bleyswijck, Beschryvinge
der stadt Delft, Delft, 1667[-80]. Private collection
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Fig. 28. Anonymous, Plan of Delft after the Fire of 1536, 17th-century copy after a plan of ca. 1536. Oil on canvas, 36% x 65 in. (92 x 165 cm). Gemeente Musea Delft;

Collection Stedelijk Museum Het Prinsenhof

founded with the help of wealthy citizens in Delft during the late
fourteenth century and the fifteenth. In 1400 the sisters adopted the
rules of the third order of Saint Francis, and in 1402 they were placed
under the protection of the count of Holland, Duke Albert of
Bavaria. The bishop of Utrecht, as head of Delft’s diocese, formally
established the convent in 1403. The Agathaklooster flourished in the
late 1400s, earning the right to house 125 nuns, who mostly came
from patrician families. But in the following decades the order
attracted fewer members because of the Protestant movement and a
weak economy. To critics the Franciscan “Order of Penitents” must
have seemed ill named, since its wealth astonished visitors, such as
the German chronicler Georg Braun (author of Civitates Orbis
Terrarum; 1572—1618). That the convent extended war loans to
Charles V and Philip IT would not have met with universal approval
in Delft. The iconoclastic riots (Beeldenstorm) of 1566 and the war
against Spain were ultimately fatal blows following a long period of
declining membership; walls that sheltered 110 nuns in 1516 housed
60 in 1573, when the guest quarters of the convent became William
the Silent’s nominal residence. Only 29 sisters could have heard the
pistol shots that killed the prince in the summer of 1584. The assassin

was a penniless Catholic fanatic named Balthasar Geraerts, whose

family was paid the reward on William’s head."* Eight nuns still lived
in the cloister in 1607. The last of them was buried in 1640.

In the seventeenth century the complex of buildings served vari-
ous civic and commercial functions. The cloth hall (Lakenhal; see
fig. 27), which had occupied the former chapel of the Oudemanhuis
(Old Men’s Home), was moved to the Prinsenhof in 1645. In the late
1660s the city paid Leonaert Bramer for decorating the Great Hall of
the Prinsenhof with canvas murals (see fig. 136), which appear to
have depicted scenes appropriate both to government (what may be
The Rape of the Sabine Women on the long wall; figures of Justice
and Charity on the sides of the fireplaces) and to entertainment
(musicians, waiters, and banqueters). One could write a history of
Delft around that of the Agathaklooster, which today houses the
Stedelijk (Municipal) Museum Het Prinsenhof, one of the principal
lenders to the present exhibition.”

The majority of the seven convents and three monasteries once
gathered within the walls of Delft were Franciscan. The Convent of
Saint Barbara was founded as an offshoot of the Convent of Saint
Agatha shortly after 1400. It flourished until the early 1570s, when it
was plundered by the Protestant army. The States of Holland
resolved in 1575 that all cloisters were thenceforth owned by their city
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governments, and the convent’s buildings on the Oude Delft (now
number 55) became a municipal orphanage.

Two of the religious orders in Delft had effectively disappeared
before 1572, when the city joined the revolt against Spain. The
Augustinian monastery of Saint Hieronymus lost most of its property
on the Oude Delft to the Great Fire of 1536, which destroyed a large part
of the city (see fig. 28). After 1600 the cloister’s ruins were gradually
replaced by fine town houses, one of which incorporated into a gar-
den wall a stone tablet commemorating “Saint Jerome’s vale” (see cat.
no. 30)."® The Convent of Mary Magdalene, a few blocks to the north-
east of the Nieuwe Kerk, was converted into a hospital (the Nieuwe
Gasthuis) during the plague of 1557—58. The hospital was moved to new
quarters after the explosion of the nearby powder magazine in 1654,
when the city decided to use the grounds for a new civic-guard head-
quarters (the Nieuwe Doelen) and an anatomy theater in which the
guild of surgeons also met (the theater was built inside the former con-
vent’s chapel, seen to the right in fig. 266)."” The guild’s assembly hall
(Groote Kamer) was on the ground floor below the Theatrum Ana-
tomicum; the room was decorated with large group portraits of
physicians, including older works, such as Michiel and Pieter van
Miereveld’s Anatomy Lesson of Drv. Willem van dey Meer (cat. no. 45).

Most of the other cloisters were converted to commercial use.
The Convent of Saint Clare, also in the northeast corner of Delft,
was leased to a linen weaver in 1578. Part of the Convent of Saint
Anne, to the west of Saint Clare’s, became the tapestry workshop of
Karel van Mander the Younger in 1616. In 1593 Frangois Spiering,
who had married into Delft’s regent class a decade earlier, was leased
a large hall (about twenty by sixty feet; six by eighteen meters) in the
former Convent of Saint Agnes on very favorable terms. His famous
tapestry studio, which employed about forty assistants and several
designers, was called the Spiering Cloister from about 1600 until the
death of his son and successor, Aert Spiering, in 1650. The workshop
was located in the southeast corner of the city. The nearby Convent
of Saint Ursula was cleared away in 1596 and in the next decade a new
neighborhood was constructed for Flemish immigrants, many of
them linen and tapestry workers. Finally, two Franciscan monaster-
ies, one a little north of the Markt, the other two blocks south of the
Nieuwe Kerk, were demolished in the late sixteenth century to make
room for houses, gardens, and (to the south) a large market square

called the Beestenmarkt, because cattle were sold there every week

OUT OF THE ASHES

Even in this fleeting view of Delft’s early history and religious life,
one finds images of sweeping social change, which was accompanied
by extensive transformations of the city itself. After the fire of 1536,
which consumed much of the western half of Delft (see fig. 28),
more than two thousand houses had to be rebuilt. They changed lit-
tle in plan, but their street facades or gevels— in Holland the “gables”
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rise from the ground —were constructed almost exclusively of stone,
in a mixture of Late Gothic and Renaissance styles. New neighbor-
hoods, the new town hall (fig. 2), and other civic buildings of the
early to mid-seventeenth century (such as the foursquare Vleeshal,
or Meat Hall, of 1650) further contributed to Delft’s distinctive
character. Much of the city’s attraction for the visitors mentioned
in chapter 1 must have come from the fact that the squares and
canals were bordered by buildings that dated mostly from about
1550 to 1650.” In addition, the two great churches had been restored
and parts of the convents had been reconstructed as public institu-
tions or workshops. To Evelyn and Pepys, Delft must have seemed a
modern and prosperous place.

The actual circumstances were more complicated. Delft’s two major
industries, brewing and textile manufacture, had declined sharply in
the second half of the sixteenth century, primarily because of competi-
tion from other towns and a spirit of free enterprise that did away with
medieval systems of protecting trade. (The two products were also
incompatible in that one polluted and the other required clean water.)
A number of other occupations, such as spinning, weaving, tailoring,
peat-cutting, carting, shipping, and so on, depended upon the produc-
tion of cloth and beer. Thus the economy was fragile, and a succession
of disasters —the fire of 1536, plagues in 1537 and 155758, and a poor
corn harvest in 1565 — preceded the iconoclastic turmoil of 1566 and the
worst years of the revolutionary war. Hundreds of families left the city
after the fire; about six thousand people, or 20 percent of the popula-
tion, died in the plague of 1557—58. Many firms went under in the mid-
dle decades of the century. The Flemish proverb “The big fish eat the
little fish” proved to be true in the brewery business, in large part
because the big fish were also city magistrates.*

The two most common themes in art-historical studies of the
period between 1566 and about 1600 are the end of ecclesiastical
patronage and the flow of Flemish artists and craftsmen to the north
(along with waves of religious and economic refugees). As discussed
below, this was certainly part of the story of Delft. But at the risk of
stumbling into chapter 7 it might be suggested that changes in the
city’s economy during the sixteenth century were also a factor, and
that the period might be described as one not only of recession but
also of consolidation. It is striking how frequently the advantage of
inherited wealth (or marriage into it) comes up in connection with
artists, dealers, and collectors of the seventeenth century. Old money,
first made in earlier centuries and invested, for example, in land
seized from the monasteries, was an influential force in the cultural
milieu of Delft, and it was complemented by the concentration of
wealth in The Hague. Thus the timeworn characterization of the
Dutch art public as “middle-class people [who] were not used to act-
ing as patrons” appears to be even less appropriate for Delft than it is
for the citizens of large towns like Haarlem and Amsterdam.*

This hardly means that there was no middle class or middle-level

art market in Delft. It was noted earlier that many of the pictures



painted in Delft during the seventeenth century were moderately
priced works intended for the average buyer (who might have lived
in Leiden, The Hague, or Rotterdam as well as Delft). But a com-
paratively large proportion of the artworks produced in Delft from
the late sixteenth century onward — the list would include tapes-
tries, objects made of silver and gold, biblical and mythological
pictures, some lost frescoes and canvas murals, the finer architec-
tural views, Bramer’s suites of drawings devoted to biblical, classi-
cal, and literary themes, a few of Pieter de Hooch’s best paintings,
and almost everything by Vermeer —was clearly made for people of
considerable wealth and sophistication. Some of them lived on the
Oude Delft, the Voorstraat, or another one of the best streets in
Delft, and a fair number must have lived in The Hague.

Prestigious patrons, not the figure of Diana or some aspect of
style, is the most common denominator in the careers of Spiering,
Michiel van Miereveld, Willem van Vliet, Christiaen van Couwen-

bergh, Bramer, Gerard Houckgeest, Vermeer, Johannes Verkolje,

and others. This is certainly the reason why Spiering and so many

Fig. 29. Master of the Virgin among Virgins, Madonna and Child with Saints Catherine, Cecilin, Barbara,
and Ursula, late 15th century. Oil on wood, 48% x 40% in. (123 x 102 cm). Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam

other Flemish artists and artisans settled in Delft during the decades
around 1600, when they might have gone to the more established art
centers of Haarlem or Utrecht. In the 15705 and early 1580s it must
have appeared that Delft, which had been home to courts in the past,
would be a court city and center of society again. It was clearly with
an eye to such a future that in 1575 the city fathers of Delft proposed
to the States General that The Hague be burned to the ground,

ostensibly because the unfortified town posed a military hazard.*

Art in Delft from the Fifteenth to the Seventeenth Century

THE FIRST DELFT PAINTERS

The court of Holland and wealthy burghers must have occasionally
commissioned works of art from Delft masters of the fifteenth
century, but the principal patrons were, of course, the two main
churches of Delft and the religious orders. The distinction is some-
what misleading, since sons and daughters of prominent families
chose cloistered lives, and private citizens, either individually or
through guilds and civic-guard companies, con-
tributed altarpieces and other devotional or deco-
rative objects to the Oude Kerk and the Nieuwe
Kerk.” Thus, it would be inappropriate to com-
pare in their patronage or taste the residents of
the Convent of Saint Agatha, for example, with
their well-to-do neighbors on the Oude Delft.
Furthermore, it is difficult to document artistic life
in Delft during the early centuries because so much
of the archival material was lost in the fire of 1536 or
in later disasters and most of the treasures belong-
ing to the churches and religious orders were cither
destroyed in the iconoclastic riots of 1566 or seized
in the 1570s and later dispersed.**

It is clear, however, that an impressive number
of decorated and illuminated manuscripts were
produced in Delft during the fourteenth and fif-
teenth centuries.” In particular, breviaries (books
of liturgical prayers to be said at certain hours)
were made in the Delft monasteries and convents
for use in churches, and to a lesser extent for noble
and patrician patrons. A few manuscripts record
their own provenance at the Convent of Saint
Agnes. Delft manuscripts are known especially for
their richly decorated borders with floral motifs.
One might see in this some distant anticipation of
Spiering’s beautifully bordered tapestries (woven,
coincidentally, in the Convent of Saint Agnes) and of
carly flower paintings in Delft (see cat. no. 88). There
is no direct connection, but in a broad view these

different traditions reveal a similarly sophisticated
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Fig. 30. Master of Delft, The Crucifixion, Christ Presented to the People, and the Deposition, ca. 1500—10. Oil on wood, central panel: 38% x 41% in. (97.8 X 105.5 cm); wings:
40% x 19% in. (102.2 X 49.5 cm). The National Gallery, London

preference for rich embellishment and for the learned reading of sym-
bolism in natural forms (a comparison that could be extended to the
many cloister gardens that once graced the city of Delft).

Two important painters were active in Delft during the late
fifteenth century. The Master of the Virgin among Virgins, an
anonymous artist named for a panel in Amsterdam (fig. 29), has been
convincingly placed in Delft on the basis of woodcuts after his
designs that were published by two of the city’s printers, the cele-
brated Jacob van der Meer (who in 1477 brought out the Delft Bible,
the first printed book in Dutch) and his successor, Christiaen
Snellaert.* The painter’s preference for simplified forms and orderly
designs, and perhaps even his serene young women with lowered
eyes and costly costumes, may remind some readers of works by
Delft painters active two centuries later. If there is any excuse for
these anachronistic analogies it is again found in the very broad view,
for the tendency toward abstraction and structure probably reflects
the master’s knowledge of art in the southern Netherlands and in
Utrecht, orientations that persisted in Delft well into the seventeenth
century.”’” As for female refinement, one might associate this with the
fact that the arts in Delft depended upon the patronage of a small,
aristocratic sector of society. Other characteristics of this early Delft
master, who evidently admired the work of Joos van Ghent (in
Antwerp) and Hugo van der Goes, cannot be considered here.
However, two of his subjects should be mentioned: the Delft canon
Hugo de Groot (d. 1509), whose portrait by the Master of the Virgin
among Virgins hung above the sitter’s grave in the Nieuwe Kerk;*® and
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the group of saints who appear in the Amsterdam painting (fig. 29),
Catherine, Cecilia, Barbara, and Ursula—all of whose names had
been given to churches or convents in Delft.

The second painter of note during the late fifteenth century is
named Master of Delft for the wings of a triptych dating from about
1510 (private collection, Cologne). These panels depict the donor’s
family, which is identified by an inscription on the predella. The
paterfamilias is the Delft burgomaster Dirck van Beest (d. 1545),
whose oldest son was a monk in the Carthusian Monastery of Saint
Bartholomeus outside the city. Another triptych by the same hand
includes a portrait of the bishop of Utrecht, David of Burgundy
(d. 1496), in the guise of the donor’s patron saint (Rijksmuseum,
Amsterdam). But the masterwork of the artist is generally considered
to be a triptych representing scenes from the Passion (fig. 30), which
includes the tower of the Nieuwe Kerk in the background (as it
appeared before it was struck by lightning in 1536, starting the Great
Fire).”® In each of the three panels homely, everyday types, including
a variety of low-life characters, cover most of the surface in jagged
rhythms. The triptych’s style and that of its architectural motifs sug-
gest a date late in the artist’s career, perhaps about 1520. A much ear-
lier work (possibly of about 1490) depicting Saint Bernard’s vision of
the Virgin and Child (fig. 31) recalls the illusionistic design of a
miniature by the remarkable Master of Mary of Burgundy.>® The
choir in the background, typical of southern Holland in its architec-
tural elements, is probably the earliest view of a church interior

painted in or near Delft.>



CHURCH ART AND ARCHITECTURE
In the 1500s the municipal government and churches of Delft were
much more inclined to order works of art from masters established
in other cities than from those active locally. This was largely a natu-
ral consequence of the increasing importance of the Oude Kerk and
the Nieuwe Kerk, which required objects grander and more public in
nature than those desired by or produced by cloistered monks and
nuns. Commissions for large painted triptychs, sculptural ensembles,
or major pieces of church furniture were generally awarded to artists
who had made similar works before, and this usually meant that they
were established in larger cities. Michael Montias cites some telling
examples found in Dirck van Bleyswijck’s history of Delft (1667-80).
In 1457 the Nieuwe Kerk ordered thirty-six choir stalls “in the man-
ner of Antwerp,” for which the carver Cornelis Claessone was to
receive $8 Flemish pounds. The same church awarded a commission
in 1484 to a Master Adriaen of Utrecht for a carved wooden altar-
piece “like the one he had made for Saint Mary’s,” that is, the great
Romanesque cathedral of Utrecht.*

Works such as these were not just institutional embellishments

but objects of civic pride (as the usual comparisons with those in

Fig. 31. Master of Delft, The Vision of Smint Bernard, ca. 1490. Oil on wood, 18% x
12%in. (47 x 32 cm). Museum Catharijneconvent, Utrecht

other places reveal); like the church building itself, they were funded
and appreciated by a large number of citizens. Delft had a reputation
for illuminated manuscripts and printed books, and it was home to a
few talented painters who evidently started out by designing book
illustrations. But the most impressive altarpieces of the Master of the
Virgin among Virgins and the Master of Delft tend to make a case
against rather than for the notion that there was a tradition of figure
painting in Delft, and this is all the more obvious when the artists
attempted works on a larger scale.” As it happens, the several calami-
ties suffered by Delft society in the sixteenth century and the reliance
upon famous artists from elsewhere —for example, Jan van Scorel
from Utrecht and Maerten van Heemskerck from Haarlem—
meant that the same could be said a hundred years later. Van
Miereveld (see fig. 39) may be considered one of the first Delft mas-
ters who could really draw the human figure, which for many of the
artists newly arrived from Flanders and for the leading painters in
Delft’s artistic touchstone, Utrecht, was (as in Italy) the canonical
subject of art.}*

Without taking the thought too far, one may wonder about the
extent to which this legacy affected seventeenth-century art in Delft.
The Delft school of painting developed at first in a small world of
wealthy local patrons. The embellishment of objects and the descrip-
tion of material things are interests more typical of painting in Delft
between 1400 and 1600 than is the study of character or the staging
of dramatic scenes. Delft artists were inclined to concentrate upon
fine points and nuances rather than broad effects, at least until (and
often after) the carly 1650s, when younger artists became more
responsive to developments outside the area of southern Holland.
Portraiture in Delft is more concerned with the sitter’s status and
costume than with his or her frame of mind (see cat. nos. 46, 80).
There are essentially no parallels in Delft to Frans Hals, to Rembrandt
and his followers, to realistic landscape and marine painting, or to
the more theatrical examples of history painting in Utrecht (despite
clear signs of admiration for Gerard van Honthorst and Hendrick ter
Brugghen, among others) or in Antwerp. But then, there is nothing
reminiscent of Italian or German art in Delft painting before the late
1500s; the Master of the Virgin among Virgins’ moving Lamentation
of Christ (Walker Art Gallery, Liverpool) is an exception, which must
reflect the influence of an outsider, such as Hugo van der Goes.

Ultimately, the roots of art in Delft go back to the Burgundian
Netherlands and not to Renaissance Antwerp. The link between Jan
van Eyck’s Arnolfini wedding portrait (1434; National Gallery,
London) and Vermeer’s silent, sun-filled, motionless, contemplative
interior scenes is certainly, as has been said, a distinctly Netherlandish
tradition of observation and superb craftsmanship, but that tradition,
it should be added, depended upon courtly and patrician patronage.
“Delft is statigh, Utrecht prelatigh” (“Delft is stately, Utrecht churchy”),
according to an old rhyme,” and the contrast could be extended to
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Fig. 32. Coenract Decker, Exterior of the Oude Kerk in Delft. Engraving, 13 X
10% in. (33 x 26.7 cm). From Dirck van Bleyswijck, Beschryvinge der stadt Delft,
Delft, 1667[-80]. Private collection

more commercial and cosmopolitan places, such as Antwerp and (in
the seventeenth century) Haarlem and Amsterdam. It should finally
be noted, in this speculative aside, that the frequent evidence of
Flemish influence in the arts of Delft usually involves flower pic-
tures, imaginary landscape painting (which treats nature as a kind of
Kunst- und Wunderkabinett; see cat. no. 22), or coolly elegant por-
traiture. Delft painters tended to see their world in terms of light,
space, and surfaces, not blood and guts.

However venerable, the Oude Kerk (see figs. 1, 32; cat. nos. 40,
81, o1) was not an “old church” by the standards of Utrecht. The first
stone church on the site went back to the early 1200s, but the Oude
Kerk as it has been known in later centuries was built in campaigns
of about 1390-1410 (the choir and side chapels), about 1425—40 (the
expansion of the nave), and about 1510—22 (the Mariakoor, or Mary’s
Choir, and the transept; see cat. nos. 16, 40). The Nieuwe Kerk (see
fig. 33; cat. nos. 83, 84) was begun in 1384, following a miraculous
appearance of the Virgin in 1381 and the raising of a wooden church.
Construction of the stone tower went on for a century, between
1396 and 1496. The nave and aisles were finished in the 1430s, the

choir in 1476.
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Fig. 33. Coenraet Decker, Exterior of the Niguwe Kevk in Delft. Engraving, 13 x
10% in. (33 x 26.7 cm). From Dirck van Bleyswijck, Beschryvinge der stadt Delft,
Delft, 1667[—80]. Private collection

Extensive reconstruction followed the fire of 1536. The wooden
roofs of both churches were entirely lost and their walls severely
damaged. Vaulting of the two buildings continued into the mid-
1540s, furnishing into the 15508 (in 1553 the bishop of Utrecht conse-
crated eighteen altars in the Oude Kerk), and glazing into the 1560s.
The impressive pulpit of the Oude Kerk (fig. 34) —the focus of atten-
tion in many paintings by Houckgeest, Emanuel de Witte, and
Hendrick van Vliet (see fig. 120; cat. nos. 40, 92) and still in the
church today—bears the date 1548, which also marked the comple-
tion of architectural work.*®

During the same period, several of the city’s convents and hun-
dreds of houses were being rebuilt (see fig. 28). Between 1536 and
about 1550, most property owners in Delft, including those residing
in the wealthier streets on the west side (which had suffered the
greatest devastation), would have been more concerned with roofs,
walls, and stone facades than with home decoration. Large-scale dis-
asters like the Delft fire and plagues tend to encourage support for
communal projects rather than displays of personal prosperity. One
may speak, then, of a clear window of opportunity for the major arts

in Delft, albeit a narrow one. Montias found that between 1537 and



Fig. 34. Anonymous woodcarver, Pulpit in the Oude Kerk, Delft, 1548.

1557 seven glassmakers, four sculptors or stone carvers, and one painter
became citizens of Delft, and many artisans who were already residents
or who did not become citizens were also busy in those years.”” With
regard to master painters, sculptors, and stained-glass artists, the most
active years were a little later: from the second half of the 1540s, when
the Oude Kerk, the Nieuwe Kerk, and a few of the religious orders
were ready to commission altarpieces and other religious images,
until August 30, 1566, when a delegation of radical Protestants
appeared at the town hall demanding that the church doors be
thrown open for the express purpose of destroying works of art.’®
The most important commissions went to out-of-towners. A
lump-sum payment for the Nieuwe Kerk’s pulpit was made in
September 1543 to one Hugh Jansz, who is not recorded in the Delft
guild. Montias suggests that he may also have been responsible for
the Oude Kerk’s pulpit (fig. 34), installed five years later.* In any
case, no local carver could have been expected to create such a
superb example of Renaissance design, which has been compared
with Benedetto da Maiano’s pulpit in Santa Croce, Florence
(carved 1472-76).*° On the hexagonal drum, five panels separated
by Corinthian columns represent John the Baptist preaching (in the

central panel below the lectern) and the four Evangelists. The latter
figures are set in classical chambers placed at a considerable distance,
at the end of hallways with tiled floors and coffered barrel vaults seen
in accelerated perspective (the orthogonals surround the saints like
rays of light). One might see in this the seeds of much later Delft
designs, such as Houckgeest’s canvas in Edinburgh (cat. no. 36), but
there was a much more general source to be found in Antwerp pattern
books dating from the pulpit’s epoch onward. As Hans Vredeman de
Vries noted on a title page of his treatise Perspective (1604~5), these
compendiums of engraved plates were intended for “Painters,
Engravers, Sculptors, Metalworkers, Architects, Designers, Masons,
Cabinetmakers, Carpenters and all lovers of the arts”

The stained glass in the Nieuwe Kerk was repaired or replaced in
the 15408, evidently by local craftsmen. But when the Oude Kerk
commissioned new stained glass in the early 1560s the orders went to
Willem Tybaut of Haarlem and to Dirck Crabeth of Gouda, both
major figures in the field (at the time, Crabeth was working on the
famous windows in his city’s great cathedral, the Saint Janskerk).*"
Some of the Oude Kerk’s stained glass is visible in views of the inte-
rior painted during the early 1650s (in particular, see cat. no. 40).

Both churches lost their windows in the explosion of 1654.

DISTINGUISHED OUT-OF-TOWNERS

Two great Dutch painters worked in Delft during the middle decades
of the sixteenth century: Maerten van Heemskerck (1498-1574) and
Jan van Scorel (1495-1562). Although he was a native of Haarlem,
Van Heemskerck had actually studied in Delft (evidently during the
early 1520s) with a painter named Jan Lucasz, who is also recorded
as a headman of the guild in 1541.** Van Heemskerck then returned
to Haarlem to join the workshop of Van Scorel, who settled there for
a few years (1527-30) following a period of work in Rome. Shortly
after Van Heemskerck’s own eventful years in Rome (1532-36) the
artist was again called to Delft, having established a reputation in
Haarlem not only as a prolific painter but also as a learned and
pious man.

Van Heemskerck’s most important contact in Delft was the
humanist scholar Cornelis Musius (1500-1572), prior of the Convent
of Saint Agatha. After attending the local Latin school he studied
classical literature in Louvain, taught at Ghent, and acquired wealthy
pupils. He returned to Louvain in 1525, teaching Latin and study-
ing theology there. In the early 15308 Musius traveled in France,
where he became acquainted with prominent humanists in Paris
and Poitiers. Two collections of his Latin poetry were published in
Poitiers in 1536, both on religious themes. “Imago Patientiae,” the
poem from which one of the volumes takes its name, could be said to
presage the future amateur, for in order to convey his spiritual mes-

sage Musius assumes the role of guide in a church and describes a
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Fig. 35. Maerten van Heemskerck, The Lamentation, 1566. Oil on wood, ss/4 x 77/ in. (140 x 196 cm). Gemeente Musea Delft; Collection Stedelijk Museum Het Prinsenhof

panel painting representing an “image of patience” and another
female figure, “Perfidy”* (The work sounds like a Van Heemskerck
invention, although his own Triumph of Patience, a set of eight
prints conceived with and engraved by the Haarlem philosopher
Dirck Volkertsz Coornhert dates much later, from 1559.)44

In the same decade, Musius produced poems for prominent
patrons in Delft, including one celebrating Lambert van Varick’s
installation as pastor of the Oude Kerk in 1534.% The death of
Erasmus in July 1536 moved Musius to write a small volume of poetic
laments; published in Louvain that September, it reveals heartfelt
esteem for the Rotterdam humanist.*®

Musius became prior of Saint Agatha’s in March 1538. The portrait of
his predecessor, Johannes Colmannus (1471-1538), in the Rijksmuseum,
Amsterdam, was evidently painted by Van Heemskerck in the same
year, presumably at Musius’s request.*” The same artist’s portrait of

Musius himself (known from copies and an engraving) was probably
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made shortly thereafter.*® According to Georg Braun, whose
Civitates Orbis Tervarum was mentioned above, the Convent of Saint
Agatha was filled with fine paintings “due to the close friendship
between Musius, the extremely vigilant superior of the monastery,
and Heemskerck of Haarlem, the one a very famous poet, the other a
very famous painter.” Braun also reports that excellent works by
Van Heemskerck were once to be seen in the Oude Kerk and the
Nieuwe Kerk.*

The same information is found in Het Schilder-Boeck (1604) by
Karel van Mander (1548-1606), the famous father of the tapestry
designer who worked in Delft. In his biography of Van Heemskerck,
Van Mander recalls commissions that had come to the Haarlem
artist from other towns. “And since his works were often taken to
Delft, his paintings were in various places there —in the Oude as well
as in the Nieuwe Kerk. In the Church of St. Aechte [Agatha] an
altarpiece with the Three Kings; this he designed so that one King



Fig. 36. Jan van Scorel, Wezelaar Triptych, ca. 1551~54. Oil on wood, central panel: 68% x 46% in. (173 X 117 cm); wings: 68/ X 18% in. (173 X 48 cm). Birmingham
Museum and Art Gallery

stood in the middle panel, and one in each of the shutters; on the

outside was the Brazen Serpent in grisaille”’°

The interior is lost, but
the exterior scene, transferred to canvas and now in the Frans
Halsmuseum, Haarlem, bears the date 1551.%"

In his description of Delft, Van Bleyswijck records the same paint-
ing as in the town hall, where he also found four other works by Van
Heemskerck that had been saved from Delft churches.** The earliest
appears to be The Crowning with Thorns (probably dating from about
1545—50) in the Frans Halsmuseum.*”® A large triptych (about seven
feet high) representing the Ecce Homo and the donor’s family and
patron saints to the sides (Frans Halsmuseum, Haarlem) is dated
1559 on the central panel and 1560 on the exterior.** Also mentioned
by Van Bleyswijck is the single wing of a triptych (Rijksmuseum,
Amsterdam) showing the donor Matelief Dammasz and Saint Paul
on the front and the Erythracan Sibyl on the back (exterior); the lat-
ter is signed and dated 1564.* Finally, the historian cites a Lamen-

tation by Van Heemskerck (fig. 35), which dates from the very year of
the Beeldenstorm, 1566 — meaning that the panel hung above an altar
in Delft for half a year at the most.*® Adding insult to injury, in 1860
the city sold its paintings by Van Heemskerck, along with some by
other masters, at an auction in Amsterdam.”’ This represents a shift
in taste from the years about 1600, when (according to Van Bleys-
wijck) the magistrates of Delft refused several offers to purchase the
Ecce Homo, including a bid of 3,600 or 4,000 guilders from Emperor
Rudolf I1.*

Van Heemskerck was feted at a banquet by the Delft painters’
guild in 1550, when he was delivering a work he had painted in
Haarlem.” The panel may have been intended for the Chapel of
Saint Luke in the Nieuwe Kerk, as Montias suggests.®® In the same
year, the fathers of the Nieuwe Kerk awarded the commission for
their high altarpiece to Van Heemskerck’s former colleague Jan

van Scorel. This complex work, evidently destroyed in the sixteenth
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Fig. 37. Pieter Aertsen, The Adovation of the Magi, ca. 1560. Oil on wood, 66 x 70% in. (167.5 x 180 cm). Rijksmuseum,

Amsterdam

century, is known from Van Bleyswijck’s description of the contract.
The middle panel was over eleven feet tall (about 3.6 meters) and
flanked by double wings. The exterior was painted in grisaille with
scenes from the life of Ursula, patron saint of the church. The first
opening revealed The Baptism of Christ flanked by The Preaching
and The Beheading of John the Baptist. The second opening showed
The Crucifixion, with Christ’s Entry into Jerusalem and The
Resurrection to the sides. According to Van Bleyswijck, the contract
also specified that the complete ensemble “should surpass in
magnificence the high altarpiece of the archbishoprical cathedral of
Utrecht”®

It is not surprising that the wardens of the Nieuwe Kerk were
willing to meet the artist’s extraordinary demands: so guilders a year
for twenty-five years, plus lifetime annuities of 9 guilders for each
of his six children.®> Not only was Van Scorel one of the most
famous painters in the Netherlands, he was also a canon in Delft’s
diocese. After his pilgrimage to the Holy Land, where he stayed
at the Franciscan monastery of Sion in Jerusalem, he served as
curator of antiquities to the Dutch pope Adrian VI (in 1522-23).
Shortly thereafter he worked for Charles V and then for the cities of
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Haarlem and Utrecht. His stature,
and in the contemporary view even
his style, could be compared with
Raphael’s in Italy.

Van Scorel accepted some smaller
commissions in Delft, such as that
for a portrait of the city secretary,
Cornelis van der Dussen (1481-1556),
copies of which are in Amsterdam
and Berlin. Evidently he also received
an order for the Wezelaar Triptych
(fig. 36), which is in his manner and
depicts the family of the Delft bur-
gomaster Henric Joesz van der Stijpen
van Duivelandt (d. 1531) witnessing
the Noli Me Tangere. The work
served as a family memorial in the
Nieuwe Kerk, from which it must
have been rescued in 1566.

According to another Delft
scholar, Pieter van Opmeer, Musius
counted among his artist friends
not only Van Heemskerck but also
the Delft sculptor Willem Danielsz
van Tetrode (ca. 1525-1580) and the
painters Pieter Aertsen (1507/8-1575)
and Anthonie Blocklandt
(1533/34—1583).64 Aertsen worked in
Antwerp from about 1535 until 1557, when he returned to Amsterdam,
where he was born. Van Mander describes the high altarpiece that
Aertsen painted for the Nieuwe Kerk in his native city:

the Annunciation, Circumcision, Three Kings or suchlike. . . . These
so beautiful and worthy memorials of such a great master were,
lamentably for art, destroyed by defiling hands through savage
stupidity, as has happened also to many of his other works, for
example: among others, a beautiful large altarpiece with shutters
in Delft in the Charterhouse [the Carthusian monastery outside
the city], a Crucifixion with on the inside of the doors a Nazivizy
and a Three Kings and on the outside Four Evangelists. And like-
wise the high [?] altarpiece in Delft in the Nieuwe Kerk: a Three
Kings, Ecce Homo and other such things on the shutters; with

many more altarpieces in various towns.”

One fragment of the Carthusian altarpiece appears to be preserved
in the tall panel depicting Saints Mark and John the Evangelist in the
Prinsenhof, Delft.®® Until recently it seemed that scarcely more of
the Nieuwe Kerk’s altarpiece survived, namely, the left wing of a trip-

tych with one Magus and servants on one side and a fragmentary



Presentation in the Temple on the other (Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam).
It is now clear that The Adoration of the Magi on loan to the
Rijksmuseum, a panel that has been trimmed on three sides, is the
main scene of the same altarpiece (fig. 37).% As in Van Heemskerck’s
design for Saint Agatha’s, each panel of the open triptych featured
one of the kings. Both of Aertsen’s known projects in Delft have
been dated to about 1560.

DELFT ARTISTS AND AMATEURS

Van Bleyswijck echoes Van Mander in bewailing the loss of altar-
pieces in Delft, citing with regard to the Nieuwe Kerk not only Van
Heemskerck, Van Scorel, and Aertsen but also Anthonie Blocklandt
and the famous Antwerp master Frans Floris (1516-1570).°® Van
Mander, whose good friend Cornelis Ketel (1548-1616) had been
Blocklandt’s pupil in Delft about 1565, describes the latter’s genteel
upbringing near Montfoort in the province of Utrecht, his early
training in Delft with his uncle Hendrick Assuerusz (in the late
15408, when the latter served as a headman of the painters’ guild),
and his two years of study with Floris in Antwerp. After his marriage
in 1552 the nineteen-year-old Blocklandt settled in Delft and must
have become one of the city’s most successful artists. Van Mander
reports that “in the churches at Delft there were various important
altarpieces by him; and among others also one in Gouda with a
Beheading of Saint James [fig. 38] which excels all others. These beau-
tiful things were mostly destroyed by blind zeal and ignorant frenzy
during the riotous Beeldenstorm . . . so that little is left%

Indeed, nothing survives by Blocklandt that can be placed
securely within his Delft period (although paintings by him are cited
fairly often in Delft inventories of about 1620~40).”° His earliest
known works (of about 1570~72), such as the Gouda panel and The
Adovation of the Shepherds bought in 1987 by the Rijksmuseum,
Amsterdam, reveal an admiration for Floris’s congested composi-
tions and taxidermic anatomy.”

Blocklandt’s activities are not recorded between 1552 and April
1572,7* when he went to Rome in the company of a Delft goldsmith.
He was there for only about four months, but the trip seems to have
made an enormous impression; thereafter, forms adopted from Federico
and Taddeo Zuccaro and especially from Parmigianino became fused
in his work with a personal version of the Floris style. Since his
career after 1577 was pursued in Utrecht, Blocklandt’s best work
might pass without mention, were it not for its influence upon his
pupil, the Delft painter Van Miereveld. The latter’s four designs com-
prising a Judgment of Paris (fig. 39), engraved in 1609 but inscribed
“M. Mierevelt invent. 1588 recall paintings such as Blocklandt’s Venus
and Cupid of about 1580 (fig. 40),” and also nudes of the same
decade drawn by Bartholomius Spranger and Hendrick Goltzius.”

The very idea of arranging a frieze of figures in graceful poses and

treating the subject as a set of prints may be considered an emulation of
Goltzius, Holland’s greatest printmaker of the time.

Parallels with Goltzius are also found in works by the Delft sculp-
tor Willem Danielsz van Tetrode. His Hercules Pomarius (cat. no. 141)
predicts to a remarkable degree Goltzius’s muscular heroes of the late
1580s, such as the conqueror in Hercules and Cacns, a chiaroscuro
woodcut of 1588, and the striding weight lifter in The Large Hercules,
an engraving of 1589.” Readers not familiar with Van Tetrode might
conclude that here is another case where Delft turned to Haarlem for
ideas derived from Italy. But Van Tetrode’s Hercules and similar stat-
uettes date from the 1570s, and he died in 1580. (He was about thirty-
three years older than Goltzius, and forty-two years older than Van
Miereveld.) It appears that Goltzius knew some of Van Tetrode’s
works in Delft and was inspired partly by them to move beyond his
early Spranger-like style in a classical direction.”® Paying homage to
Van Tetrode was nothing new in Goltzius’s hometown, since the
Haarlem humanist and physician Hadrianus Junius (Adriaen de
Jonghe, 1511-1575) had written a poem about Van Tetrode’s famous
new altar in the Oude Kerk, Delft, which he also mentioned in his

official history of Holland, Batavia (Leiden, 1588).”” Junius must

Fig. 38. Anthonie Blocklandt, The Bebeading of Saint James, ca. 1570. Oil on
wood, 125% x 107% in. (314 x 274 cm). Stedelijk Museum Het Catharina
Gasthuis, Gouda

DELFT AND THE ARTS BEFORE 1600 37



. ("‘—r' .-.-_.u. 2 Ra
J\-:_-_-,._.-L ..Q:r.f‘-r.‘::-.?: .h:f:-_....s._,_ :‘:‘-'—‘%E:

.-L._u,.u_.....nr....._., A

Vel S —n

Fig. 30. Willem van Swanenburg after Michiel van Miereveld, The Judgment of Paris, 1609, after a design of 1588. Four engravings, each 9% x 5% in. (24.6 X 14.2 cm).

Rijksprentenkabinet, Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam

have come to know the altar well during the few years of its exis-
tence, for he spent 1572—73 attending to the health of a man who
lived across the street from the Oude Kerk: William of Orange.
“Guglielmo di Daniele Fiammingo;” as Van Tetrode was called in
Italy, worked in Cellini’s Florentine studio between 1545 and 1549
and in the Roman workshop of Guglielmo della Porta during the
1550s. He is especially well known for small bronze copies of antique
sculpture, including two versions of the Farnese Hercules. 78 By 1567 he
was back in Delft, where the Oude Kerk’s high altar decorated with
statues of Apostles had just been destroyed. The contract between
Van Tetrode and the churchwardens of the Oude Kerk (among whom
Pieter van Opmeer was the prime mover), signed on March s, 1568,
specifies a high altar of alabaster, black marble, and other imported
stone, all carved “according to the model designed by the aforesaid
Master Willem and delivered to the aforesaid Church Fathers and
that, very precisely, following the art of sculpture and antiquity” In
short, what the patrons wanted for 1,600 guilders and the cost of
materials was something “as good as any master can and is able to
make, the like of which will not be found in all the Netherlands>”°
This appears to be approximately what Van Tetrode supplied,
between 1568 and 1570: twenty-four alabaster statues of Christ, the
Apostles and various saints, and a Virgin and Child. In the same
period, he carved three sculptures for the altar of the Guild of the
Tree of Jesse in the Oude Kerk. All of these works were either
destroyed in a second iconoclastic fury in 1573 or dismantled in 1574
when the first Reformed services were held in the church. Evidently
this drove Van Tetrode out of town: by 1574 he was described as a
sculptor and architect in Cologne, where a number of other
Netherlandish artists also sought refuge, and the following year

served the archbishop-elector of Cologne.*
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Fig, 40. Anthonie Blocklandt, Venus and Cupid, ca. 1580.
Oll on canvas, 66 x 35% in. (167.5 x 89.5 cm). Ndrodn{
Galerie, Prague



However, he had not disappeared from Delft without a trace.
Bronze and alabaster statues by Van Tetrode, including figures of
Hercules, Christ, Leda, and twelve Roman emperors (the latter
surely busts, like ones he had done in Italy), are recorded in a 1624
inventory of works owned by the Delft silversmith Thomas Cruse,
along with eight sculptures by Hendrick de Keyser, ten works attrib-
uted to Giovanni Bologna, one assigned to Michelangelo, and, for
good measure, an engraving by Goltzius.” The whole lot was being
sold to the wealthy brewer Aper Fransz van der Houve (or Hoeve),
whom Van Mander had described more than twenty years earlier as a
former Floris disciple “who does not practice art but who is a good
art lover [and] imitator of Bacchus . . . whom he copies daily” (by
providing drink to mankind).*

Here again, with the mention of Van der Houve, it seems that
Delft was a rather small world in the sense that everyone interested in
the arts knew everyone else, but at the same time the small world had
wide horizons. In the calamitous year of 1566, Van der Houve was
pursuing his artistic interests at Fontainebleau, working for Floris
together with Blocklandt’s pupil Cornelis Ketel and the Flemish
painter Hieronymus Francken (154.o~1610).83 In the 1590s Van der
Houve owned at least three fine properties: Huis Burchvliet by
Rijswijk, a country seat in Voorburg (the village by The Hague
where Constantijn Huygens later built his beloved retreat, Hofwijck),
and another house in Voorburg called “The Friesians”* His son,
Abraham Apersz van der Houve (1576-1621), followed in his father’s
footsteps by studying art abroad (in 1600 he was living in Milan) and
by making dilettantish efforts in a Mannerist vein, to judge from his
only known painting, The Golden Age of 1615, which is based upon a
lost composition by Cornelis Cornelisz van Haarlem.*

Van der Houve’s stature as a collector is confirmed not only by
Van Mander but also by Aernout van Buchell, a fellow lefbebber (art
lover) and member of the kerkeraad (council of the Reformed
Church) in Utrecht, who visited Delft in 1508. His diary tersely
records: “Pictores hic sunt Michael Johannius et Hubertus, amatores
Melchior Vineus et Aper Franciscus” That is, the noteworthy paint-
ers in Delft were Michiel Jansz van Miereveld and Hubert Jacobsz
Grimani (1562/63-1631), while the amateurs included Van der Houve
and the mintmaster Melchior Wyntgis.*®

At the time, Grimani had just returned to Delft after a decade in
Venice; he took his name (as Van Bleyswijck explains) from his
patron, the doge Marino Grimani (r. 1595~1605). Van Mander calls
Hubert Jacobsz “a good painter and portraitist in Delft,” but no
works of his are now identified. Arnold Houbraken says that he
developed a superficial manner (comparable to Ketel’s?) in order to
deal with English clients who had little patience for sittings.*” In 1615
Grimani joined Karel van Mander the Younger in setting up his
tapestry firm.**

That the younger Van der Houve copied a work by Cornelis van

Haarlem is not surprising, considering that works by or after the

Fig. 41. Hendrick Hondius after Elias Verhulst, Flower Piece with Birds, 1599.
Engraving, ca. 24% X 17% in. (62 X 45 cm). Albertina, Vienna

aging artist (and Van Mander and Goltzius) were cited fairly often in
Delft inventories during the 1620s and 1630s.*” To these may be
added all the paintings by Cornelis van Haarlem that Melchior
Wyntgis owned, according to Van Mander in 1604: a twelve-part
Passion of Christ (from which at least one panel, dated 1595, appears to
survive);*° an “outstanding Adam and Eve” (probably the canvas in
Warsaw dated 1599);°" and “a very clever picce with the cleansing of
the children of Israel in the Jordan™ (almost certainly the large frag-
ment of a panel dated 1600 recently sold at auction).”* Wyntgis, from
an Arnhem family of mintmasters, became a Delft citizen in 1592.
Van Mander calls him a Middelburg collector, and indeed he was
mintmaster there from 1601 until 1612, when he became auditor-
general in Brussels. An inventory of his Brussels household, made in
May 1618, on the eve of his imprisonment, refers to Cornelis van
Haarlem’s portrait of him (now unknown). In 1626 Wyntgis was

again cited as a resident of Delft.”*
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While Van Buchell cites only Wyntgis’s name, he describes Van
der Houve’s collection. It included small sculptures by Van Tetrode
(twenty-six years before Van der Houve bought Cruse’s collection)
and a lifesize painting of Hercules by Jan Gossart. At one gold-
smith’s Van Buchell saw gems, medals, and other precious objects,
and at another’s on the market square different types of shells and a
“petrified sea-mushroom” (probably coral). These elements of early
Dutch and Flemish still-life painting evidently led Van Buchell to
the house of Elias Verhulst (d. 1601), whose wife showed the visi-
tor pictures of “almost all types of flowers” and of “shells and ani-
mals by the same technique, in very vivid color”?* No painting by
Verhulst survives, but one of his designs was engraved by Hendrick
Hondius in 1599 (fig. 41).” The same kind of composition was soon
to be (or already had been) employed by the famous Middelburg
painter Ambrosius Bosschaert the Elder (1573-1621) and was adopted
later by Jacob Vosmaer in Delft (see cat. no. 88).

The final stop on Van Buchell’s tour was Frangois Spiering’s
workshop, where tapestries were being “made with the greatest art,
worthy of a prince, unequaled in mastery”*® Many of the cartoons,
Van Buchell relates, were by Karel van Mander the Elder, whose son

entered Spiering’s firm about 1606, the year of his father’s death.®”

THE VISITOR’S VIEW

Van Buchell’s diary entry, like any record of a day’s visit to another
place, gives a very incomplete picture. As Montias observes, “Van
Buchell probably did not mean to write that the portrait painters
Miereveld and Hubert (or Huybert) Jacobsz. were the only painters
worthy of note” Similarly, Van der Houve and Wyntgis were hardly
the only collectors. Montias describes the “vast possessions” of the
tax collector Cornelis van Coolwijck, which were inventoried in
1605, as “by far the largest collection of works of art that I have
recorded for the period” (1593-1613). The paintings, appraised by
Grimani and Hans Jordaens — the latter also an artist of the 1590s
and later in Delft (see fig. 54) —included a good number of por-
traits (of family members, princes, and religious leaders such as
Luther and Melanchthon), mythological subjects, and landscapes,
plus two flower pieces and a few genre scenes. “There was also a
great abundance of wood, lead, stone, and alabaster sculptures,
elaborate embroidery pieces, and brass trellis-work” Montias con-
cludes, “While the proportion of sculpture and other artworks to
paintings may have been unusually high in rich houses of this sort,
the evidence from later periods indicates that pictures only gradu-
ally acquired the dominant position they finally commanded from
the 1630s or 1640s on.” With regard to a document of 1506, Montias
also mentions “painted panels in conjunction with silver and other

objects of luxury [as] a juxtaposition we shall often encounter”*®
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These are important observations, and they offer support for the
inclusion of tapestries, silver, sculpture, and faience in the present
exhibition. One can hardly consider the character of a local “school”
of painting and drawing without some assessment of the other arts,
nor can one appreciate the supply side of the equation without look-
ing at the demand (meaning anyone who bought works by Delft
artists and artisans, no matter where that collector lived).

However, the same scholar tends to downplay the arts in Delft
before 1600 (indeed, before 1650), when the city “was a small and
undistinguished artistic center” He dismisses the “two major excep-
tions” to this view, the sculptor Van Tetrode and the painter Block-
landt, with the following explanation: “The fame of these artists may
have rested more on the work they had done outside Delft”?° The
fact that Van Tetrode was successful in Florence and Rome and
Blocklandt in Utrecht hardly does discredit to Delft, where in any
case Blocklandt was responsible for “various important altarpieces”
(according to Van Mander) that were soon destroyed, and Van
Tetrode’s most celebrated creation was briefly on view.

Therein lies one of the essential reasons for the gap Montias per-
cetves between “the relative unimportance of Delft as a birthplace of
major painters and sculptors in the sixteenth century” and “its
importance as a showplace for great works of religious art”*°° The
sequence of calamities in that period — the fire of 1536, the plagues of
1537 and 1557, the iconoclastic riots of 1566 and 1573, and in the
1580s the continuing war with Spain and the assassination of William
the Silent—must have seriously impeded the progress of an indige-
nous school of painting and sculpture on each occasion that the
economy and local patrons offered hope. In these circumstances
the exceptional cases in the Delft school were not Van Tetrode and
Blocklandt but, firstly, artists who did not work for a living (like the
Van der Houves), and, secondly, portraitists, whose product was
the last kind of artwork to disappear in a recession, a war, or a
provincial place.

As an art center Delft was not provincial, although one might
gain this impression from Montias’s survey of painters who were
active there in the 1590s. He characterizes the group portraits painted
by Jacob Willemsz Delff (see fig. s0) and by Van Miereveld (see cat.
no. 45) as works that “are competent but hardly innovative. Neither
these nor the workaday portrait painters of the time, such as Harmen
van der Mast and Jan Gerbrants de Jong, were worthy of any special
consideration on the part of a man [Van Buchell] who was familiar
with the fine work going on in Utrecht (Bloemart, Utewael) and
Haarlem (Cornelis Cornelisz., van Haarlem, Van Mander, and
Goltzius), let alone with the exciting achievements of Renaissance
Ttaly”"*" The large degree of truth in these remarks will be obvious to
any student of the period, just as the word “innovative” will be famil-

iar from conventional stylistic analyses. Most patrons in Delft and



in the neighboring court city were not looking for innovation but
for sophistication and fine craftsmanship. If they had wanted
Thomas de Keyser or Frans Hals for a group portrait instead of
Van Miereveld in 1617 (see cat. no. 45) then they would have asked
them, quite as the urbane collector Wyntgis filled up his walls with
works by Hals’s predecessor in painting “innovative” group por-
traits, Cornelis van Haarlem."*

The traditional conservatism of taste in Delft has often been read
as a sign of artistic inertia. The styles of portraiture, landscape, still
life, genre, and architectural painting practiced there are considered
“old-fashioned” (although they were clearly fashionable in Delft and

The Hague), indeed traceable back to earlier times in Utrecht or

Antwerp."” And then suddenly in the 1650s —or so it seems to the
same critics—Delft became the most innovative place in the
Netherlands (if one focuses upon Fabritius, Vermeer, De Witte, and
a few others), the successor to the pioneering Haarlem school. The
change is usually credited to some deus ex machina descending upon
the provincial stage: Fabritius himself, Paulus Potter, Pieter
Saenredam, and Nicolaes Maes have been cast in the role.'**

As we have seen, however, Delft had a history of attracting artists
from elsewhere, and her own artists were well aware of the latest de-
velopments in other cities and in some cases other countries. In the
following pages we will focus upon questions of taste and patronage,

and insofar as is possible upon the character of Delft society.
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3. Punting in Delft from about 1600 to 1650

WALTER LIEDTKE

ONE OF THE DRAMATIC EVENTS

experienced in Delft during the six-

teenth century —fire, plague, war, eco-
nomic recession, religious riots, and so on —was
quite so consequential for the future as something
that did not happen despite the efforts of the city
fathers in 1575 and on other occasions. The House
of Orange-Nassau did not establish a court in
Delft. Even the magistrates who had hoped for
this distinction, and who were proud to have
William the Silent (fig. 42) as their neighbor on
the Oude Delft in the 1570s and the early 1580s,
could not have imagined how the character and
fabric of their city would have altered were it not
for the (by all accounts) dumb luck of William’s
assassin, and had the prince remained in Delft
directing the war against Spain. Nor could the leading families of
Delft, except perhaps for a few of the oldest and wisest, have envi-
sioned the degree to which their own well-being and influence upon
local affairs would have changed, and for the most part been dimin-
ished, if William’s eldest Protestant son, Maurits, had not moved to
quarters in the government buildings at The Hague in 1585. At the
time, this must have been seen by many citizens of Delft as a loss
of face and perhaps of hope for some prestigious appointment. The
seventeen-year-old future Prince of Orange was made the nominal
head of the Council of State in August 1584 and in November 1585
became stadholder of Holland and Zeeland. And yet the princely
family, according to the earl of Leicester (who was governor-general
of the United Provinces in 1585-87), was “mervellous poor, and little
regarded by the States’ The latter were more likely patrons of the
arts than the former. Frangois Spiering’s workshop in Delft, for ex-
ample, provided several sets of tapestries to the States General, for its

own use and more frequently for presentation as diplomatic gifts.

Opposite: Fig. 42. Willem Jacobsz Delff after Adriaen van de Venne, William the
Silent (detail), 1623. Engraving, 16%s x 11% in. (40.8 x 30.2 cm). Rijksprenten-
kabinet, Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam

Delftware tile depicting the Tomb of
William the Silent (cat. no. 149)

In the 1620s, however, Maurits built and
embellished the Stadholder’s Quarters, the king
and queen of Bohemia settled in The Hague, and
some twelve hundred courtiers, diplomats, and
servants resided in the general area of the court
and government buildings. The schoolteacher
David Beck records in his diary that on March 30,
1624, he and a friend went at one o’clock “to see
the Prince of Orange eating,” that is, to observe
the ritual of dining in public, which in the next
decade became more elaborate and a'subject for
painters of The Hague and Delft (see fig. 92).
About five weeks later (on May 6), Beck saw the
king and queen of Bohemia dining with the duke
of Brunswick, noting in particular the impressive
silver display.?

Prince Maurits and especially his younger brother and successor
as stadholder, Frederick Hendrick (1584-1647; cat. nos. 43, 44), had
learned the importance of pracht en praal (splendor and magnifi-
cence) in the practice of statecraft. It was difficult to be taken seri-
ously by the representatives of foreign courts or by the States
General without appearing princely. This was essential not only for
diplomacy but for the sense of national identity. Thus the title
“Father of the Fatherland” was taken over from the first Prince of
Orange by his descendants, the stadholders, despite its paternalistic
ring in republican ears. The prince, his residence, and his tomb (as in
cat. no. 37) represented his country, the people, and their nation, a
point that may require slightly less explanation in London, the sec-
ond venue of this exhibition, than at the first.*

Portraiture and the “Delft School”

As Beck perused the princely luncheon in 1624 his eyes may have
passed over the Delft doctor Jacob van Dalen, called Vallensis (1571—
1644; fig. 4s5a), at the third or “nobles’ table” where the prince’s

personal physician was customarily seated. (Vallensis also has a

43



prominent place in the left foreground of Van Miereveld’s Anatomy
Lesson of Dr. Willem van der Meer; cat. no. 45.) According to the
Dutch court’s dining protocol, dating from (coincidentally) 1624,
the stadholder sat at the head table with guests of similar rank and
the captain of the guard. At the second or “Council’s table” were the
highest court and government officials. At the third and even the sec-
ond table the conversation was mostly in French, as many members
of the prince’s army and court were foreign noblemen, often of
French descent. Non-noble administrators of the court, with the
exception of the hofimeester at table two, filled in the remaining eight
tables in the dining room.*

Had the princes of Orange remained in Delft, the consequences
for the city’s architecture would have been considerable. Convents
would have been remodeled, stables and guardrooms constructed,
and houses cleared (including courtyards such as the one depicted by
De Hooch in cat. no. 27), and the city might have grown beyond its
walls. The fine arts would not have been affected so dramatically,
because for portable works there was little difference between
patrons in The Hague and in Delft. As discussed above, Delft artists
such as Van Miereveld and Spiering were hardly the worse off for not
living in immediate proximity to the court at The Hague, where
good houses were in short supply and pretensions prodigious. As
prominent citizens, the leading artists of Delft were better off in their
own city, to which courtly patrons traveled at the drop of a chapeau.

Except, of course, the prince: Van Miereveld must have gone to
The Hague when the magistrates of Delft commissioned his first
portrait of Maurits in 1607 (cat. no. 43). In the same year he became
the prince’s favorite court painter and during the next twenty-five
years received many commissions from members of the Dutch and
Bohemian courts, from diplomats like Sir Dudley Carleton, and
from distinguished foreign visitors. He also painted many patrician
figures of Delft, The Hague, Leiden, and other Dutch cities.® In 1625
he joined the painters’ guild at The Hague, presumably because he
had lost his status as court painter (which exempted him from guild
membership) with the death of Prince Maurits. However, he was
promptly named court painter by Frederick Hendrick.

Van Miereveld was born in 1567 in Delft the son of a silversmith,
Jan Michielsz van Miereveld (1528-1612), who lived on the market
square.” As a teenager he trained for two years in Utrecht under the
former Delft resident Anthonie Blocklandt, at whose death in 1583
Van Miereveld went home. He joined the painters’ guild in 1587 and
in 1589, at the age of twenty-two, served as one of its headmen.® Very
little is known of Van Miereveld’s early work apart from the mytho-
logical composition of 1588 mentioned in chapter 2 (fig. 39). How-
ever, Karel van Mander’s biography of 1604 already praises the
painter as someone “who is outstanding and surpasses [all] others in
at least one single category”; he lists among the artist’s sitters “the Delft

burgomaster Gerit Jansz. van der Eyk, with his wife and children?’
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various brewers in Delft, a couple of Amsterdam collectors, and “still
in hand . . . [a portrait of ] the Princess of Orange [probably Louise
de Coligny, William the Silent’s widow] and others of the nobility,
and noble children?” Finally, Van Mander says, Van Miereveld was so
celebrated “that he was very often, and still is, invited to join Duke
Albert [ Archduke Albert of Austria, Rubens’s patron], with a guaran-
tee of freedom of religion and general promises” On top of that, he
is also “an outstandingly good master in painting kitchens with all
sorts of things from life . . . but he can barely find the time to make
anything other than portraits, of which he has many to do, even
though his preference very much inclines towards compositions and
figures” (as in fig. 39).°

When Van Miereveld began his career as a portraitist (probably in
the late 1580s) there were two older specialists in Delft: Jacob
Willemsz Delff (ca. 1550-1601), a native of Gouda who moved to
Delft in 1582, and Herman van der Mast (ca. 1550-1610), who was
born in Den Briel but was active in Delft by 1579. Van der Mast
studied with Frans Floris in Antwerp and then for most of the
1570s worked as a history painter in France, where he was reportedly
ennobled. The only pictures by him known today are the pendant
portraits (dated 1587 and 1589) in the Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam.
Delff is a slightly more familiar figure. His surviving works include
pendant portraits dated 1581 and a civic-guard painting of 1592 in the
Prinsenhof, Delft; a self-portrait with the artist’s family of about 1590
(fig. 43); and the charming portrait of a two-year-old boy (1581) and
a portrait of the Delft burgomaster Paulus Cornelisz van Beresteyn
in the Rijksmuseum (fig. 219).”

Delff’s more formal portraits are among the first in the northern
Netherlands to reveal the influence of the court portraitist Antonio
Moro, that is, Anthonis Mor van Dashorst (ca. 1516/19-ca. 1575/76),
Jan van Scorel’s pupil from Utrecht who went to Antwerp and
Brussels in the late 1540s. At the Brussels court and in Italy, Lisbon,
and Madrid (1550-52) Mor became familiar with state portraits by
Titian, such as the full-length Charles V with o Doy (1532—33) and
Philip IT (1551) now in the Prado, Madrid. In works such as the Por-
trast of Mary Tudor (1554; Prado) and the Portrait of & Gentleman with
a Dog (1569; National Gallery of Art, Washington) Mor adopted
poses found in Titian and to some extent his spaciousness and tonal-
ities, which tempered the traditional northern qualities of emphatic
modeling and insistent detail.” This combination and Mor’s own
inclination to explore character within the limits of courtly decorum
lend to his portraits a disconcerting immediacy. Severe sitters seem
to scrutinize the viewer at rather close range (as in Mor’s portraits of
Sir Thomas Gresham and his wife, in the Rijkmuseum, Amsterdam).

The tradition of court portraiture in Delft and The Hague
descended directly from Mor, who spent his last ten years in Brussels
and Antwerp. (Mor and William the Silent served the same master,
Philip II, both of them reluctantly.) To be sure, Van Miereveld’s



Fig. 43. Jacob Willemsz Delff, Self-Portrait of the Atist
with His Family, ca. 1590. Oil on wood, 327 X 427% in.
(83.5 x 109 cm). Rijksmusem, Amsterdam

portraits of Dutch princes and even of Delft brewers and burgo-
masters lack the hint of Venetian animation that is found in Mor,
and his descriptive subtleties. But his patterns served well the pur-
pose of South Holland portraitists, which was to suggest dignified
reserve while documenting facial features and costume details. In
1631, for example, Van Miereveld’s former pupil Willem van Vliet
presented the new archpriest of Delfland, Suitbertus Purmerent
(fig. 47), iIn a manner that may be traced back three generations to
compositions by Mor."

This will not sound to some readers like a recommendation, nor
does Van Miereveld’s approach —“restrained, rather dry visual
reports, competent in draughtsmanship and with only a moderate
decorative effect”— appeal to modern sensibilities.”? Van Miereveld
does not even offer us the charm of provincial portraitists, such as

those who worked in the farther reaches of Friesland or in New

Amsterdam during the seventeenth century.™ The court painter can

be at once sophisticated and boring. But it is misleading to compare
Van Miereveld with Rembrandt; in 1631, when the latter first painted
formal portraits (for example, Nicolaes Ruts, in the Frick Collection,
New York), he was twenty-five years old and Van Miereveld sixty-
four—older than Rembrandt when he died. (Van Dyck and Van
Miereveld died in the same year, 1641, but the fashionable Fleming
was thirty-two years younger and the product of exceedingly
different personal and historical circumstances.) It is the modern
viewer who is provincial, who lacks imagination, when he considers
Van Miereveld and Rembrandt in the same context and has little use
for the former beyond referring to him as a foil for the latter’s genius
and panache.

Constantijn Huygens, who visited both artists’ studios and con-

sidered it an honor to count Van Miereveld among his friends, offers
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a different view. “Our forefathers had Holbein, Pourbus and others

.. our Van Miereveld seems in all respects their like, although I
would contend that he surpasses them in that no one—in a word —
ever saw himself unlike” in one of the master’s portraits (a panel of
1628 in the Wallace Collection, London, presumably could have
served Huygens as an example; fig. 46). “Most [painters] who, as it
were, attempt to force the truth through a disproportionate display
of their own limited talent, fall into affectation.” whereas this artist is
more reliable. “With Van Miereveld, the whole of art lies with
nature, and the whole of nature in his art” Finally, Huygens con-
cludes (with a nice choice of metaphor) that with respect to “reality”
or nature, the Delft painter “lets all her beauty show in her own
clothes, and leaves her free of any accessory.””

A year or so after these words were written Van Dyck made the
most evocative known image of Huygens (fig. 44), and he painted
portraits of Frederick Hendrick and Amalia van Solms (winter
1631-32; prime versions in the Baltimore Museum of Art and a pri-
vate collection). Van Miereveld depicted the prince and his consort
as late as 1632, but Gerard van Honthorst, the future favorite, had
already painted his first portraits of Frederick Hendrick one year
carlier (for example, the full-length portrait in Windsor Castle).”® It
should be noted, however, that the first portraits Van Honthorst pro-

duced for the Dutch and Bohemian courts were barely more animated

Fig. 44. Paulus Pontius after Anthony van Dyck, Porzrait of Constantijn
Huygens, 1630s. Engraving, 10%X 6% in. (27.3 X 17.5 cm). British Museum,
London

Figs. 45a and b. Michiel van Miereveld, Jacob van Dalen, 1640, and Maggaretha van Clooteigk, Wife of Jacob van Dalen, 1639. Oil on wood, 27% X 23 in. (69.9 X 58.4 cm),
and 27% x 22% in. (70.5 x 58.1 cm), respectively. The Metropolitan Museum of Art, New York, Bequest of Collis P. Huntington, 1900
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Fig. 46. Michiel van Miereveld, Portrait of « Woman, 1628. Oil on wood, 26% X 22% in. (67.1 x 56.1 cm). Wallace Collection, London

in posing or brushwork than Van Miereveld’s recent examples.”
Meanwhile, the Delft master continued to receive more commis-
sions than he could handle from patrician clients, such as Dr. van
Dalen (Vallensis), whose half-length portrait and its pendant in the
Metropolitan Museum (dated 1640 and 1639, respectively; figs. 4sa,
4sb), or versions of them, were still in the artist’s studio when he
died. The inventory of Van Miereveld’s estate (compiled by his son-
in-law, the notary Johan van Beest) implies that the costumes in the

Van Dalen portraits were painted by the artist’s grandson and suc-

cessor, Jacob Willemsz Delff the Younger, and the same informa-
tion is explicitly stated with respect to another pair of portraits:
“Pensionaris BERCHOUT [Paulus Teding van Berkhout?] and his
wife, wherein the clothing was done by JACOB DELFF>"™

American readers, at least, will have heard the popular expression,
“This is not your mother’s [whatever],” meaning that the item in
question is the latest thing. A portrait of Van Dalen’s mother is also
listed in Van Miereveld’s estate; the artist often depicted more than

one generation of the same family. Our own notions of fashion do
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not apply in Delft, at least not with regard to portraits —for which
concepts such as family tradition, civic stature, and clothing of heir-
loom quality (see fig. 46; cat. no. 46) were nearly as important as a
faithful likeness. The right frame of reference was instinctively
assumed by the stadholder’s artistic adviser, Huygens, who as men-
tioned above compared Van Miereveld to the great court portraitists
of the past (in other countries) and praised the artist for his fidelity to
appearances. Barely a page later Huygens began his rapturous account
of two “beardless youths™ in Leiden, Rembrandt and Lievens.

Some critics have found it ironic that the same Dutchmen who
rebelled against Spain should adopt styles of dress, portraiture, and
public comportment from the courts of Madrid and Brussels. But
this was not the French or American Revolution. Concepts of proper
behavior and dress were shared by members of noble and patrician
society throughout the Netherlands, although they might have been
buttressed by such diverse ideologies as court etiquette, Neo-
Stoicism, and various forms of Protestantism. “The growth of indi-
vidualism . . . prompted many to turn inward and closely examine
their lives, values, and beliefs as they attempted to reorient and re-
integrate themselves. From this intense introspection would emerge
a fundamentally altered type of personality, governed more by rea-
son than emotion, with a high degree of self-awareness, a person-
ality endowed with inner authority™ This does not sound like
the “growth of individualism” as we have known it in America or
England during the twentieth century, but it describes fairly well
the view of Van Miereveld’s sitters.

The resemblance between Van Honthorst’s first portraits of
princely patrons at The Hague and those by his immediate predeces-
sor is another instance of an artist’s understanding court taste (he
had recently worked at the court of Charles I, for six months in
1628). So did Rembrandt, it seems, when he painted his Portrait of
Amalia van Solms dated 1632 (Musée Jacquemart-André, Paris), an
exceedingly reserved half-length figure seen in strict profile, like
an antique cameo, and like Van Honthorst’s Portrait of Frederick
Hendyrick dated 1631 (Orange-Nassau Historic Collection Trust, The
Hague), to which Rembrandt’s atypical painting was apparently
meant as a mate.*®

Van Miereveld must have been recognized as a peer by many of
his middle-class patrons in Delft. At his death he owned two houses,
ten parcels of land which were rented to farmers, various bonds and
other interest-bearing assets, and 5,829 guilders in cash on hand (a
decade’s income for a skilled laborer). In his will the painter, an
Anabaptist, left several thousand guilders to a wide range of
Protestant charities.”

To become Van Miereveld’s peer was evidently the goal of several
successful portraitists in the South Holland area and in Utrecht. His
sons Pieter (1596-1623) and Jan (1604-1633) were among his many

disciples, but they predeceased him, and his studio was inherited by
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his grandson, Jacob Delff (who was also the grandson of Jacob
Willemsz Delff). Van Miereveld’s most important pupils included
Paulus Moreelse of Utrecht (1571-1638) and the Delft natives Willem
van Vliet (ca. 1584-1642) and Anthonie Palamedesz (1601-1673). His
manner was also adopted by two prominent portraitists of The
Hague, Jan van Ravesteyn (ca. 1570-1657) and Daniel Mijtens
the Elder (ca. 1500-1647). Mijtens was actually born in Delft but
joined the guild at The Hague in 1610 and by August 1628 was in
London, working for the earl of Arundel, James I, and then Charles I
(Mijtens’s Miereveld-like portrait of the queen of Bohemia in St.
James’s Palace, London, was probably painted at The Hague in
1626-27).%

To judge from Van Mander’s account, Van Miereveld hardly
needed to advertise, but this was accomplished internationally by
Willem Delft (1580-1638), who from 1618 served as the master’s
exclusive engraver after becoming his son-in-law. Like Delft artists of
two centuries earlier, he began as a book illustrator and then trained
to a higher level (possibly with Hendrick Goltzius). He worked only
as a reproductive engraver, making about fifty prints after Van
Miereveld (whom he predeceased by three years), including plates
depicting Maurits and Frederick Hendrick (1623-24), Sir Dudley
Carleton (1620), the Duke of Buckingham (1626), and other public
figures. Images of Charles I and Henrietta Maria were engraved in
1628 and 1630 after paintings by Mijtens. Portraits of William the
Silent (fig. 42) and his stadholder sons by Adriaen van de Venne
(1589-1662), another Delft native who made his career in The Hague,
are now known only through Delff’s three superb engravings
(1618—21). In 1625 twenty-five impressions of the portraits of Maurits
and Frederick Hendrick were pulled on satin for the members of the
States General; two examples are catalogued here (nos. 131, 132).%

Some of Van Miereveld’s most attractive portraits are not of court
figures but of prominent Delft citizens: the pendants depicting
burgomaster Ewout van der Dussen and his wife (the latter dated
1617; both, art market, 19904);** the portraits of burgomaster Arent
Jacobsz van der Graeff and his wife, Sara Bosschaert, both of 1619
(Prinsenhof, Delft);* those of Frans Dircksz Meerman and his first
wife (1620), which were bequeathed by his daughter-in-law Agneta
Deutz to the almshouse she founded (Deutzenhofje, Amsterdam);
and many others, including works which like the Van Dalen pen-
dants cited above (figs. 4sa, 45b), were yet to be delivered when the
artist died. Van Miereveld’s use of standardized patterns is obvious,
but it has also been observed that his younger sitters started to
assume jauntier poses in the 1620s (for example, the Van der Dussens
and Frans Meerman), and that in the 1630s his figures became more
convincingly modeled with light and shade.”

As Dutch readers will be well aware, Van Miereveld left to poster-
ity portraits of some of the most important figures in Dutch history,

not only princes and politicians but also preachers, poets, and naval



Fig. 47. Willem van Vliet, Porvrait of Suithertus Purmerent, 1631. Oil on canvas,
446 X 33% in. (113.5 X 85.4 cm). The National Gallery, London

heroes. In Amsterdam’s Rijksmuseum alone there are sober like-
nesses of the Dutch princes, their nemesis Ambrogio di Spinola
(general of Spanish forces), Admiral Maerten Tromp and his wife
Cornelia Teding van Berkhout, the Remonstrant minister Johannes
Uyttenbogaert and his wife, the popular poet and moralist Jacob
Cats (1634, 1639), the unfortunate Advocate of Holland, Johan van
Oldenbarneveldt (who was beheaded by Maurits’s order at the
Binnenhof in 1619), the famous jurist Hugo de Groot or Grotius
(who came from a regent family of Delft), the historian and poet
Pieter Cornelisz Hooft, and others. The portrait of Uyttenbogaert
(1632), whose appearance is also familiar from paintings by Rem-
brandt (1633) and by Jacob Backer (1638) in the Rijksmuseum,
resulted from a long visit that the theologian (and court preacher of
Prince Maurits) paid to the ailing burgomaster Gerrit Meerman
in Delft (July 2-7, 1631). “In the meantime I let the famous painter
Mr. Michiel Miervelt take my portrait, at his earnest entreaty”?*

Van Miereveld may have been gently nudged toward greater ani-
mation not only by his younger patrons but also by the examples of
his own pupils and followers, in particular Willem van Vliet, who
was about seventeen years the master’s junior but outlived him by
less than a year and a half (Van Vliet was fifty-cight when he died, in

Fig. 48. Willem van Vliet, Portrait of a Man, 1636. Oil on canvas, 33% x 27/ in.
(85.5 x 69 cm). Musée du Louvre, Paris

December 1642, according to the biographer Arnold Houbraken).*
In one of Van Vliet’s earliest known paintings, a portrait of a French
nobleman dated 1624,>° and in the portraits of the Delft notary and
collector Willem de Langue and his wife dated 1626 (figs. 228a,
228b),” the artist’s style is close to that of Van Miereveld in the 1610s
and 1620s. In the portrait of Suitbertus Purmerent (fig. 47) the fea-
tures are more softly modeled than in Van Miereveld, and various
textures are distinguished; the arrangement of objects, the handling
of light, and the tonal palette suggest space and atmosphere. This
development would be unremarkable in Haarlem (although the
most similar works by Johannes Verspronk date several years later),
but in Delft it seems a fresh breeze (however gentle) from out of
town. In some of Van Vliet’s later portraits, for instance that of a
modish gentleman dated 1636 (fig. 48), Van Vliet was keeping up
with Van Couwenbergh in adopting poses more expected of painters
from Utrecht and Haarlem. However, the brushwork remains
smooth and the details are specific, creating the anachronistic
impression of a Victorian homage to Hals.*

If the portrait by Van Vliet just mentioned and others like it
suggest that he was more than a mere follower of Van Miereveld,

then his history and genre paintings, discussed below, resolve the
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Fig. 49. Jacob Willemsz Delff the Younger, Portrait of Gabriel Vernatti (1622~
after 1655), 1650s. Oil on wood, 297 x 24% in. (74.9 x 61.8 cm). Instituut

Collectie Nederland

[Ye)
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issue at a glance (see figs. ss, $6; cat. no. 85). The palm for plod-
ding loyalty may be passed to Van Miereveld’s grandson and heir,
Jacob Willemsz Delff the Younger (1619-1661; son of the engraver
Willem Delff), whose personal motto could be taken from the
inscription on the Portrait of Christiana Pyl dated 1640 (Koninklijk
Museum voor Schone Kunsten, Antwerp): “M. Miereveld incepit/
j- Delfius absolvit”*

The supply of portraits that continued with Delff went almost
exclusively to Delft customers, and no wonder, given that Van
Honthorst, Adriaen Hanneman, Jan Mijtens, and Pieter Nason were
all established as fashionable portraitists in The Hague from about
1638 onward.** A representative example of Delff’s work is the por-
trait of Gabriel Vernatti (fig. 49), whose grandparents had been
painted by Van Miereveld in the 16105 (Instituut Collectie
Nederland). In 1648 Delff painted the Officers of the White Banner
(fig. s0) for the civic-guard company in which he, Leonaert Bramer,
and the art-loving notary Willem de Langue were sergeants. The can-
vas has served as the vehicle of an illuminating sociological study, but
as a composition it does not march a meter beyond the Officers of the
Orange Banner painted in about 1614 by Delff’s uncle, Rochus
Jacobsz Delff (Prinsenhof, Delft).*

During the 1640s two older portraitists in Delft, Anthonie Pala-
medesz and Hendrick Cornelisz van Vliet (1611/12-1675; Willem’s
nephew), painted works more accomplished than Delff’s; Van Vliet’s

Fig. 50. Jacob Willemsz
Delff the Younger, Officers
of the White Banmner, 1648.
Oil on canvas, 77%e x
108% in. (197 x 275 cm).
Gemeente Musea Delft;
Collection Stedelijk
Museum Het Prinsenhof



portrait of the Van der Dussen family (cat. no. 8o) rivals his uncle’s

work in quality. Both artists absorbed new ideas after 1650, while the
younger Delff continued on as before. But even Van Vliet remained a
decade behind compared with artists in other cities. The family por-
trait of 1640 recalls that of the Antwerp artist Cornelis de Vos in 1631
(Anthony Reyniers and His Family, in the Philadelphia Museum of
Art).*® Van Vliet’s Portrait of o Woman dated 1650 (Rijksmuseum,
Amsterdam) and a pair of portraits dated 1656 (art market, 1999)
employ Amsterdam designs of the 1640s,% and the female portrait
dated 1663 in the Rijksmuseum follows a pattern that was already
familiar when Van Honthorst used it in his Portrait of Amalin van
Solms dated 1650 (Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam). From the early 1650s
onward Van Vliet painted a few hundred church interiors (see cat.
nos. 81-84) and portraiture became a minor part of his oeuvre.

For his part, Palamedesz kept turning out guardroom and Merry
Company pictures in the third quarter of the century, although few
of them compare in quality to those dating from the 1630s.3* Perhaps
the genre scenes made him more responsive to new ways of posing
figures and arranging groups: his family portrait of the mid-1630s in
Antwerp (fig. s1) is almost as animated as portraits of this type
painted in Haarlem and Amsterdam (by Thomas de Keyser, Jan
Miense Molenaer, and others). The floor tiles, however, are more ex-
pected of an artist working in Bartholomeus van Bassen’s and Gerard
Houckgeest’s neighborhood (see figs. o1, 92; cat. nos. 7, 36).>> One

of the few places in Holland where such tiles actually existed in a

Fig. s1. Anthonie Palamedesz,
Family Portrait, ca. 1635. Oil
on canvas, 31% X 42% in. (80 x
107 cm). Koninklijk Museum
voor Schone Kunsten,
Antwerp

domestic setting was in some of the rooms of the palace at Rijswijk,
near Delft (fig. 8).*°

In some later portraits, presumably not of the stodgiest people in
Delft, Palamedesz’s sitters seem nearly as suave as Hanneman’s in the
same years (see fig. s2).*' Similarly, Palamedesz’s large family portrait
of 1665 in the Museum Boijmans Van Beuningen, Rotterdam, pre-
sents eight smiling figures and various animals and dead game on
the rolling terrain of a country estate, quite as in compositions by
Jan Mijtens dating from the 1640s onward.** Mijtens’s manner of
arranging family portraits out-of-doors had already been adopted in
Delft by Christiaen van Couwenbergh, whose Family Portrait at a
Fountain (fig. 53) and similar works date from the early 1640s, when
the artist was painting mythological hunting scenes for Frederick
Hendrick’s palace at Rijswijk.*?

Another question that remains to be explored is how many Delft
patrons had their portraits painted in The Hague from the 1640s
onward, reversing the trend that had lasted for at least thirty years.
Michael Montias noted one example: in 1669 Jacob Hoogenhouck,
captain of the Delft militia, sat for Jan de Baen (1633-1702) and paid
him the princely sum of 175 guilders. “It is remarkable,” Montias
observes, “that so prominent a Delft citizen should have commis-
sioned an out-of-town artist for his portrait”** On the contrary, this
is exactly what one expects of a leading figure in Delft, given that
the fashionable portraitists were now in The Hague, to which sit-

ters must have flocked from all over the republic. In any case, Delft
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Fig. 52. Anthonie Palamedesz, Portrait of a Gentleman, 1657. Oil on canvas, 32% x 27% in. (83.2 x 69.2 cm). Private collection (photo courtesy Richard Green Gallery,
London)
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Fig. 53. Christiaen van Couwenbergh, Postrait of & Family by a Fountain, 1642. Oil
on canvas, 76% X 72% in. (194 x 185 cm). Museum Mayer van den Bergh, Antwerp

portraiture after 1650 may be considered peripheral to the specialty at
The Hague, where Hanneman, Mijtens, Nason, De Baen, and Caspar
Netscher pursued successful careers in the third quarter of the cen-
tury.* Among painters of formal portraits, only Johannes Verkolje
deserves inclusion in our catalogue (nos. 61, 62), although his work
could be said to illustrate the current style in The Hague and in the
artist’s native city of Amsterdam.*

That there was a distinctive style of portraiture in the southern part
of the province of Holland during the first half of the seventeenth
century has long been recognized. The term “South Holland” has
served as shorthand for painters active in Delft and The Hague, but
it also encompasses artists working in a similar manner elsewhere in
the area, for example David Bailly (ca. 1584-1657) in Leiden.*” How-
ever, the Delft portraitists do not merely represent one instance of a
regional style. Jacob Willemsz Delff and Van Miereveld established
the tradition, and the court portraitist and his followers adhered to it
more consistently than did any artists elsewhere.

This was not simply a matter of masters training pupils but of
taste and social values as well. Perhaps the most impressive aspect of
this conservative style is that it underscores a certain demeanor,
which is sober, reserved, and dignified. Apart from discreetly placed
attributes, the sitter’s merits are not clearly distinguished from those
of his peers. Van Miereveld’s patrons required no analysis for the

benefit of family members and neighbors. The artist recorded their

appearance for posterity. As for the poses and expressions he assigned
to his sitters, these reveal less about them as individuals than about
their community.

The descent of this tradition from portraiture at the Spanish
courts in Brussels and Madrid did not impede the development of
Dutch qualities. Careful observation, solid modeling, a disciplined
use of line, and consistent, one might say “objective,” illumination
carried the “South Holland style” rather far from its roots in Titian
and Antonio Moro. Van Miereveld’s debt to Titian was at least twice
removed and almost entirely different from what Rubens and Van
Dyck saw in the Venetian artist. The easy grace of Van Dyck, with his
fluid brushwork and flowing, colorful drapery; the dashing strokes
and thrusting gestures of Frans Hals; and the dramatic stage effects
of Rembrandt (imagine The Shipbuilder and His Wife done over by
Van Miereveld) were not suited to most members of patrician soci-
ety in Delft and The Hague, nor to the court of Prince Maurits. This
changed at the courts of Frederick Hendrick and of Charles Is sister,
Elizabeth Stuart, at The Hague. In Delft it never changed as much.

Portraiture has been given a fair amount of space in this chapter
for several reasons, the least important being that Van Miereveld and
his followers have been treated unsympathetically by most histori-
ans. More important is the fact that these painters were recognized as
major figures in their day, earning considerable respect and incomes
ranging from moderate to exceptional (Van Miereveld, Willem Delff,
and Palamedesz were especially well off).** Finally, there is the ques-
tion raised in chapter 1 as to whether or not a “Delft School” ever
existed, and if so, when.

The most familiar answer is that a few famous artists formed a
local “school” in the middle of the seventeenth century. For example,
following earlier art historians, Montias suggests that once Paulus
Potter, Emanuel de Witte, Carel Fabritius, Pieter de Hooch, and
Vermeer joined the painters’ guild in Delft, shortly before or shortly
after 1650, then “a genuine school —in the sense of a community
with intersecting interests in subject matter and techniques, with
some similarity in aesthetic approaches, and with significant cross-
influences — had at last come into existence” As for the earlier gener-
ations, Montias remarks that “no more disparate group of painters
can be conceived than Michiel Miereveld, Balthasar van der Ast,
Jacob Pynas, Anthony Palamedes, Simon de Vlieger, and Leonaert
Bramer who were all active —and more or less successtul —in Delft
in the 1630s*° A year carlier, Christopher Brown made the same
claim more dismissively, declaring that “there is nothing, for in-
stance, that the works of Jacob Delff [the Younger], Evert van Aclst
[the obscure father of Willem] and Christiaen van Couwenbergh
have in common besides the medium of oil paint”*

However, if we drop the marginal candidates —Pynas and De
Vlieger, for example, worked in Delft but briefly —and add in every-

one who was recognized by their contemporaries as a member of the
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city’s artistic community, then something like a “genuine school”
comes into view. Needless to say, it is not quite the same one origi-
nally defined by scholars such as Hans Jantzen and Max Eisler, who
wrote within the lifetimes of Renoir and Monet.”” The structure of
Eisler’s section on painting in his A/t-Delft is revealing enough, and
typical of historical scholarship in Germany at the time. He divides
the seventeenth century in Delft into Vorgeschichte (“Prehistory;” up
to the 1640s); Wendung (“The Turning;” with Palamedesz, Potter,
Houckgeest, and Fabritius behind the wheel); Die Ernte (“Harvest
Time,” with De Hooch chasing after Vermeer); and Niedergang und
Abkehr (the “Decline and Fall” of wretches such as Verkolje and the
aging Egbert van der Poel, Adam Pynacker, and Willem van Aelst,
regardless of where they happened to be working at the time).

Much as one could quibble, let us accept Montias’s notion of a
local school and bear it in mind as we survey works by Delft artists of
different periods. We should also concede at the outset that not every
painter will contribute to a clear pattern, that some personalities and
some facts will always subvert the housekeeping tasks of historians. But
not in the realm of portraiture. That Van Miereveld and his circle

formed a “school” in Montias’s sense requires no further discussion.

History Painting and Closely Related Genre Scenes

The state of history painting in the Netherlands, as noted above, was
lamented by Van Mander in Het Schilder-Boeck (1604 ). In addition to
the Reformation, which suppressed religious painting and must have
discouraged risqué mythologies, the uncertain political and eco-
nomic circamstances of the early seventeenth century made this an
inopportune moment for painting “histories” on a large scale. This
was true in most parts of the northern Netherlands but it must have
been all the more so in Delft, which on the whole was conservative,
strict in its supervision of religious practice, and nearly devoid (as
discussed above) of an indigenous school of figure painting.

The sole exception in the period about 1600-1620, aside from
wealthy amateurs like the Van der Houves, were the painters in
watercolor, whose main product in Delft was tapestry cartoons.
Seven waterverw-schilders (watercolor painters) were inscribed in the
master book of the Delft guild on the first day of 1613, as opposed to
forty painters in oil (some of whom were kladschilders, or “rough
painters,” not fine artists). Montias has determined that “all the
watercolor painters in the master list, including some who registered
after 1613, came from Flanders>**
been that the Flemings (like Jacob Jordaens in Antwerp) had already

The main reason for this must have

trained in the profession. Spiering’s most accomplished designers,
the Van Manders, were also of Flemish descent.

Apart from Karel van Mander the Younger, whose designs for
Spiering and himself were made with princely or government (and
often foreign) clients in mind, the most successful history painter in
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Delft from about 1590 to 1630 was a Fleming who worked mostly on
a small scale, Hans Jordaens the Elder (1555/60—1630). He is not well
known: in 1981 Eric Jan Sluijter failed to mention him in a survey of
Delft history painters active from about 1570 to 1630, while Montias,
looking at the evidence from a different angle, noted in the same
publication that the two most famous history painters of Delft
during the first half of the seventeenth century happened to be a
Lutheran (Jordaens) and a Catholic (Bramer).** A year later, Montias
described Jordaens as “a highly successful painter, judging by the
very large number of his pictures in Delft collections and their high
prices”; the same scholar has found similar evidence in Amsterdam
inventories and sales.’* And yet the only reference to Jordaens in the
1993 exhibition catalogue Dawn of the Golden Age (surveying Dutch
art between 1580 and 1620) was fortuitous: in 1603 Hendrick Hondius
published an allegorical print after Jordaens, which is mentioned in
the text solely as a document of the publishing business at the time.”

The engraving’s hero, Prince Maurits, had just recently given
Jordaens a much bigger job, according to Van Mander in 1604:
“A short while ago his Excellency Count Maurus brought sixteen
painted tapestry cartoons, very well and art-fully completed by
Bernardt [van Orley, about 1530], to The Hague in Holland. On each
of them is a life-size man or woman on horseback: the ancestry and
descent of the house of Nassau depicted from life, His Excellency
Count Maurus had these copied in oil-paint by Hans Jordaens of

Antwerp, an art-full painter who lives in Delft 5

The writer was
probably aware, through Spiering or Jordaens himself, that Maurits’s
father, William the Silent, had inherited a set of eight tapestries from
this celebrated series called the Nassau Genealogy.”

Jordaens is also mentioned in Van Mander’s life of Frans Pourbus
(1545/46~1581), whose widow “took as her second husband Hans
Jordaens, a pupil of Marten van Cleef [Cleve] who (according to
some) did not leave his master before time, for he is an excellently
good master as well in figures as in landscape and histories, and also
most spirited and ingenious at many different subjects: peasants, sol-
diers, sailors, fishermen, nocturnes, fires, rocks and suchlike clever
things. He entered the guild in Antwerp in the year of Our Lord 1579
[actually 1581] and today lives in Delft in Holland >**

Much in this account, written when Jordaens had already been in
Delft for about fifteen years (he probably arrived about 1587-88), is
corroborated by Delft documents or by surviving pictures, such
as the Van Cleve-like painting of peasants dancing outside an inn
(fig. 81) and a Wooded Landscape with Christ and the Canaanite Woman
(art market, 1983) in the manner of Gillis van Coninxloo, who served
as witness at Jordaens’s wedding in Antwerp in 1582.% In 1612 the
duke of Aerschot owned a very large painting by Jordaens which
depicted a beached whale surrounded by a throng of people; to
judge from the palette, “noir et dorées;” the scene was a nocturne

(which is perhaps of interest for Van der Poel; see cat. no. 53).°° A



Fig. s4. Hans Jordaens, Saint John the Baptist Preaching in the Wilderness, ca. 1605. Oil on wood, 127 X 19% in. (31.I x 48.8 cm). Richard L. Feigen and Co., New York

landscape and a “conflagration” by Jordaens (perhaps also relevant to
Van der Poel?; see cat. no. so) were included in a Delft lottery of
1626, together with three works by the younger Delft landscapist
Pieter Groenewegen, five architectural paintings by Van Bassen, two
Blocklandts, and the top prize, Jobn the Baptist Preaching in the
Wilderness by Abraham Bloemaert. Estimated values were provided
by the guild’s two headmen, the still-life painter Cornelis Jacobsz
Delff and Jordaens himself.” In addition to painting landscapes
Jordaens evidently served occasionally as a staffage painter, since he is
said to have been responsible for the figures in a scene of ships and
rocks by “Jacob Wouters,” that is, Jacob Woutersz Vosmaer, who is
known to have painted landscapes before turning to flower pieces
(see cat. no. 88).%

Jordaens was clearly an eclectic artist, with a wide knowledge of
popular subjects and styles. He went to Antwerp several times dur-
ing the Twelve Years’ Truce (1609—21) to settle family affairs; these
trips and perhaps art dealing (paintings comprised five-sixths of the
value of his estate) would have kept him well informed.*® But that
amounts to no more than keeping up with the Spierings, the Van der
Houves, and others in Delft, considering how much Jordaens’s small
religious pictures (fig. 54) resemble works by Van Mander and
Cornelis van Haarlem. The proportions and tapering limbs of his

figures and his colorful palette make Jordaens’s history paintings
look like compositions by Cornelis van Haarlem of about 1600,
done over in a somewhat more classical vein; he favored frontal and
rectilinear elements, to the point of gathering figures in isocephalic
groups. A few paintings by Jordaens of John the Baptist Preaching
are known; the subject was popular with Protestants (being remi-
niscent of the clandestine “hedge preachers;” who offered sermons
during the years of Spanish oppression) and was probably repeated
with a view to the open market.®* In an estate sale in Delft in 1617
a future burgomaster bought one of these pictures by Jordaens
for so guilders. At the same sale, “Dr. Valensis” (see fig. 4sa), paid
130 guilders for a “Peasant Wedding” by Jordaens.®

It may seem to some readers that Jordaens could just as well have
worked in another Dutch or even a Flemish city. Nonetheless, he
links a number of artists in Delft, such as Blocklandt, the visiting Van
Manders, Van der Houve, and Bramer, who also specialized in small
cabinet paintings depicting biblical and mythological subjects. The
presence of Jacob Pynas in Delft (from 1632 to 1641) could be consid-
ered a continuation of Jordaens’s line of work, although Pynas, like
Bramer, carried the tradition of Italian- and Flemish-influenced his-
tory painting into a new era, one benefiting from the examples of

Caravaggio, Adam Elsheimer, and their many admirers. If Jordaens
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was indeed, as contemporary sources indicate, one of the most suc-
cessful and respected artists in Delft (he was frequently called upon
for guild service and appraisals, and in 1625 was dean of the Lutheran
community), then the works that Bramer and Pynas painted in Delft
seem like much less isolated developments than they have to some
scholars.®® Furthermore, Jordaens’s production of small figure paint-
ings in a classicizing style has a parallel in The Hague, with court-
favored artists such as Cornelis van Poelenburgh and Dirck van
der Lisse.”” Jordaens has also been compared with the Antwerp
painter of small history pictures Frans Francken the Younger (1581
1642),% but one has the impression that his real Antwerp hero would
have been his nearly exact contemporary, Otto van Veen (1556-1629),
and, in the north, Bloemaert, in addition to Van Mander and Cor-
nelis van Haarlem.

Willem van Vliet represents a later generation than Hans Jor-
daens, as his small, recently defined oeuvre reveals.® Born about
1584, he was at least twenty-five years younger than Jordaens; Van
Vliet’s earliest dated portrait, mentioned above, dates from 1624,
when he was already forty years old. A genre scene in Detroit (fig. 55),
painted in the same year, bears Van Vliet’s signature. So does the
more colorful Philosopher and Pupils of 1626 in Brodie Castle (fig. 56),
as cleaning in the 1980s revealed. Despite its polished execution, the
latter picture was considered to be by Van Honthorst in the nineteenth
century; Benedict Nicolson reassigned it to Crijn Hendricksz Volmarijn
(ca. 1601-1645), “Rotterdam painter and art dealer, active in the 1630s,
influenced by Honthorst and G. Seghers””° This characterization is
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supported by two paintings of The Supper at Emmaus, each signed
“C.H.volmarin” and dated 1631 (Historisch Museum Rotterdam)
and 1632 (fig. 57), which nonetheless could have been based directly
upon such compositions by Van Vliet (who was twenty years
Volmarijn’s senior) as the Brodie Castle panel. The historical outline
implied here is already familiar to the reader: the Delft painter
absorbed ideas from Antwerp and Utrecht, and played some part in
passing them on to artists in nearby cities such as Rotterdam,
Gouda, and The Hague.”

According to Dirck van Bleyswijck (1667—-80), Van Vliet started as
a history painter and only later took up portraiture, like Van
Miereveld (with whom he may have trained about 1605). The
Caravaggesque genre scenes dating from the mid-1620s —and pre-
sumably history paintings in the same style as well””—reveal Van
Vliet keeping pace not only with Van Honthorst but also with Peter
Witewael (1596-1660) in Utrecht (with whom Van Vliet has been
confused) and with Jan Lievens in Leiden.” Van Vliet’s large alle-
gorical canvas dated 1627 (cat. no. 85) may suggest a new direction,
but his Caravaggesque vanitas picture Man Holding a Bag of Bones
(private collection, London) is dated 1629 and remains close in style
to the Philosopher and Pupils of 1626 (fig. 56).”* Furthermore, the fact
that An Allegory includes colorfully clothed figures in daylight should
not obscure its closeness in style to the candlelight scene in Brodie
Castle; both pictures could be described as the work of a Van Miere-
veld follower responding to Van Honthorst and perhaps to other
Utrecht painters favored by the Dutch court in the 1620s, namely

Fig. s5. Willem van Vliet, Tiwo Peasants,
1624. Oil on wood, 20% x 25% in. (SL.I x
64.1 cm). Detroit Institute of Arts



Fig. s6. Willem van Vliet, Philosopher and Pupils, 1626. Oil on wood, 33/4 X 447 in. (85.1 x 113 cm). National Trust for Scotland, Brodie Castle

Bloemaert and Moreelse.” The lighting and space, the degree of
modeling, the tendency to generalize the figure types, the emphasis
upon significant gestures, and the woman’s costume (white and
yellow with a discreetly striped sash) —these are all reflections of
contemporary painting in Utrecht, although Van Vliet has consid-
erably toned down the sort of action and expression that is found
in Van Honthorst. His synthetic style, which was touched upon
above in connection with portraiture (sce fig. 48), in this case suits
the subject, which may not be entirely clear (see the discussion under
cat. no. 85) but is certainly thoughtful and instructive.

The fragmentary evidence hardly allows one to conclude that in
1627 Van Vliet was joining the ranks of the so-called Dutch
Classicists; 7® however, the most similar works of the 1620s by Van
Honthorst (see fig. 58) and several other artists, such as Pieter de
Grebber and Van Vliet’s young colleague in Delft Van Couwenbergh
(see fig. 59), do represent a development away from theatrical pic-

tures in the Caravaggesque style and toward more stately, dignified

Fig. 57. Crijn Volmarijn, The Supper at Emmaus, 1632. Oil on wood, 35% x 48 in.
(90.2 x 121.9 cm). Ferens Art Gallery, Hull
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designs in which clear modeling and local coloring contribute to the

expression of virtuous content. This is not unexpected, given Delft’s
earlier support of Romanists and classicists such as Van Heemskerck,
Van Scorel, Van Tetrode, and Hans Jordaens.

A small part of the historical background to Van Vliet’s classiciz-
ing style in An Allegory is occupied by a friend of Constantijn
Huygens’s in The Hague, Jacques de Gheyn the Younger. The latter’s
few known figure paintings of the early 1600s —for example, the
Venus and Amor of about 1605, which was probably owned by Prince
Maurits (Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam); the Julius Caesar on Horseback
Dictating Dispatches of about 1609 (an inept handling of Roman his-
tory hidden in Ham House, Richmond); the Neptune, Amphitrite,
and Cupid of about 1605-10 (Wallraf-Richartz-Museum, Cologne);
and altarpieces of 1611 and 1618 (the latter for the Catholic count
Diederik van Schagen of The Hague) — make for illuminating com-
parisons with works by Jordaens, Van Vliet, and Van Couwenbergh
(especially the canvas by the last in Nantes, fig. 59).”” De Gheyn evi-
dently provided one of the immediate models for a painting of a
teacher and pupils which has recently been recognized as Van Vliet’s
work (fig. 60); two pictures by De Gheyn, both signed and dated
1620 (one in the City Art Gallery, Manchester, the other unlocated),
show bearded professors in profile, facing one or two earnest young-
sters. Van Vliet changed the clothing into timeless garb and gave the
chair an archaic-looking armrest. In the facial expressions his experi-

ence as a portraitist comes to the fore. But like De Gheyn, he painted
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Fig. 58. Gerard van Honthorst, Solon before
Croesus, 1624 Qil on canvas, 66% x 847 in.
(168.5 x 214 cm). Kunsthalle, Hamburg

figures that are types, not portraits, and the message is essentially the
same. Both of the paintings by De Gheyn and the panel by Van Vliet
bear a prominent quotation from Menander, which translates
approximately as: “The aim of good education is virtue””® Another
view of learning is put forward by Van Vliet (and, presumably, by his
patron) in An Allegory (see cat. no. 8s).

However heavy-handed, Van Couwenbergh’s religious picture
in Nantes (fig. s9) was a noteworthy change of pace from the
Honthorstian humor of his early work. His merry drinkers, musi-
cians, and lovers of about 1626-28 swing their arms, tilt sideways,
and mug at the viewer like sight-gag comedians in silent films. The
debt to Van Honthorst extends to exaggerated dentition, décol-
letage, and coloring. Nevertheless, some of the daylit scenes by Van
Couwenbergh, dating from as early as 1626 (fig. 279), suggest direct
observation, although they employ conventional staging and light-
ing schemes.

Van Couwenbergh strikes one as an artist whose experience and
temperament were very different from Van Vliet’s. Nonetheless, their
contemporaneous interest in Van Honthorst’s work must have been
mutually encouraging.” It has been suggested that Van Couwen-
bergh, after studying with the obscure Jan van Nes, did not go to
Italy as once proposed, but spent some time between about 1624 and
1626 in Utrecht.®® This is entirely plausible, considering the young
painter’s apparent awareness of works dating from that period by

Dirck van Baburen and Hendrick Ter Brugghen as well as by Van



Honthorst. Wolfgang Maier-Preusker has noted a number of obvi-
ous correspondences between compositions by these three Utrecht
painters and genre pictures by Van Couwenbergh dating from 1626
(see fig. 279) — perhaps significantly, one year before he joined the
Delft guild (on October 25, 1627) —until as late as 1650.5" But one
can take these comparisons further. That the Trictrac Players of 1630
(fig. 61) depends upon a once well known composition by Van
Honthorst dated 1624 (lost in Berlin during World War II) casts no
more light on the artist than does Van Vliet’s reliance upon Van
Honthorst for his Philosopher and Pupils of 1626 (fig. 56). But why is
it that Van Couwenbergh so often repeats figure types, particular
poses (some of them quite unrestrained), and compositional
schemes?® The answer could be lack of imagination or rapid produc-
tion, but the variations, changes of scale, and distinctive exuberance
of Van Couwenbergh’s work—he often seems halfway between Van
Honthorst and Jacob Jordaens —speak against these conclusions.
The fact that his figures and entire compositions often reverse their
apparent prototypes supports another hypothesis, which is further
encouraged by the amount of time, as much as twenty years, that
occasionally separates a painting (for example, The Merry Musician of
1642, fig. 237) from the original model (in this case Van Honthorst’s
Merry Violinist of 1623).% It seems possible that Van Couwenbergh
visited Utrecht about 1624-26 and compiled a portfolio of drawings
after compositions by Van Honthorst, Ter Brugghen, and others, to

which he referred over the next twenty years.

Fig. 59. Christiaen van Couwenbergh,
Chyrist in the House of Mavtha and Mary,
1629. Oil on canvas, 48 x 577% in. (122 x
147 cm). Musée des Beaux-Arts, Nantes

When Van Couwenbergh joined the Delft guild in the fall of 1627
he specified his calling as history painter, although genre scenes must
have comprised the larger part of his oeuvre between about 1626 and
1629. The desire to be a history painter was commonplace but ill
timed in the economy of the late 1620s, unless one had exceptional
talent, connections, or social reasons for aspiring to the more presti-
gious role. The last two considerations appear to apply to Van
Couwenbergh. He was the son of a successful silversmith, Gillis van

Couwenbergh of Mechelen (Malines), who became a Delft citizen in

Fig. 60. Willem van Vliet, A Teacher Instructing His Pupils, ca. 1626—28. Oil on
wood, 23% x 33% in. (60 x 85 cm). Formerly in the collection of Dr. W. Katz, London
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1606. Gillis married Adriaantje Vosmaer, daughter of the silver- and

goldsmith Wouter Vosmaer and sister of the flower painter Jacob
Vosmaer (see cat. no. 88). It may be relevant that Van Couwenbergh’s
teacher, Jan van Nes, came from a wealthy family; it is certainly
significant that the nearly twenty-six-year-old artist married Elisabeth
van der Dussen, daughter of the wealthy brewer and burgomaster
Dirck van der Dussen, in July 1630. Maier-Preusker considers this an
example of “dynamic social climbing in the second generation” and
compares it with Rembrandt’s marriage to a burgomaster’s daugh-
ter.** But several of Delft’s silversmiths were themselves from promi-
nent Flemish families (like Frangois Spiering), and the Vosmaers
were also rather well off.*

Perhaps his parents-in-law had something to do with Van
Couwenbergh’s sale in 1632 of a large canvas, The Capture of Samson
(cat. no. 14), to the city of Dordrecht, where it was installed in the
main chamber of the town hall.*® The composition is derived from
Jacob Matham’s engraving (fig. 235) after Rubens’s great painting of
the same subject in London, as several authors have observed. Van
Couwenbergh’s father was a copperplate engraver as well as a silver-
smith, which probably made the painter more familiar with prints
after Rubens and other artists. Engravings after the Flemish master,
who was greatly admired at the Dutch court, were probably con-
sulted by Van Couwenbergh when he designed his Cimon and Pero
of 1634 (Hermitage, Saint Petersburg) and a history painting (per-
haps on the theme of Semiramis) of about 1640, which is known
from a sketched ricordo by Bramer (fig. 62).% The Flight of Cloelin of

about 1640, also recorded by Bramer, was inspired by Rubens’s
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Fig. 61. Christiaen van Couwenbergh, The Trictrac
Players, 1630. Oil on canvas, 42% x 52 in. (107 X 132 cm).
Location unknown

painting of the same subject (formerly in Berlin), which in 1632 was
described as hanging in the Stadholder’s Quarters at The Hague.**
In studies of Vermeer, Van Couwenbergh is usually cited in pass-
ing—for example, as one of the “very capable craftsmen” who repre-
sent the sleepy art scene in Delft before 1650.% In terms of sheer
volume and money earned, the production of paintings, drawings,

prints, and tapestry cartoons during the 1630s and 1640s probably
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Fig. 62. Leonaert Bramer (ca. 1652—53), copy after a lost painting by Christiaen
van Couwenbergh, Historical Subject (Semiramis Commanding Her Husband’s
Death), ca. 1640. Black chalk on paper, 11% x 15% in. (30.3 X 40.1 cm).
Rijksprentenkabinet, Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam



Fig, 63. Christiaen van Couwenbergh, The Finding of Moses, ca. 1640. Oil on
canvas, 74% x 61% in. (189 x 156 cm). Musées Royaux des Beaux-Arts de Belgique,
Brussels

exceeded that of the 16505 and 1660s, and Van Couwenbergh was
one of the most prolific masters of the earlier period. However,
much of the evidence — including all of Van Couwenbergh’s canvases
for the princely palaces —is now known only from documents or has
simply been neglected because taste since the mid-nineteenth century
has not coincided closely with that of the stadholder and other
prominent supporters of artists like Van Couwenbergh.

The point is not that this mediocre painter was important for
Vermeer, whose sources were manifold even in the two known paint-
ings (cat. nos. 64, 66) that reveal the most obvious parallels. But Van
Couwenbergh was, to judge from the documents, the most suc-
cessful Delft artist of the 1640s, and his work reveals a great deal
about the art world in which Vermeer was raised. For example, the
question of how (and why) Vermeer absorbed a number of ideas
from mostly earlier painters in Utrecht (scholars have proposed that
he spent some time there® or picked up the taste from Bramer)*" is
rendered redundant by a closer look at Van Couwenbergh, who
throughout the second quarter of the century recycled forms bor-
rowed from Van Honthorst and his colleagues, and from 1638 until
at least 1647 was regularly paid 400 to 600 guilders for each large
painting in his version of the Utrecht style (the high-end figure was
the price that Monconys considered ten times too much for a

Vermeer in 1663; see p. 12).

Today one encounters the occasional Van Couwenbergh in small
museums, in the salesrooms, or in the storerooms of large collections
(for example, fig. 63, which is catalogued as by an anonymous Neth-
erlander). In the 1640s there must have been fashionable family por-
traits by Van Couwenbergh (see fig. 53) in some of the finer homes of
Delft, and large history pictures by him (for example, Saint Elizabeth
of Thuvingin Leads a Beggar to Her Hospital of 1640 in the Museum
Catharijneconvent, Utrecht) in some of the religious and public
institutions of Delft, Dordrecht, and other cities in the southern part
of Holland. As discussed above, in 1641 John Evelyn admired a ceil-
ing (“the ‘Rape of Ganymede,; and other pendant figures”) by Van
Couwenbergh in the palace of Honselaarsdijk, for which the artist
had also painted a large picture of Diana and her companions hunt-
ing deer, and a frieze of hunting motifs (he was paid 8oo guilders
apiece for the latter works in December 1638). In 1642 Van Couwen-
bergh evidently received 400 and 6o0 guilders for two large canvases
that had just been installed in the Huis ter Nieuburch at Rijswijk,
near Delft (fig. 8); another “Diana with various other figures and
game” for the same palace brought him 60o guilders (the annual
income of many “craftsmen”) in 1644.°” One of these paintings, the
Offer to Venus of 1642, appears as a chimney piece in a room of the
Huis ter Nieuburch in an engraving of 1697 (fig. 64).

At about the same time, in August 1643, Van Couwenbergh painted
tapestry cartoons for the city government of Delft.”* The subject is

not specified, and Van Couwenbergh’s work in this area is virtually

Fig. 64. Jan van Vianen, Assembly Chamber of the French Ambassadors in the Huis
ter Nieburch, Rijswifk (detail; Christiaen van Couwenbergh’s lost Offer to Venus
of 1642 is seen above the fireplace), 1697. Engraving, 8% x 10% in. (22 x 27 cm).
Gemeentearchief, The Hague
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Fig. 65. Workshop of Maximiliaan van der Gucht (probably after a design by Christiaen van Couwenbergh), Merry Company by Candlelight, 1640s. Tapestry, 149% x
18/ in. (380 x 300 ¢m). Private collection (photo courtesy Sotheby’s, Zurich)
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Fig. 66. Christiaen van Couwenbergh, Man with a Wineglass and Two Women with
a Fruitbasket, 1647. Oil on canvas, 46% x ss% in. (118.5 x 141.5 cm). Private collection
(photo courtesy Sotheby’s, London)

unknown. However, a number of Delft tapestries dating from about
the 1640s have recently been ascribed to him (see fig. 325). Another
attribution, proposed here for the first time (fig. 65), recalls not only
paintings by Van Couwenbergh (see fig. 66; cat. no. 15) but also
works by Jacob Vosmaer (in the bouquet; compare cat. no. 88),

Anthonie Palamedesz (see fig. 83), Bramer and Fabritius as muralists

Fig. 67. The Oranjezaal (Hall
of Orange) in the Huis ten
Bosch, The Hague. The murals
were painted by a team of
Dutch and Flemish artists in
1647-51 following a program
devised by Jacob van Campen.
Christiaen van Couwenbergh
painted the wooden doors on
the left (Minerva and Hercules
Open the Dooys for Victory) and
the heralds, trophies of arms
and armor, and crests of cap-
tured cities at the four corners
of the room. The large canvas
to the right is Jacob Jordaens’s
Triumph of Frederick Hendyick.

(discussed below), and, in a general way, interiors depicted by De
Hooch, Vermeer, and Cornelis de Man.

In 1647 Van Couwenbergh was paid for painting the “passage”
between the rear staircase and the great hall in the Oude Hof (the
Noordeinde Palace) in The Hague.” The document does not specify
whether the artist represented a figural composition or something
else; Van Couwenbergh painted a frieze of hunting motifs for
Honselaarsdijk and perhaps he supplied something similar in the
Oude Hof*® In 1651 he completed not only the well-known illusion-
istic doors with classical figures in the Oranjezaal of the Huis ten
Bosch (fig. 67) but also the tall spaces between the eight great pilas-
ters in the room (depicting lifesize heralds surmounted by Roman-
style trophies of arms and armor), and, above the four piers, the
wooden arches decorated with crests of captured cities.””

Also dating from 1647 is a large canvas (fig. 66) possibly intended
for a particular place in a room, since the use of a balustrade with figares
seen from a low viewpoint recalls the revelers in the Surrounding
Gallery in the great hall of Honselaarsdijk (fig. 12).°® The composi-
tion also looks forward to the figures at a balustrade that Bramer
painted about 1667 as part of his canvas murals in the Prinsenhof (fig.
136, far left). Bramer had also painted mythological works for
Honselaarsdyk: a “Venus and Adonis” (as had Van Couwenbergh)
and a “Flora” that served as a chimney piece.”® As noted above,
works by Van Couwenbergh dating from the 164.0s are also interest-

ing, in a broad view, for the young Vermeer. Both painters borrowed
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Fig. 68. Leonaert Bramer, The
Judgment of Solomon, ca. 1640.

Oil on wood, 31% x 40% in. (79.2 x
102.9 cm). The Metropolitan
Museum of Art, New York, Gift
of National Surety Company, 1911

Fig. 69. Leonaert Bramer, Sasnt Peter’s Denial, 1642. Oil on canvas, 49% x §5% in. (126 x Fig. 70. Hendrick van Vliet, Christ and Nicodemus in an Interior,

141 cm). Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam 1658. Oil on wood, 21% x 167% in. (55 x 43 cm). Private collection,
Cambridge
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Fig. 71. Leonaert Bramer,
Salome Presented with the
Head of Saint John the Baptist,
late 1630s. Oil on wood,

30% X 417 in. (78 X 105.4 cm).
Musée des Beaux-Arts, Nimes

ideas from Van Honthorst and artists in his circle (for example, Jan
van Bronchorst; see fig. 134). Their similar interests are obvious when
one compares Van Couwenbergh’s genre scenes dating from 1626 to
the late 1640s with Vermeer’s early works in the same vein (see cat. no.
66; fig. 279). But then, so are the enormous differences.

Van Couwenbergh joined the painters’ guild in The Hague in
1647 and sold his house on the Oude Delft in 1648 for 3,000
guilders. The death of his wife brought him an inheritance of 6,500
guilders, enough to keep a well-paid Calvinist minister going for
about seven years."°® But Van Couwenbergh was not living like a
minister, to judge from his substantial debts to a wine merchant in
The Hague and to a number of other shop owners. In the mid-1650s
he left for Cologne, where he continued to paint history and genre
pictures in the Utrecht manner until at least the end of the decade.
No works by him securely dated to the 1660s are known (he died in
Cologne in 1667).""

There is very little in the Delft school that one would describe as
“baroque,” apart from some paintings by Leonaert Bramer. However,
the invocation of this discredited term (at least in discussions of
Dutch art) may help to demonstrate that his work was not such an
isolated phenomenon in Delft as it has seemed to some writers.'**
Comparison of Van Couwenbergh’s “Semiramis” composition (fig. 62),
which was probably influenced by Rubens, with one of Bramer’s
many similar designs (fig. 68) reveals that the two painters were
working along parallel lines about 1640. The main figures in Bramer’s
large Saint Peter’s Denial of 1642 (fig. 69) recall Van Couwenbergh’s

types and poses as well as the Dutch and Flemish artists —in particular,
Van Honthorst and Gerard Seghers —whose names are usually
advanced. Leonard Slatkes, in order to underscore another source of
influence upon Bramer which “has inexplicably been overlooked,” that
of Van Couwenbergh’s Rotterdam contemporary Crijn Volmarijn (see
fig. 57), cautions that “by 1642, however, neither Honthorst nor Seghers
can be considered part of the active Caravaggesque camp.”*** But Van
Couwenbergh certainly was: he continued to depict Caravaggesque
dramas through the 1640s and even the 1650s, at the same time that
he was following Van Honthorst’s more colorful “classicist” style in
other works.™* As for the candlelight effects in Bramer’s willfully
unfocused canvas in the Rijksmuseum (Saint Peter maintains a low
profile in the right background), Volmarijn’s nocturnes of the 1630s
are relevant, but probably less so than Willem van Vliet’s, which were
painted earlier right in Delft (see figs. s5, 56). Van Vliet’s nephew
Hendrick seems to continue the exchange of ideas in a biblical pic-
ture dated 1658 (fig. 70), which apart from the window and a few
mundane props looks like a scene staged by Bramer, curtains and all
(see fig. 71)."” Van Vliet— Hendrick, not Willem — must have made
other works in this manner, or in his uncle’s, given Van Bleyswijck’s
remark that he was not only a painter of portraits and architecture (as in
cat. nos. 80, 81-84) but was “also not unlucky in mythologies and his-
tories, both in day and night lighting”'*®

Obviously, a considerable amount of evidence is missing, and
not only from the princely palaces or public buildings in Delft.
If this were not the case, Bramer’s story might be told today less
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Fig. 72. Simon de Vlieger, Christ on the Sea of Galilee, 1637. Oil on wood, 33% x
39% in. (84.5 x ror cm). Kunstsammlung der Universitit Géttingen

in terms of artists active elsewhere —in Antwerp (Seghers), Utrecht
(Van Honthorst and Van Baburen), Rome (Caravaggio, Bartolommeo
Manfredi, and Adam Elsheimer), and various cities in the southern
part of Holland (Volmarijn in Rotterdam, Rembrandt in Leiden,
Wouter Crabeth in Gouda, and Benjamin Cuyp in Dordrecht) — than
as part of a fairly consistent tradition of history painting in Delft repre-
sented by painters such as Hans Jordaens, Jacob Pynas, the Van Vliets,
Van Couwenbergh, his apparent follower Willem Verschoor (ca. 1630—
1678), and a few others, who briefly included De Vlieger (see fig. 72),
De Witte (see fig. 73), De Hooch (see fig. 74), Fabritius (the former
Rembrandt pupil and celebrated muralist), and of course Vermeer in

a few known and recorded paintings (see cat. nos. 64, 65)."” But

Fig. 73. Emanuel de Witte, Jupiter and Mercury in the House of Philemon and
Baucis, 1647. Oil on wood, 20% X 24 % in. (53 x 62 cm). Instituut Collectie
Nederland
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then, these are two sides to the same story—the view inside and the
view outside the walls of Delft. The local school must be placed in a
regional context, at the same time that it may be considered more
closely with regard to its distinctive qualities.

Indeed, no matter how easy it is to compare certain paintings and
drawings by Bramer (for example, figs. 68, 69) and the visual evidence
of his work as a muralist (see figs. 79, 136) with compositions by Van
Couwenbergh (see figs. 62, 66) and others, there is no denying his
distinctive style and eccentricities. His teacher is unrecorded, and as
in the case of Vermeer (whom Bramer could have taught) the ques-
tion is not so interesting, precisely because the artist had such eclectic
tastes and strong ideas of his own.'® The notion, long entertained, that
Adriaen van de Venne would have been a likely mentor for Bramer is
discouraged by the fact that the Delft draftsman was living in Leiden
before his Middelburg period of 1614 to 1624 (Bramer was born on
Christmas Eve, 1596)."° A more plausible candidate would be Hans
Jordaens, in view of Van Mander’s description of him as a painter of
peasants, soldiers, nocturnes, fires, and other “clever things” But in
1615, at the age of eighteen, Bramer went off to Italy, and his dozen
years there make the question of his earlier training a moot point.

According to Filippo Baldinucci in 1681, Bramer “spent a long
time in Italy by the prince Mario Farnese, for whom he worked a
great deal. Returning to Delft, he painted for Rijswijk, for His
Highness the Prince of Orange Frederick Hendrick, for the Count
Maurits of Nassau and for other potentazi.”"™® The Italian biographer
seems well informed, but in fact the information was borrowed from
the inscription beneath the engraved portrait of Bramer in Jean
Meyssens’s Image de divers hommes desprit sublime. The book was
published in Antwerp in 1649, when Bramer’s long career was only
half behind him (he died in 1674)."™"

Fig. 74. Pieter de Hooch, The Liberation of Saint Peter, early 1650s. Oil on wood, 12 x
14% in. (30.5 x 37.5 cm). Private collection (photo courtesy P. C. Sutton)



Mario Farnese (1548?—-1619) had served in Flanders and Hungary

as captain general of the papal armies, on behalf of his uncle Pope
Paul III. He lived mainly in his palace in Parma and was known for
his support of promising young artists. Meyssens also mentions “le
Cardinal Schalie,” who must be Didier Scaglia of Cremona and
Rome (elected in 1621). Another one of Bramer’s patrons in Italy was
Gaspar Roomer, a Fleming who lived in Naples and collected con-
temporary pictures by the hundreds. His inventory of 1634 refers to
sixty small landscapes by Goffredo Wals, the German teacher in
Naples of Claude Lorrain, and “forty small paintings” by Bramer."
Bramer is recorded at various addresses in Rome between 1616
and 1627." Like Van Poelenburgh, Bartholomeus Breenbergh, and
Bramer’s housemate Crabeth (the Caravaggesque painter from
Gouda), he was a founding member of the Schildersbent in 1623 (the
“painters’ group” consisted mostly of northerners). This was an
extraordinary time for a Netherlandish painter to be living in Rome,
in the neighborhood of Santa Maria del Popolo and other churches
where large canvases by Caravaggio had been installed. Van Baburen
was painting altarpieces there between 1615 and 1620 (and in Parma
ia 1615), and Van Honthorst flourished in Rome during the same
period (his Christ before the High Priest in the National Gallery,
London, was painted in 1617 for the Marchese Vincenzo Giustiniani
and was much celebrated and copied).”* The most important Ital-
ian and French representatives of the Caravaggesque manner, Man-
fredi and Valentin de Boulogne, were active in the same circles."
Wals, who like Bramer emulated Elsheimer, was employed by the

illusionistic muralist Agostino Tassi in Rome between 1616-17 and

Fig. 75. Leonaert Bramer,
Peasants by a Fire, ca. 1626. Ol
on slate, 8% x 12% in. (22.4 X
32.5 cm). Private collection

the end of 1618. It has been suggested plausibly that Bramer may also
have worked for Tassi, and perhaps learned the rudiments of fresco
painting from him. Some small pictures painted by Bramer in Italy,
in particular stormy seascapes, are so similar to examples by Tassi
that their attributions have gone back and forth; the Roman artist’s
influence is obvious even in more distinctive works by Bramer dating
from the 1620s (see fig. 75). A footnote to the Tassi episode is that his
tamous pupil Claude Lorrain intervened in a knife fight between two
Italians and Bramer, thereby getting wounded and possibly saving
the Dutchman’s life. This happened on October 18, 1627, and by early
December Bramer was back in Delft.”

Bramer’s use of slate has been connected convincingly with two
artists from Verona, Pasquale Ottino (1578~1630) and Marcantonio
Bassetti (1586-1630)."7 They employed the same support, and a style
comparable with Bramer’s in religious pictures set in cavernous
churches and under night skies. Bramer may have become acquainted
with their paintings in northern Italy or in Rome, where Bassetti and
Alessandro Turchi (1578-1649), his co-pupil from Verona, worked
with Giovanni Lanfranco, Carlo Saraceni, and others in the Palazzo
del Quirinale in 1616—17. Turchi may also have influenced Bramer,
but Bassetti comes closer to his Italian compositions, such as the
well-known Soldiers Resting of 1626 (Museum Bredius, The Hague).
Yet another artist whose work Bramer appears to have studied in
Ttaly is Domenico Fetti (1588/89-1623), who left Rome for Mantua
in 1613 and spent about two years in Venice before his early death."

It has been assumed by scholars that all of Bramer’s paintings on

slate must date from the Italian period. For example, an atmospheric
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Fig. 76. Leonaert Bramer, Travelers by Moonlight, ca. 1625 (or later?). Oil on slate,
diameter 8% in. (21 cm). Richard L. Feigen and Co., New York

tondo (fig. 76) which might otherwise be placed much later and
compared with nocturnes by Van der Poel (see cat. no. 53) was recently
assigned to the mid-1620s “like the other works on slate”™ But as is
suggested by the blue color of the older rooftops in Vermeer’s View of
Delft (fig. 23) and in Fabritius’s View in Delft (cat. no. 18), slate was
not hard to come by in Bramer’s hometown. Of course, paintings on
stone were rare, much more so than paintings on copper. This fact
would have added to a picture’s appeal in the eyes of contemporary
connoisseurs. While Bramer was still in Rome, a dealer in Delft
named Hendrick Vockestaert specialized in paintings on alabaster (as
well as in objects made of silver and gold), for which several clients at
The Hague still owed him money when he died, in 1624."*°

Modern notions of the “Delft School” are not very helpful for
understanding Bramer’s reputation after he returned home. Between
1630 and 1680 only one painter was cited more often in Delft collec-
tions: Hans Jordaens.™" Bramer followed him in painting small “his-
tories” with popular or obscure (learned) subjects, but in a modern
manner. One hesitates today to compare Bramer with Rembrandt,
but that is what Constantijn Huygens might have done. The Leiden
artist’s Judas Returning the Pieces of Silver of 1629, which Huygens
famously praised,”* is far superior to anything by Bramer in expres-
sion and technical facility but bears a strong resemblance to the latter’s
contemporary compositions (for example, fig. 77) in the grouping of
the figures, the theatrical setting and light, and the histrionic glances
and gestures.'”” Both painters benefited from the examples of

Elsheimer and the Utrecht Caravaggists as they went beyond the
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styles of older artists like Pieter Lastman and Hans Jordaens. In Delft
the same direction had just been taken in paintings of larger figures
by Van Couwenbergh and Van Vliet (sce figs. s9—61). Crabeth had
also come back from Rome (he was in Gouda by the summer of
1628); a little later in Rotterdam, Volmarijn not only painted Cara-
vaggesque pictures but also sold works by Bramer."** Some of Van
de Venne’s monochrome pictures painted in The Hague after about
1630 might also be compared with Bramer’s work, but the parallel is
probably of interest only as a reflection of contemporary taste.

The question of craftsmanship is worth considering in regard to
Bramer’s idiosyncratic version of the current style. Like a number of
Dutch artists (for example, De Gheyn), he was a better draftsman
than painter, which may itself reflect upon his early training. Work-
ing on slate and fresco in Italy gave Bramer a flair for broad effects,
such as flashing highlights and agitated swaths of drapery. The care-
ful modeling and attention to detail one finds in works by, for
example, Van Vliet (fig. 56) —to say nothing of Rembrandt—were
evidently beyond the limits of Bramer’s abilities, or at least in-
consistent with his artistic temperament. The smooth surfaces of
hardwood panels were suitable to Bramer’s style; they became his
preferred support after 1630, although a fair number of paintings on
copper and canvas are also known.

Montias found that the contemporary collectors of Bramer’s work
included “burgomasters and aldermen and other highly situated
patricians of Delft”'* Paintings by him are also cited in the invento-
ries of prominent dealers such as Johannes de Renialme in Amster-
dam (who was active in Delft) and in private collections in The
Hague, Gouda, Dordrecht, and Haarlem. Cornelis de Bie, writing at
the time that Bramer was decorating the meeting room of the
painters’ guild in Delft (1661), describes him as famous throughout
Italy and Germany, “and in his native Holland renowned in court
and home '

Bramer’s paintings (undoubtedly on canvas) for the princely
palaces have already been mentioned in connection with Van
Couwenbergh. These works were part of an ambitious program to
decorate Frederick Hendrick’s country estates in a manner reminis-
cent of Italian villas, like the Villa Barbaro at Maser (near Vicenza)
with its illusionistic walls and ceilings by Veronese. Bramer must
have known as much as anyone in Holland about the subject; he
would have seen the creations of Correggio in Parma, of Niccolo
dell’Abbate in Bologna, and of Orazio Gentileschi, Lanfranco, and of
course Tassi in Rome. However, apart from some arms and legs dan-
gling over cornices and balustrades, there is almost nothing known
about illusionistic decorations in Holland, including those by
Bramer (see fig. 136), to suggest models other than Correggio (see
the discussion under cat. no. 109), Veronese, and Van Honthorst
(see fig. 130)."*7

Bramer’s illusionistic murals are discussed in chapter 4 in connec-
tion with Fabritius and the Delft school after 1650. However, his



later works relied upon conventions already employed during the
1630s at Honselaarsdijk (fig. 12). That building’s frieze of figures
peering over a balcony looks back to Veronese and forward to a sec-
tion of Bramer’s murals in the Prinsenhof, Delft (fig. 136, upper left),
where other sections also recall Veronese.” So does the decoration
of a room that has not been considered previously in discussions of
illusionism in The Hague and Delft: the Assembly Room of the
States of Holland and West Friesland, designed by Pieter Post and
constructed in the Binnenhof between 1652 and 1655 (fig. 78)."”* The
painted wooden ceiling of this chamber (now the Eerste Kamer, or
Upper House, of the States General) still survives. The work was
done in 1664-65 by two artists of The Hague, Andries de Haen
(who joined the guild in 1642 as a kamerschilder, or decorative
painter, and died in 1677) and his son-in-law Nicolaes Willingh (ca.
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1640-1678).”" The latter painted all the figures seen through oculi
against painted sky, while De Haen did the decorative elements
(both parts bear comparison with Van Couwenbergh’s work). The
walls were not painted but hung with tapestries manufactured in
1662 in Schoonhoven. The cartoons for these hangings (which were
lost in the nineteenth century) have been credited to Post, but it is
conceivable that their execution and perhaps some elements of their
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design were also delegated to another artist.”" The most plausible

candidate is Bramer, who at about the same time drew at least two

sets of tapestry designs for Maximiliaan van der Gucht. One set
(marine subjects) was submitted to the Swedish field marshal Count
Karl Gustav von Wrangel; the other, representing The Relief of
Leiden (see fig. 210), was evidently intended for a room similar to
the Assembly Room of the States of Holland, namely the Council
Chamber in the town hall of Leiden.”* Landscape vistas framed by
trees are featured in the latter series, but a drawing of about 1660
(fig. 80), which has been considered a design for a mural,”** more
closely resembles the arboreal and architectural views seen in the tap-
estries of the Assembly Room. The upper parts of the tapestries are
even more reminiscent of Bramer designs, such as a drawing in Oslo
that has been dated to the 1640s (fig. 79) and several similar works."*

Most viewers today, acquainted with some of Bramer’s melo-
dramatic paintings, might wonder what all the fuss was about in the
seventeenth century. Of course, his approach to historical themes
was more novel then, but his reputation must have been earned as a
multisided designer, someone who freshly interpreted familiar sub-
jects, treated others that had rarely been seen, and endlessly invented
clever compositions. This may be the reason that De Bie (1661) dis-
cusses Bramer as a draftsman, while two eminently deserving candi-
dates, Jan van Goyen and Herman Saftleven, do not rate the same
distinction in his book.™ Perhaps the most striking aspect of

Bramer’s paintings on slate, wood, copper, and canvas is not their

Fig. 77. Leonaert Bramer,
The Adovation of the Mayi,
ca. 1630. Oil on wood, 17 x
21in. (43.2 X 53.3 cm).
Detroit Institute of Arts
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Fig. 78. Pieter Post, Assembly Room of the States of Holland and West Friesland in the Binnenhof, The Hague, designed 1652, built 1653—55. Engraved by Jan Caspar
Philips after a design by Mattheus Terwesten and G. van der Giessen, 22% x 29% in. (57 x 75 cm). Instituut Collectie Nederland

style but their sheer number. Owning a small work by Bramer was
somewhat like having an etching by Rembrandt, an oil sketch by
Rubens, or a drawing by Leonardo: the object was seen as a part of
something larger, a sample from a flowing stream. Meyssens’s
inscription under Bramer’s portrait (1649) tells us not only that he
worked for Italian and Dutch princes but that “il a faict beaucoup
des ses oeuvres en grand et en petit;” as if to say that the artist’s pow-
ers of invention were unrestricted by practical matters such as size.
(We recall that Evelyn, in 1641, admired a ceiling by Van Couwen-
bergh, “of whose hand I bought an excellent drollery”)** Indeed,
Bramer painted fiescoes in Holland (twenty-five years after he left
Italy),?” as well as yards of canvas and tapestry cartoons, at the same
time as he turned out suites of drawings and small cabinet pictures
on various supports.

Some of the settings and effects in his paintings bring to mind the
contemporary taste for the frightful or bizarre, as in hell scenes by
Jan Brueghel the Elder and his followers, torchlit temples and dun-
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geons by Hendrick van Steenwyck the Younger, and scenes of Saint
Anthony with assorted freaks, for example by Cornelis Saftleven.®®
The weirder wavelength of Bramer’s imagination was shared by
De Gheyn as a draftsman in The Hague.” These artists worked
with collectors in mind. Ghastly revelations by torchlight (as in
The Finding of the Bodies of Pyramus and Thisbe in the Louvre),™*°
subjects that take time to recognize (even Bramer’s Adorations),
exotic costumes, strange environments — this nocturnal world was
intended for the connoisseur.*!

The most impressive proof of Bramer’s inventiveness is found in
his several suites of drawings, which were evidently produced not as
preparatory material but as ends in themselves (see cat. nos. 106, 107,
110, 111). Five series of Old Testament subjects, at least fourteen series
of New Testament subjects, six series on classical themes (drawn
from Livy, Virgil, Ovid, and others), four series of subjects drawn
from contemporary literature, and a dozen other series are known.'*

It has been suggested that Bramer’s Aeneid illustrations, a set of



Fig. 79. Leonaert Bramer, Design for & Wall Decovation, probably ca. 1645—50. Pen
and wash, 7/ x 8%s in. (18 x 21.6 cm). Nasjonalgalieriet, Oslo

140 sheets made in the 1650s, “presume a viewer . . . who has already
read Virgil in Vondel’s lively prose translation,” and who would have
been “amused by the artist’s highly inventive and extraordinarily

individualistic manner” of telling the epic tale.™?

Little is known about the original owners of Bramer’s series of
drawings. One set of seventy-two pen-and-ink drawings, The Lifé of
Lazarillo of Tormes (Staatliche Graphische Sammlungen, Munich),
went to the wealthy art dealer and artist Abraham de Cooge, with a
title page inscribed “L. Bramer fecit 1646/ voor A. D. Cooge>™**
Two series, Metamorphoses (Ovid) and Tyl Eulenspiegel, were owned
by Caspar Netscher’s widow (in 1694), and a Life of Christ dat-
ing from 1666 is listed in the sale of Dirck van Beresteyn (1695). The
Life of Alexander the Great, The History of Rome (Livy), and the Aeneid
(Virgil), drawing series of 48, 50, and 140 sheets, respectively, were
in the 1691 sale of the Leiden scholar Snellonius.* The prove-
nance of Bramer’s series illustrating Il Pastor Fido (about 164s) is
not known, but this pastoral drama was popular at the court of
Frederick Hendrick, to which Van Dyck and a team of Dutch artists
(Bloemaert, Van Poelenburgh, Dirck van der Lisse, and others) sent

paintings based on Guarini’s play."*

The sixty-five Street Scenes
(Straatwerken) of about 1659 represent common professions and

derive from popular prints."*

Genre Panting

Some reference to genre scenes could hardly be avoided in the previ-
ous section, given the artists involved. When Evelyn cited the “Rape
of Ganymede” and a “drollery” by Van Couwenbergh in the same

Fig. 80. Leonacrt Bramer, Figures in o
Logygin, ca. 1660. Ink and wash, 12% x
15% in. (31.5 X 39.5 cm). Victoria and
Albert Museum, London
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sentence he apparently felt no qualms about categories. Nor should
we, given that the Delft artist’s history pictures and genre scenes are
rendered in the same Utrecht-inspired style and are sometimes
almost indistinguishable in subject matter (the sexy waitress in cat.
no. 15 has passed for Pomona). Similarly, in his Philosopher and Pupils
of 1626 (fig. 56) Van Vliet employed a composition that served at the
same time for paintings of The Supper at Emmaus and The Calling
of Matthew (by Peter Wtewael, Crijn Volmarijn, Van Vliet himself,
and others)."** It would not be surprising to find in an inventory of
the period one of Van Vliet’s venerable teachers (especially the man
in fig. 60) identified as an ancient sage.'*’

These consistencies in subject and style derive in good part from
the fact that the painting of figures, not history or genre per se, was
the Dutch artist’s actual specialty (he usually painted portraits as
well), and that both categories of representation were appreciated for
their edifying content. Even Hans Jordaens’s inn scene (fig. 81) is an
example of the latter, but in the comic tradition extending from
Pieter Bruegel the Elder to Jan Steen.”®

As discussed above, these and other figure paintings in Delft
depend mainly upon precedents in Antwerp and Utrecht. The same
is true of the kitchen scenes that were painted by the Delft artists
Pieter Cornelisz van Rijck, Cornelis Jacobsz Delff, Willem van
Odekercken, and (according to Van Mander) the young Michiel van
Miereveld,”" which like the overflowing larders depicted by Pieter
Aertsen, his Antwerp pupil Joachim Beuckelaer (1533-1573), their
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Flemish followers Frans Snyders (1579-1657) and Adriaen van Utrecht
(1599-1652), and the Utrecht artists Joachim Wtewael (1566-1638)
and his son Peter (1506-1660) feature figures playing significant or
even dominant roles (see fig. 82). Many of the “Delft” kitchen still
lifes (as they are often described) were actually painted elsewhere,
and in any case cannot be considered a distinctive contribution of
the local school.

Anthonie Palamedesz has already been mentioned as one of Van
Miereveld’s more gifted disciples in portraiture (see figs. s1, 52).
However, when we turn to his well-known genre scenes of the 1630s
(for example, fig. 83; cat. nos. 47, 48) he seems as much an artist of
Haarlem as of Delft. There was a time in the literature of Dutch
genre painting when the only explanation for such a development
would have been to send Palamedesz up north, since his earliest
dated Merry Company scenes (1632—34) strongly recall those painted
in Amsterdam by Pieter Codde (1599-1678) and Willem Duyster
(1598/99—1635), and in Haarlem by Dirck Hals (1591-1656), Jan Miense
Molenaer (ca. 1610-1668), and others, including the Delft visitor
Hendrick Pot (ca. 1585-1657)."** But there is no need to propose such
a journey, since genre pictures of the type Palamedesz painted were
widely known. His stylistic debts are by no means so specific that
they resemble Van Couwenbergh’s to the Utrecht Caravaggists or
(going in the other direction) Moreelse’s to Van Miereveld. Further-
more, the artists who depicted similar “companies” and “conversa-

tions” during the 1620s and 1630s include not only those just cited

Fig. 81. Hans Jordaens the
Elder, Peasants Dancing outside a
Village Tavern, ca. 1620. Oil on
wood, 30 x 38% in. (76 x 98 cm).
Trafalgar Galleries, London



Fig. 82. Attributed to Pieter Cornelisz van Rijck, Kitchen Scene with the Parable of
Lazarus and the Rich Man, 1610—20. Oil on canvas, 78 X 107/ in. (198 X 272 cm).
Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam

but also Willem Buytewech (1591/92—1624.), who worked in his native
Rotterdam after about five years in Haarlem (1612-17); Esaias van de
Velde (ca. 1590-1630), who moved to The Hague after some eight
years in Haarlem (1610-18); Adriaen van de Venne in The Hague;
Jacob Duck (ca. 1600-1667) in Utrecht; and others elsewhere.

The essential subjects of these pictures were modern manners and

|

e i1 mememam =

tashions, which must have encouraged a cosmopolitan outlook
toward whatever was new in the field.

Palamedesz himself was evidently familiar with some of the finer
things in life. His father, the Flemish gem cutter Palamedes Stevensz,
had worked in London for James I, and the painter appears to have
had a much larger income than the average artist in Delft."* It may
seem fitting, therefore, that until 1647, the date of his earliest known
guardroom scenes (see fig. 249),"* Palamedesz’s usual subject was
either the real or the imagined members of polite society (compare
figs. s1, 84). Of course, there were struggling artists in Holland who
painted similar pictures and a few prosperous painters of low-life
scenes. Curiously, however, the Delft school tends to support a ver-
sion of the “Bruegel fallacy;” which reasons that the artist would have
resembled one of his own figures. Not only Palamedesz bur also his
follower Jacob van Velsen (see cat. no. 60), Van Bassen (see cat. no. 7),
Houckgeest (see below), and (to judge from his decade of travel
abroad) Cornelis de Man (see cat. nos. 41, 42) were either wealthy or
rather well off.

In the context of the Delft school as a whole, Palamedesz’s genre
paintings seem important for two complementary qualities. First, his
tonal palette and attention to effects of light resemble those of Pieter
Codde and, unlike the styles of Buytewech (who died in 1624) and
Van de Velde (who died in 1630), are very much in the manner of the

Fig. 83. Anthonie Palamedesz, Merry Company in an Interior; 1633. Oil on wood, 21% X 347 in. (54.5 X 88.5 cm). Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam
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1630s. Had Palamedesz lived in Haarlem his naturalism would be

considered typical of that school. Second, his description of interior
space is more carefully organized than in most pictures painted in
Haarlem or Amsterdam, and in this regard his work comes closer to
the fancy interior views by Van Bassen (see cat. no. 7), Houckgeest
(see fig. 92), and especially Dirck van Delen (1605-1671; see fig. 8s),
who was active mainly in Middelburg but was well known in
Haarlem, Delft, and The Hague (see fig. 93). The connection is espe-
cially clear in several paintings by Palamedesz that are not well
known and which (like his family portrait in Antwerp, fig. 51) employ
a pattern of floor tiles as well as side walls and furniture to articulate
three-dimensional space. Indeed, the use of linear perspective tends
to underscore the lack of depth achieved by the artist in his figure
groups, which take the stage as if they were painted on screens
rolling out from the right or left.

In his most successful compositions, such as the Company Dining
and Making Music in the Mauritshuis (cat. no. 47), Palamedesz
achieves convincing space and light: the interior is at once well de-
fined and atmospheric. His style could be described as a synthesis of,
on the one hand, the “South Holland type” of genre interior, which
had roots in Antwerp (the perspective prints of Hans and Paul
Vredeman de Vries), and a parallel in domestic scenes by contempo-
rary Antwerp painters such as Gonzales Coques (see fig. 152); and, on
the other hand, the type of genre picture that was painted in Haar-
lem and Amsterdam, where artists tended to focus more exclusively
upon figures and the subtle description of naturalistic effects.”® But
like all historical outlines, this is too schematic a concept of how artists
worked. Palamedesz did not achieve some kind of breakthrough, any
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Fig. 84. Anthonie Palamedesz,
Merry Company, ca. 1635. Oil on
wood, 21% x 34 in. (55.6 X 86.4 cm).
Location unknown

more than did Dirck Hals (who collaborated in the late 1620s with
Van Delen) or any other painter of domestic interiors during the
1630s and 164.0s. His work is merely one instance of a broad evolu-
tion, which would have happened in any case, particularly in this
genre devoted to fashionable themes. Artistic conventions, coined
here or there, became common currency as they circulated through
the art trade and with artists who moved or simply paid attention to
new ideas. Dirck Hals and other Haarlem artists were aware of Van
Delen;"’ Esaias van de Velde, trained in Haarlem, painted figures for
Van Bassen in The Hague (their joint efforts are often cited in Delft
inventories);"® Palamedesz, in Delft, painted figures for Van Delen
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and probably Van Bassen;”” and the young Rotterdamer Ludolf de
Jongh, De Hooch’ close associate in the 16s0s, studied with
Palamedesz twenty years earlier. Thus, the common questions of
who knew what when in studies of De Hooch, Vermeer, and their
alleged forerunners are less illuminating than are the broader pat-
terns of picture making, the trends in subject matter and style that
reflect local taste and, to some extent, values. Perhaps the most
important points to make about “high genre” painting — that is,
scenes of high or upper-middle-class society —as it was practiced in
Delft between about 1620 and 1650 is that in some pictures the life-
style looks very high indeed (as in figs. 83, 84; cat. nos. 47, 48).
“Low genre” scenes, apart from cavalry fights (see cat. no. 49),
appear to have attracted little interest until the late 1640s.%°
Imaginary architectural views by Van Bassen, Van Delen, and
Hendrick van Steenwyck the Younger turn up occasionally in
Amsterdam inventories and might be expected in the collection of
almost any Netherlander of taste and means (pictures of this kind



were fairly expensive).”" Nonetheless, the concentration —in both
supply and demand — of palace views in The Hague and Delft (for
example, a panel by Van Bassen in this exhibition; cat. no. 7), and to
a lesser extent in the still-prosperous city of Middelburg, is a remark-
able phenomenon, nearly as much so as the construction of actual
palaces in and around The Hague. This type of picture, representing
a particular kind of “high genre” scene, is considered further below,
in the section on architectural painting,.

Admirers of Dutch art are well acquainted with examples of
remarkable painters by whom only a few works are known. Jacob
van Velsen (ca. 1597-1656) is one of those, possibly in part because he
married a wealthy woman (a Catholic) and was able to paint at
leisure. It is not known whether he was a pupil of Palamedesz, as one
might expect (see figs. 83, 88; cat. no. 60). The latter joined the guild
more than three years earlier; Van Velsen enrolled on April 18, 1625.
His earliest dated works are from 1631 and bear upon the question. A
small panel depicting a young painter (fig. 86) — probably not Van
Velsen, who was said to be twenty years old in 1617 — recalls Codde’s
luminous Young Scholar of the early 1630s in the Musée des Beaux-
Arts, Lille.* A Musical Party (cat. no. 60) is reminiscent of Duyster
rather than Codde, and even more so of Jacob Duck (for example,
in the flood of light, minimal stage, and fine fabrics and still-life
motifs)."”® Finally, an extraordinary small painting on copper in
the Louvre (fig. 87), also of 1631, strengthens the impression that
A Musical Party, with its silhouetted figure in the foreground, reflects
the influence of Utrecht artists. Despite the naive anatomy and pup-
petlike shadow, the strong modeling and bright daylight in the

Louvre picture bring to mind effects found in the works of several

Fig. 8s. Dirck van Delen, Musical Company, 1636. Oil on
wood, 19% X 24% in. (48.5 x 61.8 cm). Museum Boijmans
Van Beuningen, Rotterdam

Utrecht painters, such as Hendrick ter Brugghen, Jan van Bijlert,
Johannes Moreelse, and Duck (and perhaps also Fabritius; see cat.
no. 20). The pale green wall and subtle shades of drapery recall
Ter Brugghen, as well as other genre painters of the period.

Fig. 86. Jacob van Velsen, A Younyg Artist befove His Easel, 1631. Oil on wood,
10% X 84 in. (26 x 20.6 cm). Formetly A. E. Popham Collection, London
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Fig. 87. Jacob van Velsen, The Fortune Teller, 1631. Oil on copper, 10% x 9 in. (26 x
23 cm). Musée du Louvre, Paris

It is only with Van Velsen’s Merry Company dated 1633 (fig. 88)
that Palamedesz should be brought into the discussion,®* and even
here Duck’s spare settings and raking light (often from a visible source

on the left) and Duyster’s moody characters staring downward or

Fig. 88. Jacob van Velsen, Merry Company,
1633. Oil on wood, 14% x 22 in. (37.5 x

56 cm). State Hermitage Museum, Saint
Petersburg
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into space make for more intriguing comparisons. Van Velsen is like-
wise eccentric, given to unexpected tonalities, expressions, and dis-
tributions of figures (as in Duyster’s paintings, they do not really
seem to get along). His slight men and women seem isolated or
backed into corners, as in a panel (probably of about 1633—35) depict-
ing the offer of a coin, and its acceptance by a woman who is busy
with her jewelry box (fig. 89). The foot warmer, which matter-of-
factly refers to passion, is set off like a whispered aside. Beyond it,
the space flows frecly to a bare wall, then offstage into the light.
There is more than a superficial resemblance to Vermeer in Van
Velsen’s pictorial strategies: as in The Milkmaid (cat. no. 68), but in
reverse, forms are built back from the frame along a receding wall; a
standing figure anchors the composition; and the space has a life of
its own, amplified by brilliant light and measured by modest mortifs
(a foot warmer, a chair in the background, a print on the wall). A
different sort of similarity is found in the drama of a man standing
over a woman who is willing but also confined, which looks forward
to the body language in Vermeer’s Glass of Wine (cat. no. 70) and
Young Woman with a Wineglass (fig. 167).%

Is Van Velsen an unsung hero, another influence on Vermeer? In a
small way, he may have been. But as with Willem van Vliet, Van
Couwenbergh, and Palamedesz, the artist is of greater interest when
seen in the broader view. Light and space, isolated figures, and evoca-
tive environments were not invented by Vermeer, Fabritius, or any-
one else in Delft, but learned from many sources, including artists
active throughout Holland, Utrecht, and the Spanish Netherlands.
Van Velsen shows us the process at work twenty years before Vermeer,

and he reveals the role of personality in lending nuance to knowledge.




Fig. 89. Jacob van Velsen, A Man Offering n Woman Money, 1630s. Oil on wood,
dimensions unknown. Art market, London (1946)

Avchitectural Painting

Palace views by Van Bassen and other artists were mentioned in the
previous section because the figures in them often represent a Merry
Company or related theme (see cat. no. 7). On the other hand, the
same setting and very similar figures might represent an episode in
the story of The Prodigal Son or some other biblical tale, despite the
contemporary style of interior decoration. In the Delft lottery of
1626 mentioned above, one of the five paintings by Van Bassen with
figures by Esaias van de Velde represented “a hall or chamber with
the story of the rich man and Lazarus,” and such a picture by the two
artists is known."*

The drawbacks and advantages of describing various kinds of pic-
tures as architectural paintings have been discussed a number of
times."” In seventeenth-century inventories, paintings of both secu-
lar and ecclesiastical architecture are frequently listed as “perspec-
tives,” and it is clear that they were appreciated as such, that is, for
their qualities of design and illusionism. However, in other docu-
ments the particular subject is emphasized, as in the lottery of 1626

(another picture by Van Bassen and Van de Velde is said to represent

a temple with “the history of the adulterous woman”)."*® Similarly,
De Witte’s views of actual church interiors (for example, cat. no. 92)
were often described as “Sermons” by contemporary notaries, thus
stressing the subject of worship rather than the building itself.

In other words, both form and content mattered in architectural
views. Quite as in the case of “figure painting,” as opposed to history
pictures or genre scenes, the suitability of the term depends upon the
context. It is helpful to bear in mind that architectural painting was
not a “genre” but an artistic specialty which served for various sub-
jects, such as views of “ancient” and “modern” temples; fantastic and
plausible palaces; portraits of local churches; Protestant and Cathotlic
churches that are realistic but did not actually exist (as in many
Dutch pictures of the everyday world); and cityscapes both foreign
and domestic, invented and real (all found in the oeuvre of Jan van
der Heyden)."®

These thoughts are relevant to the topic at hand, for it could be
said that until the middle of the seventeenth century specific subjects —
for example, a view inside one of the local churches — played a minor
role in architectural views painted in the southern part of the
province of Holland (artists in Delft, The Hague, and Rotterdam
produced examples), compared with the interest in linear perspec-
tive and architectural design.””° These acquired tastes, involving the
study of geometry, the decorative and illusionistic qualities of per-
spective pictures, and an appreciation of architectural forms (espe-
cially those imported from France and Italy), were very much at
home in court circles, where the enthusiasts included the princes of
Orange, their cousin Frederick V, Constantijn Huygens (who was
well known as an amateur architect),””” visitors such as Evelyn, and
the professional architects who worked on public projects and for
the court, including Van Bassen himself.

The situation was very different elsewhere in Holland. In many
cities architectural painting was not practiced at all, or quite differ-
ently. The contrast between The Hague and Haarlem is striking:
Pieter Saenredam, aithough familiar with various architects (Huygens,
Jacob van Campen, Pieter Post, and Salomon de Bray), restricted his
work as a painter almost exclusively to portraits of actual churches in
Haarlem, Utrecht, and a few other cities. His Haarlem followers,
Gerrit and Job Berckheyde and Isaak van Nickele, also concentrated
upon the Grote Kerk of Haarlem (Saint Bavo’s) and existing views
in Haarlem and Amsterdam. This should not be seen as an artistic
movement, as if Saenredam were some kind of Courbet depicting
the actual scene (“Show me an imaginary church and I’ll paint one”)
and inspiring younger painters to do likewise. Saenredam’s subjects
were profoundly important to local patrons, and they were adopted
by later artists because the same subjects were still in demand.

On rare occasions during the first half of the seventeenth century
Van Bassen also painted actual buildings and monuments. The new

tomb of William the Silent was set in an imaginary church interior
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Fig. 9o. Bartholomeus van Bassen, Interior of the Cunerakerk, Rhenen, 1638. Oil on wood, 24 x 31% in. (61.1 x 80.5 cm). The National Gallery, London

(cat. no. 6), although it is Dutch Gothic in style and realistic in its
space and lighting. Perhaps Van Bassen found the actual setting
in the Nieuwe Kerk in Delft (see fig. 257) too difficult to represent;
evidently the construction of the tomb was still in progress at the
time. In 1638 the artist painted a largely faithful view of the inte-
rior of the church at Rhenen (fig. 90), which adjoined the palace
he had designed for the king and queen of Bohemia."”* In the follow-
ing year he depicted the interior of the Grote Kerk (Saint Jacob’s) in
The Hague (art market, 1971), taking some liberties in the view.'”?
These examples, and common sense, contradict the long-standing
assumption that Van Bassen and his follower, Houckgeest, simply
muddled on with imaginary architectural subjects until someone like
Saenredam showed them the way.'*

Huygens owned two or three paintings by Saenredam, but he
would have been able to explain why very different kinds of architec-
tural views were popular in The Hague.”” The architect, designer, and
founding father of architectural painting in the Netherlands, Hans
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Vredeman de Vries (1527-1607), had actually lived in The Hague be-
tween 1601 and 1604, when he moved to Hamburg, one of the several
court cities in which he had worked before. His legacy was kept alive
by a number of Dutch artists and architects, including his son Paul
(1567-1616), who resided from 1599 onward in Amsterdam (he de-
signed and painted imaginary architectural views and worked on the
architectural decorations for Elizabeth Stuart’s entry into Amsterdam
in 1613).”7 In The Hague, Vredeman de Vries’s strongest advocate was
the printmaker and publisher Hendrick Hondius, who published the
perspectivist’s treatises (including the influential Perspective of 1604—5)
and who was himself an authority on the subject.””” Perspective was
surely on the syllabus when Hondius gave the young Huygens draw-
ing lessons in 1611."7* In later years his expertise in “perspective and
other sciences” brought Hondius to the attention of “kings, great
princes and nobles,” according to the biographer Cornelis de Bie.””
As a painter of “perspectives” and city architect of The Hague, Van

Bassen must have been well acquainted with Hondius’s publications



and his place of business opposite the Prince of Orange’s residence.
(The view in fig. 123 is thought to have been recorded from the large
house that Hondius occupied from 1614.)"*° The painter was proba-
bly born at The Hague about 1590; his father’s profession is
unknown, but his grandfather, Bartholt van Bassen, had been a clerk
of the court. In 1613 the artist joined the Guild of Saint Luke in Delft
as an outsider, and in 1622 he enrolled in the painters’ guild in The
Hague. When he married there in 1624 he was described as a resident
of The Hague, but in 1625 he still owned a house in Delft."*" He
served as dean of the guild in The Hague in 1627. In 1628 Van Bassen,
“Mr. perspective painter in ’s Gravenhage,” signed over a small annu-
ity to Cornelis van Poelenburgh, the Italianate landscapist who was
favored by the court, and to his heirs. In 1651 Van Poelenburgh’s
daughter Adriana married Van Bassen’s son Aernoudt, who was a
counselor at the court.”®”

As noted above, Van Bassen (see cat. nos. 6, 7) was the designer
and builder of Frederick V’s palace at Rhenen (1620~31)," and from
1630 onward he worked on Frederick Hendrick’s palaces at Rijswijk
and Honselaarsdijk (figs. 8, 10)."** Huygens, the French architect
Jacques de la Vallée, and the Dutch architects Van Campen and Arent
van ’s-Gravesande were also active at the princely residences, to which
Frederick Hendrick himself contributed some design ideas.”™ Between
1634 and 1639 Van Bassen worked on the town hall, the Church of
Saint Catherine (Catharinakerk), and the Gasthuispoort (Hospital
Gate) in Arnhem,™ and in 1638 he succeeded ’s-Gravesande as comp-
troller of architectural projects for the city of The Hague.”” He col-
laborated with Pieter Noorwits on the Nieuwe Kerk in The Hague
(1649-56) and in 1650 painted a picture of the intended building for
the city government."

Houckgeest (sce cat. nos. 35-40) was born about 1600 in The
Hague, where his uncle Joachim Houckgeest (ca. 1585—before June 13,
1644) was a successful portraitist. Montias reports that his parents
were wealthy."®® Houckgeest probably studied with Van Bassen
before joining the painters’ guild in The Hague in 1625. By 1635 he
had moved to Delft, where he married Helena van Cromstrijen the
following year. In 1639 he was cited as a member of the Delft
painters’ guild, but he rejoined the guild in The Hague during the
same year. His mother-in-law had recently married her second hus-
band, Frangois Brandijn, an advocate at the Court of Holland. A
document of 1640 records that Houckgeest had designed tapestries
(presumably made by Van der Gucht) for the States General."® In
1644 he was living in a brewery in Delft called “The Claw;” which
may mean that he was in the business. His brother Otto (d. 1657)
went to the Indies in the same year (possibly in service to the VOC).
Houckgeest owned houses, estates, and horses in the 1650s and as far
as is known lived comfortably all his life.™

It has been said that Van Bassen and Houckgeest “painted in a style
reminiscent of Vredeman de Vries,”** but this is hardly supported by

direct comparison of the pictures. The younger artists simply bor-
rowed a few of the old man’s compositional patterns and architec-
tural motifs. When it comes to qualities of light and shadow, the use
of color, and the sense of space, the imaginary architectural views
painted by Van Bassen and Houckgeest between 1620 and 1650 (see
cat. nos. 6, 35, 36, 37) are clearly works of the new generation, not
Mannerist exercises reminiscent of anyone active around the turn of
the century. It is true, of course, that Saenredam’s contemporary
views of actual churches are more naturalistic, quite as the Haarlem
landscapes of Salomon van Ruysdael differ from the imaginary land-
scapes painted in a Flemish manner by Jacob van Geel (sec fig. 96;
cat. no. 22). But there is more to the question than the contrast of
regional styles. Why should Van Bassen and Houckgeest paint build-
ings as if they were studied “from life”? Van Bassen’s type of architec-
tural picture, which has been said to represent a Court Style, had as
one of its main purposes the presentation of modern architectural
forms in inventive combinations, for the pleasure and edification of
connoisseurs. Compositions like Houckgeest’s Jarge canvas in Edin-
burgh (cat. no. 36) depicted contemporary design ideas, architectural
concepts, and projects that might just have been completed in Italy
or perhaps even in The Hague or Rhenen (on a smaller scale), had
Maurits lived longer, or had Frederick V not been dependent upon
the hospitality of his princely relatives. If the palace at Rijswijk, with
its Ionic columns, pediments, open portico, and classical archway at
the end of a central avenue (see fig. 8; cat. no. 101), was a residence
that Frederick Hendrick actually built in the 1630s, then perhaps
Houckgeest’s painting of 1638 (cat. no. 35) could be said to represent
the palace of the prince’s dreams.’?

The same comparison could be made between the queen of
Bohemia’s “well-built palace, or country-house, after the Italian

4 and Van Bassen’s vision

manner” (as Evelyn described it in 1641),
of the residence that, in better times, he might have built next to the
Cunerakerk in Rhenen (see fig. 91, where a version of that church
appears in the background). Of course, the architectural forms in
the foreground are implausible; these repoussoirs resemble mo-
tifs that Hendrick van Steenwyck the Younger employed in pic-
tures he painted for the queen of Bohemia’s brother in London
(for example, Charles I in an Imaginary Palace of 162627, by Van
Steenwyck and Daniel Mijtens, in the Galleria Sabauda, Turin)
and in works painted later in or near The Hague (probably from
about 1638 until his death in 1649)."” However, the palace proper
in the middle ground, with its severe windows and statues above
the pediments, strongly recalls the house that Huygens designed
and built for himself (with the help of Van Campen) in the
Hague between 1635 and 1637 (see fig. 16).196 And while the foun-
tain might resemble those made for foreign monarchs by Adriaen
de Vries (1556-1626), the courtiers in the foreground and figures

farther back could be based upon recollections of people going
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Fig. o1. Bartholomeus van Bassen, Imaginary Palace for the Winter King, 1639. Oil
on wood, 25% x 33% in. (64 x 86 cm). Private collection, Copenhagen

about their business in the Binnenhof about the time the picture
was painted.

In 1634 Van Bassen depicted a great hall with Frederick V and
Elizabeth Stuart dining in public (private collection; a version is at
Hampton Court). In Houckgeest’s repetition of the composition
dated 1635 (also at Hampton Court; fig. 92) the distinguished diners
have become Charles I, Henrietta Maria, and the Prince of Wales
(who, as Charles II, owned the picture). The paintings have been
described erroneously as views of the palace at Rhenen and of the
Banqueting House in Whitchall."” But the architectural style is one
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with which the sitters would have felt at home. Perhaps Elizabeth or
her faithful supporter William, earl of Craven, commissioned the
paintings.’® But anyone who (like Evelyn) might have “had the hon-
our to kiss her Majesty’s hand”— including Van Bassen — could have
come up with the idea.

In the early 1630s Van Delen painted five large canvases (four of
which are about 10 feet, or 3.1 meters, high) that were evidently
installed in a house (now number 11) on the Lange Vijverberg in The
Hague that was owned by Count Floris II van Pallandt van Culem-
borg. One of the murals shows a classical palace open to the sky and
occupied by the count, Frederick V, and Frederick Hendrick."®
Similar settings and dignitaries grace three of the other murals,
which as an ensemble must have opened the walls of a single room
with vistas here and there. In a shorter canvas (which, however, is ten
feet wide) the earl of Craven and Elizabeth Stuart stand in the center
of an impressive room, apart from an elegant and mostly seated com-
pany (fig. 93). (Comparison with one of De Hooch’s Delft interiors,
such as cat. no. 29, is useful for distinguishing different classes of
society and interior decoration — except for the borrowed floor tiles,
which were never found in a room like De Hooch’s.) Van Delen, Van
Bassen (to whom the murals were once attributed), and Houckgeest
had a lot in common during the 1630s and 1640s, including presti-
gious patrons at The Hague.

But paintings of this type also turn up in lotteries and in collec-
tions in other towns. Montias cites a “Perspective with Haman™ by
Van Bassen in Dordrecht (1656), a palace by “Van Beelen” (who must
be Van Delen) in Amsterdam (1636), and in Delft between 1620 and
1680 thirty “perspectives” and thirty-seven other paintings said to

Fig. 92. Gerard Houckgeest,
Charles I and Henrietta Maria
Dining in Public, 1635. Oil on
wood, 247% x 36% in. (63.2 x
92.4 cm). Royal Collection, Her
Majesty Queen Elizabeth II,
Hampton Court Palace



represent churches or palaces.**® In the right background of the Van
der Dussen family portrait by Hendrick van Vliet (cat. no. 80), a
small picture of a classical arcade hangs on the wall. One of Van

Bassen’s or Houckgeest’s paintings of Saint Peter’s in Rome might be
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more expected in this Catholic household.™" Of course, the little pic-

ture, if it actually existed, might have had biblical figures, or it may
be a product of Van Vliet’s imagination, something inserted just to
fill space. Montias found that the majority of people who owned

paintings of churches and palaces were “Reformed, wealthy, and

socially prominent.”***

Fig. 94. Pieter Antonisz van Bronckhorst,
The Judgment of Solomon, 1622. Oil on
wood, 54 X 74% in. (137 X 190 cm).
Gemeente Musea Delft; Collection
Stedelijk Museum Het Prinsenhof

Fig. 93. Dirck van Delen, Elizabeth Stuart ( The Winter
Queen) and William Envl of Craven with Other Noble
Figures in an Elggant Interior, ca. 1630—32. Oil on canvas,
90% X 126 in. (230 x 320 cm). Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam
(on loan to Rijksmuseum Paleis Het Loo, Apeldoorn)

There was one Delft artist who painted a picture “reminiscent of
Vredeman de Vries™: Pieter Antonisz van Bronckhorst (1588-1661),
whose Judgment of Solomon (fig. 94) was painted in 1622 for the Delft
tribunal.*> The extensive view of Renaissance architecture seen from
a dramatically low vantage point allowed Van Bronckhorst to place a
statue of Justice above the tragic scene, perhaps in reference to
Hendrick de Keyser’s figure of Justice (1620) set high on the classical
facade of the Delft town hall.*** Similarly, the picture’s many arch-
ways seem to take De Keyser’s portico (fig. 2) to an extreme, namely,

the vanishing point. But the entire setting is extraneous to the matter

e U,
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at hand, which tends to confirm that this sort of “perspective” was

appreciated by prominent citizens in Delft.

It was suggested above that Van Bassen and Houckgeest did not
work in a distinctly “realistic” manner because their subjects were
ideal. One might compare their views of Italianate churches and
palaces (see fig. 91; cat. nos. 6, 35) with history pictures, which were
usually not painted (not even in Haarlem) in the same style as pic-
tures of actual places, people, and things.*** Architectural paintings
in the Court Style must have appealed to contemporary viewers in
good part through their artificial effects, such as colorful patterns —
the floor tiles in these compositions do more than measure space —
and clever geometry. A figure of the waning Golden Age, Pieter
Teding van Berkhout, for whom all the Dutch “art of describing”
was in the present or recent past, wrote simply that “the most
extraordinary and the most curious aspect of [Vermeer’s work] con-
sists in the perspective”*°® What would he have said of Houckgeest’s
painting in Edinburgh (cat. no. 36)? And what would have been the
opinion of Houckgeest’s contemporaries (Teding van Berkhout was
born in 1643), especially amateurs of architecture like Evelyn and
Huygens? In the Edinburgh picture, figures that might have been
sketched in the center of The Hague stroll casually through a colossal
palace, a structure much larger and more sensibly designed (so
Huygens would have thought) than the one depicted in Raphael’s
School of Athens. Nothing like it would be built in Europe during the
seventeenth century, although the comparatively petite Galerie
d’Apollon in the Louvre (1661-63) represents a step in this direction.
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Fig. o5. Gerard Houckgeest, Imaginary Catholic
Church, ca. 1648. Oil on wood, 19% x 25% in.
(49 x 65 cm). Statens Museum for Kunst,
Copenhagen

The most similar views in an actual palace are perhaps those in the
Palazzo Reale at Caserta (near Naples), which was designed by Luigi
Vanvitelli, the son of the Dutch painter of architectural views Gaspar
van Wittel (1652/53-1736).>"7

In the 1640s Van Bassen and especially Houckgeest described
more realistic effects of light, color, texture, and space than they had
before. In the case of Van Bassen — the older painter (whose works
date from 1614 onward) and practicing architect— his approach var-
ied considerably, whether he was depicting actual architecture or
not. (The London panel of 1638, fig. 90, for example, is consistent in
style with the Renaissance Church of 1640 in the Ndrodni Galerie,
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Prague.)*>® The earliest known paintings by Houckgeest date from
much later than Van Bassen’s, the mid-1630s, and he was usually
more inclined than Van Bassen to treat architecture in terms of light
and space. He also appears to have studied works by other special-
ists, including Saenredam, Van Steenwyck, and the Rotterdamer
Anthonie de Lorme (for whom Palamedesz occasionally worked as a
figure painter).

From about 1640 onward, all of these artists tended to articulate
space with strong contrasts of light and shade, if rarely so evoca-
tively as Houckgeest in his Imaginary Catholic Church of about 1648
(fig. 95). This type of composition, an off-center frontal projection,
had been used to diverse effect by Van Steenwyck, Van Bassen, Van
Delen, and Saenredam. Here, the space recedes slowly to the choir in
the background and spreads laterally into the transept on the left.
The sunlit column and pier (where a man begs for charity) slow the



rate of recession and focus attention in the middle of the view. The
architecture itself is “imaginary” only in the narrow sense that it was
never built; it compares closely in style with Baroque churches in
the Spanish Netherlands.**® In several respects —the warm tonality,
the shadows and silhouettes, and the daylight pouring in from the
side — the panel not only seems consistent with works in other genres
of the mid- to late 1640s (see cat. no. 56) but also looks forward to a
number of Emanuel de Witte’s early architectural views (see cat.
no. 91). The luminous area on the left, with the column dividing
directions of view, anticipates some aspects of pictures by Houck-
geest dating from a few years later (see cat. no. 38).

Of course, Houckgeest’s paintings of the early 1650s did not
develop directly out of his earlier work, given the different demands
of recording actual architecture. But his imaginary views reveal that
he had the experience and the inventiveness to do something excep-
tional, to respond to new circumstances. The more one studies this
genre the more one tends to appreciate the facility with which paint-
ers such as Houckgeest and Van Bassen were able to blend together
elements taken from actual churches, other artists’ views of real and
imaginary buildings, and arbitrary design ideas: cropping, reversing,
redrafting, relighting, and so on. The same lesson —which has been
taught repeatedly by Ernst Gombrich*°—1is learned from a close
study of even the most naturalistic works by other Dutch painters,
including the most celebrated Delft artists of the 16508 such as
Fabritius, De Witte, De Hooch, and Vermeer. As discussed below,
Houckgeest’s approach to actual architecture in 1650—51 (see cat.
nos. 37—40) represents a new emphasis on visual experience but also

the imagination of an old hand.*"

Landscape Painting

The name of Jacob van Geel (ca. 1585—ca. 1638?) was invoked in
the previous section in order to suggest that naturalistic landscape
painting was not a significant feature of the Delft school —that is,
not until the 1640s, and especially after 1645, when Potter, Pynacker,
and Van der Poel can be considered short-term representatives. There
are also the many landscapes painted more or less in a Haarlem
manner by Pieter van Asch (see fig. 100), which date for the most
part after 1650. They could have been painted anywhere in the prov-
ince of Holland, as long as some works by Salomon van Ruysdael,
Cornelis Vroom, Simon de Vlieger (in Delft about 1634—37), Jacob
van Ruisdacl, and perhaps Jan Hackaert were available for inspi-
ration. It almost goes without saying that Potter was the most
interesting landscape painter ever to work in Delft (from about 1646
until 1649), especially with a view to the celebrated artists of the
1650s. But the most typical landscapists of the Delft school in the first
half of the century were Van Geel, Willem van den Bundel, and
Pieter Groenewegen.

Twenty years ago Montias made the then-surprising discovery that
“more paintings by the landscape painter Joos de Momper were
found in Delft inventories than by any other contemporary Flem-
ish master” For example, the wealthy grain merchant Joris Claesz
Tristram, who died in 1617, owned six paintings and nineteen land-
scape drawings by the Antwerp artist, who at the time was still in the
middle of his career (he lived from 1564 to 1635). Seven landscapes by
De Momper —who never visited Holland, so far as is known —were
listed in the Delft estate of Frans Jaspersz Mesch in 1627.** Works
by De Momper and by his fellow Flemings Jan Brueghel the Elder
(1568—1625), Denijs van Alsloot (1570-1628), and Roelant Savery
(1576-1639) were also collected by Frederick Hendrick. Apart from
purely topographical views (for example, by Daniel Cletcher), the
prince did not own any naturalistic landscapes by artists like Van
Goyen, Van Ruysdael, or Huygens’s favorite, Esaias van de Velde.*
The most popular Dutch landscapist at the court appears to have been
the Utrecht painter of Italianate views, Cornelis van Poelenburgh
(1594/95-1667). Works by his follower Dirck van der Lisse (1607-
1669) and by Gijsbert ’Hondecoeter (1604-1653), Moses van Uytten-
broeck (or Wtenbrouck; 1595/1600-1648), and Adam Willaerts (1577—
1664) are also listed in the stadholder’s inventories. As in other gen-
res, then, landscape painters and their patrons in Delft and The Hague
looked mainly in two directions, toward Antwerp and Utrecht.

From the mid-1590s onward, De Momper received commissions
from the archducal court in Brussels. So did Jan Brueghel later on
(from about 1606), although he continued to work for his great
Italian patron, Cardinal Federigo Borromeo, archbishop of Milan.
Savery, of course, had served Emperor Rudolf II in Prague (about
1604~-11). Thus, the Flemish landscapes that Frederick Hendrick
collected were by artists already favored at Habsburg courts and
by connoisseurs in Italy. His Dutch landscapes were by artists work-
ing in a similar vein, which had first been mined in Antwerp and
Rome, and in Flemish expatriate outposts such as Amsterdam and
the Rhineland town of Frankenthal (the main figure in the last
two places was Gillis van Coninxloo)."* As in the case of history
painters and portraitists such as Rubens, Van Dyck, Jordaens, and
Thomas Willeboirts Bosschaert, Frederick Hendrick’s interest in
landscape painting did not focus upon local heroes, but followed
international taste.

This must have made an impression in Delft, but De Momper’s
popularity there, and a large influx of Flemings, predate the period
during which the stadholder formed his collection. Of course, land-
scape painting throughout the country in the first quarter of the
century was deeply indebted to Flemish forerunners. In the south-
ern part of Holland and in Zeeland, to judge from what is known
to have been painted in Dordrecht, Middelburg, and Rotterdam as
well as in Delft and The Hague, the Antwerp tradition of imagi-

nary mountain and woodland views had deeper roots and longer
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Fig. 96. Jacob van Geel, Landscape with the Plundering of & Coach, ca. 1610. Oil on copper, 9 x 17% in. (22.9 X 44.8 cm). Detroit Institute of Arts

branches than elsewhere in the newly united provinces, with the
possible exception of Utrecht.*”

The earliest representatives in Delft included Hans Jordaens
(see fig. s4) and Frangois Spiering’s designers, Karel van Mander,
father and son (see cat. nos. 118, 137-39). Jordaens frequently set bib-
lical subjects in landscapes. In one large canvas, for example, the rec-
onciliation of Jacob and Esau is expertly staged by placing Esau’s
army and Jacob’s family against two sides of a sweeping valley, with
the embracing brothers in the center of the extensive view.” In
another painting Christ and the Canaanite woman meet among
some twenty figures snaking into the distance between twisted trees
and an alpine stream. Jan Briels describes the composition appropri-
ately as a mixture of motifs borrowed from Gillis d’'Hondecoeter
(1575/80-1638; the Antwerp-born father of Gijsbert) and Gillis van
Coninxloo (1544~1606).”"7 As a history painter and especially as a
landscapist Jordaens was followed by his son Simon (ca. 15852 -1631),
who with his father became a citizen of Delft in 1612. He painted
staffage for other Delft landscape painters, such as Pieter Stael
(ca. 1575/76-1622) and Willem van den Bundel >

It would require another chapter to untangle these artists’ sources
in the works of better-known Flemish immigrants, such as d’Honde-
coeter, Van Coninxloo, Savery, and David Vinckboons. And it would
be an unrewarding task. The main point of interest here is how con-
sistently this tradition was followed in Delft from the 1590s to the

1640s. This says less about the artists than it does about local taste.
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Beyond that, it is their occasional eccentricities that attract attention,
especially in the oeuvres of Groenewegen and Van Geel.

Van Geel was active in Delft only between 1626 and 1633. He was
probably born about 1585 in Middelburg, where he was recorded in
the painters’ guild between 1615 and 1625 (as dean in 1617). Con-
stantly in debt, he may have fled to Delft. In 1627 he married the
widow of a silversmith; they lived unhappily together until her death
in 1632. In February 1633 Van Geel asked the painters’ guild in
Dordrecht for permission to work there for half a year. He became a

Fig. 97. Willem van den Bundel, View of & Village, 1623. Oil on wood, 15% x 204 in.
(39.5 x 52 cm). Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam



regular member in the following year. The place and year of his death
are unknown but none of his works is dated after 1638.>"

Van Geel’s early work in Middelburg (for example, fig. 96) em-
ploys patterns adopted from Antwerp painters such as Jan Brueghel
the Elder and Denijs van Alsloot.**® The undulating tree trunks recall
Savery but lack his grounding in studies from life. Van Geel’s trees
are his most distinctive feature: in the 1620s they become unbeliev-
ably mossy and overgrown, as if they emerged with the ebb of the
biblical flood (see cat. no. 22). Primeval forests, made mysterious
by the shadows of ancient trees, were painted a century earlier by
Albrecht Altdorfer and came to life again in works by Van Coninxloo,
Savery, and Elsheimer. Jacob Pynas (ca. 1585-1656), who worked in
Delft for some years (1632—39), Van Coninxloo’s pupil Hercules
Seghers (1589/90-1633/38), and Rembrandt in paintings like The
Stone Bridge of the late 1630s (Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam) clearly dis-
play admiration for these masters and help to place Van Geel in his
proper context.”” Two pictures by Seghers were acquired by Fred-
erick Hendrick in 1632, but Van Geel never had such an honor. His
many small paintings must have been modestly priced. In the 1630s
his technique became increasingly fluid and his palette tonal (a rich
variety of browns and greens); this approach cost him less in time
and materials than did the details and local colors of his early work.
At the same time, Van Geel was responding slowly to recent trends,
as established, for example, by Van Goyen (who was in The Hague
from about 1632). But his subject remained the same during the Delft
and Dordrecht periods. If anything, his slight adjustments in the
direction of naturalistic description make his later works look like
reports from another continent.***

Willem van den Bundel (1577-1655) was born in Brussels.** His
family moved via Antwerp to Delft, where they joined the Calvinist
community in 1586. At the end of 1597 Van den Bundel became a
pupil of Van Coninxloo in Amsterdam; he married there in 1600. He
was cited as a resident of Delft in 1603 but is recorded in Amsterdam
between March 1607 (when he was present at the important sale of his
late master’s collection) and 1620, when his father’s death evidently
brought him back to Delft.*** In Amsterdam, Van den Bundel appears
to have been well known in the artistic community: he attended auc-
tions, appraised pictures, and is recorded in the company of Pieter
Lastman, the landscape and history painter Adriaen van Nieulandt,
and other artists (he must have known Jacob Pynas).** In Delft, Van
den Bundel and his second wife bought a house on the Vlaming-
straat, He joined the painters’ guild in 1623 and often served as an
officer in the 1620s and 1630s. A son, Willem, evidently a painter, was
buried in Delft in December 1623. A nephew, Jacob Dinsich (Van
den Bundel’s sister’s son), was recorded in the guild between 1622
and 1624 but became a baker’s apprentice in 1625.%*°
Van den Bundel’s wooded landscape in the Rijksmuseum, Amster-

dam (fig. 97), dates from 1623, when he was forty-six years old. His

style is usually associated with that of his teacher and more convinc-
ingly with that of Gillis 'Hondecoeter, who by 1610 had moved
from Utrecht to Amsterdam. The two artists were about the same
age and both had early ties to Delft: d'Hondecoeter’s Flemish family
moved there before 1601; he married there in 1602; and he attended
his son Nicolaes’s wedding in Delft in 1637 (a year before his own
death). Comparison of Van den Bundel’s village view and other
works of the 1620s with works by d’Hondecoeter such as The Coun-
try Road of about 1615-18 (also in the Rijksmuseum) shows that the
Delft painter did owe a great deal to that master.””” But the rhythmic
trees recall other artists, such as Van de Venne, Vinckboons, and the
Antwerp painter Alexander Keirincx (1600-1652), who, after 1626,
was in Amsterdam, Utrecht, and London.”® Van den Bundel’s man-
ner became more naturalistic in the 1620s and 1630s, probably in
response to Van de Venne (who lived in The Hague from 1625
onward) and Esaias van de Velde, both of whom were very well
known in Delft.** Some late village views by Van den Bundel might
seem to anticipate Hobbema. Unlike artists of the younger genera-
tion, however, Van den Bundel (like Van Geel) appears never to have
studied nature as well as art.

Pieter Groenewegen (ca. 1600-1658?) as a landscapist was very
different from Van den Bundel and Van Geel. On the basis of his
best-known painting, the imaginary Roman landscape in the Rijks-
museum (fig. 98), he is usually described as a follower of Breenbergh.
Other works are reminiscent of Jacob Pynas, who was one of the ear-
liest Dutch landscapists to reside in Rome (about 1605-8). Groene-
wegen worked in Rome during the early 1620s, at the same time that
Breenbergh, Van Poelenburgh, and Bramer were there. He joined
the painters’ guild in Delft on March 30, 1626. The son of wealthy
parents, Groenewegen rented a house in 1633 for 1,380 guilders,
enough to buy a more modest residence.”*® In the Delft lottery of
1626 three landscapes by the artist, with figures by Van de Velde,
were valued at 32, 32, and 48 guilders.”® His works are cited fairly
often in Delft inventories, especially during the 1640s. Vermeer’s
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father, Reynier, dealt in them.*” In 1657 and 1658 Groenewegen was
cited as unwilling to pay admission fees to the painters’ confraternity
Pictura in The Hague.” He evidently died shortly thereafter.

Another painter of imaginary Roman landscapes was Hendrick
van Vliet. His surprising panel in Birmingham (fig. 99), dated
1641, is arranged like some of Groenewegen’s works (the shadowy
foreground, the massing to one side). However, the tunnel-like
views in a grotto, littered with improbable fragments of ancient
Rome, recall Van Poelenburgh’s followers in Utrecht, such as
Abraham van Cuylenborch (ca. 1610~1658).3*

Pieter van Asch (1603~1678) outdid Van den Bundel in eclecti-
cism. The two artists joined the Delft guild in the same year, 1623,
but Van Asch was twenty-six years younger. His father, Hans van

Asch (ca. 1570/71-1644), is said to have painted portraits, but he
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Fig. 98. Pieter Groenewegen, Roman Landscape
with the Palatine and Parts of the Forum Romanum,
probably 1630s. Oil on wood, 22 x 35% in. (56 x
90.5 cm). Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam

never joined the guild, and Pieter paid more (6 guilders) than a
master’s son would have when he was registered.”® Works by Van
Asch are cited only twice in Delft inventories of the 1630s; twelve are
listed in the 1640s, sixteen in the 1650s, ten in the 1660s, and seven in
the 1670s.%*® Paintings by Van Goyen appear fairly often in Delft
inventories of about 1640-70, and that artist of The Hague may
have influenced Van Asch in works of the 1650s.%*” But the latter
look a generation out of date. For example, the River Landscape in
Amsterdam (fig. 100), which Van Asch probably painted in the
1650s, reminds one of works by Salomon van Ruysdael dating from
about 1635.3®

In paintings dating from before 1650 (and occasionally later) Van
Asch seems a follower of Van den Bundel.** In the third quarter of

Fig. 99. Hendrick van Vliet, Imaginary Landscape
with & Grotto, 1641. Oil on wood, 21% x 35% in.
(545 x 90.2 cm). Barber Institute of Fine Arts,
Birmingham
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the century he evidently gained impressions from artists working in

249 The latter’s

Amsterdam, such as Jan Wijnants and Jan Hackaert.
backlit trees, and perhaps those of Pynacker as well, were adopted by
Van Asch in the 1670s. One of his works appears to be summarized
in the background of Vermeer’s Guitar Player in Kenwood, Lon-
don.**" It suits the young woman’s sunny disposition.*** Van Asch
employed several styles and essentially one theme, the joy of walking
in the country on a lovely day.

The pastoral ideal could be said to link Van den Bundel, Van
Asch, and the short-lived Paulus Potter (16251654 ). The native of
Enkhuizen grew up in Amsterdam, where he studied with his father,
Pieter. Evidently he also trained with Jacob de Wet in Haarlem, in

about 1642. Potter joined the Delft guild on August 6, 1646; whether




Fig. 100. Pieter van Asch, River Landscape, probably
1650s. Oil on wood, 10% X 15% in. (26.5 X 40 cm).
Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam

he lived in the city or somewhere nearby is unknown. His landscapes
of about 1647-48 include meadows and buildings like those in the
general area of Delft and The Hague.*** A notation in one of the
Delft guild books, probably dating from about 1650, indicates that
Potter had resigned. In 1649 he entered the painters’ guild in The
Hague and rented a house from Van Goyen on the Dunne Bierkade,
which faced the fields extending toward Rijswijk and Delft.***
Potter married the girl next door, Adriana van Balckeneynde. Her
father, Claes Dircksz, was the most important building contractor in
the city. He worked for Pieter Post and Constantijn Huygens, and
was commissioned by the young stadholder Willem II to carry out
renovations at Honselaarsdijk. The biographer Arnold Houbraken
records (1718—21) that Van Balckeneynde introduced Potter to impor-
tant clients, and that Count Johan Maurits “and other great ones”
visited his studio. The Farmyard, or “The Pissing Cow;” as the work
was already known in Houbraken’s day, was painted for Frederick
Hendrick’s widow, Amalia van Solms. “Someone who had the
princess’s ear” persuaded her that it was unsuitable.*” But it is
remarkable that this Jarge, sunny farmyard scene, however mar-
velously painted, was ever intended as a chimney piece in the
princess’s private apartments in the Oude Hof. Three years later, in
1652, an envoy of the Swedish court who had examined the picture in
Amsterdam wrote to a confidant of the queen of Sweden that “In
truth, one will see nothing so meticulously fashioned, for there is not
a cow, horse, goat, sheep, tree nor piece of vegetation that does not

excite one’s admiration”**¢

The remark recalls Huygens’s praise of
Van Goyen, Van de Velde, and other landscapists of the 1610s and
1620s (“the works of these clever men lack nothing in terms of natu-
ral realism cxcept the actual warmth of the sun and movement of the

air”), and also Philips Angel’s praise of Gerard Dou (in De lof der

Schilder-Konst, 1642) for his very close description and also lifelike-

ness, the latter achieved through a certain looseness of touch rather
than excessive finish.**

It seerns likely that Potter’s success with important patrons in The
Hague had as much to do with his idealized view of country life as it
did with naturalistic description, although admiration of the latter
was by no means limited to the middle class (Charles II’s response to
Dou was mentioned above).*** While one must be cautious in com-
paring the hofiicht (country-house poem), which flourished at the
time,**® that genre and Potter’s both reflect the urbanite’s pleasure in
escaping to the countryside. The view of a Dutch farmyard found in
the Mauritshuis painting of 1648 (fig. 101) is in a sense the same as
that perceived from the coach on the road in the left background.
Life on the land is not about feeding the pigs at five in the morning
but about contented cows, cozy cottages, unlimited space and sun-
light, fresh air, and the freedom to strip naked and splash in a pond.
The coach is drawn by six horses, attended by a liveried driver and
jogging grooms. They appear to be headed for the country house
(“probably De Werwe near Voorburg™) seen through the distant
trees.” Delft can be discerned on the horizon.

The most famous country-house poem of the period is Huygens’s
Hofiwijck of 1651. The title, which means “refuge from court;” refers to
Huygens’s small, exquisite villa, built in 1640-42 with the help of
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Pieter Post on the Vliet by Voorburg.™" The poem includes the com-

plaint that city folk are spoiling the neighborhood:

Another castle yet, raised in a single night!

1 guess the Viiet will wind up as a street.

Soon The Hagrue will not know where it stands,
At Voorbuyy ov the dunes . . .
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Fig. 1o1. Paulus Potter, Cows Reflected in the Water, 1648. Oil on wood, 17% x 24 in. (43.4 x 61.3 cm). Koninklijk Kabinet van Schilderijen Mauritshuis, The Hague

Must Voorbuvy join the game? I do vecall the day
This was a clover field, where fatted cattle lay.
A gavden, it looks now, a Hotwijck, Il be damned.

252

We [locals] go to nothing, those people get too grand.

The intense observation found in Potter’s pictures of landscape and
animals, their freshness of vision, is almost the opposite of Van
den Bundel’s. His widow claimed that he never went out without a
sketchbook, and the evidence is there, together with qualities of light
and atmosphere that cannot be captured with a pencil or pen. Potter
was also completely aware of the latest contributions to Dutch land-
scape painting; he particularly admired the Haarlem artist Pieter van
Laer (1599—ca. 1642) and Jan Both (ca. 1615-1652) in Utrecht. The
cooler, brighter light and platinum-blond tonality of Potter’s paint-
ings dating from the late 1640s, as well as his contrasts of light and
shadow, silhouetting effects, and wonderfully diffused backlighting
(see cat. nos. 54, $5), owe much to those artists just returned from Italy
(Van Laer in 1639, Both about 1642) — and even more to direct obser-
vation. Potter may be compared with Vermeer in this respect: he

would learn a great deal from other painters, see what they had seen,
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and then look again at nature, judging for himself. “The balance of
his compositions is sophisticated, his perspective utterly convincing
and his light effects breathtaking”** What Potter achieved required
extensive learning in the studio and long walks in the countryside.

Potter has been seen as the catalyst of the “Delft School” that
emerged in the early 1650s (Fabritius, De Witte, De Hooch, and
Vermeer). This widely held notion goes back to a section (“Ein
Malerbesuch”) in Max Eisler’s dated classic, Alt-Delft (1923), about
Potter’s “visit” to Delft. As recently as 1996 it was assumed that the
landscapist’s “provocative, naturalistic handling of light, prompted
the experiments and innovations of Delft painters around the middle
of the century” This is quite a tall order for an artist who was only
twenty-five at the time (in 1650), but the writer wisely allows that
older Delft masters, including Van der Ast, Bramer, Palamedesz, and
Van Velsen, had also created convincing effects of space and light.
“With all this talent on hand, it did not take much for the artistic life
of the city to ignite; the arrival of Paulus Potter in 1646 was presum-
ably the spark>**

Potter’s style seems to the present writer more a symptom than a
cause. Throughout the United Provinces, regional differences in



style appear much less pronounced in the middle of the century than
in the decades before. The art trade, painters on the move, and
changing tastes brought fresh ideas from other towns. A collector of
about 1650 would have been familiar with a far greater variety of
Dutch art than that known to earlier generations. Perhaps this was
especially important in subjects such as landscape, genre, and still-life
painting, in which individual observation, exceptional craftsman-
ship, and distinctive motifs were generally prized more than in his-
tory painting and portraiture. But even in those specialties, painters
in Delft and The Hague (for example, Palamedesz, Hanneman, and
Jan Mijtens) were following the latest fashions by the middle of the
century. Other factors, such as the decline of court patronage, are
discussed in the next chapter.

Adam Pynacker (ca. 1620-1673), from Schiedam, was recorded in
Delft on several occasions between August 1649 and May 1651. The
documents usually connect him with Adam Pick, a painter and
innkeeper who may have also dealt in pictures.” According to
Houbraken, Pynacker spent three years in Italy; Harwood considers
this likely and suggests that the artist traveled south between about
1645 and 1648.%¢ She also compares Pynacker’s View of & Harbor in
Schiedam (cat. no. 57) with views of Delft by Fabritius and De
Hooch. The two paintings by Pynacker exhibited here (both of
which date from the early 1650s) are remarkable for their strong
sense of order, their intense illumination, and the use of contrasting
light and shadow to establish zones of space (see cat. nos. 56, 57).
Similar qualities are found not only in Potter but also in Houckgeest,
Fabritius, Vermeer, and other artists active in Delft during the early
1650s (compare cat. nos. 18, 39, 69).

These impressions can be tested in the exhibition space. What may
not be evident there is how Potter and Pynacker continued or trans-
formed the arcadian theme that had long been favored in The Hague.
When Huygens, well before his Hofwijck days, praised Jan van
Goyen and Esaias van de Velde, he included Paulus Bril, Cornelis van
Poelenburgh, and Moses van Uyttenbroeck in the same breath.
George Keyes explains this apparent (to modern eyes) contradiction
by noting that “Esaias’s landscapes from the 1620 are often arcadian
in character and differ markedly from the type of landscape developed
by Van Goyen during the later 1620’*7 Pynacker’s Italianate views
depend upon Jan Both, the Amsterdam landscapist Jan Asselijn, and
his own observations, and were painted in Delft, at the Brandenberg
court (1654—s5), in Schiedam, and after 1661 in Amsterdam.

As is well known, a number of artists who worked in Delft during
the 1650s went on to Amsterdam: Willem van Aelst, Potter, De
Hooch, De Witte, and others. The movement of artists, their wider
experience, and changes in patronage and the art market—the
increasingly complicated nature of the art world in the middle of the
century raises the question of whether the “Delft School” of fond

memory, represented by a few artists who worked there in the 1650s

and 1660s, was as coherent as the Delft school of the preceding fifty

years. Of course, the answer to the question is yes and no.

Still-Life Painting

It is possible to refer to still-life painting in Haarlem and —in some
circles —to the same genre in Amsterdam, Leiden, or Middelburg
and feel confident that the listener has an appropriate image in mind.
“Still-life painting in Delft” does not ring a similar bell. This is not
surprising, since the usual approach, linking one artist to another (as
with Pieter Claesz and Willem Claesz Heda m Haarlem, or Ambro-
sius Bosschaert and Balthasar van der Ast in Middelburg), is not very
helpful in the case of the Delft school. However, when one surveys
the still lifes that were actually produced in the city one tradition pre-
dominates, and that is flower painting of the Middelburg type, namely,
the representation of fancy bouquets as found in the oeuvres of
Bosschaert and his followers (including Van der Ast, who spent his last
twenty-five years in Delft), Jan Brueghel in Antwerp, Roelant Savery in
Utrecht, and Jacques de Gheyn in The Hague. Three painters pro-
duced the same kind of still life in Delft: the now-obscure Elias
Verhulst (see fig. 41); Jacob Vosmaer (see fig. 102; cat. no. 88); and Van
der Ast (see fig. 103; cat. nos. 3-).

This tradition was updated in Delft by Willem van Aelst, who
studied with his uncle, the less accomplished still-life painter Evert
van Aelst. Only some youthful works by Willem van Aelst were actu-
ally painted in the city (see cat. nos. 1, 2), but his early success at for-
eign courts, like that of Maria van Oosterwijck (see fig. 108), may be
seen as the attainment of a goal toward which Vosmaer and Van der
Ast must have aspired. The latter’s celebrated brother-in-law,
Bosschaert, died in 1621 while delivering a 1,000-guilder flower piece
to Prince Maurits. In 1632 Princess Amalia van Solms had in one of
her private rooms at The Hague “two small paintings in ebony
frames, one a basket with fruit and the other a basket with flowers,
done by Van der Ast**

In any event, the persistence of flower painting in Delft appears
to reflect local demand for these luxury goods, rather than a succes-
sion of masters and pupils. Delft was home to many dealers and
craftsmen offering rare objects: silver and silver-gilt vessels (see cat.
nos. 143—48); sculptures made of alabaster, wood, and bronze (see
cat. nos. 141, 142); finely decorated majolica; elaborately worked
damask; jewelry, gems, cameos, medals, and the like; imported shells,
pieces of coral, and other natural rarities. Shells from Indonesia, the
West Indies, and Africa were brought home by the East and West
India Companies; Chinese porcelain was imported mostly by the
VOC (see cat. nos. s, 8). Of course, still lifes incorporating motifs
such as these were made in Antwerp, Middelburg, Haarlem, Utrecht,
and The Hague as well as in Delft, but it is worth emphasizing that

Delft dealers and collectors are known to have possessed all kinds of

PAINTING FROM ABOUT 1600 TO 1650 89



curiosities, man-made and natural (both categories are, in a sense,

represented by flower pictures).”®® Montias remarks how often rich
homes in Delft during the years 1593~1613 displayed fine examples of
decorative art as well as paintings (including, in the collection of the
tax collector Cornelis van Coolwijck, floral still lifes).**® It may also
be recalled that the Utrecht art lover Aernout van Buchell, during his
visit to Delft in 1598, went from Aper van der Houve’s collection (of
bronzes, paintings, gems, and medals, among other things) to two
goldsmiths’ shops on the market square (where he saw shells and
coral as well as precious metalwork), and from there to the still-life
painter Verhulst’s house, where he was shown pictures of rare

flowers, shells, and little animals.?®*
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Fig. 102. Jacob Vosmaer, Flower Vase in a Niche, ca. 1615.
Oil on wood, 30%s X 21% in. (77 X 55.2 cm). Private
collection, Brussels

Jacob Woutersz Vosmaer (ca. 1584-1641), a native of Delft, gave
his age as twenty-four when he married in 1608. It has been sug-
gested that he studied with Jacques de Gheyn, who had settled with
his wealthy wife in The Hague (her hometown) by about 1602, and
painted the earliest dated vanmitas still life (Metropolitan Museum) in
the following year. De Gheyn may have already painted small flower
pictures like those by Bosschaert and Savery about 1600, but large
bouquets quite similar to the rare examples by Vosmaer date from
1612—15.%°* Vosmaer’s earliest known dated works are flower pieces
that appear to date from 1613 (see cat. no. 88), the same year in which he
was listed as a member of the Delft painters’ guild. Of course, it is pos-

sible that as a teenager Vosmaer studied with Verhulst or someone



else. But Van Bleyswijck says he started out as a landscapist and only
later turned to still life.®® A coastal view (of rocks and ships) by
“Jacob Wouters,” with figures by Jordaens, was cited in a Delft col-
lection in 1626.>%* Perhaps this background in another genre accounts
in part for the comparative fluidity with which Vosmaer’s flower pic-
tures are painted (as in figs. 102, 300). However, works by De Gheyn
himself represent a step in this direction, compared with the examples
that Bosschaert and Van der Ast painted in the same decade, between
about 1610 and 1620.

When Vosmaer started to paint flower pictures, he must have been
well aware of their value in the marketplace. The average middle-
class buyer could not afford them. De Gheyn, who did not need to
earn a living, sold paintings to Prince Maurits and to the States
of Holland. Vosmaer was also well connected, if not at the same
level. His family was probably Calvinist, since he served as a captain
major in one of Delft’s civic-guard companies.** He traveled to Italy
(before 1608) and was evidently about thirty when he settled down
to work: Montias found no paintings by him in Delft inventories
before about 1620, but they are cited consistently later on.**® Van
Bleyswijck writes that he was quite successful, which is supported by
the presence of his paintings in noteworthy collections and by the
prices he obtained (up to 130 guilders).**’

Like the flower pieces painted by Roelant Savery at about the
same time — this Flemish artist lived for the most part in Amsterdam

268__Vosmaer’s still lifes

from about 1614 to 1618 and then in Utrecht
appealed to a collector’s erudition as well as to his aesthetic sense.
Some of the flowers Vosmaer recorded were exceptionally rare, such
as the fritillary crowning the arrangement in the painting exhibited
here (cat. no. 88). The vanitas theme often suggested in representa-
tions of bouquets, particularly when they include flowers of different
seasons and fallen petals or leaves, is underscored by the cracks and
chips in Vosmaer’s vases and especially in the stone niches. In their
didactic flavor as well as their style his flower paintings come closest
to De Gheyn’s, and a close connection between the artists is suggested
also by a few little-known studies of isolated flowers and insects by
Vosmaer.** These strongly recall the zoological and botanical speci-
mens that were carefully selected and sketched by De Gheyn.””®

Of flower pictures painted by the first three specialists in Delft no
more than about ten survive, and they are all by Vosmaer. The only
visual evidence for his predecessor, Elias Verhulst, is Hondius’s print
of 1509 (fig. 41). This is more than we have for Vosmaer’s exact con-
temporary Harmen Arentsz van Bolgersteyn (ca. 1584—1641), who is
recorded in the guild list of 1613 as a flower painter.””” In 1618 he took
on a pupil, Reymbrant Verboom, who evidently intended to become
a portraitist but never succeeded at anything.””* A portrait by Van
Bolgersteyn sold for 26 guilders in 1628.”” His flower pictures must
have borne some resemblance to Vosmaer’s, considering that the two

artists started out in the genre at about the same time. Some thirty-

five years after Vosmaer painted his most typical still lifes, the same
kind of picture in approximately the same style (perhaps a copy) was
signed and dated 1652 by Willem Verschoor, the young Delft painter
otherwise known solely for his Cephalus and Procris of 1657 in the
manner of Van Couwenbergh (Centraal Museum, Utrecht).*”*

Balthasar van der Ast (1593/94~1657) was raised by his father, a
wealthy Middelburg widower who died about 1609. The fifteen-
year-old Balthasar went to live with his sister, who had married
Ambrosius Bosschaert the Elder about 1604. Both painters moved to
Bergen op Zoom (in nearby North Brabant) in 1615, but Bosschaert
settled in Utrecht the following year. Van der Ast joined the Utrecht
painters’ guild in 1619; his earliest known works date from the follow-
ing decade. When Bosschaert died, in 1621, his young sons, the still-life
painters Ambrosius the Younger (b. 1609), Johannes (b. 1610/11), and
Abraham (b. 1612/13), evidently became the pupils of Van der Ast.*”

Van der Ast had moved to Delft by May 1632, when the notary
Willem de Langue (fig. 228a), a prominent collector who often acted
on behalf of artists, helped him secure 200 guilders from a jeweler in
Utrecht.””® He joined the guild in June 1632 and was fined for not
having citizenship, which he gained in April 1633. The announce-
ment of his forthcoming marriage to Margrieta Jans van Bueren was
registered on February 26, 1633, and official permission to marry at
Rijswijk was granted on March 19.*”7 A codicil of 1650 records that
the Van der Asts had two daughters and that the family lived on the
east side of the Oude Delft, by the Oude Kerk; the view out the win-
dow in Van der Ast’s ambitious still life in Dessau (cat. no. 5) was evi-
dently recorded from his own house.””® Van der Ast was buried in
the Oude Kerk on December 19, 1657.

The painter had no known personal reasons for moving to Delft,
and it was likely a business decision. A number of Utrecht artists,
including Van Honthorst, Moreelse, Van Poelenburgh, and Van der
Ast’s close associate, Savery, had sold pictures to Frederick Hendrick
and Amalia van Solms. So had Van der Ast, presumably, unless the
pair of pictures recorded in the princess’s quarters in 1632 came to her
through an intermediary. De Gheyn died in 1629 and, with all due
respect to Vosmaer, there was very little competition for a flower
painter in the area of Delft and The Hague, especially one working at
Van der Ast’s exceptional level of quality. It is also possible that most
of the likely customers in Utrecht had been satisfied; Savery’s flower
paintings date no later than 1630. Many of the leading collectors in
the city were influenced by the taste of the court,””® and Van der Ast
probably knew that this was also true in Delft and in The Hague itself.

Another indication that Van der Ast may have had courtly clients
at The Hague is his extraordinary still life in Douai (fig. 103), a large
panel which unfortunately is too fragile for travel overseas.* An
abundance of fruit, flowers, and shells is displayed before a ruined
wall and a seemingly abandoned palace, all of which suggests the
vanity of worldly life. The work has been dated to about 1640, and
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the architectural background has been attributed to Bartholomeus

van Bassen, which appears completely plausible on both counts.
Indeed, both the execution of the architecture and its design speak
strongly for Van Bassen’s authorship at about the time that he
painted his Imaginary Palace for the Winter King (fig. 91), where the
broken column in the foreground and perhaps the church tower in
the background may allude to Frederick Vs immortal soul. The but-
terfly floating above the flowers in the Douat picture is another com-
mon symbol of the soul.

That Van der Ast’s style changed very little over the years is one of
many received notions in the history of Dutch art.** The same is said
of Van Miereveld and could be said of Van Geel (see cat. no. 22), the
Middelburg landscapist whose career in Delft overlapped Van der
Ast’s for about a year. However, given the conservative nature of
taste in Delft, the gradual shift in Van der Ast’s style during the 1630s
and 1640s deserves appreciation. St7ll Life of Flowers, Shells, and Insects
of about 1635 (cat. no. 4), for example, despite the gentle ascent of
petals and wings into the upper parts of the picture, has a lower
viewpoint, softer modeling, subtler shadows, blonder tonality, and
generally more convincing daylight and depth than most Dutch still
lifes of the previous decade. Modern critics would still describe con-

temporary works by Claesz and Heda as more advanced, meaning
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Fig. 103. Balthasar van der Ast, Still Life with Flowers,
Fruit, and Shells, ca. 1640. Qil on wood, 52% x 55% in.
(134 x 140 cm). Musée de la Chartreuse, Douai

that they are in some respects more naturalistic. But connoisseurs of
the period would not have seen Van der Ast as working in the same
genre as the Haarlem painters of “monochrome banquet” still lifes.
His motifs resemble the contents of a naturalist’s cabinet, which
would have been pulled from shelves, drawers, and books for a visi-
tor’s inspection, one by one. There is never in Van der Ast’s work
that sense, as in the Haarlem paintings, of a sudden interruption,
some minor drama in which lessons are learned almost at a glance.
His flowers and shells are laid out for repeated scrutiny, and the gen-
eral impression is solely one of beauty, nature’s and art’s.

“As far as still life goes we see in Delft a remarkable popularity of
the so-called kitchen still life”** Popular, perhaps, but not as distinc-
tive as the flower piece (which is considered further below). Kitchen
still lifes were also produced in several other cities, sometimes by
Delft artists who had moved. Of those actually painted in Delft, it
would be useful to know what proportion went into local collec-
tions, as opposed to being sold elsewhere. It is remarkable that four-
teen specialists in still life (including flower pieces) were newly
inscribed in the Delft guild between May 1613 and December 1649,
as compared with three earlier on, and three between 1650 and
1679.>% But they were mostly minor masters who painted inexpen-

sive works, depicting subjects such as vegetables, dead game, fish,



Fig. 104.. Cornelis Delff, Still Life with Kitchen Utensils, ca. 1620s. Oil on wood,
26 X 39% in. (66 x 100 cm). Ashmolean Museum, Oxford

and copper cooking ware. The same and similar motifs are found in
Rotterdam pictures, especially those dating from the 1630s, when
Pieter de Bloot, Cornelis and Herman Saftleven, Hendrick Sorgh,
and (in the 1640s) the young Willem Kalf all painted kitchen and
stable interiors. None of their efforts in this vein is cited in the con-
temporary records of important collectors and dealers, unless they
were numbered among the stuckjes (pieces) of cheap stock.”**

It may be that Delft’s importance as a market town, a center of
distribution for produce, dairy products, and so on, made the area

fertile terrain for kitchen still lifes. The theme originated with

Fig. 105. Harmen Steenwyck, Szill
Life of Fruit and Dead Fowl, ca. 1650.
Oil on wood, 30% x 40% in. (77.5 X
102 cm). Private collection,
Greenwich, Connecticut

Aertsen and Beuckelaer, both of whom had earned reputations in
Delft (as discussed in chapter 2). Two of the city’s would-be history
painters, Van Miereveld and Christiaan van Bieselingen (ca. 1558—
1600), also dabbled in the genre.”® The main representatives were
Pieter Cornelisz van Rijck (ca. 1568—1635 or later; see fig. 82), a native
of Delft who evidently worked in Haarlem after fifteen years in Iraly

(from about 1500 to 1604),”*°

and his pupil, Cornelis Delff
(ca. 1571-1643; see fig. 104). The latter, one of the sons of Jacob Delff
(fig. 43), was mentioned as a member of the Delft guild in 1610, and
in 1620 took on a pupil, Jan Jansz, the son of a prosperous wine mer-
chant.*” In 1629 Delff painted pennants and did other small jobs for
the city.”®® He was a respected member of the artistic community,
serving as a guild officer and appraiser; works by him are cited fairly
often in Delft inventories.>* This answers part of the question about
local collecting posed above. But Delff would presumably have
done just as well—according to one record, he earned about
13 guilders a picture®°—if he had moved to Rotterdam, like the
painter with whom he has something in common, Egbert van der
Poel (see cat. no. 52).

Even more than Cornelis Delff, the brothers Harmen and Pieter
Steenwyck might be considered representatives of a regional rather
than a local style. Their tables piled with fruit, birds, fish, and unpre-
tentious kitchen ware (see fig. 105), and especially a painting like
Harmen’s of a country kitchen (fig. 106), would be assigned to the

Rotterdam school if their authors were unknown. Their other main
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Fig. 106. Harmen Steenwyck, Interior with Kitchen Utensils, probably early 1650s.
Oil on wood, 8% x 10 in. (20.5 X 25.3 cm). Gemeente Musea Delft; Collection
Stedelijk Museumn Het Prinsenhof (on loan from the Instituut Collectie
Nederland)

subject, the vanitas still life (see fig. 107; cat. no. 59), was at home in
Leiden, where the Steenwycks actually trained.

Their father, Evert Harmensz, was from Steenwyck in Overijssel,
a fortified town that Prince Maurits recaptured from the Spanish in
1592. Evert Harmensz is cited in Delft as a lens and spectacle maker
from the 1590s until his death in 1654.>°" He became a citizen in 1611,
one year before Harmen was born. Pieter was born about 1615. We
do not know exactly when either painter died, but Pieter witnessed

his father’s will in April 1654, and Harmen is last recorded on January 6,

Fig. 107. Harmen Steenwyck, Vanitas Still Life with a Skull, Books, and Fruit, ca. 1650.
Oil on wood, 23%6 X 29% in. (58.9 X 74 cm). Gemeente Musea Delft; Collection
Stedelijk Museum Het Prinsenhof (on loan from the Instituut Collectie
Nederland)
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1656, in Delft. Harmen studied painting with his well-known uncle,
the portraitist and still-life painter David Bailly, in Leiden between
1628 and 1633. Pieter did the same about 1633-35. Harmen joined the
Delft painters’ guild in November 1636 and Pieter in November
1642. Two years later, however, Pieter became a master in the Leiden

292 Harmen

guild, and from 1652 to 1654 he worked in The Hague.
evidently stayed in Delft until 1654, when he went to Indonesia. He
returned in the following year but nothing more about his activity is
known. It could be said, then, that the Steenwycks’ contribution to
the Delft school was essentially Harmen’s, between 1637 and 1654.
However, more than a dozen of his paintings are cited in Delft
inventories in each decade between 1650 and 1679.%3

Like Van der Ast, the Steenwycks gradually adopted a more lumi-
nous and spacious style in works dating from the 1630s onward (such
as cat. no. 59). Their tactile descriptions of earthenware vessels, metal
pitchers, and cooking pots bear comparison with Delff’s, but also
with the Haarlem monochromists, with Jan den Uyl in Amsterdam,
with Dou and Lievens in Leiden, and with other artists active through-
out the province of Holland.*** Even Willem van Odekercken, the
Delft kladschilder (rough painter) and part-time perpetrator of genre
scenes and still lifes, was obviously aware of the specialists in Haar-
lem and Amsterdam, such as Gerrit Heda and Den Uyl.**

Thus, it appears that in the 1630s and 1640s the still-life painters
of Delft (like their colleagues specializing in genre, landscape, and
architectural painting) gradually became more responsive to the nat-
uralism that is usually associated with Haarlem, although artists in
other cities, such as Amsterdam and Leiden, were moving in the
same direction. In general, the Delft painters were a decade or two
behind their models, but few of them could be called provincial. In
the main, they were aware of and sympathetic to the most advanced
ideas of the time but continued in a comparatively conservative man-
ner because it suited courtly and patrician taste.

It has been said that some of the Steenwycks’ still lifes, “illumi-
nated by beams of light, recall the light-filled paintings that brought
fame to the Delft School of Pieter de Hooch, Gerard Houckgeest,
Emanuel de Witte, and Vermeer in the 1650s and 166052 Parallels
may be found in works by Palamedesz, Van Velsen, Potter, and other
artists who worked in Delft during the second quarter of the century.
But the implication that Delft held some kind of patent on daylight
or that the rise of the famous “Delft School” was essentially an inter-
nal affair (or internal combustion, for which Potter was “the spark”)
is not supported by a closer look at the full range of evidence. There
are Haarlem and Amsterdam paintings — Codde’s Young Scholar in
the Musée des Beaux-Arts, Lille, was mentioned above — that would
be considered typical of Delft if they had been painted there.
Obviously, Delft painters brought their own values to the natural-
istic trend—more classically ordered compositions, cooler light,

local colors, the tendency to restrain gesture and expression and to



emphasize contemplation and craft. And there was the considerable

advantage, once the new naturalism found a home in Delft (mean-
ing, in part, a younger generation of clients), that it was still some-
thing fresh and, for painters such as Houckgeest and De Witte,
Fabritius and De Hooch, an approach rich in possibilities. The repe-
tition of familiar formulas is all too conspicuous in the later works of
artists like Pieter Claesz and Dirck Hals, whereas even old ideas may
pass unrecognized as such in paintings by Vermeer and his colleagues
in the 1650s.

To judge from their works dating from about the middle of
the century, it would be hard to say just where the still-life painters
of Delft were active, without documentary evidence. The easiest
to locate might be the Steenwycks, since their particular kind of
vanitas picture and their style indicate a discrete area, Delfland—
that is, Leiden, The Hague, or Delft (see fig. 20). Van der Ast might
be discovered in Utrecht, anywhere in the southern part of Holland
(he strongly influenced the Dordrecht fruit and flower painter Bar-

tholomeus Assteyn),*’

or back in his native province of Zeeland.
With Gillis Gillisz de Bergh (ca. 1600-1669) the search would
become more difficult (see cat. no. 8). N. R. A. Vroom treats him as a
close associate of Claesz on the basis of compositions and motifs and
his monochrome palette (which is in fact not exceptionally so).
However, a characteristic still life with fruit and cheese, probably dat-

ing from about 1640, “does show a rather unusual and mysterious

Fig. 108. Maria van Oosterwijck, Vanitas
Still Life, 1668. Oil on canvas, 28% X 347 in.
(73 x 88.5 cm). Kunsthistorisches Museum,
Vienna

light-fall for a Haarlem painting”>*® This is a curious way to describe
the work of an artist who spent his whole career in Delft.

De Bergh'’s father, Gillis, was a sailmaker from Ghent who became
a citizen of Delft in 1590. Daniel de Bergh, a Delft silversmith and
engraver, was the artist’s uncle. The younger Gillis joined the paint-
ers’ guild in 1624, and his brother, Mattheus (d. 1687), was inscribed
in 1638. The latter painted history pictures in the manner of Van
Couwenbergh and remains even more obscure than that other fol-
lower, Verschoor.*®®

Gillis was more successful. A fair number of works by him are
cited in Delft inventories of about 1650—80. Dated paintings are rare,
but one of 1625 and another early work adopt motifs from Cornelis
Delff (his teacher?).>°° By the 1640s, and perhaps earlier, De Bergh
was emulating Van der Ast, as in a panel depicting the graceful fall of
fruit from a porcelain-bottomed basket.>*" The influence of Claesz
and his colleagues appears to have commenced at about the same
time, the late 1630s, to judge from borrowed motifs and the format
and style of De Bergh’s best paintings. The pewter plates, silver-gilt
tazzas and guild cups, and roemers with convincing reflections are
reminiscent of Claesz, but the variety of Wan-li porcelain in De
Bergh’s ocuvre must come from Van der Ast and the VOC.>*

Evert van Aclst (1602-1657), the uncle and teacher of Willem van
Aclst (1627-1683 or later), is said to have “enjoyed considerable suc-
cess in Delft . . . if we may judge from the large number of his works
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listed in contemporary inventories”*°® But high production often

compensated for low prices: the elder Van Aelst, who joined the
guild in 1632, is known to have accumulated debts for food, beer, and
wine and to have paid them off with a number of pictures on at least
one occasion.*** In 1643 Evert consigned a painting with Reynier
Vermeer in order to settle a debt, but neither party succeeded in sell-
ing it.** When the artist died in February 1657, the contents of his
studio were declined by his nephew and heir.>*®

The few known works by Evert van Aelst suggest that he was a
middling master who painted small pictures of subjects similar to De
Bergh’s.’*” One simple still life of a glass, a tipped tazza, and two
pieces of fruit recalls the early Leiden works of Jan de Heem,**®
which have also been considered a source for the young Willem van

Aelst’s precise detail, luxurious surfaces, and elegantly twisting lines.
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Fig. 109. Abraham van Beyeren, Still Life with
a Silver Wine Jar and a Reflected Povtrait of the
Artist, ca. 1655. Oil on canvas, 39% x 327 in.
(99.7 x 82.6 cm). Cleveland Museum of Art

In addition to his famous nephew, Evert’s pupils included Emanuel
de Witte and Adam Pick.>*®

Willem was the son of a notary and probably Catholic. He joined
the Delft guild in November 1643, when he was only sixteen or sev-
enteen years old. He lived in France between 1645 and 1649; the two
works exhibited here (cat. nos. 1, 2), while consistent with the works
of Evert van Aelst and Gillis de Bergh in the 1640s, were probably
painted abroad. From France the artist went to Italy, where he
worked with Otto Marseus van Schrieck (1619/20—1678) in the ser-
vice of Ferdinand II de’ Medici.** Van Aelst’s cool colors, favoring
blues, may reflect his exposure to French and perhaps Italian paint-
ings of the 1640s; they bring to mind the ice blue highlights of
Vermeer. Van Aelst was back in Delft in 1656, but at his uncle’s death

early in 1657 he was living in Amsterdam.



Although scores of still lifes must have been painted in Delft after
1650, they require little comment here and will not be mentioned
in the next essay. Artists came and went, and for the most part
could have worked somewhere else, especially Amsterdam, which
was the great art center of the Dutch Republic from the early 1650s
onward. For example, Isaac Denies (1647-1690), born in Amster-
dam, brought Van Aelst’s approach to flower paintings and hunting
pieces back to Delft in 1676. Isaac Vroomans (ca. 1655-1719), called
the “Slangenschilder” (Snake Painter), was apparently from Delft,
but became one of several followers of Marseus van Schrieck (Van
Aclst’s colleague in Italy), who worked in Amsterdam during the
1660s and 1670s.3"

Maria van Oosterwijck (1630-1693), from Nootdorp near Delft,
worked in Delft during the 1660s and (according to Houbraken)
kept a studio there, but lived in Amsterdam from 1673 onward. In
January of that year she asked two witnesses in Delft to testify that in
April of the preceding year she had consigned two still lifes to an
Amsterdam merchant for sale in Munich.*" She earned an interna-
tional reputation: Houbraken cites sales to Louis XIV, the Habsburg
emperor Leopold I, William and Mary (who reportedly gave her goo
guilders), and the king of Poland (2,400 guilders).*” The biographer
also calls Van Oosterwijck a pupil of Jan de Heem’s in Utrecht
(where he worked from 1665 to 1672) and describes her rejection of
Willem van Aelst’s offer of marriage. Van Oosterwijck’s grandfather

and father were both preachers in Delft and she was said to be

“unusually pious” This is of interest for her most impressive work,
an claborate vanitas still life dated 1668 (fig. 108), which has been dis-
cussed as “a remarkably unified statement about religious faith and
the promise of life after death,” and also as a direct response to a
painting of the early 1650s by De Heem.*'*

An obscure painter of fish still lifes, Johannes Fabritius (1636~
1693 or later), deserves honorable mention because he was Carel’s
younger brother. A large canvas signed “Joanne[s?] Fabricius. pinxit”
was formerly in the Museo de Arte de Ponce in Ponce, Puerto Rico. >
The subject, although not rare in Delft, was more common in The
Hague, where Abraham van Beyeren (1620/21-1690) and Isaac van
Duijnen (1628-1679/81) painted numerous examples.*™®

Van Beyeren was a native of The Hague who lived mostly in that
city until 1657, when he joined the guild in Delft.*"” He returned to
The Hague in 1663 and five years later moved to Amsterdam. Some
of his flower pieces and pronk (fancy) still lifes could be considered
part of the Delft story, especially because they were purchased
there.*”® The light effects that Van Beyeren lavished upon vessels of
silver, gold, and glass (see fig. 109) recall passages in works by a num-
ber of Delft artists, ranging from Cornelis Delff to Willem van
Aclst.*” On Vermeer’s shadowy tabletops (see fig. 110) one discovers
isolated gleams that bear a passing resemblance to reflections in Van
Beyeren. But on closer inspection it is clear that Vermeer saw things
very differently, and also that he could have been, if so inclined, one

of the most extraordinary still-life painters of his century.

Fig. r1o. Detail, Johannes Vermeer, The Letter Reader (Young Woman Reading a Letter; fig. 163)
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4. Delft Pauinting “in Perspective”:
Cavel Fabritius, Leonaert Bramer, and the Avchitectural
and Townscape Painters from about 1650 Onward

WALTER LIEDTKE

OR MANY READERS, as for many writers
in the past, the “Delft School” will be
familiar as an honorific, a title bestowed
upon a small group of exceptionally talented
painters who gathered in Delft during the
1650s. One scholar who has given a great deal of
thought to the influence of patrons, guilds, and
prominent masters concedes that in some cases
these factors cannot explain “the emergence of a
local school” He cites Delft as an example,
since the artistic community there “began to
take on the glamour of a major centre towards
the mid-seventeenth century for no observable
reason. Starting then, Delft shone for two dec-
ades, establishing its eternal reputation for church paintings, archi-
tectural views [Daniel Vosmaer’s townscape, fig. 111, is cited] and of
course for the work of Vermeer” The present writer is then credited
with “an original theory explaining the sudden emergence of Delft,”
namely, that until 1650 the fruit of local artists was (to quote myself
being quoted) “cultivated in the light and shade of the court. . . . But
after the unexpected death of Willem II in November 1650, and the
sudden rise of Amsterdam (already the commercial capital) as the
political and social center of the Netherlands, painters in Delft
turned from the taste of the court to everything the more northern
schools [meaning Haarlem and Amsterdam|] had achieved ™
This thought was revived in the preceding chapter, with particular
regard to the landscape paintings of Paulus Potter but also in the dis-
cussions of architectural, genre, and still-life painting. It was sug-
gested that the art trade, newly arrived painters, and a younger
generation of patrons in Delft made some of the artists who were active
there more receptive to the kind of naturalism that had been intro-

duced in Haarlem and Amsterdam, especially within those genres

Opposite: Fig. 111. Detail, Daniel Vosmaer, A View of Delft through an Imaginary
Logyia, 1663 (fig. 342)

Delftware tile depicting an imaginary church
interior (cat. no. 1s2)

that favored observation of the immediate
environment over international fashions
(which history painting and formal portraiture
followed more closely, especially in paintings
made for the court). The simple fact that time
had passed—that, for example, the landscapes
of Van Goyen and Van Ruysdael, the still lifes
of Claesz and Heda, and genre scenes by
Codde, Duyster, Dirck Hals, and others had
been around for twenty years—must have
affected the taste of collectors not only in Delft
but also in The Hague, Rotterdam, Dordrecht,
and eclsewhere.” One might consider, for
instance, that the leading genre painter of the
mid-1650s in Delft was De Hooch; in Dordrecht, Nicolaes Maes; in
The Hague, Jan Steen; in Rotterdam, Ludolf de Jongh; and in
Utrecht, Jacob Duck. (Leiden, given its location and abundant tal-
ent, is more complicated, but Gerard Dou, Frans van Mieris, Gabriél
Metsu, Quiringh van Brekelenkam, and others do not alter the
general view.) Each of these artists was actually trained in Haarlem
or Amsterdam or was strongly influenced by painters working in
those cities.

The same tendency may be discerned in other genres, although
the topicality of “everyday life” makes that kind of image more
revealing of changes in taste. As we have seen, there were many
specific reasons why a landscapist such as Willem van den Bundel or
Pieter van Asch, a still-life painter such as Evert van Aelst or Gillis de
Bergh, a marine painter such as Simon de Vlieger, or an architectural
specialist such as Gerard Houckgeest might have come under the
influence of masters active in the northern part of Holland. But in a
broader view, regional differences in the arts tended to diminish
because the Dutch nation came together as a whole. The strengthen-
ing bonds of commerce and trade, of people and institutions in dif-
ferent cities, of the provinces acting interdependently (if not always

“united”), created a world of human endeavor that was very different
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from that of fifty years before, let alone the late-medieval system of

protective guilds, local powers, and privileges.

And then, indeed, the rise of Amsterdam in the third quarter of
the century (a subject worthy of an exhibition) made a great impres-
sion upon the other Dutch cities that still flourished in the arts, such
as Leiden, Haarlem, Delft, Dordrecht, and, to a lesser extent, Rotter-
dam, The Hague, and Utrecht.? From about 1651 to 1672—the First
Stadholderless Period —Amsterdam was the commercial, cultural,
social, and political capital of the Netherlands. Of course, the great
port had been growing throughout the first half of the century. But
political events played into the hands of the Amsterdam bankers,
merchants, and regents who built magnificent town houses like
those on the Bend in the Herengracht, commissioned Jacob van

Campen’s new town hall (1648-58; now the Royal Palace), and
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Fig. 112. Johannes Vermeer, The
Geggrapher, 1669. Oil on canvas, 207 x
17'% in. (52 X 45.5 cm). Stidelsches
Kunstinstitut, Frankfurt am Main

formed celebrated art collections. At Frederick Hendrick’s death in
1647, his twenty-one-year-old son, Willem II, succeeded him as stad-
holder. Ego, greed, and bad advice (Huygens was shoved aside by
less honorable advisers) encouraged the young prince to renew hos-
tilities with Spain, which hardly suited the business interests of
already anti-Orange Amsterdam (“It’s the economy, stupid,” to de-
scribe their position in American terms). In 1650 Willem II sent his
cousin Willem Frederick, stadholder of Friesland, to attack Amstet-
dam. Despite getting lost in the fog, the army frightened the city
into submission. But then Willem died of smallpox, one week before
his widow, Mary Stuart (eldest daughter of Charles I), gave birth to
Willem IIT (1650-1702; r. as William III, king of England, from 1689
until his death). In early 1651 the delegates of northern Holland dic-
tated terms to the States General, which did away with the office of



stadholder, divided the army into provincial commands (which proved
a disaster when France invaded in 1672), and allowed the Advocate of
Holland to assume national leadership. Johan de Witt (1625-1672),
previously Advocate of Dordrecht, was assigned the top post in 1653.
His marriage into the Bicker family of Amsterdam secured his polit-
ical position and the power of a small group of wealthy regents. This
lasted, despite a number of international crises, until 1672, when
England, France, Cologne, and Miinster attacked the Netherlands by
land and sea. The States General named Willem III captain general
of the army and then stadholder. On August 10 De Witt and his
brother Cornelis were butchered by an Orangist mob.

In the late 16405 and early 1650s some artists moved from Amster-
dam to Delft (Potter, Fabritius) or elsewhere in the southern parts of
Holland. But many more went in the other direction, to prosper in
the big-city world of wealthy clients and successful dealers. (Among
the latter, one of the most prominent was Johannes de Renialme,
who worked in Amsterdam, although he had a house in Delft and
joined the guild there in 1644.)* Jacob Pynas and De Vlieger, who
had worked in Delft during the 1630s, moved to Amsterdam in 1642
and 1648, respectively. Potter and De Witte followed about 1652,
Willem van Aelst by early 1657, and De Hooch by 1661. Van Beyeren,
Van Oosterwijck, and a few now-forgotten masters also moved to
the new capital.’

In Amsterdam, artists as different as Rembrandt and Van Aelst
earned fame throughout the Netherlands and in other countries.
Delft artists had never been famous or influential elsewhere, with the
obvious exception of Van Miereveld.® The stature of the Delft school
today would surprise Vermeer’s contemporaries, especially since the
period we consider the city’s age of glory (about 1650 to 1675) was
indisputably a time of decline in the local art world, except for the
faience industry.

Twenty years ago the present writer referred to Delft as a “pro-
foundly conservative, patriotic, provincial town”” If fame and influ-
ence are the measure of an artistic center, then perhaps Delft may be
described as “provincial,” as not playing a part on a larger stage. Delft
was also provincial in the sense that much of what was produced
there, at least in painting, is typical of the region, the southern part of
the province of Holland. But Delft was hardly provincial in the same
sense as citics in the northern and eastern provinces, such as Alk-
maar, Arnhem, Deventer, Enkhuizen, Groningen, Hoorn, Kampen,
Leeuwarden, and Zwolle. In terms of sophistication, of keeping au
courant with major art centers such as Antwerp and Utrecht, and of
producing works of outstanding quality, Delft was not provincial, at
least at the level of its leading painters and draftsmen. (The question
would not even come up with regard to tapestry, silver, or faience.) On
this point, many writers have applied the standards of their own time,
according to which—in America, England, the modern Netherlands,

and elsewhere—provincialism is closely associated with conservative

taste and even with conservative values such as patriotism. Perhaps
from this perspective, Delft in the seventeenth century was provin-
cial, but then so was Madrid.

In the preceding chapter it was suggested that the Delft school
between 1600 and 1650 was in some ways more coherent than most
writers have allowed. When one closely examines the characteristics
of each specialty, such as portraiture, history painting, genre, land-
scape, still life, and architectural painting; when one considers what
was not well represented in Delft (peasant scenes, marine painting,
naturalistic landscapes, and so forth); and when one compares style
and expression across categories of subject matter, then it appears
that in some ways Delft was simply typical of a region, and that in
other ways its artistic character was exceptional. The school’s high
standards of craftsmanship, international forms (usually coming
from Antwerp or Utrecht), refinement, and reserve are qualities
that link Delft in the first half of the century not only to the art of the
past (Anthonis Mor, Cornelis Cornelisz van Haarlem, Ambrosius
Bosschaert, Joos de Momper, and so on) but also to that of the
future, namely the supposedly “classical” phase of Dutch painting,
which Vermeer’s style supposedly illustrates.

For example, in one Delft work of art “the design lacks any
dynamic element. Reason dominates the emotion and keeps the
vision under sober control” This might describe a picture by Van
Miereveld, by Willem or Hendrick van Vliet, by Van der Ast, by one
of the Steenwycks, or by Potter (perhaps The Bull, dated 1647, in the
Mauritshuis, The Hague). But the painting is by Vermeer, whom
Seymour Slive contrasts with Rembrandt. He continues, “Vermeer’s
composition [The Geggrapher, fig. 112] has become more tectonic, his
technique less arbitrary and spontaneous, and his brushwork less
personal. By the time it was painted, the Baroque impulses of the
preceding generations cooled, not only in Holland, but throughout
the continent. Vermeer’s picture dates from the period when Poussin
was acknowledged as a leading figure of European painting™

One can hardly argue with this passage, which was painted with a
broad brush for a large audience. But do we need Poussin’s input
for values that were traditional in Delft, where carlier artists rarely
ever felt “Baroque impulses”? The proper context for Vermeer is
not “Holland” (meaning the Netherlands) but South Holland and
specifically its most cosmopolitan part.

"Two questions remain. First, how coherent, and how distinctive,
was the Delft school in its culminating phase (1650-75)? And second,
to what extent was this still the Delft school of earlier years? A simple
answer, in my view, is that the most innovative Delft artists of the
16508 and 1660s achieved (unconsciously, to be sure) a synthesis of
qualities that were well established in Delft and the naturalistic mode
of description that had been at home in Haarlem, “Cradle of the
New Art? The decline of court patronage after Frederick Hendrick’s

death removed one of the major factors that had influenced local
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taste, at least at the top end of the art market. (This does not mean
that courtly taste died with him.) The rise of Amsterdam probably
had a complementary effect, since that much larger and more diverse
center of Dutch culture acted like an exchange (feurs) of artistic ideas.
Of course, this all seems quite abstract until one follows painters
around, such as Potter, Fabritius, De Hooch, De Witte, and the sev-
eral Dordrecht artists who trained in Amsterdam, such as Ferdinand
Bol (who stayed there), Nicolaes Maes, Samuel van Hoogstraten,
Cornelis Bisschop, and Aert de Gelder.

Historians search for logical connections, but one must consider
also the role of chance, the coincidental encounter of artists whose
experience and personalities fostered fresh ideas. Potter, Fabritius,
De Hooch, De Witte, Steen, and others who were familiar with
painting in Haarlem and Amsterdam did not settle in or near Delft
by common consent, or for the same reason (hope for work at the
court might have drawn one or two of them). The pictures of minor
Delft masters such as Van der Poel (see cat. nos. s0—s3) and Van Asch
(see fig. 100) also remind one of painters up north but lack the look
of something new. For every apparent pattern there are numerous
exceptions, but one must admit in the end that the old notion (famil-
tar from studies of genre painting especially) of Delft succeeding
Haarlem in the art of describing has some simple truth to it after all.

This happened less suddenly than has been maintained. The mod-
ern notions of progress and revolution in the arts have encouraged
the search for pivotal artists and pictures. “Imagine what a sensation
one of De Hooch’s early masterpieces of around 1658 must have
caused!”" But the object in question (cat. no. 29) is no Demoiselles
AAvignon that emerged from a studio after years of seclusion, but an
impressive new version of a type of picture that had been painted in
the southern part of the province of Holland for more than a decade
(see fig. 8s5). Ironically, the best genre interiors by Palamedesz and
Van Velsen (cat. nos. 47, 48, 60) would be considered ingredients in
the explosive mix of new ideas if they happened to date from the
time of Potter’s “visit” to Delft during the late 1640s, not fifteen
years earlier (see PP 88—89).

The powder keg of painters to which Potter set the spark was a
rather mixed company. In 1650 Potter was twenty-five, Fabritius
twenty-eight, De Witte about thirty-four, Hendrick van Vliet about
forty, and Houckgeest about fifty. The first two artists had come to
Delft recently. De Witte arrived in 1641, and the two oldest were
natives. The differences in age and training (not to mention special-
ties) support the idea of a gradual shift in the art market during the
middle years of the century. This is a frustrating hypothesis, of
course, because it is largely inferred from the supply side of the art
market (apart from the negative notion of the court’s decline). A
closer look at Delft collectors and especially Delft dealers active in
the 1650s and 1660s may shed light on the subject (see chapter 7).

Abraham de Cooge, for example, not only dealt in a remarkable
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range of pictures but did so with the help of colleagues in Antwerp
and Amsterdam.”

Avrchitectuval Painting

The question of artists’ ages, just mentioned above, comes immedi-
ately to the fore in discussions of architectural painting in Delft from
1650 onward. The evidence suggests that Houckgeest’s great panel in
Hamburg (cat. no. 37) was the first Delft picture of its kind: a
remarkably faithful record of an actual site (compare fig. 257). But
how could a tiger so long in the tooth—“already fifty,” as Arthur
Wheelock noted twenty-five years ago—change his stripes so radi-
cally, or so it seems when one compares Houckgeest’s works of
1650—s1 to some of his earlier pictures (see cat. nos. 35, 36)? Perhaps
the influence of a Haarlem artist, Picter Saenredam, helped the old
man across the street and into the Nieuwe Kerk. But, in Wheelock’s
opinion, “it is unlikely that anyone’s influence at that stage of his
career could have totally eradicated his own artistic heritage™

Wheelock’s solution, like Hans Jantzen’s in 1910, was to name De
Witte as Saenredam’s heir—for example, in the beautiful panel lent
to this exhibition by the National Gallery of Canada, Ottawa (cat.
no. 92)."” But brilliant solutions to new challenges, like that faced by
Houckgeest in the narrow choir of the Nieuwe Kerk, usually come
from exceptional skill and experience, not from naiveté (which is
obvious in several of De Witte’s early church interiors, like the one in
Winterthur; fig. 119). And challenges, in this culture, usually came
from patrons, who would have approached a proven professional
when they wanted something new and important, like an accurate
record of William the Silent’s tomb and the burial site of the House
of Orange.

A commission for Houckgeest’s large painting in Hamburg could
have come from almost anyone sympathetic to the Orange cause.
The States General (which commissioned the monument) might
have approached the artist, or been referred to him by Bartholomeus
van Bassen; it will be recalled from the previous chapter that Houck-
geest had designed tapestries for the States General before 1640.
Other possibilities include the City of Delft, Willem II or someone
in his circle, the rival faction of Amalia van Solms, and numerous pri-
vate individuals. In the years immediately after Frederick Hendrick
was entombed beneath the monument (May 10, 1647) and after the
Treaty of Miinster (May 135, 1648), potential patrons for the first faith-
ful view of William the Silent’s tomb (compare cat. no. 6) and for the
others that followed it (see cat. nos. 37-39, 93) would have included
anyone of means who wished to honor the new nation, the Father of
the Fatherland, or the House of Orange-Nassau.**

The fact that Houckgeest painted several fine pictures of the tomb
in 1650 and 1651, that De Witte and Hendrick van Vliet promptly fol-
lowed his example, and that the former artist in Amsterdam (see



fig. 301) and the latter in Delft continued to turn out views of the
monument until the 1670s, as well as paintings of other national
monuments such as the tombs of Admirals Piet Hein (cat. no. 81),
Maerten Tromp (cat. no. 82), and Jacob van Wassenaer (his tomb in
the choir of the Grote Kerk in The Hague was painted by Van Vliet
in 1661)," encourages us to consider the whole development in
rather broad terms, that is, as a celebration of the new nation and its
famous heroes. The significance of these national monuments is
underscored in the first instance by their placement in the choirs of
great city churches, which apart from numerous “signs of support”
(grave boards, and flags and pennants representing cities, guilds, and
civic-guard companies) were virtually bare of other embellishments.

One can imagine the impression this would have made on a visi-
tor like Rubens (who passed through Delft in 1627) or on anyone
accustomed to Catholic churches, in which the same space would
have been occupied by the high altar, a great religious painting or
carved altarpiece, choir stalls, and numerous other objects intended
for the practice of the faith. The state had not become a religion, but
in the stripped and whitewashed churches of the Dutch Republic the
spaces formerly most sacred were generally given over to national
and civic monuments (and, beneath the stone floor, to prominent
citizens). The main pulpit was usually moved to the side of the nave,
allowing plenty of space for chairs to be arranged facing the preacher
(sce fig. 120; cat. no. 92). These were customarily removed between
regular services, so that the interior of the church became an exten-
sion of the market square, a civic space where one might be think-
ing less about religion than about family, history, peace and quiet,
or affairs of the heart (which seem to figure in a few pictures, as in
cat. nos 40, 81).

Many themes and subthemes may be discerned in Dutch paint-
ings of church interiors. The national monuments depicted in the
Delft examples may have given rise to the genre in that city, but in
the long run the subject in the majority of these pictures is the church
itself (see cat. nos. 13, 84). The inclusion of grave boards (which
commemorate buried individuals by displaying their coats of arms)
and the more imposing memorial tablets (as in cat. no. 83) allow one
to suppose that a particular painting was intended for a certain per-
son or household. However, there are too many of these paintings,
at least two hundred by Van Vliet, to suggest that more than a small
proportion of them were made for particular individuals. Van Vliet’s
and De Witte’s examples range in quality from carefully designed and
executed works to routine variants turned out in short order. Their
paintings were presumably priced accordingly, depending upon size,
quality, motifs, and perhaps even the number of figures (excluding
those that simply catch the eye in a distant space).

Some of Van Vliet’s twenty-year production of church interiors
must have been purchased by visitors to Delft, for the Oude Kerk
and the Nieuwe Kerk were admired well beyond the immediate

vicinity. As is well known, Van Vliet also depicted a few churches in
other cities, such as Leiden, Gouda, The Hague, and Utrecht;™ his
first dated painting of a church interior represents the Pieterskerk in
Leiden (fig. 121) and appears to have no subjects other than the
Gothic structure and life after death (a gravedigger and other motifs
suggest a vanitas theme).”” In the case of works sold to Delft citizens,
the church depicted must often have been the client’s own, and thus
the acquisition may be considered an expression of devotion to that
particular house of worship and congregation. Obviously, this could
have meant much more than the words suggest: the church where
one worshiped was likely to be the church where one married, where
children were baptized and laid to rest, where entire families were
buried, where one expected to be buried in the near future or eventu-
ally. The church interior also would have expressed one’s faith in
God, in his presence and protection, which often seem suggested by
the great spaces and floods of light. Finally, for local viewers there
was the element of civic pride in these venerable buildings, which
towered above all others and were visible from far into the country-
side (see fig. 8). Even today in Delft there are no sights so memorable
as the massive tower of the Oude Kerk glimpsed along the Oude
Delft (see fig. 1) and the soaring tower of the Nieuwe Kerk viewed
from the market square, and no interiors as grand and evocative as
the vaulted spaces within."™

The history of architectural painting in Delft has been told exten-
sively in recent publications.” The present section offers what might
be described as an ex-cathedra summary, while finer points are de-
ferred to the catalogue.

The extraordinary design of Houckgeest’s painting in Hamburg
(cat. no. 37) had essentially three purposes: illusionism, emphasis of
meaning, and effectively describing the site. To take the last point
first, it may be said that the artist’s task was not an easy one. The

actual choir 1s narrow and tall, with the monument backed into a
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Fig. 113. Conraet Decker, The Tomb of William the Silent in the Niewwe Kerk, Delft.
Engraving, 7% x 10% in. (18 x 27.1 cm). From Dirck van Bleyswijck, Beschryvinge
der stadt Delft, Delft, 1667[-80]. Private collection
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dead end of archways and a comparatively featureless clerestory wall.

An engraving in Van Bleyswijck’s book (fig. 113) shows the straight-
ahead approach. Perhaps the dullest image of the tomb to date from
the seventeenth century, it conveys almost no sense of what the space
is like. Van Bassen in 1620 (sce cat. no. 6) and Van Delen in 1645
(see fig. 114) avoided the problem by placing the monument in an
imaginary church interior.*®> Houckgeest’s picture goes to the other
extreme: it seems as true as possible to one’s experience of the site
(compare fig. 257), where columns are always nearby, the ambulatory
sweeps around the monument, and almost every element—the arch-
ways, the vertical lines of the tomb (especially the marble obelisks
above the corners), the princely grave boards, the soaring white
walls, the windows high overhead — pulls the eye upward, almost to
the vaults. The latter, at least in the ambulatory over the viewer’s
head, are sensed behind the painted archway at the top of the com-
position.

This framing device and the nearest column were both painted on
top of finished sections of architecture. Houckgeest may have con-
sidered omitting these motifs, and then decided in favor of them.
(The nearest column was dropped from the small Mauritshuis pic-
ture of the following year [fig. 115], for which the support itself was
cut round above.) In any case, the Hamburg picture’s final state
favored the illusion of three-dimensional space. The fictive archway
and advancing columns, the arbitrary field of floor tiles (there were
none in the church), and geometric elements such as the blank back
of a grave board and the tie-rods and flagstaffs articulating the choir’s

space, all contribute to the impression that one can enter the space
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Fig. 114. Dirck van Delen, The
Tomb of William the Silent in an
Imaginary Church (with a Famaly
Portrait), 1645. Oil on wood,
20% X 43% in. (74 X 110 cm).
Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam

and explore it. This must have been especially compelling for con-
temporary viewers who had actually been there: Houckgeest’s view
is so faithful to the interior as seen from a particular vantage point
that it seems like a fragment of one’s own memory.

In Houckgeest’s church interiors dating from 1651, which are gen-
erally smaller in scale (see cat. nos. 38—40), he made the most of their
illusionistic qualities, employing rapid recessions of walls and floors,
sudden shifts in scale, and clever conceits such as the green curtain
hung “in front” of the painting (on which the brass rod casts a
shadow), lent to this exhibition by the Rijksmuseum in Amsterdam
(cat. no. 40). The Leiden-like impression made by these works, little
worlds in miniature, is not found in Houckgeest’s very first views of
actual church interiors. There is a richer play of physical sensations:
the coolness of shadows, the warmth of daylight, the moisture of the
atmosphere in these usually damp environments (a feeling Van Vliet
wonderfully evokes, at least in the 1650s). Water stains dapple the
whitewash on the columns, which reveals the shapes of stones and
bricks underneath. Cracks and chips appeal to touch, making the
viewer feel more alive and at the same moment reminding him that it
won’t last forever. The bright, restricted palette, the understated con-
tours, and the subtle use of changing tones to suggest volumes and
to establish locations in space remind one of paintings by Potter,
Fabritius, De Witte, De Hooch to some extent, and Vermeer in the
later 16508 (see cat nos. 68—70; fig. 163). There are indications in
Houckgeest’s earlier works that he was capable of describing natu-
ralistic effects. But it remains quite remarkable how he responded to the
actual look of architectural space, rather than its conceptual rendering.



The new perspective scheme, an “oblique” or “two-point” arrange-
ment which scholars have exhaustively analyzed, is only one aspect of
the artist’s achievement in this memorable work.

One impressive passage is the slice of space on the right (see cat.
no. 37), where the figure of an old man marks distance and softens
the sudden encounter of near and far columns. Parts of a black mar-
ble monument and a diamond-shaped grave board ease the transi-
tion above. The clear-glass window in the ambulatory, the arch and
triforium to the upper right, and other elements lead to spaces out of
view. A streak of sunlight from an unseen window carries the eye to
the group of boys, who use the illumination for their project, a draw-
ing or rubbing. In front of the tomb, a family stands respectfully
before the bronze statue of William enthroned (only his left leg is
visible; compare fig. 113). The father evidently describes the prince’s

virtues, which are more lastingly extolled by the bronze statues at

Fig. 115. Gerard Houckgeest, The Nieuwe Kevk in Delft with the Tomb of William
the Silent, 1651. Oil on wood, 22 x 15 in. (56 x 38 cm). Koninklijk Kabinet van
Schilderijen Mauritshuis, The Hague

the four corners of the tomb. Here, finally, one discovers another
reason for Houckgeest’s unexpected design, the oblique approach
which has so much else to recommend it. The main figure in the
view is not William or one of the visitors but the most beloved of
the prince’s offspring, Liberty.* (Justice is seen in shadowy profile to
the right; Faith and Fortitude are on the back of the tomb; see cat.
no. 93.) Van Bassen (see cat. no. 6), mostly by means of lighting, and
more insistently Van Delen (see fig. 114) had also assigned Liberty
a leading role.

Houckgeest’s painting is so accomplished in almost every aspect
of its design and execution that the idea of dependence on another
artist—especially a comparative novice like De Witte—may be dis-
missed out of hand. Jantzen, who wrote in Monet’s lifetime and saw
academic learning (for example, artificial perspective) and direct
observation as antithetical, imagined that De Witte, a painter of light
and shadow, was the more likely innovator in Delft.”” De Witte’s
“optical” approach was indeed revolutionary in the genre, but he
needed Houckgeest’s example when he first turned to the use of per-
spective and the composition of architectural views. Within a year,
the younger artist was painting outstanding pictures in a distinctive
style (for example, cat. no. o1).

A few more words on perspective are necessary. Many modern
readers find the subject tedious, but it will be remembered that an
amateur of the period, Pieter Teding van Berkhout, considered the
use of perspective to be the most noteworthy feature of paintings by
Cornelis Bisschop and by Vermeer. Van Bleyswijck writes of Van
Vliet, his contemporary in Delft, that “he understands perspective
well, which may be seen in his modern [Gothic] or contemporary
temples. When he has made them at his best, they are very well fore-
shortened and illusionistic, as well as colored naturally”*

The oblique or “two-point” projection that Houckgeest began to
employ in 1650 had been described and illustrated in a number of per-
spective treatises, most clearly in those of Vredeman de Vries (1604-5)
and Hondius (1622; see p. 78). It had not been used before by Dutch
painters (there are Italian, German, and French precedents), and apart
from Saenredam very few of them had dealt with the conditions
imposed by an actual site. Saenredam used the wide-angle distortions
of one-point perspective to exquisitely stylize his designs. The two-
point scheme (which, in fact, has a third or central vanishing point, as
well as the two “distance” points) minimizes distortions at the sides of
the composition; it is only in the upper parts of the construction, in
areas farthest from the horizon (set of all vanishing points), that geo-
metric shapes —for example, the column capitals and arches to the
upper left in the Hamburg picture—tend to stretch out of shape and
flatten. Here, too, the fictive archway in Houckgeests first painting of
actual architecture enhances the illusion by masking distorted shapes.

The skill required to construct a two-point scheme was no greater
than that employed by Houckgeest in the first decade of his career. A
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minor hack might copy a printed perspective scheme without com-
prehending how it worked, but Houckgeest was a professional active
in a circle of enthusiasts. In the 1640s he experimented with eccentric
(literally, off-center) one-point perspective schemes, so that architec-
tural elements recede slowly from one side (see fig. 95; a more strik-
ing example is dated 1640).* In any other genre (involving trees,
figures, and other motifs) one would describe the result as a diagonal
recession, but in the terminology of artificial perspective any line
headed for the principal vanishing point is an orthogonal, period.
All this, for Houckgeest, was routine practice. However, one
aspect of his perspective scheme in 1650 was no such thing: its excep-
tional fidelity to the architecture. A freehand sketch of an architec-
tural environment cannot possibly maintain exact proportions and
shapes. Such a record will be further transformed when the artist
submits his drawing to the discipline of a perspective cartoon: at that
point not only shapes and proportions but also apparent distances
and overlaps (for example, the precise way in which a near column
covers a more distant form) will be noticeably modified. This has not
happened in Houckgeest’s Hamburg picture (as photographs made
with normal lenses reveal), and the only plausible explanation is that
the artist used an automatic drawing device, mostly likely a perspec-
tive frame. The instrument is perhaps best known through Diirer’s
engraving of 1525, where such a “window” is used to draw a fore-
shortened lute, but by Houckgeest’s day much more efficient models
had been illustrated and described in print (see fig. 116). By using
such a device Houckgeest could trace the architecture and (given the
fixed vantage point) create a perspective scheme simultaneously. If
the device included the conventional “window frame,” the artist
might also have used it to find a view in the first place, and to judge
immediately how the composition would look, not with roving eyes

but with a fixed point of view.”

e

Fig. 116. Samuel Marolois, Perspective . . ., Amsterdam, 1628. Figs. CXCVIT-CXCVIII
demonstrate the use of a perspective frame. Engraving, 7% x 12/ in. (19.1 X 311 cm).
The Metropolitan Museum of Art, New York, The Elisha Whittelsey Collection,
The Elisha Whittelsey Fund, 1951
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Like most artists who discover or invent a successful method,
Houckgeest explored its possibilities in subsequent works. Most
architectural painters had used one-point schemes in order to repre-
sent a large extent of architecture in a single view. Houckgeest’s subject,
by contrast, was an intimate corner of space, surrounding a main
motif. Saenredam had isolated views in Saint Bavo’s, Haarlem, and
in other Dutch churches for the same reason: not only to create
interesting compositions but also to concentrate upon a particular
monument or significant part of the interior. His example must have
impressed Houckgeest, but Saenredam’s perspective schemes were
not suitable to the Delft painter’s goals of fidelity and illusionism.

How Houckgeest progressed in other works of 1650 and 1651 is
discussed in the catalogue entries and has been treated at length else-
where. Basically, he approached the choir of the Nieuwe Kerk from
different angles, reversing and cropping views he had just drawn.
The broad panel dated 1651 in the Mauritshuis (cat. no. 39) is an
exceptional case of experimentation that bears comparison with
Fabritius’s wide-angle townscape of the following year (see the dis-
cussion below; cat. no. 18).

One church interior painted by Houckgeest about 1650 deserves
honorary mention here (fig. 117). (Its state of conservation did not allow
the canvas, which is in storage in the Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam, to be
included in the present exhibition.) Only the author of the Hamburg
picture could have discovered this view in the Oude Kerk, which
although long catalogued as by Van Vliet has been discussed by sev-
eral writers as one of Houckgeest’s most characteristic inventions.”® As
Wheelock observed, the surprising similarity of the Hamburg panel’s
overall design (“it is difficult to remember that the paintings depict
two different churches”) would be even more obvious if the archway had
not been added to the larger work. When one visits the site (see fig. 118)
where Houckgeest recorded the view with his back nearly to the wall
in the Joriskapel (Saint George’s Chapel; compare cat. no. 81 by Van
Vliet) or when one consults a plan, it becomes clear that Houckgeest
explored the unpredictable spaces of the Oude Kerk until he found
the view that most closely resembled the earlier composition. The tomb
of Piet Hein is much farther from the observer than is the monument
in the Nieuwe Kerk view, but the figures (nearly the same cast of charac-
ters) are arranged to lead the eye directly through the allée of archways
and over streaks of light on the floor. To the left in the Amsterdam
canvas the view is closed by engaged columns and walls, while to the
right the space is open. Houckgeest filled the secondary area of inter-
est with a freshly dug grave and a diagonal file of figures. The floor
tiles and the nearest gravestones form oblique recessions, which
enhance the openness and balance of the view as a whole. The tie-
beams above help to link foreground and background, left and right,
not unlike the flagstaffs in paintings of the Nieuwe Kerk’s choir.

The open grave, the tomb, and other commemorative motifs

suggest a vanitas theme, as in many later Delft church interiors, and



as in vanitas still lifes (for example, by Pieter Steenwyck) that include

a tribute to Admiral Tromp or another hero.”” But it seems likely that
this picture, like Houckgeest’s views in the Nieuwe Kerk, was
intended primarily as a patriotic work. The large flags hanging above
the tomb were captured by Hein from the Spanish fleet and, like the
princely grave boards above the tomb of William the Silent, should
be considered as part of an ensemble, and a tribute to a hero who
had ended his days in Delft.

Houckgeest had evidently moved to Steenbergen, in North Bra-
bant, by May 1651.% From 1653 until his death, in 1661, he lived in
nearby Bergen op Zoom. No works are dated 1652; a small panel
dated 1653 (New Church in Delft with Pulpit, in the Musées Royaux
des Beaux-Arts, Brussels) may reflect a trip back to Delft or be based
on an earlier drawing. Although a few works date from later on—the
most impressive is the Interior of the Great Church at Bergen op Zoom
of about 1655 (Statens Museum for Kunst, Copenhagen) —Houck-
geest effectively retired after quitting Delft. He left behind a line of
work that saw Van Vliet (d. 1675) and De Witte (d. 1691/92) to the
end of their careers.”

A native of Alkmaar, De Witte studied in Delft with the still-life
painter Evert van Aelst during the early 1630s. He joined the guild in
Alkmaar in 1636 but is documented in Rotterdam in 1639 and 1640.
His daughter was baptized in the Oude Kerk, Delft, in October 1641;

he married her mother eleven months later. At the time, the couple

Fig. 117. Gerard Houckgeest, The Oude Kerk in Delft with the Tomb of Piet Hein,
ca. 1650. Oil on canvas, 26% x 22 in. (68 X 56 cm). Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam

Fig. 118. In the Oude Kerk, Delft

were living rent-free in a small flat in the Choorstraat, right behind
the Oude Kerk. In exchange, De Witte instructed the lessor’s
nephew, Pieter Leendertsz van der Vin, “in the art of painting with-
out concealing any knowledge or science understood or known to
him? De Witte did not join the painters’ guild in Delft until June 23,
1642. Pieter van der Vin entered the guild in November 1645 and
died at the age of twenty-nine in May 1655. A portrait of Van der
Vin and his wife by Care] Fabritius was sold from Van der Vin’s
bankrupt estate for the respectable sum of 45 guilders.*°

Several documents record De Witte in Delft during the 1640s.
A second daughter was baptized in the Oude Kerk in February
1646. One year later, De Witte arranged to rent a house on the mar-
ket square from May 1647 to May 1648. In November 1649 he sold
two paintings at half their value to the art-dealing innkeeper Adam
Pick in order to settle a gambling debt. In March 1650 De Witte
leased a house on the Nieuwe Langendijk for one year, at a rent
of 140 guilders.”

In January 1652 two residents of Amsterdam stated in that city
that they would guarantee a third party’s debt to De Witte. This has
been presented as evidence that the artist had moved to Amsterdam
by that date,”” but this is uncertain.*® Delft dealers routinely sold
paintings on behalf of Delft artists in other cities, and there are other
possibilities. The next known document records De Witte appraising
paintings in Haarlem in April 1655, along with the Alkmaar artist
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Caesar van Everdingen, his brother Allart (the landscapist), the genre

painter Jan Miense Molenaer, and Pieter Soutman (De Witte may
have become acquainted with the first- and last-named artists earlier,
since they worked on the murals in the Huis ten Bosch).** When De
Witte remarried in Amsterdam in September 1655, he was described
as “Emanuel de Wit from Alkmaar, painter, widower of Geertje
Adriaens van de Velde, living on the Blommarckt” together with the
bride (“elders dead, res. same place™). Three years later the lady, con-
victed of robbery, was banned from Amsterdam for six years.®

The rest of De Witte’s occasionally colorful and sometimes miser-
able life goes far beyond our subject.’® However, it is important to
emphasize that the style of architectural painting he refined for four
decades was formulated in Delft during the early 1650s. Before
then, he produced some minor portraits and history paintings (sce
fig. 73). In these fluidly executed works, pictorial space is created
mostly by overlapping planes of light and shadow and by arbitrarily

108 VERMEER AND THE DELFT SCHOOL

Fig. 119. Emanuel de Witte, The Nieuwe Kevle in Delft
with the Tomb of William the Silent, ca. 1651. Oil on
wood, 42% x 35% in. (107.5 X 90.5 cm). Museum
Briner und Kern (Stiftung Jakob Briner), Winterthur

setting brightly lit figures against dark backgrounds. There is some
similarity to Bramer’s work in the precarious handling of space, and
none at all in the suggestion of narrative. De Witte was temperamen-
tally a painter of impressions, of patterns and light effects, without
much patience (as his biographer Houbraken noted) for thinking
things through.’”

The only dated church interior by De Witte before the Carter
Collection panel (cat. no. 93) and the Courtyard of the Amsterdam
Exchange (Museum Boijmans Van Beuningen, Rotterdam), both
dated 1653, is the Oude Kerk view of 1651 in the Wallace Collection
(fig. 120). All the other architectural pictures that he appears to have
painted in Delft can be placed chronologically only on the basis of
comparisons with the Wallace panel (which cannot be lent) and with
works by Houckgeest that seem to have influenced him.

From his earliest church interiors to the latest, De Witte’s stan-

dard of quality was remarkably uneven. However, some of his first



Fig. 120. Emanuel de Witte, The Oude Kerk in Delft During o
Sermon, 1651. Oil on wood, 23% x 16% in. (59 x 43 cm). Wallace
Collection, London

efforts in the genre reveal that his subjective mode of observation
had found a surprisingly sympathetic métier. In the Wallace Collec-
tion’s picture and the Ottawa panel of a similar subject and date (cat.
no. 92), the main virtues of the artist’s mature manner are already
evident, while qualities recalling his figural paintings remain. He sets
up a shallow foreground occupied by quiet figures; a middle zone in
which the main mortifs are strengthened through highlights and sithou-
ettes; and a background which, whether frontal or oblique, falls like a
curtain behind center stage. In later years this layered, coulisse-like
effect would be employed throughout the picture, so that the space
resembles a visual field or pattern of impressions, without clear divi-
sions into zones of depth. But in his early church interiors De Witte
was learning methods of composition he had not considered before.

A good example of De Witte’s early response to Houckgeest is
his ambitious and clumsy picture in Winterthur (fig. 119). Com-

arison with his point of departure, Houckgeest’s painting in the
p p 1% 5 £ P g

Mauritshuis of the same view (fig. 115), clarifies De Witte’s different
interests. The man and boy on the left and a couple and child in front
of the tomb were adopted from Houckgeest but are now less distant
and isolated. The figures in the center have become a second family
with a young servant and greyhounds, one of which catches the
other dog’s attention and a brilliant fall of light.

The architectural motifs are more obviously derived from Houck-
geest, whose elimination of a column from the right foreground
suited De Witte very well. The subject, as he conceived i, is a fash-
ionable outing to the famous tomb, not a record of the site. He
includes the choir wall up to the clerestory, and yet the height of the
space has been reduced by half. The two nearest columns in Houck-
geest’s picture have been shoved together on the left in order to
show more of the monument, which sits in the choir like a boat bob-
bing by a pier. The four obelisks rising and a view through the center
of the tomb suggest that De Witte consulted other sources, such as
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Fig. 121. Hendrick van Vliet, The Picterskerk in Leiden (View from the Novthern Transept to the Southwest), 1652. Oil on wood, 38% x 32% in. (97.5 x 82 cm). Herzog Anton
Ulrich-Museum, Brunswick
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his own drawings or a print (see fig. 328). The curtain and arched
frame, and the shadow cast on the fictive painting by the curtain rod,
may have been inspired by Houckgeest’s view of the pulpit in the
Oude Kerk, depending upon that picture’s date (cat. no. 40; com-
pare also De Witte’s picture in Ottawa, cat. no. 92). In the loose
brushwork of the fairly large panel in Winterthur these borrowed
elements have lost most of their illusionistic effect.

If one were dealing with almost any other Dutch artist it would
be tempting to say that the painting in Winterthur must date earlier
than De Witte’s Oude Kerk views in London and Ottawa (fig. 120;
cat. no. 92) because it is awkwardly composed, less carefully painted,
and more obviously dependent upon another artist’s work. However,
the most meticulous attempt to place De Witte’s church interiors of
the Delft period in chronological order will lead one to conclude that
it cannot be done and that they should all be dated in or about 1651.

In contrast to the Winterthur painting, where De Witte ignored
the principal virtues of the works by Houckgeest to which he
referred, the Wallace Collection picture demonstrates that he had
learned enough from the older master to do something distinctive
and well composed. The shape of the panel seems to have deter-
mined the placement of the columns and the rhythms of the arch-
ways, although Houckgeest’s painting of the pulpit in the Oude
Kerk (cat. no. 40), the Mauritshuis picture (fig. 115), and even the
view to the tomb of Piet Hein (fig. 117) could have influenced De
Witte’s design. Photographs reveal how De Witte realigned the
Oude Kerk’s elevations and in general departed from Houckgeest’s
approach.® The more distant architectural forms have been made to
recede gently and to gracefully fill in the picture field. This counter-
poise of sympathetic shapes, the stillness of the figures (which flow
together), and the fall of warm sunlight evoke a sense of peace and
solemnity. The emphasis placed upon the preacher and pulpit is bal-
anced by the visual weight given to the columnar woman in the fore-
ground (who looks forward to figures by Ter Borch, De Hooch, and
Vermeer) and to the blond boy behind her. The recession to the left
not only is countered by the recession to the right but is also tem-
pered by the sideward fall of sunlight and by motifs that weave a pat-
tern across the view. The archways, the figures, and especially the
choir screen and church furniture act in concert to form a continu-
ous, nearly horizontal barrier. The very elements that Houckgeest
would have used to emphasize and measure progress into depth
(including figures) are used by De Witte to bring the background
closer to the picture plane. For him, architecture seems less a logical
system of geometric forms than a sequence of images, like landscape
vistas or scenes in stained glass. Light and shadow, closely valued
tonalities, softer drawing, and looser brushwork than any artist in
this specialized genre had used before all contribute to a general
impression that is remarkably coherent and “optical,” rather than

formed of more tactile indications of three-dimensional space. Look-

ing ahead, one surmises that the qualities De Hooch and perhaps
even Vermeer could not have found in an artist like Houckgeest—
however important he may have been for employing perspective in
views of actual architecture— could have been admired in De Witte’s
church interiors of the early 1650s. His space is defined by architec-
ture but animated by light, atmosphere, and humanity.*®

For twenty years following the departures of Houckgeest and De
Witte from Delft (both by about 1652), Hendrick van Vliet was by far
the leading painter of architectural pictures in Delft and the immedi-
ate area (Van Bassen, in The Hague, died in 1652). His example made
an impression not only in his native city, where he strongly influenced
Cornelis de Man and to a lesser extent Johannes Coesermans (see cat.
nos. 41, 13), but also in Rotterdam (Anthonie de Lorme and the visit-
ing Daniel de Blieck) and even in Haarlem (Job Berckheyde).*°

In their sheer abundance and variety Van Vliet’s paintings of
church interiors create the impression of a commercial enterprise.
This was nothing new in the world of Dutch art but it was new to
the genre in Delft. De Witte often turned out work hastily in order
to maintain income, but Van Vliet’s production was more consistent
and systematic. His constant search for new views in the churches of
Delft, his trips to other towns (see fig. 121), and his use of standard
schemes indicate work for the open market. A number of pictures
dating from the 1660s and early 1670s appear to have been made
with the help of assistants, and despite splendid exceptions the last
decade of his ocuvre represents a decline. (The small, simple com-
positions date mostly from this late period.) His possessions were
valued at 300 guilders after his death, in 1675. By contrast, a “perspec-
tieff” by the artist was estimated to be worth 190 guilders in the 1657
estate inventory of the art dealer De Renialme.*'

A picture that would have brought such a price is Van Vliet’s earli-
est dated architectural view, The Pieterskerk in Leiden of 1652 (fig. 121).
The artist may have depicted Delft churches a little earlier but no
example is known. Perhaps a Leiden client asked for a painting of his
own church like those that were made in Delft, or a Delft resident
had some connection with the Pieterskerk. It is also possible that
Van Vliet, shortly before Houckgeest and De Witte had both moved
away, decided to compete in the genre by representing another
important church in the general area. He painted several pictures of
the Pieterskerk during the 1650s, all showing approximately the same
view through the cluster of columns at the corner of the transept and
nave.** The paintings could have been based on a single sketch
which, with impressive flexibility, applied the approach taken by
Houckgeest in the choir of the Nieuwe Kerk in Delft (cat. no. 37) to
a different part of a much more spacious interior. As if conceding
the point, Van Vliet spliced the Nieuwe Kerk’s triforium (the vertical
slits in the nave wall) into the first of his Pieterskerk views.

Van Vliet never exhibits Houckgeest’s kind of fidelity to an

actual site, neither to the motif nor to the overall impression of the
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environment. Like De Witte (see cat. no. 92), he favors picturesque
effects, such as the luminous veil of forms framed by shadowy arch-
ways. The use of a darkened foreground to set off sun-filled space
may be traced back to the 1630s, when Saenredam, Van Bassen, and
Houckgeest (see cat. no. 36) first adapted the Caravaggesque con-
vention to their own discipline. But the effect fifteen years later is
nearly as transformed as is Vermeer’s version of Van Honthorst’s
silhouetted scheme (see figs. 164, 165). The old device was tested
against experience, which revealed to Van Vliet blurred contours,
textured and porous surfaces, murky vaults, and hazy vistas sweeping
from side to side.

It is remarkable that even in this specialty where compositional
patterns, drafting techniques, and specific mortifs were shared by a
few members of the same painters’ guild, different ways of seeing
emerged immediately. Unlike De Witte, Van Vliet clearly enjoyed the
practice of perspective for its own sake. For instance, in the painting
in Brunswick of the Pieterskerk (fig. 121), the many tie-bars, seams in
the floor, and examples of patient geometry (as in the column bases)
pay tribute to Houckgeest’s kind of expertise. But Van Vliet does not
reveal the same concern for architectural grammar and vocabulary.
The care with which Houckgeest constructed, or reconstructed, views
of the Delft churches resembles the sense of order he displayed in
earlier works. This was not for Van Vliet: his arches spring like sap-
lings, without a thought for bearing weight. Colonnades rush to the
sides like curtains being opened, slanting downward in deference
to low points of view. Forms are stretched vertically and distances
multiplied, making for impossible intervals between supports.

Van Vliet’s goal was illusionism of a more conventional kind than
that found in Houckgeest’s paintings of 1650, although there is some
resemblance to the trompe-loeil effects found in Houckgeest’s small
pictures of 1651 (see cat. nos. 38—40). One never has that peculiar sen-
sation, as in Houckgeest’s Hamburg painting (cat. no. 37), of seeing
the view exactly as one remembers it after visiting the site. Van Vliet
creates false impressions of immediate experience, rather as Pynacker
does in his improbably beautiful settings bathed —no matter what
the country—in a Mediterranean light (see cat. nos. 56, 57). Chipped
and worn columns, tinted green by omnipotent damp, transmit the
chill of Gothic churches, with their peculiar promise of sanctuary
and death. But there is also hope in the fall of light, which streaks
across columns at sharp angles and casts the trace of high windows
onto willfully chosen sections of floor.

On the right in the Brunswick picture of 1652, two bright rec-
tangles lead the eye to the distant, sun-filled baptistery, where one
man, dressed in a red jacket, helps another survey the space. The area
of sunlight in the foreground draws attention to the illusionistic cur-
tain, possibly a sign of revelation, and an irreverent dog, a uniquely
Netherlandish reminder of mundane life. The second patch of sun-

light is set against an open grave. The various stages of human life are

I12 VERMEER AND THE DELFT SCHOOL

represented by children, adults of different ages, and grave boards
and stone slabs.

Van Vliet’s various debts to Houckgeest, De Witte, and other
artists are highly revealing but beyond our topic here, which is the
nature of painting in Delft. Comparing his works with those of his
colleagues raises intriguing questions about naturalistic representa-
tion. One discovers repeatedly, as in Van Vliet’s early architectural
pictures, a prompt development away from compositions based
upon direct observation and a review of recent innovations, and
toward standardization, the establishment of patterns and devices
that can be employed and manipulated without further reference to
the subject itself. Even within the narrow range of Houckgeest’s
work in 1650 and 1651 and of De Witte’s during the next few years,
one finds images that appear like revelations and others that simply
recycle current ideas. Repetition is avoided by introducing new
motifs and formal modifications, some of them drawn “from life”
But the best inventions were allowed to last for a long time.

These remarks are especially relevant to Van Vliet because his
architectural views are usually one step further removed from the
source than are the paintings of his immediate predecessors. It is true
that he often returned to the Delft churches and visited others to
record new views (see fig. 122) and that many of his effects—his
descriptions of light, space, atmosphere, textures, and human behav-
ior—benefited from fresh observation (see the sketchbook exhibited
here, cat. no. 128). But even his earliest dated works in the genre,
which represent a church that Houckgeest and De Witte never
depicted, suggest that Van Vliet did not so much discover a new way
of seeing as adopt the new style. He put together something like
Houckgeest’s solids, De Witte’s voids, and the tactile surfaces of still-
life painting in Leiden and Delft. Van Vliet lingers over the surfaces
of forms in the foreground, which stand out like objects on a table
placed against a wall. An illusionistic curtain is employed more fre-
quently than in the work of any other architectural painter and often
assumes a principal role. In some works, like the view to the tomb
of Piet Hein exhibited here (cat. no. 81), the figures, a few objects,
and the immediate foreground take over the picture, in which forms
loosely based on a real space serve as a stage.

In the later 16508 Van Vliet developed a smoother, thinner execu-
tion overall and an emphasis upon light and color rather than texture
and form. The shift in style resembles that of Vermeer as he pro-
gressed from works of about 1657-58, such as The Milkmaid (cat.
no. 68), to paintings of the early 1660s, such as the Youngy Woman
with a Water Pitcher (cat. no. 71). A more obvious parallel to genre
painting in Delft is found in Van Vliet’s new emphasis, between
about 1657 and 1662, upon deep perspective recessions (see cat. nos.
83, 84, which anticipated Vermeer’s departure from comparatively
intimate scenes to those of figures set the width of a room away (as

in figs. 161, 168). These changes are usually considered within the



Fig. 122. Hendrick van Vliet, The Oude Kerk in Delft (View from the Choir to
the Northwest), 1654. Oil on wood, 29% x 23% in. (74 x 60 cm). Rijksmuseum,
Amsterdam

context of a single oeuvre or genre, but they occurred widely in
Dutch painting at the time (compare fig. 138). “La partie la plus
extraordinaijre et de la plus curieux consiste dans la perspective;” or
so Pieter Teding van Berkhout might have said of many pictures dat-
ing from these years (see p. 15).

Van Bleyswijck similarly praised Van Vliet for his knowledge of
perspective and for his paintings of church interiors, of which the
best were judged to be “very well foreshortened and illusionistic>*}
Van Vliet’s reputation as a perspectivist is interesting for Pieter de
Hooch and other genre painters in Delft, who in the mid-1650s at the
carliest started to describe domestic interiors and courtyards with the
help of carefully drafted perspective cartoons (as in cat. nos. 80-84,
23-34). Of course, one should not assign the architectural painter
too crucial a role. As discussed briefly below, the Delft type of
domestic interior may be placed within a much broader context of
genre scenes that had been produced in the southern part of Holland
for some time. Furthermore, other Delft artists, such as Bramer,
were familiar with perspective practice (see fig. 129), which was also
clearly explained in contemporary treatises. The projection of rooms
as seen in the oeuvres of De Hooch, Vermeer, and even the more

eccentric De Man (see cat. no. 42) did not require expertise on the

level demonstrated by Houckgeest, Van Vliet, or Fabritius (see cat.
no. 18). Once an artist like De Hooch mastered the basics, he would
have been able to solve most problems on his own.

Nonetheless, very few of the possible precedents found outside
Delft have the realistic sense of space one admires in works by
De Hooch and Vermeer dating from about 1657 onward (see cat.
nos. 25-34, 68—73) and in church interiors by Houckgeest, De Witte,
and Van Vliet dating from the early 1650s. The three architectural
painters, not least Van Vliet, are also noteworthy for the attention
they gave to ordinary people walking about, standing, and sitting in
various corners of the Delft churches. It is not difficult to discover
compositions that resemble Delft genre scenes by cropping details
from paintings like Houckgeest’s Oude Kerk view lent by the Rijks-
museum (cat. no. 40), De Witte’s views of the same subject in
London and in Ottawa (see fig. 120; cat. no. 92), and Van Vliet’s
early picture with the tomb of Piet Hein (cat. no. 81). These interior
scenes, with their white walls, cool colors, and measured fall of light;
their illusionistic spaces seen close at hand; their geometric order;
their intimation that the same sort of environment continues out of
view—all this must have made these pictures of public places in Delft
attractive to the same city’s painters of the private world. One of
them, De Man, was at home in both genres (see cat. nos. 41, 42), and
De Hooch discovered domestic spaces that seem inseparable from

those of the community (as in cat. no. 30).

Townscape Painting

Townscape (or “cityscape”) painting flourished in Delft during the
16508 and 1660s, with works by Egbert van der Poel and Daniel
Vosmaer (see cat. nos. 5o, 51, 86, 87) and with one extraordinary pic-
ture apiece by Vermeer and Fabritius (fig. 23; cat. no. 18). There were
many precedents, such as profile views of cities seen from a certain
distance (as in cat. nos. 89, 90) and prints depicting city squares, as
in Adriaen van de Venne’s engraving The Abdijplein in Middelbury of
1618.** Quite a few views in The Hague, especially from either end of
the artificial lake, or Hofvijver (see fig. 123), date from the 1580s
onward, in other words, from the time Prince Maurits and the States
General occupied the neighboring buildings. In general, townscapes
proper, which are usually considered to represent views within dis-
crete parts of a city or town, were related to particular events or to
the special significance of the buildings in view. Both conditions apply
in Hans Bol’s gouache of the Hofvijver dated 1586 (Gemildegalerie,
Dresden), where a water spectacle honoring the earl of Leicester is in
progress outside his temporary headquarters (see p. 26).%

Despite the logical connection between meaning and a new art
torm, earlier writers often treated the rise of townscape painting in
the Netherlands as a stage in the stylistic development of landscape
painting and topographical views in general. Wolfgang Stechow, for
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Fig. 123. Simon Frisius after Hendrick Hondius, The Hofvijver Seen from the Buitenhof at The Hague, 1621. Etching, 17% X 48 in. (44 X 124.3 cm). Rijksprentenkabinet,

Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam

example, observed that “the town view proper does not appear before
about 1650,” and that “it presupposes the renewed emphasis on struc-
ture and colour which has so consistently turned out to be the hall-
mark of those crucial years” In fact, Stechow maintains, “town
view painting was the result of the stylistic change [in landscape
painting] around 1650. Its origins lay, not in Haarlem, where Saenre-
dam was working, but in Delft*° Similar views had been expressed
carlier by R. Fritz (1932), and by Max Friedlinder, who went even
further: “The highest, the incomparable achievement of Delft art
is . . . the town view”*” It seems likely that none of these thoughts
would have been expressed had Vermeer never painted 4 View of
Delft (fig. 23). Although it is a “townscape” of the older type (a pro-
file view), it reflects design ideas from recent landscape painting
in Amsterdam.*®

Fabritius’s View in Delft (cat. no. 18) is generally considered to be
the earliest townscape (or town view proper) to have been painted in
Delft. (As discussed below, other artists, and possibly Fabritius him-
self, painted earlier views of the court district in The Hague.) If the
very small canvas was painted as an illusionistic picture meant to be
seen in a special viewing case or “perspective box” (see figs. 240,
241), which now appears virtually certain, then the work was not a
convenient prototype for other artists, and probably not readily
available to them.

The various views of Delft that were painted by Van der Poel,
Daniel Vosmaer, Fabritius, and Vermeer have been discussed by
some historians as if they comprised a coherent genre. However, Van
der Poel’s and Vosmaer’s souvenirs of the Delft “Thunderclap” and
its aftermath (see cat. no. s1) are not townscapes in the usual

sense, but records of a famous disaster. The main concern of Dutch
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townscape painting is civic pride, which is conveyed in good part by
topographical fidelity.** Thus it may be said, without meaning to
seem eccentric, that townscapes were almost nonexistent in Delft,
except for Fabritius’s View in Delft (which is also a special case).
Vosmaer’s views of Delft represent ruins or are profiles of the city
recorded from outside the walls (the picture in Ponce, cat. no. 86,
comes close to being a proper townscape because of the closeness of
view). Other pictures that have been described as Delft townscapes,
such as Jan Steen’s portrait of a Delft burgher and his daughter (cat.
no. s8) and The Little Street by Vermeer (cat. no. 69), may be dis-
missed from the category for obvious reasons. De Hooch’s courtyard
and garden scenes, and imaginary street views by Jacobus Vrel
(active 1654—62), have also been placed beside the architectural views
of Fabritius, Vosmaer, and Vermeer, but De Hooch may be said to
have painted outdoor living rooms, not public spaces, and Vrel may
not have been able to locate Delft on a map (he was probably not
from the southern part of Holland, in any case). In summary, the
closest thing to an orthodox townscape from Delft would appear to
be Jan van der Heyden’s view of the Oude Kerk on the Oude Delft
dated 1675 (fig. 1),’° except that the artist was not a resident but one
of the several short-term visitors who recorded views in the city (see
the essay “Along the City Walls” below).

Setting these qualms aside, one may consider Vosmaer’s views of
Delft as townscapes, especially if he was responsible for a recently
published picture of the market square as seen from the south side
of the Stadhuis.”" Furthermore, not only his canvas in the Ponce
museum (cat. no. 86) but also the painting with the peculiar vista
seen through the columns of an imaginary loggia (fig. 111) record
quite restricted parts of the city, even more so than in the celebrated



painting by Vermeer. Finally, the disaster pictures and the sad scene
in the Philadelphia Museum of Art (fig. 299) are for the most part
topographical records, although they focus upon what had been lost
in the fall of 1654..

What makes Vosmaer’s and, to a lesser extent, Van der Poel’s
views of Delft representative of the local school is their subjective
approach, that is, the unexpected vantage points and the emphasis
upon light, textures, and “painterlike” (schilderachti) passages, such
as brick and plastered walls, foliage, reflecting water, and shimmer-
ing roof tiles (as in cat. nos. 86, 87).” These are qualities shared with
De Hoochy’s courtyard views (cat. nos. 30, 31, 33) and with Vermeer’s
painting of a house seen from across a street or canal (cat. no. 69).
Even Vermeer’s View of Delft, in its composition and approach to the
city as a whole (compare cat. nos. 89, 90), may be described as more
picturesque than topographical, which is not surprising given the
evidence that it was made for a private patron rather than for the city
government or a public institution. As has been noted often, A View
of Delft (called “The City of Delft in perspective, as seen from the
south side”) was sold in the Dissius auction of 1696, indicating that
it had once been owned by Jacob Dissius’s father-in-law, Vermeer’s
patron, Pieter van Ruijven. The fact that the Dissius sale also included
four paintings of church interiors (three of them ascribed to De Witte)
may suggest that Van Ruijven wanted to have views of various sites
in Delft.”

Such an ensemble would have had little in common with the
engraved views assembled in illustrated maps (see cat. nos. 134, 135).
Even when exceptionally faithful to a particular subject, Delft town-
scapes and architectural paintings of the 16505 onward have the look
of personal impressions, of things too familiar and sympathetic to
describe objectively. In these pictures, as in portraiture, posterity

requires something other than the simple truth.

Cavrel Fabritius

Carel Fabritius has long been appreciated as one of Rembrandt’s
most gifted disciples and as a precursor of Vermeer. Indeed, these
judgments date back to the seventeenth century, when Samuel van
Hoogstraten (1678) praised “our Fabritius, my co-pupil” under
Rembrandt,** and when a poem by the local publisher Arnold Bon
was printed in Van Bleyswijck’s description of Delft (in the pages of
1680). In the last four of thirty-two lines we are told:

Thus did this Phoenix, to our loss, expire,

In the midst, and at the beight of bis caveer,
But fortunately theve avose from his fire
VERMEER, who masterfully trod his path.%

Van Bleyswijck restricted his discussion of artists in Delft to deceased

natives of the city. The inclusion of Fabritius was arbitrary, since it

was perfectly well known that he was a short-term resident. The passage

preceding Bon’s poem is of sufficient interest to quote in its entirety:

Carel Fabricius, a very excellent and outstanding painter was so
quick and sure in matters of perspective as well as naturalistic col-
oring and laying on his paint that (in the judgment of many con-
noisseurs) no one has yet equaled him; we will rank him here
amidst the famous Delft Painters since no one has been able to
tell me conclusively at what other place he was born; furthermore
the whole world knows well enough that this great Artist after
living here for many years [?] was in the end pitifully crushed to
death in his own House by the explosion of the Powder Maga-
zine (described above) on the 12th of October, 1654, together
with his Mother-in-faw and Brother[-in-law?], as well as Simon
Decker, former sexton of the Oude Kerk whose portrait he was
painting and also Mathias Spoors, his faithful Disciple and Pupil;
all of whom were killed instantly when the house collapsed and
were (after lying in the rubble for six or seven hours) pulled out
with great sadness and no small difficulty by their fellow Citizens;
Mr. Fabritius alone had a little life left in him and was (given the
destruction of so many Houses) taken temporarily to the Oude
Gasthuis [the Old Hospital, fig. 3] where after about a quarter of
an hour his oppressed soul departed his terribly beaten body at
the age of but thirty years.*®

In fact, Fabritius was nearly thirty-three at the time of his death:
he had been baptized in Midden-Beemster, near Hoorn, north of
Amsterdam, on February 27, 1622. His father, Pieter Carelsz, was a
teacher, sexton, and “official painter” of the town. Three of his sons
became painters: Carel, Barent (1624-1673), and the minor still-life
painter, Johannes. When Carel and Barent joined their local church’s
congregation in 1641 they were both called “Timmerman.” suggest-
ing that the teenagers were working as carpenters or builders. At the
time, Midden-Beemster was expanding, in part with the construc-
tion of country houses owned by wealthy citizens of Amsterdam.”

Shortly after his marriage in October 1641 Fabritius moved to
Amsterdam, where his young wife died in April 1643. During that
period the artist studied under Rembrandt, who completed The Night
Watch in 1642. The influence of that canvas (which Van Hoogstraten
celebrated for its illusionism) is clear in Fabritius’s earliest known
work, The Raising of Lazarus of about 1643 (Muzeum Narodowe,
Warsaw). Over the next few years he painted other Rembrandtesque
pictures, such as the Mercury and Argus in the Los Angeles County
Museum of Art and the Hermes and Aglauros in the Museum of Fine
Arts, Boston.®*

Between the spring of 1643 and 1650, when he remarried, Fabritius
worked mainly in Midden-Beemster. This hardly isolated him from
the art world of Amsterdam, to judge from the paintings he pro-
duced in those years. In my view they include The Beheading of John
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Fig. 124. Detail, Carel Fabritius, Self Portrait, ca. 1648—50 (cat. no. 17)

the Baptist in the Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam, and the Self-Portrait in
Rotterdam (cat. no. 17), both of which must date from the second
half of the 164.0s.%

A more formal portrait, that of the Amsterdam silk merchant
Abraham de Potter (Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam), is dated 1648 or
1649. The sitter owned land in the Beemster and had been a friend of
the Fabritius family for some time. (In 1636 he and his wife acted as
godparents at the baptism of Carel’s younger brother, Johannes, and
their son, Jasper de Potter, lent Carel 620 guilders in 1647.) % De Potter
had business dealings with the Deutz brothers, Jean, Jeronimus, and
Joseph, who were also in the silk trade and were important collectors
in Amsterdam of Italian paintings, antique sculpture, and Dutch art.
Their brother, Balthasar (1626-1661), was living in the family’s coun-
try house in the Beemster when Fabritius was paid 25 guilders for a
portrait of him on July 11, 1650. “Carel Pictersse Schilder” was also
paid 78 guilders and 10 stuivers for a painting (subject unknown) by
the Deutz family on October 22, 1649. In the same period, 1648 to
1650, the Deutz brothers patronized Michiel Sweerts, both as a
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painter and as their art-purchasing agent in Rome. This is an interest-
ing coincidence, since both artists, Fabritius and Sweerts, have been
seen as inspirations to Vermeer (see p. 13 on Sweerts and his col-
league Luigi Gentile). But one should not look for some connection
between Sweerts and Vermeer through Fabritius (who died before
the Fleming returned to northern Europe). The recently published
information simply demonstrates that the different art centers of the
day were much more closely interconnected than is often assumed.*”

Fabritius’s second wife, Agatha van Pruyssen, was a widow living
in Amsterdam whose family came from Delft. Her father, Lambert,
died in Delft on January 10, 1653. At the time, her sister Maria, aged
twenty-five and said to be a portraitist, was “lying sick of mind in
the Saint Joris Hospital” The forthcoming marriage was registered
in Midden-Beemster on August 14, 1650, when the couple were
said to be “living together in Delft”; and at the Oude Kerk, Delft, on
August 22, 1650, when their address was given as “on the Oude Delft?
They were married three weeks later in Midden-Beemster.**

These documents suggest that Fabritius did not move to Delft
until sometime in 1650. Of course, he could have been living there
when he was paid for Balthasar Deutz’s portrait, which may have
been delivered well after the sitting. However, the fact that there is
no record of Fabritius in or near Delft before the summer of 1650 and
that he did not join the painters’ guild there until October 29, 1652, is
consistent with the documents recording payments in his hometown
in October 1649 and July 1650. His widow’s claim that Fabritius was
“in his lifetime painter to his Highness the Prince of Orange” does
not contradict this information, since Fabritius could have sold a
work to Willem IT (who died on November 6, 1650) or, for that mat-
ter, to Frederick Hendrick (died March 14, 1647) before moving to
Delft. In his monograph on the artist, Christopher Brown notes that
“an unfinished piece by Fabritius,” the only one of forty paintings
assigned an artist’s name, was in the 1664 auction of movable goods
owned by Catherina Hooft, widow of Johan Hilersig, counselor and
secretary to the Prince of Orange.® It is even possible that the delay
in Fabritius’s registration in the guild, which at two months and two
years “appears to be the longest of those we have on record and the
best established”** was due to some commitment at the court. On
the other hand, there is also evidence suggesting that Fabritius could
not afford to pay the entrance dues of 12 guilders to the guild, of
which he appears to have paid only half before he died.*

The Rotterdam Self-Portrait (cat. no. 17; fig. 124), which Brown
dates convincingly to about 164850, is arbitrarily included in this
exhibition (following Van Bleyswijck’s way with rules) because of its
great interest for naturalistic painting in Delft. (This is all the more
evident after the picture’s recent cleaning,.) Like the man on the left
in Vermeer’s Procuress (cat. no. 66), which is probably a self-portrait,
the panel in Rotterdam vividly resembles an image seen in a mirror,

not only with regard to the subject, pose, and glance but also in its



fugitive effects of light. To call this picture the Juan de Pareja of the
Netherlands would not be idle praise because the comparison points
out how much of the moment Fabritius’s painting was when it
was painted (Veldzquez’s canvas in the Metropolitan Museum was
exhibited in Rome in March 1650). The pictures have in common
optical effects achieved through complexly layered touches (Van
Bleyswijck’s remark about Fabritius’s lively execution comes to mind),
which may be partly explained by the fact that both Veldzquez and
Rembrandt, whose influence is still strongly felt here, had studied
Titian’s technique.*®

The blurred contours, textures, and intense light of Fabritius’s
Self-Portrast contrast with the typical qualities of figure painting in
Delft before 1650, although there is some similarity to the dispassion-
ate regard of the sitter found in earlier Delft portraits (see fig. 47).
What Fabritius brought to Delft, to judge from the Rotterdam
painting and approximately contemporary works,” was an emphasis
upon visual experience and to some extent a technique that are simi-
lar to the approaches of Potter and De Witte in other genres. What
Fabritius left behind, and had been inclined to minimize after the
early Raising of Lazarus, was a Rembrandt-like concern for narrative
and expression.68 It is impossible, indeed misguided, to say whether
these tendencies can be credited to Delft, to the artist, or to his gen-
eration. There are moments in history when the right person appears
to have been in the right place at the right time.

The works by Fabritius in this exhibition demonstrate that his
manner of painting evolved in Delft, although its purpose remained
essentially the same. From the first his technique was painterly,
emphasizing impressionistic effects of light and shadow. Following
Rembrandt’s lead, Fabritius used fairly dense, grainy strokes of paint,
which he applied so that one layer revealed another (scumbling the
paint), as in the face and especially the shirt in the Rotterdam Self-
Portrait. Comparison with the London Self-Portrait of four or five
years later (cat. no. 19) shows how the artist developed a thinner
technique and, of course, a lighter palette. His touch is more delicate
and more precisely descriptive (compare, for example, the definition
of the brow, eyes, and nose) without becoming linear. Even those
strokes one might call impasto, like the highlights on the cuirass, are
not “pasty,” as in works by Rembrandt of the early 1640s, but are
more fluidly applied. The result is a shift of emphasis from tactile to
visual qualities, as if forms were perceived at a greater distance, or
by a landscape painter rather than a still-life specialist. The sense of
volume and of texture is diminished in favor of more generalized
effects of light and space.

Perhaps the painters most similar to Fabritius in Delft during the
carly 1650s were Potter and De Witte. Vermeer’s work went through
a similar transformation later on, between about 1656 and 1660, or
so it appears if one compares the modeling and textures in The Pro-

curess (cat. no. 66) with the smooth, careful application of paint in

works such as the Young Woman with a Water Pitcher (cat. no. 71).
There is also a comparable change in palette, from the darker and
more contrasting tones of The Procuress and A Maid Asleep (cat.
no. 67) to the primaries, whites, and other bright colors of The
Millkmaid (cat. no. 68) and some works of the 1660s. However, a
closer look at Vermeer’s oeuvre in the 1650s reveals a more compli-
cated evolution, which was informed by a wide-ranging knowledge
of current styles.

Brown’s brief chapter “Fabritius and the ‘Delft School’” offers a
cogent and unusually sober assessment of how Rembrandt’s former
pupil fits in. He acknowledges that the artist’s use of perspective and
his observations of the immediate environment have often been
compared with those aspects of architectural and genre painting in
Delft. But in the end Brown considers “a common language of
colour, light, and disposition of space” to have resulted in similarities
that, “although hard to define, are not fortuitous.” After dismissing
as an exaggeration the notion that Fabritius was “an essential catalyst
in the development of Delft painting” and cautioning against a
“‘revisionist’ view of him as an isolated figure, a brilliant, experi-
mental artist” who happened to settle in Delft, where his work had
no direct influence, Brown recommends a moderate view: “A com-
mon interest in daylight effects and in the expressive possibilities of
the use of space may seem a vague, even evasive, way in which to
define Fabritius’ relationship with his contemporaries, but the rela-
tionship was a real one and it was in these essentially technical mat-
ters that it resided %

These lines contrast refreshingly with the customary search for
causal relationships between Fabritius and other artists, especially De
Hooch and Vermeer. In many accounts of the “Delft School” a
painter arrives in town (Potter, Fabritius, De Hooch, or even Steen),
another employs perspective, and a third (or the same painter) sets a
figure against a light rather than a dark wall, and suddenly a program
is set in progress, as if Courbet or Monet had made his debut, and as
if arfistic traditions and patronage had little to do with Dutch paint-
ing in the seventeenth century. To judge from the limited evidence,
Fabritius was one of a few exceptionally talented artists in Delft dur-
ing the 16505 who painted in a similar manner, treating various sub-
jects drawn “from life” In this context—that of a small place where
the artists were well acquainted —there were certainly cases in which
one painter’s innovation (such as Houckgeest’s in cat. no. 37) in-
spired others to “tread his path” (as Arnold Bon would say). But this
kind of influence was usually quite specific, involving a particular
motif or compositional scheme. To credit Potter more broadly with
bringing daylight into Delft pictures, or to say that “Fabritius used
perspective to extend the limits of genre painting.”’° or to imagine
that any individual’s arrival in the city had much of an impact (unless
it was a patron with pots of money and lots of taste) is to apply

a nineteenth-century notion of artistic progress (which goes well
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Fig. 125. Samuel van Hoogstraten, Perspective Box with Views of the Intevior of a
Dutch House (on a later pedestal), ca. 1658~60. Oil on wood panels (interior
dimensions), height 21% in., width 31% in., depth 20% in. (54.5 x 80 X 53 cm).
The National Gallery, London

beyond Vasari’s) to the superficially similar naturalism of a very dif-
ferent place and period.

The virtues of Fabritius’s few surviving Delft pictures and their
relationship to works by other artists are topics best left to the entries
in this catalogue. Much has been made of what is now missing from
Fabritius’s oeuvre: works hypothetically lost in his demolished stu-
dio; murals for which there is no visual evidence; and the “perspec-
tive,” a couple of “cases,” and an “optical piece” that are attributed to
Fabritius in old inventories (see below). Documents also indicate
that Fabritius was fairly active as a portraitist between the late 1640s
and (as Van Bleyswijck informs us) the very moment of his death.”

The most intriguing records of lost paintings by Fabritius are
those that apparently refer to illusionistic works of art.”* These docu-
ments support the now generally accepted opinion that A View in
Delft (cat. no. 18) was originally mounted in a perspective box, a
Dutch specialty best known from Van Hoogstraten’s example in the

National Gallery, London (fig. 125). In his book on the art of painting
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(1678) Van Hoogstraten mentions “the wonderful perspective box”
right after describing illusionistic murals by Giulio Romano in
Mantua and by Fabritius in Delft (see below). “A small case by
Fabritius” was listed in the estate of a Leiden collector, Aernout
Eelbrecht (1683), along with no fewer than eight tronies (paintings of
“heads” or “faces”; see the discussion under cat. no. 74) by Fabritius,
and “a piece by Fabritius, in which Van Aelst painted the sword [or
dagger]””* As with the reference to a “piece by Fabritius being a case
[or box]” in the will of Gerrit Jansz Treurniet (recorded in Delft on
May 2, 1661),” it is not clear whether the item was a perspective box
or a picture frame with doors, which was a special form of presenta-
tion used occasionally by Dou, in one known instance by De Witte
(for the painting reproduced as fig. 120), and possibly by Vermeer.”

Another ambiguous reference is the mention of “a large optical
piece standing on a pedestal made by a distinguished Master
Fabricio of Delft” in the 1690 inventory of the Danish royal collec-
tion. The item in question may be the View of @ Voorhmis, a Dutch per-
spective box of about 1670 in the Nationalmuseet, Copenhagen, or
another work. The attribution, which is completely implausible in
the case of the “Voorhuis” (sitting room) composition, may reflect
some circumstances of acquisition, confusion on the part of the com-
piler of the inventory, or Fabritiuss reputation as a maker of per-
spective boxes.”® Any reference to a work by Fabritius in a princely
collection is of interest because of his wife’s claim that he was painter
to the Prince of Orange.”

In 1669 “a perspective of the Court of Holland made by the late
Fabritius” was in the possession of Catharina Tachoen, widow of
Salomon van Delmanhorst, on the occasion of her second mar-
riage.”® Evidently an artist (listed in the Leiden guild from 1648 until
the 1660s), Van Detmanhorst was the son of Hendrick van Delman-
horst, a Leiden poet and professor of medicine. The term “perspec-
tive” was often employed for architectural paintings but could also

refer to a townscape (or “prospect”). It seems very likely that the

Fig. 126. Attributed to Claes Jansz Visscher, The Conrt of Holland, 1636.
Engraved vignette for the border of Visscher’s Illustrated Map of the Nether-
lands. Gemeentearchief, The Hague



painting in question was a conventional townscape rather than an
illusionistic work meant to be seen under special viewing conditions.
The “Court of Holland” refers to the court buildings in The Hague,
which as discussed above had been a popular subject since the 1580s.”
Hondius’s view of the Hofvijver from the Buitenhof (Outer Court),
engraved by Simon Frisius in 1621 (fig. 123), inspired a considerable
number of paintings and prints dating from the 1620s through the
16505.*® There is some resemblance between Hondius’s composition
(especially the central and right-hand areas) and A View in Delft (cat.
no. 18), which makes one wonder whether Fabritius’s view in The
Hague was similar to that recorded some thirty years earlier. Several
artists in the intervening period used part of Hondius’s view as a
model, in effect moving the view in closer. An example that looks
forward to Fabritius’s View in Delft, and possibly to his “perspective
of the Court of Holland,” is a small engraving made in 1636 (fig. 126)
as one of the vignettes around the border of Claes Jansz Visscher’s
Ilustrated Map of the Netherlands (which appears in the background
of Vermeer’s Art of Painting; cat. no. 76).*" Could it be that Fabri-
tius’s own “Hoff van Hollandt” was likewise a view of the Stad-
holder’s Quarters and perhaps the picture that earned him the title
(according to his widow, at least) of “painter to his Highness the
Prince of Orange™?

Only two records of mural paintings by Fabritius are known. In
1660 the widowed owner of a brewery (and residence?) called “The
World Upside Down” made it a condition of the building’s sale that
she be allowed to remove “the painting by Carel Fabritius” which
was “nail-fast” to a wall. The mural must have been painted on can-
vas, like the works that decorated the princely palaces at Honselaars-
dijk and Rijswijk (see pp. 10, 12) and like murals painted by Bramer
in Delft.*” The second record, a passage in Van Hoogstraten’s book
of' 1678, cites another patron and indicates that Fabritius painted illu-
sionistic murals which demonstrated his expertise in perspective. The

passage deserves quotation at length:

I shall skip over discussing the methods by which one can give
anamorphically distorted shapes their upright [proper] form in
spherical, angular and cylindrical mirrors, for these are more
artifices than necessary science. But nevertheless a master should
understand the principles [“roots”] of these amusements in order
not to be confused in the event that an obliquely angled, round
or other unusually shaped building or vault is to be painted: for
however angular the vaults or walls may be, one can always break
them down by means of this art [as demonstrated in contempo-
rary treatises; see fig. 127] so that they seem to have an entirely
different form, and one can paint the corners and foreshortened
walls [to appear] as if they were not there; and even if one adds
in figures or histories it will all be surprisingly upright, although
it is anything but a readily comprehensible image. With this

Fig. 127. Samuel Marolois, Perspective . . ., Amsterdam, 1628. Figs. XC—XCI
demonstrate anamorphic projections onto curved and angled surfaces. Engraving,
7% x 12/ in. (19.1 X 31.1 cm). The Metropolitan Museum of Art, New York, The
Elisha Whittelsey Collection, The Elisha Whittelsey Fund, 1951

knowledge one can also make a little room seem very large: Giulio
Romano showed this at Mantua, in the Palazzo del T¢, where he
beautifully depicted the Battle of the Gods and Giants, in a vaulted
chamber, in which, by receding perspectives, the building, which
was only fifteen feet wide, was transformed into an extensive
field. Fabritius has also made such wonders here, as is still to be
seen at Delft in the house of the art-loving late Dr Valentius and
elsewhere; but it is regrettable that his works were never placed
in a large royal building or church: for this kind of painting
depends enormously on the place in which it is applied. What
another [artist, namely Van Hoogstraten himself] has likewise
achieved with this art for the Emperor in Vienna, and also in
England, is not for me to mention. Through the knowledge of
this science one also makes the wonderful perspective box which,
if it is painted with understanding, shows a finger-sized figure

as [if it were] lifesize.®

In the page of text that follows, Van Hoogstraten describes nudes
reflected in mirrors as examples of perspective expertise in the ocuvres
of Giorgione and Hendrick Goltzius. Murals by Hans Vredeman
de Vries, with their “open doors and receding rooms,” are cited as
works from the previous century which demonstrate that “perspec-
tive and perspective views, because of their pleasing deceitfulness,
have always and everywhere been held in high regard” Ancient and
Renaissance masters are then brought into the accoimt, which ends
with recommended reading, namely, perspective treatises by Diirer,
Guidobaldo, Vredeman de Vries, Samuel Marolois, and “Desargues”
(meaning Abraham Bosse’s Maniere universelle de My. Desargues, pub-
lished in Paris in 1648).

Fabritius’s patron “Dr Valentius” is surely Dr. Theodorus Vallensis

(1612-1673), dean of the surgeons’ guild in Delft during Fabritius’s
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Fig. 128. Samuel van Hoogstraten, Perspective of a Man Reading in a Conrtyard,
ca. 1662. Oil on canvas, 104 X 109 In. (264.2 x 276.8 cm). Dyrham Park, The
Blathwayt Collection (The National Trust)

residence there.®* His father, Jacob van Dalen, called “Vallensis” (dal
means “valley”), was mentioned in the previous chapter as the per-
sonal physician of the princes Maurits and Frederick Hendrick and as
one of the sitters in Michiel and Pieter van Miereveld’s Anatomy
Lesson of Dy. Willem van der Meer (cat. no. 45). The younger Vallensis
graduated from the University of Leiden as doctor of medicine in 1634.
His marriage to a burgomaster’s daughter, Agatha van Beresteyn
(1625-1702), brought him into the regent class of Delft, where he
himself served as burgomaster and held other civic offices. He lived
on the Oude Delft (as did Fabritius), but the house has not been
identified.* No work by Fabritius is mentioned in Vallensis’s estate,
but a mural would probably not have been listed among movable
goods. His son, Jacob Vallensis (d. 1725), counselor at the Court of
Holland, owned two tromies by Fabritius.*®

Lost Mural Paintings by Bramer and Fabvitius

One of the most welcome discoveries for the study of the Delft
school would be a drawing or description of an illusionistic mural by
Fabritius, such as the one he made for Dr. Vallensis or the one that
evidently was removed in 1660 from the brewery called “The World
Upside Down.” The passage in which Van Hoogstraten mentions
Fabritius’s murals (see the preceding section) describes the use of
perspective in anamorphic works of art, that is, images which appear
distorted (“morphed,” one might say) until they are seen from ex-

actly the right vantage point (a peephole, the doorway of a painted
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room or corridor, or a certain spot on the floor beneath an illusionis-
tic ceiling or vault). From that location the depicted motifs take on
their proper form and, in many works of this kind, appear three-
dimensional. As in most illusionistic images, an essential feature of
an anamorphic painting is that the viewer’s perception of its actual
surface is minimized. But awareness of the work’s true form is never
completely eliminated, so that the pleasure of viewing an illusion is
complemented by admiration for the artist, and for art itself.*”

Fabritius’s View in Delft is such a sophisticated example of illu-
sionism and perspective expertise that one is tempted to imagine his
murals as similar, as large-scale versions of that small marvel, or as
close antecedents of Van Hoogstraten’s trompe-l'oeil architectural
views dating from the 1660s (fig. 128). There is some circumstantial
evidence to suggest that architecture and linear perspective did play
important parts in Fabritius’s wall paintings. The first thing that Van
Bleyswijck (1667-80) says about the “very excellent and outstanding
painter” is that he was “so quick and sure in matters of perspective.”
Van Hoogstraten more specifically cites murals made in Delft by
Fabritius as examples of how perspective can be used to make illu-
sionistic wall and ceiling paintings (as well as perspective boxes), and
on another page he drops Fabritius’s name when describing how the
Renaissance muralist Baldassare Peruzzi and others used light and
shadow to make painted architectural elements appear to be real.*

A few surviving drawings by Bramer could illustrate Van Hoog-
straten’s text, since they show strongly foreshortened architectural
motifs meant to be employed in illusionistic murals or ceilings. One
of the most striking examples is a sketch made in preparation for the
small painted ceiling of a staircase (fig. 129).* In this case the design
corresponds closely to a plate in Vredeman de Vries’s Perspective of
1604—s, except that Bramer has added figures reminiscent of those in

Van Honthorst’s Musical Ceiling of 1622 (fig. 130).°° The man reaching

Fig. 120. Leonaert Bramer, Figures alony a Colonnade, ca. 1660. Pen and brown
ink, brush and gray ink, red chalk, 8 x 11% in. (20.4 x 29.5 cm). Private collection,
the Netherlands



Fig. 130. Gerard van Honthorst, Musical Ceiling, 1622. Oil on wood, 120% x 85 in.
(308 x 216 cm). J. Paul Getty Museum, Los Angeles

down into the viewer’s space (lower right) has a counterpart on the
wall to the right in Bramer’s murals in the Prinsenhof (fig. 136).

These comparisons do not exclude the possibility that Fabritius’s
murals were mostly figural, or depicted wide-open spaces with few
architectural features. A drawing by Bramer in the Victoria and
Albert Museum (fig. 80) appears to be a design for a mural (or a tap-
estry?) showing couples on a terrace and strolling in a garden. Only
the most basic command of one-point perspective was required to
draw the arcade and furniture. The same could be said for the major-
ity of Bramer’s designs for or possibly connected with mural paint-
ings (see figs. 133, 136), to which we will return momentarily.

One is still left with the strong intuition that Fabritius’s murals
were illusionistic works making skillful use of perspective, not only
because of the evidence cited above but also considering the years in
which they were made, about 1651-54. As we have seen, architectural
painting flourished in Delft precisely in this period. Houckgeest,
Van Vliet, and even De Witte drew fairly complex architectural

motifs in perspective, and in some pictures dating from about

165152 placed particular emphasis upon the illusion of three-dimen-
sional space. Examples of the latter include Houckgeest’s wide-angle
view of the ambulatory in the Nieuwe Kerk dated 1651 (cat. no. 39), a
composition which bears a surprising resemblance to that of Fabri-
tius’s townscape dating from the following year (cat. no. 18), and also
Houckgeest’s view of the Oude Kerk’s pulpit, which probably dates
from 1651 as well (cat. no. 40). Also worth recalling in this context
are De Witte’s Qude Kerk view in Ottawa (cat. no. 92) and the
Wallace Collection panel of 1651 (fig. 120), which was originally pre-
sented in a substantial ebony frame with doors.”” Van Vliet’s earli-
est dated church interiors also feature strong recessions, and tactile
forms in the foreground (figs. 121, 122).

Finally, we might consider the only known architectural picture by
Louys Elsevier (1618-1675), who moved from Leiden to Delft in
about 1646 (see cat. no. 16). The classical archway with the arms
of Delft is painted on wood, the threshold in front of the checker-
board floor is actually rounded, and the tip of the bone lying on it is

slightly raised. The arrangement brings to mind the fictive frames

Fig. 131. Samuel van Hoogstraten, Perspective with a Woman Reading n Letter,
1660s. Oil on canvas, 95% X 70% in. (2415 X 179 cm). Koninklijk Kabinet van
Schilderijen Mauritshuis, The Hague
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Fig. 132. Leonaert Bramer, Design for the “Painted Room” in the Civic-Guard
Quarters of Delft, ca. 1660. Exterior of modello in triptych form (see fig. 133).
Gemeente Musea Delft; Collection Stedelijk Museum Het Prinsenhof

painted by Houckgeest and De Witte (see cat. nos. 37, 40, 92), the lat-
ter’s frame forming a cabinet or illusionistic doorway, and Early Neth-
erlandish paintings with illusionistically painted frames (imitating
stone, bearing a carved signature, or featuring a fly). Van Hoog-
straten’s Head of & Bearded Man at o Window (fig. 246), which shows
a deep stone window and a glass bottle on the sill, is painted on can-
vas and dates from the same year, 1653.%>

The view of the Oude Kerk itself in Elsevier’s picture is painted on
canvas glued to wood. The composition and style generally recall
Houckgeest,”® although the shadowy foreground and the sun flood-
ing in at an angle were probably inspired by Van Vliet. More impor-
tantly, the whole ensemble anticipates Van Hoogstraten’s large
illusionistic canvases of the next decade (see fig. 131).”* It is not hard

to imagine Fabritius’s illusionistic murals as works in a similar vein,

but with some of the descriptive qualities and luminosity found in his
works of 1652—54- (see cat. nos. 18-21).

As for Bramer, he was an artist of another generation and tem-
perament, a figure painter who had direct knowledge of Italian wall
and ceiling decorations, as well as canvas murals made for the Dutch
court. There is little sign of enthusiasm for perspective in Bramer’s
work before the 1650s. The first certain reference to a mural painting
by Bramer in Delft dates from February 1653, when he agreed to dec-
orate in fresco the walls of a passageway which ran between his own
house and that of Anthonie van Bronckhorst, and also two doors in
the same space.” In 1657 Bramer was paid a very modest sum, evi-
dently a total of 52 guilders, for a fresco in a garden house behind the
Communal Land House (see fig. 22).°° In neither case is the subject
known, although the drawing of couples on a terrace mentioned
above (fig. 80) could have been made in preparation for a commis-
sion like the one for a garden house.*”

In 1660 Bramer received his first payment for work on a much
more ambitious decorating project, the Painted Room in the new
civic-guard headquarters (Nieuwe Doelen). Van Bleyswijck records
that the room was “most attractive, having all the walls painted in the
Italian manner in fresco or damp plaster by the famous Leonard
Bramer, all befitting and suiting the purpose of the place”®®

What appears to be Bramer’s oil sketch for the Painted Room
(which evidently required repairs as early as 1663 and 1667) is found
on a small wood model in the form of a triptych (figs. 132, 133).”°
When closed, the triptych represents a fireplace with, above the man-
tel, an eager drummer and assorted trophies. Officers and soldiers (a
captain in red) descend steps to either side of the fireplace; putti sup-
port the arms of Holland on the left and of Delft on the right. One
of the main duties of drummers was to turn out for the annual pro-

cession of civic-guard companies during a grand fair in June. This

Fig. 133. Leonaert Bramer, Design for the “Painted Room” in the Civic-Guard Quarters of Delft, ca. 1660. Interior of modello in triptych form. Oil on wood, central panel:
11'%s X 187 in. (30 X 48 cm); wings: 11% X 9 in. (20 X 23 cm). Gemeente Musea Delft; Collection Stedelijk Museum Het Prinsenhof
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civic celebration is represented on all three panels, or walls, of the
triptych’s interior, forming a sort of expanded “Night Watch” (Rem-
brandt’s march also takes place during the day). The central panel
shows a market square defined by Bramer’s customary blend of
Dutch and Italianate buildings. A typical militia company occupies
the foreground: from right to left, a captain, officers with shields,
and two rows of musketeers. A standard-bearer and other members
of the company are assembled on a platform in the background. On
all three panels people gather on the ground near walls, while other
spectators hang out of windows or occupy balconies. The covered
balustrades to the left and right recall Pieter de Grebber’s Surround-
ing Gallery at Honselaarsdijk and a number of paintings by Van
Couwenbergh and others (see figs. 12, 66, 134). (Could the setting
in Vermeer’s Procuress, cat. no. 66, be meant as such a balcony?) On
the left, an officer emerges from a doorway (presumably a tavern’s)
to hoist a glass to his comrades; the potentate above him may be
the winner of a “parrot shoot,” or perhaps one of the theatrical per-
formers who were usually present during fairs.”*”

Bramer’s plan lacks two practical features, windows and doors.
Light falls mostly from the outer edges of the two side panels, sug-
gesting that windows would have been opposite the main scene. The
drinker on the left could not have been painted on an actual door,
given the extent of foreground (enough for a fistfight). Perhaps a
plan of the lost building, which is not readily available, will clarify
Bramer’s intentions.

The crowning achievement of Bramer’s career as decorator was
the set of canvas murals he painted in 1667-69 for the large meet-
ing room called the Grote Zaal (Great Hall) in the Prinsenhof (see
figs. 135, 136). To judge from Augustinus Terwesten’s later drawing of
the room, the main scene appears to have been, once again, a festival
set in a city square, namely, the Roman games to which the Sabines
were invited.'” During the late 1650s or early 1660s Bramer made a
series of fifty drawings illustrating Livy’s History of Rome (see cat.
nos. 106, 107), in which The Rape of the Sabines is included.'®® On the
long (north) wall Bramer represented imaginary Roman architecture
and what appears to be a running narrative, with a meeting of
mounted and standing figures on the left, the Roman surprise in the
center, and two or three armored horsemen carrying off women to
the right. Why this subject would have been considered suitable for a
public meeting and (presumably) banqueting room requires further
clarification. That the story involves the founding of a republic does
not seem explanation enough.

Over the mantels on the end walls are classical or biblical banquet
scenes; the one on the east wall (to the right) has been identified
tentatively as The Marriage at Cana.*® To the upper right musicians
perform on an illusionistic ledge; below them, two servants carry a
basket (perhaps of peat; compare the servant in cat. no. 42) and wood,
obviously for the fireplace. Whether the figures in the doorway of the

Fig. 134. Jan van Bronchorst, Merry Company with a Lute Player; ca. 1645. Oil on
canvas, 5% x 81 in. (141 x 205.7 cm). Herzog Anton Ulrich—-Museum, Brunswick

east wall were actually painted on the door or are Terwesten’s staff-
age is not clear. (As mentioned above, Bramer painted doors in his
neighbor’s passageway but the subjects, if any, are unknown.) Por-
traits hang on the walls that illusionistically recede to cither side of
the eastern fireplace. On the western wall, illusionistic porticoes also
recede to either side of the fireplace and may have seemed to con-
tinue its architecture. Servants advance next to the open doorway.
The canvas mural to the upper left, with figures at a balcony and
receding archways in the background, is the section most remi-
niscent of illusionistic decorations by Van Honthorst, De Grebber,
and Van Couwenbergh (see figs. 130, 12, 66), and it also strongly
recalls sixteenth-century Italian precedents such as Veronese’s deco-
rations in the Villa Barbaro at Maser."** The scenes in the far corners
are indecipherable. What Justice and Charity on the near sides of the
chimney walls, and Christ ascending amid music-making angels in
the flat areas of the wooden ceiling, have to do with the program is
difficult to say."” Perhaps the whole ensemble was simply given over
to scenes of entertainment in which a few morsels of edification
might be found.

Bramer’s only surviving canvas mural (cat. no. 11) has recently
been connected with the commission for the Painted Room in
the civic-guard building."® The walls were frescoed, but a painting
on canvas was installed over the fireplace. However, the exterior
of Bramer’s sketchy triptych (fig. 132) shows a different and more
suitable design for the mantelpiece. Both in subject and scale the
mural can be more closely associated with the Prinsenhof project,
but it does not appear to have been installed in that space (see the
discussion under cat. no. 11).

While much had changed in the art world of Delft since the earlier
decades of the century, Bramer’s murals are an example of strong
continuity between the 1630s and 1660s. We might imagine, for a
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Fig. 135. The Great Hall, Prinsenhof, Delft

moment, the impression John Evelyn or another of our seventeenth-
century visitors would have gained if he was taken around Delft by a
supporter of Bramer’s or by Bramer himself. If Pieter Teding van
Berkhout (see p. 15) had not visited Vermeer in May 1669, but had
gone to see the seventy-three-year-old Bramer finishing his murals in
the Prinsenhof, and then to see the Painted Room in the civic-guard
building and perhaps some other murals in Delft, he might well have
concluded that the grand tradition of decorating palaces, which had
been brought from Italy to The Hague and its environs by the late
Prince Frederick Hendrick, was still flourishing in Delft. And pre-
sumably, if the same gentleman was taken to see Fabritius’s mural

in the house of Dr. Vallensis, or a similar specimen, he would have
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written something in his diary very like what he wrote of Vermeer,
that “the most extraordinary and the most curious aspect of [the
artist’s work] consists in the perspective.”®” But then, the visitor
might have said that about Pieter van Bronckhorst’s Judgment of
Solomon (1622; fig. 94) in the town hall, or about a painting by
Houckgeest dating from anytime between the 1630s and the 1650s.
And, to put it plainly, what else could Teding van Berkhout have said
about the View of Delft through an Imaginary Loggia that Daniel
Vosmaer painted in 1663 (fig. 111)?

Move Curious Perspectives

Jean Frangois Niceron, the author of a treatise with the catchy title
La Perspective curiense (Paris, 1652; 15t ed., 1638), was (according to
Martin Kemp) the French theorist who “showed the most up-to-
date awareness of the ideas of Galileo, Kepler and Descartes” on
optical questions. For instance, the fact that a lens (the cornea)
focuses an inverted image on the surface of the retina is demon-
strated by illustrating a camera obscura: a “dark room” with a small
aperture admitting sunlight and a white sheet serving as a projection
screen (see fig. 137, top). That this is reproduced together with exam-
ples of how geometric figures appear on a picture plane might be
described as symbolic, considering that in Niceron’s treatise “there is
no suggestion that Cartesian optics should provide the basis for a
new system of pictorial representation.” Rather, “the revised concep-
tion of the eye is simply used to show that the existing formulas for
the perspectival ratios of size and distance are valid.” For Kemp,

Niceron’s publication serves as a case study pointing to “a broader

Fig. 136. Augustinus Terwesten, The Grote Zaal (Grear Hall) in the Prinsenhof; Delft, 1742. Brush and gray ink, 4% x 20% in. (1.7 x 5.9 cm). Gemeentearchief, Delft.
The drawing gives an approximate idea of the canvas murals Leonaert Bramer painted in 166769 (see background)
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truth —that the most advanced thought of the Scientific Revolution
was moving to philosophical and technical positions in the mathe-
matical and physical sciences which took them increasingly beyond
the range of ready applicability to the needs of art"*

This is more interesting for Delft painters of the 1650s and 1660s
than it may at first appear (depending upon one’s perspective). For
example, in an entry on the Delft school in a recently published ency-
clopedia of Dutch art, one learns of “optical concerns” in the oeuvres
not only of Fabritius and Houckgeest but also of Bramer. Even more
surprisingly, “the use of the camera obscura™ is attributed to Fabritius
in A View in Delft as well as to Vermeer.'”® Another author concludes
that “a typical feature of the Delft school is the use of a camera
obscura in order to create the most realistic scene possible”™™

These remarkable claims, for which there is virtually no evidence,
are inspired in part by studies suggesting that Fabritius recorded his
townscape while looking through some kind of lens and that

Vermeer used a portable camera obscura (if one existed at the time)

Fig. 137. The camera obscura as an analogy for the human eye and demonstrations
of the picture plane. From Jean Frangois Niceron’s treatise on optics, La Perspective
curiense, Paris, 1652, Private collection

to arrive at optical effects of light and color in a number of works.
According to these hypotheses, the distortions found in A View in
Delft (if it was mounted on a flat surface) “offered a fascinating alter-
native to man’s normal perception of the visible world,” while
“Vermeer’s interest in the camera obscura seems to have been for its
philosophical as well as for its artistic application”™

The basic premise of these remarks, that artists like Houckgeest,
Fabritius, and Vermeer were interested in the nature of human
vision, has much to recommend it. For example, any analysis of the
spatial effects in A View in Delft will lead one to the conclusion that
Fabritius was making an artistic analogy to the wide-angle or “rov-
ing” view of normal sight. Similarly, Houckgeest’s unusual painting
of the ambulatory in the Nieuwe Kerk, Delft (cat. no. 39), records a
panorama nearly 105 degrees wide, that is, 15 degrees more than the
difference between looking directly to the west (toward the extreme
left in this picture) and looking directly northward (toward the col-
umn on the right). Even more than a landscapist, a draftsman who
attempted to record such a sweeping view in an actual church inte-
rior would have been keenly aware that normal vision did not con-
form to the assumptions of an orthodox perspective scheme (namely,
a fixed view in one direction). Saenredam addressed the problem in
many of his drawings and made the wide-angle distortions in the
corresponding paintings a graceful component of his style."

Vermeer’s interest in optical effects has often been discussed and
will be considered occasionally in this catalogue. His close points
of view result in sudden shifts in space and steep perspectives, as seen
in pictures as various as The Procuress (cat. no. 66), A Maid Asleep
(cat. no. 67), the Cavalier and Youngy Woman (fig. 165, where the
apparent change in figure scale has been compared with similar
effects in photographs), and The Music Lesson (fig. 168). Changes in
focus (sometimes described as “depth of field”), unusual tonalities,
and extraordinary effects of light (all of which are found in Girl with
a Red Hat, cat. no. 74) also testify to Vermeer’s fascination with how
things actually appear.

However, to suggest that these enthusiasms reflect some sort of
philosophy or reveal an interest in optics comparable with Descartes’s
is to drop a lot of baggage at doorsteps in Delft. The “optical” effects
in the pictures just cited may have implied a little learning but were
intended mainly as virtuoso displays of artifice, a way of amusing the
mind while deceiving the eye. Even scientific instruments were
appreciated by amateurs in a similar light, as sources of “intellectual
delight” and as “intellectual toys suitable for a royal wunderkammer
or cabinet of curiosities” ™"

One of our visitors to Delft, Samuel Pepys, expressed wonder at the
void between scientific knowledge and the understanding of hobby-
ists like himself. In 1666 he had two prominent makers of optical
instruments, Richard Reeve and John Sprong, to his house for a meal

and then “to our business of my Microscope . . . and then down to my
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Fig. 138. Samuel van Hoogstraten, View down a Corvidor, 1662. Oil on canvas,
103%s X §3% in. (264 x 136.5 cm). Dyrham Park, The Blathwayt Collection
(The National Trust)

office to look in a dark room with my glasses and Tube, and most
excellently things appeared indeed, beyond imagination.” After an-
other visit from Reeve, during which Jupiter was studied with Pepys’s
“12-foot glass,” the diarist lamented that he had learned nothing from
his guest about the principles of optics, because the latter, although
lens maker to the king, himself understood “the acting part but not
one bit the theory . . . which is a strange dullness methinks>""*
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Actually, it was a fairly common dullness, to judge from the re-
marks of contemporary specialists and of amateurs such as Huygens.™
Indeed, Huygens himself considered Kepler’s Dioptrice to consist of
“vague speculations;” and he found “little satisfaction” in the writings
of Guidobaldo and Galileo, who (he unwisely informed Descartes)
envelop themselves in “obscure superfluities”® In other words, the
pioneering essays on optics went over Huygens’s head, or were too
much in conflict with his acceptance, in several areas of science, of
traditional authority.

Pepys’s frustration with Mr. Reeve reflects the fact that he had
been dabbling in curiosities for some time. Earlier in 1666 he was
delighted with the dinner conversation of William Brouncker, the
first president of the Royal Society, who told him of the “art of draw-
ing pictures by Prince Roberts [Prince Rupert, first cousin of Charles
II] rule and machine, and another of Dr. [Sir Christopher] Wren’s;
but he says nothing doth like Squares [the perspective frame], or,
which is the best in the world, like a darke roome—which pleased
me mightily”"”

Pepys had purchased a microscope and his “Tube” (which came
with various lenses) from Reeve in August 1664. For the microscope
Pepys paid “s/ 10s., a great price; but a most curious bauble it is” The
other instrument, a “Scotoscope,’ Reeve threw in for free, but Pepys
considered it “of value; and a curious curiosity it is to [see] objects in
a dark room with. Mightily pleased with this>™

Pepys’s interest in optics ran more or less paralle] to his enthusi-
asm for trompe-loeil works of art. He mentions a “letter rack” still
life with “several things painted on a deal Board” (which turned out
to be “only the picture of a board” on canvas); the drops of dew in a
flower picture by Simon Verelst (“I was forced again and again to
put my finger to it to feel whether my eyes were deceived or no”);
and, among all the “incomparable pictures” in the king’s cabinet, “a
book upon a deske which I durst have sworn was a reall book>"™
Similarly, on January 19, 1663, when Pepys went to dinner at the
house of Thomas Povey (the duke of York’s treasurer), the pair pro-
ceeded “from room to room, so beset with delicate pictures, and
above all, a piece of per[s]pective in his closet in his low parlor” A
week later (January 26), Pepys again dined at Povey’s, and “above all
things, I do the most admire his piece of perspective especially, he
opening me the closet door and there I saw that there is nothing but
only a plain picture hung upon the wall” As is well known, the “per-
spective” owned by Povey was the View down a Corridor that Van
Hoogstraten painted in London in 1662 (fig. 138)."°

A very different view down a corridor was painted by Niceron in
1642 when this Minim monk was residing at the convent of
Santissima Trinita dei Monti in Rome (fig. 139). As one walked along
the hundred-foot gallery on an upper floor there would have been no
sign that the peculiar painting on the wall was anything but an ill-

conceived landscape. But upon entering or turning back at the door



Fig. 139. Demonstration of the
method used by Niceron for his
anamorphic wall painting of
Saint John the Evangelist (1642)
in the convent of Santissima
Trinita dei Monti, Rome. From
Jean Francois Niceron’s treatise
on optics, La Perspective cuvieuse,
Paris, 1652. Private collection

one saw a vision, a kind of revelation of Saint John the Evangelist,

floating in space and, given its scale, obscuring most of the wall.
There is no evidence that Fabritius and Bramer ever painted ana-
morphic murals like this one, as opposed to scenes in conventional
perspective. But they would have admired the many examples of ana-
morphic images that were published in the second part of Niceron’s
book (Thanmaturgus Opticus, 1646, translated as La Perspective cuvi-
ense), and they would have understood that (as Van Hoogstraten ex-
plained) “through the knowledge of this science one also makes the
wonderful perspective box.” We could say in summary that Niceron
and Pepys define the approximate limits of an international develop-
ment, with serious scholars (and theologians) at one extreme, and

“curious” gentlemen at the other.™

Just where in the middle the
different Delft painters can be placed will continue to be debated,
but it is clear that their patrons were people like Povey and Pepys.
Fabritius was probably not the only Delft painter who made per-
spective boxes, although he and especially Van Hoogstraten are the
only artists to whom they have been convincingly attributed. In-
cluded in this catalogue is an entertaining drawing by Bramer that
most likely was intended as a study for the exterior of some kind of
peepshow or perspective box (cat. no. 108). It seems much less cer-
tain, but plausible, that the two sides of a sheet in Amsterdam (cat.
no. 109) are alternative ideas for the inside of a perspective box,
probably of rectangular design like Van Hoogstraten’s in London
(fig. 125). As in that interior, furniture and other forms are arranged

around the walls (where a chair or viol could be projected on two

or three surfaces), except for objects like the lute which—like the
viola da gamba in A View in Delft (cat. no. 18; fig. 238) —might have
been projected anamorphically on the floor.

Both the Diisseldorf and the Amsterdam designs (cat. nos. 108,
109) are on pieced-together supports, suggesting that they are some
kind of preparatory material, which the present writer would date
to about 1660."”* It has also been suggested that the Amsterdam
drawings might be designs for a mural in a private house.” In any
case, the two sides are more closely related than might at first appear:
each drawing includes a receding wall and chair on the left; a central
musician and foreshortened instruments on the table; a woman at
a virginal to one side, in each case with a male figure looking on; a
musical motif (a lute, or songbooks on a stool) in the right fore-
ground; and a barking dog, dashing hopes of harmony. Curiously,
from the perch of the parrot on the back of a chair {on the recto),
one would have a view toward the woman at the virginal similar to
that in The Music Lesson by Vermeer (fig. 168). Of course, one has to
make certain allowances: an out-of-scale musician in the middle of
the view; a wall to the right, not left; the viol moved to another posi-
tion; and a little menagerie, including a chained monkey instead of
the imprisoned Cimon, suggesting the bonds of love.

A surviving perspective box that may have come from Delft, or
rather a pair of them, are the pendant examples representing Prot-
estant and Catholic churches, in the Nationalmuseet, Copenhagen
(figs. 140, 141). The architecture in the Protestant box bears a re-
semblance to that of the Oude Kerk in Delft, where this kind of
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Fig. 140. Circle of Hendrick van Vliet,
Exterior of a Perspective Box Representing a
Protestant Cluvch Interior, probably
1660s. Oil on wood, height 467% in.

(119 cm). Nationalmuseet, Copenhagen

Fig. 141. Circle of Hendrick van Vliet,
Perspective Box Representing a Protestant
Chuvch Interior, probably 1660s. Oil on
two wood panels, each 46% x 20% in.
(119 x 75 cm). Nationalmuseet,
Copenhagen
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centralized composition was painted in the early 1660s. Accordingly,
the present writer once attributed the two church interiors to Van
Vliet, but now this seems far from certain.”* Another candidate
might be Louys Elsevier, who some years earlier painted the Oude
Kerk in another kind of perspective curieuse (see cat. no. 16).

From the present vantage point there appear to have been two
periods in Delft when “perspectives” of various kinds were espe-
cially popular, about 1650—-54 and in the early 1660s. This may be a
false impression, but it is consistent with the facts that Houckgeest
and De Witte departed the city by 1652 and that Fabritius died in
1654. This left only Hendrick van Vliet as a specialist in perspective,
although by the late 1650s or early 1660s De Hooch (as in cat.
no. 29), Vermeer (cat. no. 70; fig. 168), Bramer (fig. 133), Coesermans
(fig. 142; cat. no. 13), and Daniel Vosmaer (fig. 111) could be consid-
ered enthusiasts (Pieter Teding van Berkhout might have declared
the work of any one of them “most curious” for the perspective).

A few documents concerning the ownership of a picture suggest
that Daniel Vosmaer’s interest in artificial perspective may have gone
back to the years in which Fabritius worked in Delft. In about 1652,
evidently, Fabritius contributed some sketching in chalk and re-
touching to a “large” painting by Daniel Vosmaer and his brother
Nicolaes (chalk could have been used for corrective as well as pre-
paratory work)."™ The same picture appears to have been hanging in
the town hall of Delft at the time of a deposition dated February 7,
1653, that had to do with Fabritius’s promising to pay his debt to
Jasper de Potter.”® In 1666 the picture was in the Prinsenhof and was




Fig. 142. Johannes Coesermans, A#n Ideal Townscape in Dutch Classicist Style, 1664.
Pen painting in grisaille on wood, 7% x 7 in. (20 x 17.7 cm). Private collection,

the Netherlands

described as a “landscape” to which Nicolaes Vosmaer had con-
tributed “the sea and ships” and Fabritius the “drawing and retouch-
ing” The seeming non sequitur of a landscape with a “sea and ships”
(the terms are those of a notary who did not have the painting in
front of him) might be resolved by assuming that the painting de-
picted one of Daniel Vosmaer’s usual subjects, namely, a view of a
city from outside the walls, with water and boats in the foreground,
as in his Harbor at Delft in Puerto Rico (cat. no. 86). That canvas
itself reveals pentimenti, although it seems doubtful that it could date
from the early 1650s. However, the subject is certainly appropriate

for a picture that is said to have hung for about a decade in the town
hall of Delft.””

A number of Delft paintings dating from about 1662—64 feature
forced perspectives, as in Van Vliet’s views in the Oude Kerk and the
Nieuwe Kerk from the western doors (see cat. no. 84), the few known
architectural pictures by Coesermans (see cat. no. 13; fig. 142), and
The Music Lesson by Vermeer (fig. 168). Van Hoogstraten’s View down
a Corvidor (fig. 138) dates from 1662, and many other examples could
be cited to suggest that this was a trend at the time, not only in Delft
but also in Rotterdam, Dordrecht, Middelburg, and Antwerp. This
may partly explain why Daniel Vosmaer, whose understanding of
perspective practice was very limited, made such a show of it in his
View of Delft through an Imaginary Loggia, dated 1663 (figs. 111, 342).
For all we know, some lost work by Fabritius or another artist may
have inspired the picture’s peculiar composition. It was recently
observed that the “loggia;” with its simple columns, arches, and black
and white tiles, comes rather close in design to a gallery in the town
The vaults are different but

might have been derived from Houckgeest’s view of the Nieuwe

hall where the tribunal was housed.™

Kerk’s ambulatory (see cat. no. 39, upper left) or from the church
itself. What has never been suggested, apparently, is that this is not a
view of Delft through a loggia at all, but a modello for a room with
a view of Delft painted on the walls. The scheme would have dras-
tic drawbacks, which would be obvious as one moved about the
room, but it is not clear that Vosmaer (whose floor tiles are out
of control) was prepared to anticipate them. Another glance at the
100-foot hallway painted by Niceron (fig. 139, which, by the way,

29 and

faced a similar anamorphic painting by Emmanuel Maignan)
a peep into Fabritius’s perspective box (figs. 240, 241), suggest that
such a mural by Vosmaer would have been extremely ill-advised and
possible at the time. Of course it never happened, as is known from
Van Bleyswijck’s tour of the town hall and from other sources (or the
lack of them). In the meantime, Bramer was painting a large room in
the civic-guard headquarters with floor-to-ceiling murals done in the
true fresco technique (see fig. 133). One cannot say that Delft artists
never took risks.
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5. Genre Painting in Delft after 1650:
De Hooch and Vermeer

WALTER LIEDTKE

F ONE HAD TO NAME a single category of

subject matter that best represented the

Delft school in the third quarter of the
century, it would not be townscape or archi-
tectural painting (especially after 1652), and
certainly not landscape, still life, or portrai-
ture, but of course genre painting, “scenes
of everyday life”" One might even say this
is true solely on the strength of pictures by
De Hooch and Vermeer. However, the broad
category also includes peasant scenes by Van
der Poel (see cat. no. 52), who moved to Rot-
terdam in 1655; Palamedesz’s guardroom and
domestic interiors of the 1650s and 1660s;
Hendrick van der Burch’s tavern scenes of the early 1650s;* Cornelis
de Man’s genre paintings, which date from about 1660 onward (see
cat. no. 42); and Johannes Verkolje’s pictures of elegant couples,
which date from the year he joined the Delft guild, 1673, and later
(see cat. no. 63).

Some readers, especially those with clear memories of the exhibi-
tion “Delft Masters” at the Stedelijk Museumn Het Prinsenhof, Delft,
in 1996, will probably miss from this roster several painters who were
well represented on that occasion.? But none of the artists who have
been placed in the so-called School of Pieter de Hooch— for example,
Cornelis Bisschop, Esaias Boursse, Pieter Janssens Elinga, Ludolf de
Jongh, Jacob Ochtervelt, Jacobus Vrel, Van der Burch, and De Man —
is known to have studied with that master, and only the last two were
from Delft or the immediate area.* Of course, the comparison of
genre painters who actually worked in the city with those who prac-
ticed elsewhere helps to place the Delft school in a broader context.
But that goal is better realized in an essay than in an exhibition space.

Even De Hooch’s probable brother-in-law, Van der Burch, is a
marginal case, although he grew up near Delft, lived there throughout

Opposite: Fig. 143. Detail, Johannes Vermeer, The Art of Painting, ca. 166668
(cat. no. 76)

Detail, The Art of Painting (cat. no. 76)

his teenage years, joined the painters’ guild
in 1649 at the age of twenty-one, and worked
in the city until 1655. He settled in Leiden
before De Hooch joined the guild in Delft
(September 20, 1655) and moved on to
Amsterdam in 1659. Van der Burch was again
recorded in Leiden in 1661 and 1662, and paid
dues to that city’s guild in 1663. His last
known child was baptized in Leiden in 1666,
after which no further biographical details
(including the date and place of his death) are
known. Thus, all of the paintings by Van
der Burch that remind one of De Hooch
(after the De Jongh-style tavern scenes of
the early 1650s) were painted either in Leiden or in Amsterdam,
and simply reflect the influence of De Hooch (as in cat. no. 12),
De Jongh, Metsu, and others.’

In addition to these qualifications, two others might be borne in
mind when discussing the genre painters of Delft. First, there is the
question of who purchased pictures of contemporary life. In his sam-
pling of Delft inventories Montias found that genre paintings of all
kinds comprised the following percentages of all pictures per decade:
4.6 percent in the 1620s; 4.6 percent in the 1630s; 3.7 percent in the
16408; 4.9 percent in the 1650s; 4.8 percent in the 1660s; and 7.4 per-
cent in the 1670s.% This was before Montias discovered Vermeer’s
patron Van Ruijven, whose collection would have added perhaps
2 percent to the figures for the 1660s and 1670s. It should also be
noted that these percentages include genre paintings from all over,
not just those by local artists. Nonetheless, with everything taken
into account, it is remarkable that the percentages do not increase at
all (allowing for statistical error) between 1620 and 1670. Of course,
a genre painting of the 1620s, by Van Couwenbergh, Van Vliet, Van
Honthorst, or whomever, might be listed in Jater decades, and in
general there must be some lag in time (about a decade?) between
when a certain kind of picture was painted or purchased and when it

turned up in an inventory (often an estate). This still leaves one with
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the impression that the number of newly made genre pictures actu-
ally dropped significantly in the 1650s and 1660s. In the same period
the percentage of still lifes in Delft collections went up, from ro-12
percent between 1620 and 1650 to 13.7 percent, Is.4 percent, and
16.7 percent in the 1650s, 1660s, and 1670s, respectively. Landscapes
also increased, from an average of about 26 percent in the period
162050, tO 33.9 percent, 38.6 percent, and 40.9 percent between
1650 and 1679. As might be expected, religious pictures became less
common in Delft inventories, dropping from nearly one-third of a
household’s pictures in the first third of the century to about one-
fifth in the 1640s and one-sixth between 1650 and 1670. The figures
for portraits are quite uneven, rising from 13.7 percent in the period
1620-40 to 21.8 percent in the 1640s, and then declining to only
12.2 percent in the 1660s.

These figures are difficult to interpret and must be compared with
trends throughout the northern Netherlands.” However, one need
not sample scores of inventories to know that genre scenes in gen-
eral, and especially “conversation pieces” of the kind painted by
Ter Borch, Metsu, Van Mieris, and (from the late 1650s onward)
De Hooch and Vermeer, became more popular in the third quarter
of the century. Thus it would appear that many of the genre paint-
ings that were produced in Delft during the 1650s and 1660s went to
collectors in other cities. Montias himself observes that in Delft
inventories “society pieces (geselschapjes), brothels, and card players
make up less than 10 percent of all genre pieces from the 1610s to the
1640s. In the 1650s they reach a share of nearly 30 percent [of all
kinds of genre scenes], dropping again to 24 percent in the 1660s
and 21 percent in the 1670s” (which does not take into account Ver-
meer).’ This supports the commonsensical conclusion that pictures
of modern society traveled well, which is also suggested by a review
of artists’ careers in this period: the known sales and movements of
painters such as Ter Borch, Jacob Duck, Van Hoogstraten, Metsu,
Van Mieris, Netscher, Steen, and so on. Finally, we need only remind
ourselves, in this context, of the “School of Pieter de Hooch.” that
is, a group of painters whose subjects and styles have reminded
later critics of that “typical” painter of Delft but who worked for the
most part in other places: Van der Burch in Leiden and Amsterdam;
De Jongh and Ochtervelt in Rotterdam; Boursse and Janssens Elinga
in Amsterdam; De Hooch himself in Amsterdam, after his five years
(approximately) as a member of the Delft painters’ guild; and Vrel
(although his similarity to De Hooch seems debatable), whose place
of work is unknown but not likely to have been near Delft.”

We arrive, then, at our second qualification or question, which
concerns the supply side of the art market rather than demand. Can
we consider the genre scenes that were painted in Delft during the
third quarter of the century typical of the Delft school in any mean-
ingful way, given that many of them not only appealed to purchasers in

other cities but also shared many characteristics with genre paintings
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produced elsewhere? The artists who have been grouped together as
the “School of De Hooch” include some who, like Van der Burch,
were certainly influenced by him, but also others like De Jongh, who
influenced De Hooch or shared ideas with him. On the basis of these
comparisons it could be argued that De Hooch was, in the 1650s, a
painter whose subjects and style represent a regional not a local
development, and that whatever distinguished him from an artist
like De Jongh was largely personal (quite as Houckgeest differed
trom De Witte in the same years). There is no simple answer to these
questions, nor should there be, because this complex material, which
weaves together local and regional traditions, social and economic
factors, individual contributions, and sheer chance, can never be
reduced to a historical outline. Logic gets in the way of intui-
tion, which suggests that De Hooch was in some ways typical of
Delft, in others not really; and that Vermeer, whose mature paintings
cannot be categorized, would not have become the same artist had

he worked in another time or place.

Pieter de Hooch in Delft

De Hooch was the son of a master bricklayer and a midwife in
Rotterdam, where the future painter was baptized on December 20,
1629. According to Arnold Houbraken, De Hooch and Ochtervelt
were co-pupils of the Italianate landscapist Nicolaes Berchem, who
worked in his native Haarlem. De Hooch was first mentioned as a
resident of Delft in August 1652, when he signed a document with
the slightly older painter Hendrick van der Burch (1627-after 1666).
In May 1653 the sheriff of The Hague ruled that the possessions of a
runaway servant would be sold at auction, except for a coat and two
shirts, which were to replace the stolen coat of another “servant”
(dienanr), called “de Hooch, painter” This does not imply that the
artist worked as a household servant, but probably means that he
exchanged paintings for room and board, or for a modest income.
His patron, Justus de la Grange (also known as Justinius de la Oranje),
was a linen merchant who had residences in Leiden, Delft, and
around The Hague. An inventory of his collection dated August 28,
1655, lists sixty-six paintings, including four by Lievens and eleven by
De Hooch. By 1655-56 De la Grange was a ruined man. In the 1660s
he went to America, leaving his family in poverty.

De Hooch was living in Rotterdam (probably in his father’s
house) when, in April 1654, he posted the banns of his marriage to
Jannetge (Anna) van der Burch of Delft. She was undoubtedly the
daughter of the candlemaker Rochus van der Burch and the sister
or stepsister of Hendrick van der Burch." When De Hooch joined
the Delft painters’ guild on September 20, 1655, he paid 3 of the
12 guilders due from an outsider. He made partial payments to the
guild in 1656 and 1657 but otherwise is documented in Delft almost

solely by pictures including Delft motifs (as in cat. nos. 27, 30, 31).



Fig. 144. Pieter de Hooch, The Empty Glass, ca. 1653—s4. O1l on wood, 17% x 13% in. (44 X 35 cm). Museum Boijmans Van Beuningen, Rotterdam
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A daughter of the De Hoochs was baptized on November 14, 1656, in
the Oude Kerk, Delft. The baptism of another daughter, on April 13,
1661, took place in the Westerkerk, Amsterdam. It has been suggested
plausibly that the family was living in Amsterdam by April 4, 1660,
when De Hooch’s wife witnessed the baptism of her brother’s son in
the Westerkerk.”

De Hooch’s earliest known paintings probably date from about
1653—54, when he was working for De la Grange and (in 1654) living
in Rotterdam. Inn scenes such as the Trictrac Players in the National
Gallery of Ireland, Dublin, and The Empty Glass in Rotterdam (fig. 144,
have been compared with a wide range of tavern interiors, includ-
ing approximately contemporary works by Ter Borch and Van den
Eeckhout.” De Hooch’s tonal palette of browns and yellows and to
some extent his chiaroscuro effects remind one of Pieter Codde, Jan
Miense Molenaer, and other artists working in Haarlem or Amster-
dam. But his subjects and excitable figure types, with limbs lunging,
heads turning, eyes staring, and glasses held high (see cat. nos. 23, 24.),
have been more closely associated with painters in Rotterdam such
as Pieter de Bloot, Cornelis Saftleven, Hendrick Sorgh (see fig. 145),
and Ludolf de Jongh." Pictures by De Jongh like The Reprimand
(fig. 146) were certainly De Hooch’s most immediate models, in both
date and style. In that skillfully arranged composition, the strong reces-
sion conspires with the lighting scheme to draw attention to the pretty
maid, who smilingly scolds the most innocent person in the place.”

According to Houbraken, De Jongh (1616-1679) studied with
Saftleven in Rotterdam as well as with Anthonie Palamedesz in Delft
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Fig. 145. Hendrick Sorgh, Barn
Intevior with Amorous Couple, ca.
1642. Oil on wood, 18% x 26% in.
(46.5 x 68 cm). Museum Boijmans
Van Beuningen, Rotterdam

Fig. 146. Ludolf de Jongh, The Reprimand, ca. 1650. Oil on wood, 19% x 17% in.
(50.5 x 43.5 cm). Location unknown (photo courtesy Rijksbureau voor
Kunsthistorische Documentatie, The Hague)



and Jan van Bijlert in Utrecht. He spent seven years in France, from
1635 until about 1642, and then returned to Rotterdam. In the sum-
mer of 1652, when the city was looking for “an able and qualified per-
son who commands respect” to serve as major of the civic guard, De
Jongh was named to the post. He and his wife had just purchased a
house on the Hoogstraat, one of the best addresses in town, with
5,600 guilders advanced by a burgomaster and two other prominent
citizens. De Jongh painted fashionable portraits as well as genre
scenes, pastoral landscapes (a few with Diana and her companions),
and, according to Gerard van Spaan (1698), wall decorations.”® It is
not surprising that De Hooch borrowed ideas from such a successful
artist as De Jongh, who was thirteen years his senior. Furthermore,
notwithstanding Palamedesz’s prominence in Delft, there was a
much stronger tradition of genre painting in Rotterdam, going back
to Willem Buytewech (1591/92-1624) and continuing from the 1630s
onward with De Bloot, Cornelis and Herman Saftleven, Sorgh, De
Jongh, Ochtervelt, and others. Roland Fleischer reasonably won-
dered whether De Hooch and Ochtervelt “served an apprenticeship
with de Jongh or merely found his work worthy of emulation™”

Cornelis Saftleven (ca. 1607-1681) also appears to have influenced
De Hooch in works of the early 1650s, such as A Soldier Smoking
(Philadelphia Museum of Art) and the possible self-portrait in the
Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam.” De Hooch’s one known attempt at his-
tory painting, a Liberation of Saint Peter of about 1653 (fig. 74), 1s
composed and illuminated like Saftleven’s hell scenes and “animal
allegories” of twenty years earlier.'” When he published the picture
for the first time, Sutton observed that “the additive appearance of
the composition seems to reflect the thinking of a young artist work-
ing from multiple and only partially absorbed sources,” which he
detected in Van Honthorst, Ter Brugghen, Bramer, and (less con-
vincingly) Barent and Carel Fabritius.>® What is most interesting
about the work’s style, which is close to that of De Hooch’s darker
tavern interiors of the early 1650s, is that it follows the regional tra-
dition of Caravaggesque and related night scenes, as seen in paint-
ings by Van Couwenbergh and Willem van Vliet (figs. ss, 56, 65); by
Bramer, Hendrick van Vliet, and De Witte (figs. 69, 70, 73); and
by Rotterdam artists such as Crijn Volmarijn (fig. s7), Saftleven,
and De Jongh.

A panel in the Hermitage, A Man Offering a Glass of Wine to a
Woman (cat. no. 24, is one of several works by De Hooch that raise
the question of what is typical of Delft, as opposed to the southern
part of Holland or for that matter all of the province in the 1650s.
Similar inn scenes, with figures and space arranged approximately as
in this example, were painted by De Hooch and Van der Burch dur-
ing the early to mid-1650s. In a survey of the Delft school alone, one
might observe how the two painters shared ideas, and how De Hooch
in particular modified them, so that this type of picture evolved into
his early domestic interiors, like The Visit of about 1657 (cat. no. 25).

Fig. 147. Hendrick van der Burch, An Officer and a Standing Woman, ca. 1665.
Oil on canvas, 22% x 25% in. (57.8 x 64.1 cm). Philadelphia Museum of Art,
The William L. Elkins Collection

In Van der Burch’s Officer and a Standing Woman of the 1660s
(fig. 147), one discovers a very different environment, described in
a more meticulous and colorful style, which nonetheless employs a
compositional design similar (except for the wall on the right) to the
one De Hooch used in the Hermitage picture of a decade earlier (cat.
no. 24). Closer precedents for the arrangement of Van der Burch’s
fancy room are found in paintings by De Hooch dating from the
early 1660s, such as the interior with figures in the Lehman Collec-
tion (fig. 160).

All this could be seen as the gradual formation of a “Delft type”
of genre interior,” and as one of De Hooch’s contributions to
the local school. Indeed, scholars have done so, in some instances
to explain what Vermeer, in a few paintings of about 1658-60 (for
example, cat. no. 70), appears to have learned from De Hooch. The
latter’s paintings of about 1657—58, like the canvas in London with
a “merry company” and a maid (cat. no. 29), have been called the
“external impulse” that enabled the slightly younger Vermeer to
arrive at his “perfect synthesis of illusionism and “classical’ compo-
sition” Supposedly, “we do not know to what extent De Hooch
had adopted the new Delft manner [from whom?] in the years
before his earliest dated works, 1658, but to judge from his known
works dating from about 1655 to 1657, “his artistic career seems to
have been a long, arduous trek to a peak >

If this hypothesis sounds plausible to the reader, then he or she
will be prepared to “imagine what a sensation one of De Hooch’s
carly masterpieces of around 1658 must have caused!”> But is it likely

that De Hooch emerged from the studio with a work that amazed
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Fig. 148. Pieter de Hooch, A Soldier with Dead Bivds and Other Figures in a Stable,
ca. 1656. Oil on wood, 217 X 19% in. (53.5 X 49.7 cm). The National Gallery, London

his fellow guild members, considering that he was painting pictures
for the open market and that artists in nearby cities, such as Quiringh
van Brekelenkam and Isaack Koedijck in Leiden, had employed this
type of composition five or ten years earlier? The textbook perspec-
tive projection creates a cubicle of space that is actually less accessible
and naturalistic than interiors already painted by Van Brekelenkam,
Ter Borch, Duck, Maes, and a number of other artists, some of whom
also surpassed De Hooch (at least in the London picture) in their
descriptions of daylight and atmosphere.**

In the early 1900s The Empty Glass in Rotterdam (fig. 144) and
A Man Offering a Glass of Wine to a Woman (cat. no. 24) were consid-
ered works by Metsu during his Leiden years (about 1652—57); the lat-
ter picture was included in a monograph on Metsu as recently as
1974. Perhaps the Hermitage panel went unrecognized as a De Hooch
because it was directly modeled upon De Jongh, whose similar genre
scenes were little known until the 1980s. Not only the composition
but also the lighting, the strong modeling, and even the facial types
recall De Jongh’s work of about the same time or slightly earlier (see
fig. 250). There is no question about De Hooch’s authorship, but
other paintings that were long considered typical of his early period
have only recently been assigned to their actual maker, De Jongh.*®

De Hooch’s work during his Delft period, 1655—60, is well repre-

sented in this exhibition, and much of what he achieved is best left
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Fig. 149. Pieter de Hooch, A Woman Preparing Vegetables with a Child,
ca. 1657. Oil on wood, 23% x 19% in. (60 x 49 cm). Musée du Louvre,
Paris

for consideration in the catalogue entries. However, some discussion
of how he represents the Delft school is appropriate here.
Despite the criticism offered above, there is some truth to the

image of De Hooch’s “long, arduous trek” toward his masterworks

Fig. 150. Anonymous after Adriaen van de Venne, Man Entering a Painter’s
Workshop. Engraving, 4 x 5% in. (10.2 ¥ 13.4 cm). From Jacob Cats, Homwelyck.
Dat is de gansche gelegentheyt des echten staets, Middelburg, 1625. The Metropolitan
Museum of Art, New York, Acquired through a fund provided by Jane E. Andrews
in memory of her husband William Loring Andrews



of the late 1650s (for example, cat. nos. 28—34). Like De Witte to
some extent (see cat. nos. 91, 92), De Hooch had a certain native
ability, a sensitivity to qualities of light and space and their sugges-
tion of mood, but he was not quick to see the value of formal ideas.
In this he was almost the opposite of Vermeer, who could adopt pic-
torial conventions so effortlessly that they look like products of his
own imagination or independent observations of the environment.
De Hooch required patterns like those he discovered in De Jongh
to guide him in adopting current conventions, rather as De Witte
needed Houckgeest’s example when he first turned to the representa-
tion of church interiors.

What one most admires in De Hooch are qualities that seem intan-
gible, intuitive, even inarticulate. Like the mother and the child with
a puppy in one of De Hooch’s classic pictures of 1658 (cat. no. 28),
the interior itself seems to promise comfort and protection, while
the light stroking (as if feeling) different surfaces suggests pleasure in
the beauty of ordinary things. De Hooch did not borrow these
expressive qualities from anyone, but he did gradually learn to con-
vey them effectively. Slightly earlier domestic scenes by Nicolaes
Maes (see fig. 281) would have helped De Hooch to appreciate the
importance of the figures’ scale and placement in the room (they
could be huddled in a manger); of their nearness to the viewer, whose
attention is focused by the perspective scheme; and of dividing the
space into small rectangular units, which enhances the sense of order
and intimacy. De Hooch had a natural gift for certain kinds of visual
language — light, space, proportion —which needed only some lessons
in grammar, and a little experience, to grow eloquent on its own.

The refinement of this sensibility may be followed in works like
the stable scene in the National Gallery, London (fig. 148), and the
kitchen interior in the Louvre (fig. 149), which date from about 1656
and about 1657, respectively.”” De Jongh’s demonstrative figures were
not the best models for an artist of De Hooch’s temperament. He
found more suitable sources in domestic interiors by Van Brekelen-
kam (who worked in Leiden), Maes (in Dordrecht; see fig. 281), and
Sorgh (in Rotterdam; see fig. 145).”* Of course, these artists would
have been of interest to De Hooch not only for compositional ideas
but also (and in some cases primarily) for their subject matter, their
homages to wives and mothers, diligent maids, honest craftsmen (like
Van Brekelenkam’s tailors), and well-behaved children. These themes
were increasingly popular in the 1650s, presumably because the gener-
ally strong economy allowed middle-class patrons to purchase works
expressing their own values. To some extent this explains De Hooch’s
apparent interest in Adriaen van de Venne, the painter and engraver
who depicted court society in The Hague (see fig. 150). The many
illustrations of middle-class life that Van de Venne made to accom-
pany Jacob Cats’s edifying social tracts sometimes anticipate compo-
sitions by De Hooch, and they even developed stylistically along

similar lines (for the most part in earlier decades).*

Fig. 151. Attributed to Hendrick van Steenwyck the Younger, The Lute Player,
ca. 1615. Oil on wood, 25% x 25% in. (65 X 64 cm). Nationalmuseum, Stockholm

In a broad survey of these various artists, and others who painted
similar compositions (like Duck and Koedijck), it becomes clear
that the “Delft type” of interior which scholars once assumed to be
De Hooch’s invention (perhaps with a little help from Maes, Fabri-
tius, or even Vermeer) was a variation of a regional type: a tradition
of depicting contemporary life that flourished in the area of Rotter-
dam, Dordrecht, The Hague, Delft, and Leiden. As in other special-
ties such as portraiture, landscape, still life, and architectural views,
genre paintings produced in the South Holland area (to employ, for
convenience, the name of the future province as a geographic term)
had strong roots in Antwerp. This is evident not only in the aristo-
cratic interiors represented by Van Bassen, Van Delen, Van Steenwyck,
and others (sec figs. 92, 93, 151; cat. no. 7) but also in what Wolfgang

Schulz describes as “South Holland peasant scenes°

The term
refers to the same Rotterdam artists — De Bloot, the Saftlevens, and
Sorgh—whom an earlier scholar called a “Dutch Teniers group,” be-
cause their orderly peasants and boxy interiors bring to mind that
tamous Antwerp master (and others as well, such as Joos van Craes-
beeck, Willem van Herp, and David Rijckaert III).*' Figures and set-
tings of a more patrician kind were depicted by Flemish painters such
as Erasmus Quellinus and especially Gonzales Coques (see fig. 152),
as well as by a number of Antwerp printmakers. In the case of Coques
there may be a direct connection to Delft, considering that he worked
for Frederick Hendrick and Amalia van Solms in about 1645-48 (he
received a gold chain from the stadholder in 1647), and he also acted

as an agent for the Antwerp art dealer Matthijs Musson, who did

DE HOOCH AND VERMEER 137



business with a dealer in Delft (Abraham de Cooge; see p. 9).** But it

hardly matters whether De Hooch or Vermeer was familiar with
Coques’s elegant drawing rooms, since even the most similar com-
positions dating from the 1630s to the 1660s are best understood as
samples selected almost at random from a long tradition of repre-
senting everyday life in the Netherlands, or, more precisely, in South
Holland, Zeeland (Van Delen’s Middelburg), Flanders, and Brabant
(and France, in the case of Abraham Bosse, whose engravings of
fashionable society follow Flemish models).

As most readers of this essay will know, the mature Delft interior
views of De Hooch and Vermeer are often described as “classical”
compositions, which is meant to suggest that their orderly and usu-
ally rectilinear designs somehow express a Zeitgeist, a period of pros-
perity, calm, and perhaps even reason in the Golden Age.* (Of
course, the period was no such thing, except for the flow-— inter-
rupted by alarming ebbs — of disposable income.) Seymour Slive
compares Rembrandt’s Faust, an etching of the early 1650s, with The
Geggrapher by Vermeer (fig. 112), and observes that in the latter “the
design lacks any dynamic element. Reason dominates the emotion
and keeps the vision under sober control” (The same lines were
quoted in chapter 4, where they were associated with Van Miereveld
and other artists active in Delft during the first half of the century.)
The differences between Vermeer and Rembrandt were, of course,
profoundly personal, but also generational. Slive continues, “By the
time [The Geggrapher] was painted, the Baroque impulses of the pre-
ceding generations cooled, not only in Holland, but throughout the
continent. Vermeer’s picture dates from the period when Poussin

was acknowledged as a leading figure of European painting.”**
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Fig. 152. Gonzales Coques, The Duet, ca. 1640. Oil on
wood, 15% X 227%s in. (39 x 57 cm). Musées Royaux
des Beaux-Arts de Belgique, Brussels

All this is fine in the proper context, but Poussin was not around
when Van Miereveld, the Van Vliets, Van Couwenbergh in his calmer
moments, Van Velsen, Van Bassen, Houckgeest, Potter, De Witte,
Fabritius, and other Delft artists allowed reason to control emotion
and visual observation, in part by employing designs that lack “any
dynamic element” There were very few Baroque qualities that
needed cooling off in the generations of Delft painters who preceded
Vermeer, apart from those imported by Bramer (which dissipated
during the 1640s). A preference for understatement, for rationality
and reserve, and for sober realism (in more than one sense of the
term) had always been characteristic of Delft society, and often was
reflected in the finer works of art that were made with local patrons
in mind. De Hooch became a more typical Delft painter as he adopted
these values, Vermeer never departed from them, not even in the
early works which, in response to Antwerp and Utrecht examples,
allowed “Baroque impulses” to agitate drapery (as in cat. no. 6s) or to
emerge in smiles (as in cat. no. 66). His later intimations of “measure
and harmony;” of “timeless beauty and elegance,” of restrained emo-
tion and contemplation had nothing to do with Poussin or “Neo-
platonic concepts,” but were, more simply, consistent with the local
artistic tradition and the character of Delft.*

The relationship between taste and society is obvious in De
Hooch’s portrait of a family in a courtyard of Delft, with the tower
of the Nieuwe Kerk serving as a focal point in the background (fig. 153;
cat. no. 27). The conservative but expensive dress of the figures, their
formal demeanor, and the setting indicate old money and good
breeding; the latter is actually symbolized by the two women who
“bear fruit” The upright character of these individuals is stressed by



Fig. 153. Pieter de Hooch, Portrait of a Family in a Courtyard in Delft, ca. 1658—60
(cat. no. 27)

the framework of architecture, which abuts the city wall and sets off
the senior couple like regents on a royal dais.

There is some resemblance between the composition as a whole
and more-fashionable pictures of families on terraces and in gardens,
by artists like Jan Mijtens, Coques, Van Couwenbergh (see fig. 53),
Palamedesz, and De ]ongh.36 But the aristocratic ease conveyed in

many of those paintings is avoided here, where a stone balustrade or

Fig. 154. Hans Vredeman de Vries, Perspective, The Hague and Leiden, 16045,
part IL, plate IX. Engraving, 7% X 11% in. (18.4 x 28.4 cm). The Metropolitan
Museum of Art, New York, The Elisha Whittelsey Collection, The Elisha
Whittelsey Fund, 1951

Fig. 155. Claes Jansz Visscher, The Widely Famed Family of Ovange-Nassan, ca. 1628.
Engraving, 117 x 13% in. (29.3 x 33.3 cm). Stichting Atlas van Stolk, Rotterdam

fancy fountain would look out of place. In posture and expression
these figures bring to mind the Van der Dussen family portrait of
about twenty years earlier (cat. no. 80) and Van Miereveld’s single
and pair portraits of an even older generation in Delft.

De Hooch’s deep recession to distant buildings, with a portico-like
structure to the side, could be described as a “real life” version of the
palace courtyard and terrace views found in Vredeman de Vries’s
Perspective of 1604—5 (fig. 154) and in later compositions painted by
Van Bassen and Hendrick van Steenwyck in The Hague and by Van
Delen in Middelburg (the latter’s terrace views date from as late as
1649).>” None of those images could be cited as a precise prototype
for De Hooch’s composition. But the Court Style of architectural
painting, as seen also in Houckgeest’s paintings of the 1630s and
16408 (for example, cat. no. 36), was part of the artistic tradition that
influenced De Hooch in Delft. A revealing parallel is found in Van
Delen’s portrait of a family next to William the Silent’s tomb (fig. 114),
of which the tower of the Nieuwe Kerk served as a local reminder (in
addition to suggesting religious devotion and civic pride). Whether
consciously or not, De Hooch derived his receding pavement and the
man in the background from a “perspective” like Van Delen’s.

De Hooch’s family portrait also brings to mind dynastic images
such as The Widely Famed Family of Ovange-Nassau (fig. 155), an
engraving of the 1620s in which Frederick Hendrick and Amalia van

DE HOOCH AND VERMEER 139



Fig. 156. Pieter de Hooch, The Bearer of Il Tidings, ca. 1657. Oil on wood, 26% x
22 in. (68 x 56 cm). Museo Nacional d’Art de Catalunya, Cambé Collection,
Barcelona

Solms (with their first two children, the future Willem II and Louisa
Henrietta) face their forebears William the Silent and his wife Louise
de Coligny, secated before Maurits (in the tall hat) and Philips Willem.
In the center background the family’s expensive relatives parade
past a plaque reading “Frederick and Elizabeth King and Queen of
Bohemia with their Children” Armorial shields hang on the wall
(where the clinging vine, as usual, suggests wifely fidelity) and from
the orange tree. The distant tower of the Grote Kerk is labeled “Den
Hage,” although everyone who read the language would have known
that at a glance.

A red carpet was not good enough for the Bohemian house-
guests, to judge from the checkerboard tiles laid down on the Korte
Vijverberg. An even more impressive pattern was employed on the
terrace, which of course is imaginary. In Van Bassen’s and Houck-
geest’s paintings of princely figures dining in great halls (see fig. 92),
and in Van Delen’s Musical Company of about the same date (see
fig. 8s), floor tiles contribute to the impression of exceptional luxury.
It seems likely that the similar floor in De Hooch’s London picture
of about 1658 (cat. no. 29) was also meant to look fashionable, like
the marble columns of the fireplace. But there is an unmistakable air
of social climbing in the interior, as if the room itself, like the seated

figures, had not seen much of polite society.
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Contemporary documents suggest that stone and especially marble
floors were unusual even in the finest Dutch homes of the seventeenth
century, and then were normally reserved for the entrance hall or the
voorhuis (the front room used mainly for receiving visitors).”® The
tiled floors seen frequently in genre interiors of the period, including
otherwise unpretentious rooms, must have been favored largely for
their perspective effect, as in Houckgeest’s real and imaginary church
interiors (there is no evidence that Dutch churches were ever em-
bellished with checkerboard tiles, as in cat. nos. 37, 39). Tiled floors
and wood floors varied greatly in quality (marble laid down in
more complex patterns, as seen in cat. no. 76, was very rare). This
should be taken into account when the room as a whole appears
to reflect upon the character of the figures. The red and gray tiles in
De Hooch’ more intimate interiors of about the same date as the
London picture simply contribute to the impression of a comfort-
able house (see cat. no. 28).

De Hoochy’s talent for arranging a room in order to accent the be-
havior or mood of his figures is evident from early on. In the Hermi-
tage picture (cat. no. 24), the couple’s mutual attraction is emphasized
by converging lines of recession. The soldiers’ focus upon feminin-
ity in the picture in the Koetser Foundation (cat. no. 23) is similarly
assisted by an architectural framework, which also underscores their
instability. The value of these design ideas could have been learned in
Rotterdam from Sorgh or De Jongh (see figs. 146, 250). The latter
tended to overdo them; De Hooch’s different temperament is evident
in the understatement with which he adopted patterns from De Jongh.

In De Hoochy's first interiors with floor tiles, by contrast, he ap-
pears to be exploring ground covered earlier in Delft and The Hague
(see cat. nos. 28, 29). However, he did not simply borrow compo-
sitions from painters like Van Bassen, Houckgeest, and Anthonie
Palamedesz (who occasionally used floor tiles, as in fig. 195), but
adapted their emphasis upon perspective to the upright format and
configuration of his early tavern scenes. Thus, in his painting in
Barcelona (fig. 156) the tilting floor, raking ceiling beams, and open
door in the background recall Sorgh and De Jongh (see figs. 145, 146),
but the figures have retired to a more private and presentable interior.
The subject was probably inspired by Ter Borch’s Unwelcome News of
1653 (Mauritshuis, The Hague), where an officer in a similar situation
is called to duty (compare Verkolje’s later interpretation, cat. no. 63).
As if to hasten his exit, the floor recedes impetuously, as in paintings
by Van Bassen and Van Delen and in many of Van de Venne’s illustra-
tions for Cats’s publications (see fig. 150). A happy marriage of sources
has not yet been arranged in the Barcelona picture. But in subject and
style De Hooch can be said to have crossed a threshold leading to his
interior views of the next few years (see cat. nos. 25, 29).

As much as it mattered to amateurs like Pieter Teding van Berkhout,
De Hooch’s more precise use of perspective in the late 1650s was not

“the most curious aspect” of his style. Van Brekelenkam, Dou, Van



Steen’s street scene (cat. no. s8) is also exceptional in this regard: he
found a standard type of composition useful for what remains a vivid
record of actual experience (as much so as in Houckgeest’s first view
in the Nieuwe Kerk; cat. no. 37). Van Bleyswijck (1667-80) made the
same point about Van Vliet, whose church interiors “are very well
foreshortened and illusionistic, as well as colored naturally” In other
words, the painter achieved realistic light and space, qualities that
De Hooch’s work shares not only with Van Vliet’s but also with Pot-
ter’s, De Witte’s, Daniel Vosmaer’s (in cat. nos. 86, 87), and Fabri-
tius’s. (The Sentry, cat. no. 20, is perhaps the most naturalistic corner
of space to date from before De Hooch’s views of courtyards in Delft.)
Even De Hooch’s family portrait (cat. no. 27), discussed above with
regard to its conservative tone and traditional composition, is after all
most impressive for its immediacy. The viewer feels as if he had
walked past Steen’s house, or out of De Witte’s church, and turned
into a passageway off the Oude Delft. Although old-fashioned in
some ways, the picture was entirely modern in its setting. Of course,
De Hooch was depicting typical Delft courtyards in his contemporary
genre scenes (compare cat. no. 33), but those familiar spaces were far
less expected in the realm of formal portraiture.

And yet, De Hooch’s paintings of courtyards with women (usu-
ally maids) and visiting gentlemen are among his most remarkable
innovations. Compared with the early tavern scenes, paintings like
A Dutch Courtyard (cat. no. 33) and the canvas dated 1658 in a private
collection (cat. no. 32) look like inns run by Jacob Cats. The transi-
tion recalls (although it does not resemble) the evolution of Adriaen
van Ostade’s drinking establishments from barnlike dives to tidy cot-
tages.** But unlike Van Ostade, De Hooch arrived at his more polite
Merry Companies (whether in courtyards or indoors) by coming
from two directions, the other being a long tradition of elegant par-
ties set on aristocratic terraces or in palatial interiors. Esaias van de
Velde’s early examples were mentioned above (see fig. 157); he also
collaborated with Van Bassen (cat. no. 7) and influenced Palamedesz.
As has often been observed, Van den Eeckhout and Van Loo had
already modernized the garden and terrace party scene in the early
16508 (see fig. 158).* But those pictures of fashionable couples,
painted by artists who were fashionable themselves, remain much
more obviously rooted in the elegant conversation pieces of the past
than are De Hooch’s quiet encounters behind middle-class houses.

Of course, the artist did not simply blend low- and high-class sub-
jects to arrive at his own. His various kinds of middle-class imagery
are essentially new inventions, which corresponded to changes in the
art market. The paintings draw upon many sources, the most unpre-
dictable of which was the immediate environment: private homes and
courtyards in Delft. And here one can only imagine that the example
of other Delft artists made a strong impression on De Hooch: street
scenes and architectural paintings by Fabritius, De Witte, Van Vliet,

Steen, and — significantly — comparatively minor artists like Van Asch
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(see fig. 100), Van der Poel, and Vosmaer (see cat. nos. 50, 87). One
thinks of townscapes and church interiors as representing envi-
ronments on a very different scale from that of De Hooch’s inti-
mate enclosures, but in many views by, for example, Van Vliet and
De Witte, figures in the foreground relate to well-defined zones of
space in ways that are not at all far from the genre painter’s.

The same Delft artists, and Potter, Houckgeest, and Vermeer, also
anticipated or shared De Hooch’s increasing interest in naturalistic
effects, especially the description of light and textures. And some of
them were joined by De Hooch when he began describing walls,
floors, and so on far more meticulously than almost any motif in
his early works (except for some “still-life” details). One could refer
again to floor tiles, but they are mere cartoons compared with pas-
sages such as the brickwork in.A Dutch Courtyard (cat. no. 33), where
the wall with a door is an end in itself, a motif that contempo-
rary artists might describe as schilderachtig (painterlike), something
found “in nature” that begs for careful description and admiration.
De Hooch may indeed have studied such a wall “from life,” to judge
from its similarity to the one on the right in the courtyard scene in
the National Gallery, London (cat. no. 30). What he achieves in the
right half of the picture in Washington seems like a simultaneous
tribute to Jan van der Heyden and to Carel Fabritius (compare the
weathered walls in cat. nos. 18, 20, 21), and yet like all instances of
close observation it really resembles no one else’s work.

It appears as if De Hooch made a conscious decision to raise his
own standard in about 1658, so much finer and unprecedented in his
ocuvre is the level of quality one finds in his best works of that year
and the next several. His early genre scenes treat entertaining situa-
tions in a modern style. In the late 1650s, by contrast, De Hooch put
thought and feeling into the art of painting itself, achieving fine
effects of light and color, coherent and evocative descriptions of
space, and original, sensitive interpretations of various themes. In
the interior with a mother and baby and a little girl mothering a
puppy (cat. no. 28), the touching subject is almost underplayed,
while the study of light is addressed to connoisseurs. They might
notice that the man’s portrait in the background is painted on a panel
composed of vertical boards (oak, not the lighter wood of the open
door) and that the shape of the window and something red (which
may be a roof outside) are reflected in the glazed paint surface. The
closed window shutter reveals small cracks of light, and the three
other openings each represent a different challenge to the artist’s
descriptive abilities (transparency, translucency, and blinding light).

De Hooch must have received or expected greater compensation
for this kind of work. A higher level of patronage is suggested also by
De Hooch’s quiet “merry companies,” such as the foursome in the
Card Players of 1658 (fig. 159). However, here again the main subject
seems to be the artist’s mastery of light effects. A surprising number

of De Hooch’s interiors dating from the late 1650s and early 1660s



den Eeckhout, Koedijck, Maes, and Sorgh had already painted simi-
lar compositions.*® Even Steen in his view of figures on the Oude
Delft (cat. no. 58) created a corner of space comparable with that in
De Hooch’s painting in London (cat. no. 29): housefronts recede
abruptly on the left and are met perpendicularly by a wall of trees, the
church, and a bridge (compare De Hooch’s fireplace). Essentially the

same arrangement is found in interiors dating from the mid-1640s

Fig. 158. Gerbrand van den Eeckhout, Party on o
Terrace, ca. 1652. Oil on canvas, 20% x 24/ in.
(51.4 X 62.2 cm). Worcester Art Museum,
Massachussetts

Fig. 157. Esaias van de Velde, Pasty
on a Gavden Terrace, ca. 1618—19.
Oil on canvas, 17 X 30% in. (43 X
77 cm). Gemildegalerie, Staatliche
Museen, Berlin

onward, such as Koedijcl’s Empty Glass of 1648 (private collection)*®
and Maes’s so-called Virtuous Woman of about 1655 (fig. 271).*" Floor
tiles are featured occasionally, for example, in some of the rooms de-
picted by Sorgh and Maes,** and in Jacob van Loo’s Musical Party on
a Tevrace (Thyssen-Bornemisza Collection, Madrid).*

The most remarkable quality of De Hooch’s mature style is that it

looks so naturalistic, despite its incorporation of common conventions.
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Fig. 159. Picter de Hooch, Card Players in a Sunkit Room, 1658. Oil on canvas, 30 x 26 in. (76.2 x 66.1 cm). Royal Collection, Her Majesty Queen Elizabeth TI, London
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are lit mostly or solely from the rear (see cat. nos. 28, 32), although

none surpass the comparatively early example in the Royal Collec-
tion, London. The highlights, colors (for example, the purplish
sheen on the floor), and silhouetting effects between the doorway
and the littered tiles to the lower right, and the subtheme of oranges
and reds (the shutter outside the window seems less solid than the
curtain’s folds) — subtleties such as these bear comparison with those
found in contemporary works by Vermeer (see cat. no. 70).

De Hooch and Vermeer must have inspired each other in the late
1650s. Some specific examples are considered in the catalogue entries
(see nos. 26, 69, 70). It appears that De Hooch (as in cat. no. 29) was
Vermeer’s main point of departure for the types of subject and com-
position found in The Glass of Wine (cat. no. 70) and one or two
other works. However, Vermeer must have encouraged De Hooch
in his more extraordinary effects of light and shadow, especially in
the interior views (see cat. nos. 32, 34). A special case is the slightly
younger artist’s canvas The Little Street (cat. no. 69), which if not
quite like any known composition by De Hooch was almost cer-
tainly painted with his courtyard views in mind (they date from

about 1657 onward).
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Fig. 160. Pieter de Hooch,
TInterior with Figures, ca. 1663—65.
Oil on canvas, 23 x 27 in. (58.4 X
68.6 cm). The Metropolitan
Museum of Art, New York,
Robert Lehman Collection, 1975

It is not difficult to see how De Hooch’s work in Delft came to rep-
resent a number of the school’s most traditional qualities. In the years
he worked there, between 1655 and 1660, he increasingly emphasized
close observation, fine craftsmanship, and orderly composition. The
Baroque qualities of his early work largely disappear. A brighter
palette and more careful construction of space bring to mind Delft
painters of the 1630s onward, including Palamedesz, Houckgeest,
Potter, Van der Poel (see cat. no. 52), and others. In subjects ranging
from slight inebriation to devoted motherhood De Hooch’s tone
became more reserved, which suited his new emphasis upon pictorial
refinements, and his genuine, even poetic affection for domestic life.

What the artist owed to painters in other cities never quite adds
up to an explanation of what he achieved. This would be true for any
accomplished master, but perhaps it was more so for De Hooch be-
cause Delft never had its own distinctive tradition of genre painting
until the 1650s. There were earlier genre painters, to be sure, but they
adhered to precedents in Utrecht, Antwerp, and (in the case of Pala-
medesz) Haarlem. Artists who actually worked in those places, and
in Rotterdam, Leiden, and Amsterdam, generally employed a local
style even as they turned to subjects drawn “from life” Thus, most



genre scenes from Leiden bear the stamp of Gerard Dou or in some
way exemplify “fine painting” (for example, Koedijck’s dry linearity
and distracting detail). Maes, for all his modernity, never emerged
from the light and shadow of his teacher, Rembrandt. Similarly, Van
den Eeckhout and Van Loo were eclectic artists who absorbed ideas
from Leiden and elsewhere into their own tradition in Amsterdam.
There is really little connection between Van den Eeckhout and
De Hooch (whose early fondness for shadows was revived during
the 1660s in Amsterdam), compared with that between Van den
Eeckhout and Ter Borch in Deventer. The latter’s style also reveals a
background in Amsterdam, mainly in genre scenes by Codde and
Duyster. Even when Ter Borch dwelled upon the details of a finely
appointed room he remained fiestly a painter of figure groups, with
luxurious effects of light and shadow and less interest in space for its
own sake than in the tactile sensation of surfaces.

The testing of artistic conventions against experience was a con-
sistent feature of Delft painting during the 1650s, at least within a
small circle of younger artists. They shared a vision, whether con-
sciously or not, that emphasized direct observation to an unusual
degree. It must have been to their advantage that modern subjects,
while generally in demand, were largely new to Delft: actual views of
the city and its churches, and scenes that really resembled “everyday
life” rather than other paintings.

During the early 1660s in Amsterdam De Hooch painted some
pictures that continue the best qualities of his later Delft works: for
example, A Woman with a Young Boy Preparing for School (Getty Mu-
seum, Los Angeles) and A Seated Couple with a Standing Woman in a
Garden (Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam). The latter is one of the very few
pictures (and the last) that recall the courtyard scenes, and even here
the tone has shifted. The setting is beautiful but has little to do with the
Ter Borch-like figures, who could just as well be sitting in a luxurious
room or on the terrace of a country house. On the whole, De Hooch’s
work was increasingly devoted to images of wealth and fashion; his
town-house interiors with marble floors are filled with velvety shadows
and shimmering reflections (see fig. 160). The daylight that once lin-
gered on brick and plaster walls now skims over satin skirts and gilt
leather walls. De Hooch was not a sophisticated man, and it is not
surprising that his Amsterdam paintings look impersonal and unfelt,
like dress rehearsals for social comedies he did not quite understand.
In his Delft works, the awkwardness of his figures, with their limited
range of expressions and wooden gestures, lent them authenticity.

De Hooch, though not a native, was most at home in Delft. In 1670
the city had about 25,000 people, about half the population of Rotter-
dam and one-ninth that of Amsterdam. In Delft, which had changed
little in size, many families had been in the city, on the same streets,
tor generations. In Amsterdam the population was seven times what
it had been a century before and the best streets were new. De Hooch,
like De Witte and other Delft artists, had little choice but to seek his

fortune in Amsterdam, and to paint pictures that were fashionable,
that embodied different ideals. He did not have family resources, or
sufficient clientele, which would have allowed him to remain in Delft,

and in that he differed from the city’s most idealistic artist.

Johannes Vermeer

If the main goal of the present exhibition is a new view of the Delft
school, then its secondary purpose is to consider the city’s most cele-
brated painter, Vermeer, in the proper context. Revealing compar-
isons of his paintings with those by contemporary and earlier artists
(whether from Delft or not) have been made for about fifty years,
effectively beginning with Lawrence Gowing’s monograph of 1952.46
The book is perhaps better known for its subjective observations,
which are now somewhat out of fashion, as is the slow, reflective
mode of reading required to appreciate them. However, few scholars
have come close to Gowing in revealing what Vermeer shared with
other Dutch artists of the period. Quite as in the case of Rembrandt,
this approach is necessary to understand not only how the artist rep-
resents a certain time and place but also how he is extraordinary.
Vermeer’s early paintings in particular must be seen in relation to
his cultural milieu. Pieter Swillens (1950), by contrast, viewed them
askance from a vantage point in front of the mature genre scenes. He
considered The Procuress (cat. no. 66), although signed and dated,
doubtful as a work by Vermeer and the early history pictures (see cat.
nos. 64, 65) even less plausible attributions to the master, no matter
at what moment of his career. Christ in the House of Mary and Martha
“coincides in no single respect with the authentic works?” The signature
and especially the palette of The Procuress compelled Swillens to concede
that if the picture must be admitted into the painter’s oeuvre then
“we shall also have to accept the fact, that the inner development of
Vermeer proceeded otherwise than has been usually thought, viz.
that he did not suddenly appear as a fully mature artist, but secking
and groping has found his way”*” Two years later, Gowing described
that gradual artistic development and observed of the same work,
“wherever Vermeer’s sources can be traced beyond doubt it is clear that
they were common knowledge among the artists of his school?**
Studies of other painters in Delft tend to support Gowing’s con-
clusion.* As noted in chapter 1, the subject and to some extent the
style of Diana and Her Companions are very much what one would
expect from a young artist in Delft who envied the success of col-
leagues such as Bramer and Van Couwenbergh. Similarly, Christ in
the House of Mary and Martha attempts to synthesize qualitics
adopted from Utrecht and Antwerp, the two schools that for decades
had been highly regarded in Delft and at the Dutch court. As for The
Procuress, this type of Caravaggesque genre scene was to be found
not only in the collections of local connoisseurs but also in the house

of Vermeer’s own mother-in-law, Maria Thins.*®
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As a painter himself, Gowing saw Vermeer’s ability to absorb for-
mal ideas as coinciding naturally with the Dutch interest in direct
observation. Vermeer’s tendency to minimize narrative likewise
worked to his advantage. “The lack of facility in dealing with human
issues, which emerges side by side with the elemental clarity of vision
which is its counterpart, is the fundamental factor in the formation
of his style”%" Here, however, the critic might have added that other
painters of the period, including artists as different as Fabritius, Ter
Borch, and De Hooch, could be said to have played down action and
expression in favor of evocative qualities —a remarkable develop-
ment in the case of De Hooch (compare cat. no. 32 or 33 with an
carly work, such as fig. 144). Similarly, Gowing’s perception in pic-
tures by Vermeer of a “passivity characteristic of his thought™ (cat.
no. 70 is mentioned) may bring to mind painters and patrons in
Delft who seem to have shared the same disposition, or rather, a
reserve that might be mistaken for passivity (see cat. nos. 60, 80, 8s).
Gowing himself made the same point when he distinguished The
Procuress from its sources by observing that “the bravo of Utrecht is
here exchanged for the humane and domestic characters who people
the painting of the school of Delft”**

Vermeer’s standing as a representative of the Delft school will be
discussed further in the catalogue entries and may be examined in the
exhibition space. The question would not have been comprehended
by his colleagues in Delft but deserves consideration here because
modern enthusiasts, laymen and specialists alike, still labor under as-
sumptions about Vermeer and other great artists that were formed in
the Romantic period. For example, in the introductory pages of
Johannes Vermeer, the catalogue of the 1995-96 exhibition, it is an-
nounced that we know almost nothing about the artist as an individ-
ual: “the name of his master(s), the nature of his training, the period
of his apprenticeship . . . and even the city or cities in which he ap-
prenticed remain mysteries”** This news would have gratified Théo-
phile Thoré (“Thoré-Biirger,” 1807-1869), who “discovered” the artist
in the 1860s and (“denying Vermeer a history;” as Christiane Hertel
observes) dubbed him “the Sphinx of Delft” Thoré had little use for
background information or comparisons with contemporary artists
like De Hooch (whom the critic occasionally confused with Vermeer).
One hardly needs to know the town or teacher of a painter who, Thoré
assures us, was the “ancestor of artists in love with nature, of those
who understand and express nature in the sincerity of her appeal>**

The invocation “Vermeer of Delft” whispered from the time of
Thor¢ to at least that of André Malraux was of course not meant to
clarify anything, other than the conviction that genius can emerge
from almost anywhere: Borgo San Sepolcro, Vinci, Ornans, Pont-
Aven, Delft (which, like Delphi, has an Oracle or Sphinx). In recent
decades, the image of Vermeer as a student of nature, not of any mas-
ter or academy, has supported the credo that he owed a great deal to the

camera obscura.” The same notion dissuades scholars from imagining
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that such a “serious and innovative” artist would have shared quali-
ties with the older painters of his city: “It is understandable that he
found little inspiration in Delft, for during his formative years the
city’s artistic community was not particularly dynamic**® Nor would
a genius who speaks to viewers across spans of time have been under-
stood by his own contemporaries, at least not to the point that an
astute collector might have hoarded about half the artist’s oeuvre in a
house in Delft. An abundance of direct and circumstantial evidence
suggests that this actually happened in the case of Vermeer, but the
revelation has not been universally well received.”

The bare facts of the painter’s life are well known. Johannes Vermeer,
the second child and only son of Reynier Jansz Vermeer (ca. 1591~
1652) and Digna Baltens (ca. 1595—1670), was christened in the Nieuwe
Kerk on October 31, 1632. The future artist was named for his paternal
grandfather, the tailor Jan Reyersz (d. 1597), who lived on the Beesten-
markt, a block south of the Nieuwe Kerk, with his wife Neeltge Goris
(ca. 1567-1627). Jan’s death left his widow with three young children,
and she remarried in the same year, 1597. Her second husband, the
tavern keeper Claes Corstiaensz (ca. 1548-1618), had also been previ-
ously married and had a teenage son. In about 1599 a fifth child,
Adriaentge (d. 1672), was born into the Protestant household.

Claesz Corstiaensz, the son of a barber and singer who arrived in
Delft sometime before 1553 (probably from Flanders), was himself a
musician, at least in his later years. His son Dirck, a master felt
worker, evidently inherited his father’s instruments: the inventory of
his estate in 1657 lists two viols, a lute, a trombone, a cornet, a shawm,
and two paintings (in a collection of five) representing musicians.*®

Vermeer’s family background would be described today as lower
middle-class. His grandparents were illiterate and so was his mother;
his father and his uncles had learned to read and write. In 1611 Reynier
Jansz, who was then about twenty years old, went to Amsterdam to
train as a caffa worker, or weaver of fine silk and satin fabrics (see cat.
nos. 131, 132, for Delff’s prints on this material). Patterns were often
woven into the lustrous cloth (now usually known as damask),
which was made into household linen of heirloom quality. At the
end of his apprenticeship in 1615 Reynier was betrothed in Amster-
dam to Vermeer’s mother, “Digna Balthazars™ (her father, who was
present, was Balthazar Geerarszoon, commonly called Balten Gerrits).
A famous Calvinist preacher, Jacobus Triglandius, married the young
couple on July 19, and they settled in Delft shortly thereafter.”

Vermeer’s father was evidently a hardworking man who lived and
invested conservatively. In 1623, when most of his and his wife’s
movable goods were appraised, they owned two good beds, a fair
amount of linen, tinware, “porcelain” (from China or Delft), and
some moderately expensive clothing (a few of Digna’s garments
were valued at more than 30 guilders, a craftsman’s monthly in-
come). Seven percent (53 guilders) of the total value placed on the

couple’s possessions (693 guilders) was assigned to paintings, which



included four princely portraits (of Maurits, Frederick Hendrick,
and the latter’s wife), a few pictures of Old Testament subjects, a
brothel scene (“bordeeltje™), and a painting of “an Italian piper”
Montias’s suggestion that the latter was by an artist from Utrecht is
plausible, considering that the work would date from 1623 or earlier.*®

Between 1629 and 1631 Reynier Jansz often witnessed documents
for the art-collecting notary Willem de Langue (fig. 215) and in these
acts he is described as an innkeeper. His establishment near the
Oudemanhuis (Old Men’s Home) on the Voldersgracht was called
“De Vliegende Vos” (“The Flying Fox™). Evidently, the name came
from the surname Vos that Vermeer’s father had adopted in the mid-
16205.°" De Langue was acquainted with artists such as Hans Jor-
daens, Willem van Vliet, Jacob Delff, Leonaert Bramer, and Balthasar
van der Ast.%” Perhaps his association with this circle led Reynier Vos
to join the Delft painters’ guild as an art dealer on October 13, 1631.
He was called a “master caffa worker” as late as 1645, but his accounts
after 1630 suggest that he had left the profession in favor of innkeep-
ing. Art dealing and innkeeping often went together, as in the case of
Adam Pick (who was mentioned in chapters 3 and 4 in connection
with Adam Pynacker and Emanuel de Witte).

Vermeer was born one year after his father joined the guild. His
Christian name Johannes (or Joannis or Johannis) was favored over
the prosaic “Jan” by Catholics and upper-class Protestants. Although
several books are devoted to “Jan” Vermeer, the Delft painter never
used that name.® His uncle Anthony had already adopted the sur-
name Vermeer (a contraction of Van der Meer, “from the sea™) by
1625; the first record of “Reynier Jansz Vermeer” dates from Septem-
ber 6, 1640. On that day the art-dealing innkeeper made a testament
on behalf of Jan Baptist van Fornenburgh (1585/95:~1648/49), whose
son had died in service to the Delft chamber of the East India Com-
pany (VOC). The still-life painter had come over from The Hague to
collect his son’s back pay. The artists Pieter Groenewegen and Balthasar
van der Ast witnessed Reynier Jansz’s deposition. On the following day
Van Fornenburgh received the money, and the still-life painter Pieter
Steenwyck and “Reynier Jansz. Vermeer alias Vos™ acted as witnesses.**

At the time, Reynier Vos knew he was leaving “The Flying Fox,
which had been sold to another landlord in May 1640. In the spring
of 1641 the innkeeper and his family moved into the “Mechelen,”
a house and inn right on the Markt (see fig. 346). The former Vos,
now Vermeer, bought the building with 200 guilders in cash and
two mortgages, one from a Haarlem brewer for 2,100 guilders and
another for 400 guilders from De Langue’s brother-in-law. Payments
on the mortgages were still being made when his widow, Digna
Baltens, tried to sell the “Mechelen” at auction in 1669.%

Michael Montias has suggested that Johannes Vermeer might have
trained in Utrecht, since no record of an apprenticeship in Delft is
known, and a citizen of Gouda, Jan Geensz Thins, was the cousin of

Vermeer’s future mother-in-law and a nephew of the famous Utrecht

master Abraham Bloemaert.®® This fragile hypothesis is linked to
another, namely, that Vermeer’s “last four years of apprenticeship” in
another city, an expense nearly as great as the “Mechelen” mortgages,
“may help to explain why the innkeeper had trouble paying all his
debts after he bought the inn on the Great Market Square”” But the
incomplete evidence may also be read in another way, for example, by
supposing that Vermeer’s financially cautious father, having assumed
large debts, would not have compounded them by sending his
son for expensive training in Utrecht (or Amsterdam, which has also
been proposed). In June 1652, Reynier Jansz’s debt to a single wine
merchant stood at 250 guilders, and when he died in October of the
same year no money was given (as was the custom) to the Camer
van Charitate (Chamber of Charity).*® It would be more than four-
teen months before Johannes joined the painter’s guild, and presum-
ably the twenty-year-old was needed by his mother and older sister to
help run the inn. The question of Vermeer’s apprenticeship is too
complicated to consider fully in this chapter.®® However, it appears
likely that he had only a brief period of training, perhaps with one of
his father’s artist friends in Delft (the innkeeper could have offered
goods and services rather than monetary payment). In any case, the
discovery of his teacher’s name would probably not be very helpful in
clarifying Vermeer’s development.

Perhaps a more important factor for his career was Vermeer’s mar-
riage into a family more socially prominent than his own. As is now
well known, the painter Leonaert Bramer and a Captain Bartholomeus
Melling testified on April 5, 1653, that on the previous day Vermeer’s
prospective mother-in-law, Maria Thins (ca. 1593-1680), said that she
would neither sign an act of consent for the registration of the mar-
riage banns of her daughter, Catharina Bolnes (ca. 1631-1688), nor
would she oppose their publication. The deposition was witnessed
by Willem de Langue in front of another notary. As emphasized by
Wheelock, the proper interpretation of this document is probably
that Maria Thins was in favor of her daughter’s marriage to Vermeer,
pending his formal conversion to Catholicism.”® This must have
taken place before the marriage was consecrated on Sunday, April 20,
1653, in the village of Schipluy (now Schipluiden), an hour’s walk
south of Delft. The village was something of a Catholic enclave, and
(Montias reports) the Jesuits of Delft and Schipluy were closely con-
nected. Maria Thins’s house on the Oude Langendijk was a couple of
doors away from the Jesuit “hidden church” (fig. 14), and she had
already been involved with the order in her native Gouda.” It is
worth recalling that the Jesuits strongly encouraged converts.

Maria Thins must have closely considered her daughter’s marriage
with Vermeer, since her own marriage had been miserable. She came
from a wealthy Catholic family in Gouda and was well connected
with patrician families in other Dutch cities, most of them also Catho-
lic. Her father, Willem Thin, died in 1601; her mother, Catharina

van Hensbeeck (d. 1633), remarried in 1605 with Gerrit Camerling
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Fig. 161. Johannes Vermeer, The Concert, ca. 1665—67. Oil on canvas, 28% X 25% in. (72.5 x 64.7 cm). Isabella Stewart Gardner Museum, Boston
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(d. 1627), a prominent citizen of Delft. None of Maria’s four siblings
from her mother’s first marriage entered into wedlock themselves. As
a result, she gradually came into a sizable inheritance.

In 1622 the future heiress married Reynier Bolnes (d. 1673), who
at the time was a prosperous brickmaker. Vermeer’s wife, Catharina
Bolnes, was the youngest of three children. By the time she was
cight, her mother and father were collecting depositions from their
neighbors to use against each other. According to various accounts,
Bolnes often beat his wife and occasionally his daughters. Maria
Thins twice applied for a formal separation in 1640, which she finally
achieved in November 1641. Her daughters, Catharina and Cornelia
(d. 1643), were placed in her custody, her son Willem (d. 1676) in his
father’s. Shortly thereafter Maria and the girls moved to Delft, where
in April 1641 her cousin Jan Geensz Thins (ca. 1580-1647) had pur-
chased a house on the Oude Langendjijk. This is probably the same
house into which Maria Thins moved, as did Vermeer at some time
after his marriage.”

The division of property held in common by Maria Thins and
Reynier Bolnes required an accounting on November 27, 1641. From
this document it is known that Maria Thins owned two or three
paintings in the style of the Utrecht Caravaggists, one of which was
either Van Baburen’s Procuress of 1622 (Museum of Fine Arts, Boston)
or a version of it.”* The composition appears in the backgrounds of
two paintings by Vermeer, The Concert (fig. 161) and Young Woman
Seated at a Virginal (cat. no. 79). “A painting of one who sucks the
breast” cited in the list of 1641 was apparently used by Vermeer for
the picture of Roman Charity partially visible in The Music Lesson
(fig. 168).”* Other works owned by Maria Thins and her husband
represented typical Utrecht subjects, in particular “A Man Being
Flayed” (Apollo and Marsyas).”

In 1649, after a great deal of legal maneuvering, Maria Thins
finally collected all the assets she was awarded under the terms of her
separation. Their value was assessed at 15,606 guilders. She evidently
lived on this capital and its modest interest until 1651, when her
brother, Jan Willemsz, died, leaving his inheritance to Maria and her
surviving sister, Cornelia Thins (d. 1661).7° In the 1660s Maria Thins’s
various sources of income brought her an annual income of at least
1,500 guilders, “enough for a patrician standard of living "

On December 27, 1660, a child of “Johannes Vermeer on the
Oude Langendijk” was buried in the Oude Kerk.”® At the time, the
household included Vermeer, his wife, his mother-in-law, and three
or four surviving children, probably all girls. When Vermeer died (in
1675) he left his wife with eleven children: seven girls (Maria, Elisa-
beth, Cornelia, Aleydis, Beatrix, Gertruyd, and Catharina); three
boys (Johannes, Franciscus, and Ignatius, born about 1663, about
1664, and in 1672, respectively); and another child (1674-1678). The
boys were named for their father and for the two great saints of the

Jesuit order, Francis Xavier and Ignatius of Loyola.”

The burial of Vermeer’s child in 1660 (one of a few lost in twenty-
two years of marriage) is the earliest known record of the artist’s resi-
dence in Maria Thins’s house. It has been suggested that Vermeer,
because he was comparatively poor and from the wrong (Protestant)
side of the Markt, was not “a fully accepted member of the Thins
household” for the first few years after his marriage to Catharina in
April 1653. “The young couple perhaps rented rooms somewhere”*°
But this scems improbable, considering that Vermeer was able to pay
only 1.5 guilders of his 6-guilder fee when he joined the painters’
guild in December 1653; the balance was not paid until July 1656.5" As
for living in the “Mechelen.” Maria Thins would not have approved,
and the respectable but Protestant inn needed its few rooms for pay-
ing guests. Furthermore, until she had her abusive son Willem con-
fined to a house of correction in the 1660s (at a cost of 310 guilders a
year) Maria Thins was remarkably tolerant of her son’s hostile behav-
ior.** This suggests that she would not have punished her only other
surviving child, Catharina, by keeping her and her new husband out
of the large house on the Oude Langendijk. On the contrary, Maria
Thins must have been cautiously supportive of the decent young
man, about whom not a single negative remark is recorded apart from
debts. Vermeer evidently loved his slightly older wife, enough to
give up his family religion (which was asking for trouble from some
quarters in Delft). In my view Vermeer and his wife probably moved
into Maria Thins’s house right after or not long after their marriage.
Their numerous children were raised there, and Vermeer probably
painted all his known pictures in the separate studio he had on an
upper floor, to judge from the household inventory compiled in Feb-
ruary 1676.% The latter lists in the “great hall”’—in addition to two
“tronien” (heads) by Fabritius (by whom there was also “a painting”
in the voorhuis, or “front room”), a painting of a peasant barn (per-
haps by Van der Poel; see cat. no. s2), and “another painting”-
“two portraits of Sr. Vermeer’s late father and mother” and “a drawn
coat-of-arms of the aforenamed Sr. Vermeer with a black frame?**
One would not conclude from this display that Maria Thins took
a dim view of the artist’s family.

A certain gentility is suggested by the inventory made shortly after
Vermeer’s death: twenty-five books and five folio volumes; green silk
curtains “in front of the bedstead” and matching material for the
mantelpiece; silk and satin garments, including “a yellow satin man-
tle with white fur trimming” (see fig. 170; cat. no. 72); lots of linen
and clothing, including “28 bonnets, 11 children’s small collars . . . ten
men’s ruffs, thirteen pairs of fancy cuffs”; a fair amount of furniture,
accessories such as candlesticks and fire screens, and “about seven ells
of gold-tooled leather on the wall” (see cat. no. 77); paintings in sev-
eral rooms, including landscapes and still lifes by unnamed masters,
two “tronies” by Van Hoogstraten and two others “in Turkish fash-
ion” (see cat. no. 74), “a painting representing a woman wearing a

necklace;” a picture of “cupid” (see cat. no. 78), and “a large painting
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representing Christ on the Cross™ (see cat. no. 77). In the front room
on the upper floor, “two Spanish chairs, a cane with an ivory knob
on it, two painter’s cascls, three palettes, six panels, ten painter’s
canvases, three bundles with all sorts of prints, a desk, [and] here and
there some rummage not worthy of being itemized separately?”®

Also in the house were “ten portraits of the lineage” of Maria
Thins, a painting of “the Mother of Christ” and one of “the Three
Kings,” a “Veronica” (Christ’s face on Veronica’s veil), a second, pre-
sumably small “Christ on the Cross,” and “an ebony wood crucifix”
(see cat. no. 77).86 Two of Vermeer’s early paintings would not have
been out of place in this collection: the religious picture in Edin-
burgh (cat. no. 65) and “The Visit to the Tomb” by “Van der Meer”
recorded in the 1657 estate of the Amsterdam and Delft art dealer
Johannes de Renialme. The prevalence of women in Vermeer’s earli-
est pictures, and of women named Mary (Maria) in these two works
(the “Three Marys” visit Christ’s tomb), is noteworthy. Another lost
and presumably early painting by Vermeer was cited in the 1761
estate auction of Willem van Berckel’s collection of paintings in
Delft, which had been formed by his father, Gerard. The subject is
said to be “Jupiter, Venus, and Mercury,” perhaps a misunderstand-
ing of Jupiter, Mercury, and Psyche (or Virtue).*’

Two other early paintings by Vermeer may reflect his personal life
to some degree: the popular theme of Diana and her nymphs was
given a new twist to focus upon feminine virtue (cat, no. 64); and
the surprising bordello scene in Dresden (cat. no. 66) was perhaps
partly inspired by the Van Baburen owned by Maria Thins (see the
discussion under cat. nos. 66 and 78—79). But the pictures that date
from the artist’s early years also reveal how attuned he was to the tra-
ditional orientations of the Delft school and to what was currently
fashionable. With his entry into the fold of Diana’s admirers Vermeer
allied himself with court taste and artists such as Frangois Spiering,
Rubens, Bramer, Van Couwenbergh, Van Loo, and Van Honthorst
(whose Diana and Her Nymphs of 1650 was painted for the king of
Denmark).* Christ in the House of Mary and Martha (cat. no. 6s), in
its gravity and scale, recalls Van Couwenbergh’s attempt to treat the
subject (see fig. 59), but also works by Ter Brugghen (see fig. 277),
whose strong modeling, description of light, and handling of drap-
ery appear to have influenced Vermeer.

Ter Brugghen has rightly been regarded as the Utrecht painter
most comparable to Vermeer, because of the importance of ob-
servation in the older artist’s work and his contemplative nature.
The theatrics, smiles, gestures, and standardized figure types of Van
Honthorst were not suited to Vermeer’s temperament. And yet that
very factor of personality (which one might cite against the notion
of a “Delft School” that includes Vermeer) predisposed the Delft
painter to absorb a wide range of impressions as well as to respond
more strongly to certain artists. In the Edinburgh canvas he achieves

a stylistic synthesis of two very different painters, Van Dyck and Ter
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Brugghen, who offered him models of movement and stillness, of
emotionalism and tranquillity. The unstable mixture seems held to-
gether by little more than sincerity, but then the schools of Antwerp
and Utrecht were like a second nature to artists in Delft. In the end,
it was the more native aspect of the city’s artistic heritage that en-
abled Vermeer to express himself. If one sets Christ in the House of
Mary and Martha next to Willem van VlieC's Philosopher and Pupils
(cat. no. 65; fig. 56), it is more than the similarities of subject, model-
ing, illumination, intimate space, individualized features, and still-
life details that make the comparison interesting. The combination of
candor and reserve in both pictures is characteristic of Delft.

Vermeer’s progress through his first four surviving pictures (cat.
nos. 64—67), and until about 1660, when he arrived at his mature
style, is an extraordinary example of a great artist teaching himself,
of surveying stylistic alternatives in a way that no apprenticeship
would have permitted. Rembrandt in Leiden is comparable to the
early Vermeer in the balance he achieved between willfully learning
from other artists and from direct observation. However, Vermeer
concentrated upon a narrower range of subjects and expressive quali-
ties. His fascination with light is hardly unprecedented, but few
painters focused so exclusively upon its properties for their own sake
rather than for their usefulness to dramatic effect.

The main element in Vermeer’s program of self-instruction could
be described as the refinement of an effective approach to composi-
tional design. We have seen something like the same process in the
ocuvres of Delft artists such as De Witte and De Hooch. Compared
with them (as opposed to Rembrandt) Vermeer seems wide-ranging
in his experiments with color, surface rhythms, lighting effects, and
spatial constructions. Similarly, the range of expression in his early
figure groups — from Diana’s companions to Christ’s and the smiling
whore’s (in cat. nos. 64-66) — is nearly as remarkable for its variety
as for its peculiar consistencies. One has the impression of a distinc-
tive personality exploring different roles.

Vermeer’s early paintings seem indispensable to his later work
when they are considered as exercises in composition, in painting
techniques, and in one other essential aspect of his development: he
was one of the finest figure painters in Delft. The point is doubly
underscored by the facts that a fair number of Delft artists made figure
painting their specialty and that no other Delft painter of interiors,
whether of churches, inns, or private homes, was particularly talented
in this area. The most comparable genre painter, De Hooch, is often
noted for his wooden articulation of drapery and the human form.

The number of works by Vermeer in this exhibition allow one to
trace his entire development over the course of twenty years. That
task may be left to the viewer, to books on the artist, and to essays
published in 2000.* But a few points deserve emphasis here because
of their relevance to the Delft school as a whole. At the beginning of

this chapter it was suggested that during the 1650s artists in Delft



started to survey broader horizons, to look to cities such as Haarlem,
Amsterdam, and Leiden where the rise of naturalistic styles had been
more conspicuous than in Vermeer’s hometown. The local painters
with whom he had the most in common, Potter, Fabritius, and
De Hooch, had trained in northern Holland. Especially important,
as discussed above, was the flourishing art market in Amsterdam,
where pictures were sent and a number of Delft artists moved. The
frequent annotation in the guild book, vertrokken (departed), must
have seemed to some members like writing on the wall.

If it had not been for very strong personal reasons, “Vermeer of
Delft” would probably have become Vermeer of Amsterdam, like
Potter, De Witte, Van Aelst, and De Hooch. He must have traveled
there occasionally, to judge from his apparent knowledge of works
by Jacob van Loo (see fig. 275), Jan van Bronchorst (ca. 1630-1661;
see fig. 134), and other artists active in Amsterdam during the
1650s.”° It will be recalled that a “Visit to the Tomb” by Vermeer
(which was valued at 20 guilders) and a “perspectieff” by Hendrick
van Vliet (190 guilders!) were listed in the Amsterdam estate of the
art dealer Johannes de Renialme in 1657.”"

Montias estimates that Vermeer painted only two or three pic-
tures a year and earned an annual income of about 600 guilders.””
Shortly after the artist’s death Maria Thins testified that she regularly
gave and sometimes lent money to her daughter and son-in-law.*?
The couple also had a small income from the legacies of Jan and
Cornelia Thins (the siblings of Maria), and Vermeer evidently made
a modest amount of money selling paintings by other artists. But it
could not have been much, especially in the mid-1650s. The begin-
ning of Vermeer’s career coincided with the Anglo-Dutch War of
1652—54, which caused a drastic slump in the Dutch cconomyf”’ In
Delft the decline of court patronage and especially the explosion of
the powder magazine in October 1654 (see cat. nos. s1, 124) must
also have weakened the market for paintings.

Altogether, Montias concludes, Vermeer’s income would have
ranged from about 850 to 1,500 guilders a year, counting Maria Thins’s
subsidies but not the rent-free accommodations she provided for his
ever-growing family. (He probably never made any money from the
“Mechelen,” which with its mortgages became Vermeer’s when his
mother and sister both died in 1670.) From these calculations it ap-
pears that the artist could not have supported his wife and children by
himself. Moving out of Maria Thins’s house, never mind to Amster-
dam, probably would have been a financial disaster. There is also no
reason to think that Vermeer was so inclined. He appears to have been
devoted to his wife and children, to have earned his mother-in-law’s
trust, and to have been well regarded in the Catholic community and
in the painters’ guild. He was elected a headman in 1662, at the age of
thirty, becoming the youngest artist to serve as an officer since the
guild’s reorganization in 1611, Vermeer remained active in the guild

until at least 1671-73, when he again served as headman.

In November 1657 Vermeer and his wife were lent 200 guilders by
the Delft collector Picter Claesz van Ruijven.®® So far as is known,
the wealthy brewer’s son, who owned houses on the Oude Delft and
the Voorstraat, had no earlier connection with Vermeer (who was
only twenty-six at the time, and the collector almost thirty-three).
Montias suggests that Van Ruijven may have lent the artist money as
an advance toward the purchase of one or more paintings. In any
case, Van Ruijven evidently acquired the great majority (and possibly
all) of the twenty-one Vermeers that were inherited by his daughter
Magdalena and her husband Jacob Dissius, and sold from the latter’s
estate in Amsterdam on May 16, 1696.”

Among the earliest works by Vermeer in the sale were two pictures
dating from about 1657, A Maid Asleep (cat. no. 67), Cavalier and
Young Woman in the Frick Collection (fig. 165), and The Milkmaid of
about 1657—58 (cat. no. 68).98 The famous auction also included “The
Town of Delft in perspective, as seen from the south side” (fig. 23);
“A young lady weighing gold, in a box by J. van der Meer” (cat.
no. 73); “A young lady playing the clavecin in a room, with a listening
gentleman by the same” (fig. 168); and several other identifiable
paintings by Vermeer, including “A young lady playing the guitar”
and “A young lady doing needlework? The last two pictures —The
Guitar Player (Iveagh Bequest, Kenwood) and The Lacemaker (fig.
173) — date from about 1669—70, which suggests that Van Ruijven was
Vermeer’s patron for at least thirteen years. Circumstantial support for
their continued relationship is found in a testament of 1665 made by
Van Ruijven’s wife, Maria de Knuijt, who willed soo guilders to
Vermeer (excluding his wife and children if he predeceased them).
He was the only person not belonging to the Van Ruijven or De
Knuijt families to be left a special bequest in either of their wills. The
fact that she left a third of her estate to the “Preachers of the True
Reformed Religion in Delft” may explain the exclusion of Vermeer’s
wife and children but also makes the bequest to the artist appear all
the more exceptional.”’

Pieter van Ruijven evidently purchased about half of Vermeer’s
production during the best years of the artist’s career. In chapter 1 we
raised the “provocative question” whether Van Ruijven can be cred-
ited with directing Vermeer toward the subjects and style for which
he is most admired. The answer, to put it simply, is a qualified “no?”
It must have been very important for Vermeer to have a sophisticated
client on his side. But in the 1650s there was a strong market for
scenes of modern manners and pictures of stylish young women
alone or with their maids. Gerard ter Borch, with whom Vermeer
became acquainted in 1653 (if not earlier), and Leiden artists such as
Dou, Van Mieris, and Metsu, were painting expensive and exquisite
pictures that in some cases served as models — or, more accurately,
points of departure —for Vermeer (see figs. 17, 18). Even in his early
history pictures (cat. nos. 64, 65) Vermeer had sensitively considered

the behavior and emotions of young women. He must have moved
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Fig. 162. Anthonie de Lorme, Inzerior of the Lauvenskerk in Rotterdam, 1655. Oil on
canvas, $3/ X 447% in. (136 x 114 cm). Historisch Museum, Rotterdam

on to the latest kind of genre painting quite on his own, probably
beginning with A Maid Asleep (cat. no. 67).

In this comparatively large canvas Vermeer depicted a domestic
interior for the first time, unless one counts the background of the
painting in Edinburgh (cat. no. 65). The composition recalls that of
The Procuress (cat. no. 66), where a smiling young woman with low-
ered eyelids sits behind a carpet-covered table with a wineglass in her
hand (a smaller glass stands in front of the “drunken sleeping maid at
a table” as the lady in red was described in the Dissius sale). Vermeer’s
means of creating space in the foreground is surprisingly similar in
the two pictures: a table seen from above, a carpet near the picture
plane, and a diagonal element cutting the lower right corner. The
scated figure or figures occupy a narrow gap between the table and
wall, which in each case steps back from the section behind the figure
on the left. The brown coat with gold buttons in the foreground of
The Procuress seems to have come from the same shop as the brown
pillow with gold trim on the chair in .4 Maid Asleep. In that canvas,
the view to a second room, past a door opened toward the viewer,
vaguely recalls the arrangement of Mary and Martha’s house, and for
all we know that of Maria Thins’s house as well.

As most admirers of Dutch genre painting will know, Vermeer’s
domestic interiors were modeled upon those depicted by other artists,
not (or not primarily) on his own environment. When one scholar

observes that Christ in the House of Mary and Martha “is set in a modest
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interior, more like the hall of an inn [meaning the “Mechelen”] than
the marble-floored house of Maria Thins,” he assigns to the widow a
luxury found in later pictures by Vermeer (see fig. 161), who in turn
borrowed his marble floors from a long line of painters including
Van Bassen and De Hooch (see cat. nos. 7, 29)."°° The interior in A
Maid Asleep is plausible, perhaps even partly studied from life (as
its wonderful light effects would suggest). But in its frontal, rectilin-
ear organization the setting appears to have been derived from works
by Nicolaes Maes (1634—1693; see fig. 281). Not only the composi-
tion but also the coloring, the use of shadows, and to some extent
the painting technique of Vermeer’s first “genre interior” suggest
that he was familiar with a few of the young Dordrecht painter’s
most recent pictures.”

The counterpoise of axial elements that Vermeer introduced in
A Maid Asleep and refined in the late 1650s was a fashion shared with
Maes, De Hooch, and other genre painters, with architectural paint-
ers such as Saenredam and De Lorme (sce fig. 162), and with archi-
tects, too. Vermeer arrived at his version of the classic design with
careful deliberation, as is evident from a survey of pictures dating
about 165765, and from radiographs of works painted early in that
period. The composition (not to mention the meaning) of A Maid
Asleep was considerably refined when Vermeer painted out a dog in
the doorway and a man in the back room; added the chair in the
foreground and the mirror in the distance; and trimmed the compo-
sition on all sides (see the discussion under cat. no. 67; fig. 280). In
The Letter Reader in Dresden (fig. 163), by contrast, the design be-
came less rectilinear but again more focused on the young woman
alone when Vermeer removed a large version of the painting of
Cupid from the rear wall."* The table, the open window, its shadow
on the bare wall, and the green curtain (which more than replaced a
large #oemer [rummer| standing in the foreground to the lower right)
achieve a balanced design and let other qualities come to the fore,
such as superb effects of light and texture, and a heightened degree
of verisimilitude. Among the latter’s several sources of inspiration,
to judge from the curtain and other aspects of the composition,
were church interiors painted in the early 1650s by Houckgeest and
De Witte (see cat. nos. 40, 92). They are also of interest for Ver-
meer’s increasing interest in light.

Originally the letter reader turned her head somewhat toward the
window. Thus our view of the woman, like her type, pose, attire, and
absorbed expression, would have resembled that often found in paint-
ings by Ter Borch."” As Gowing observed, this painting marks a
moment in Vermeer’s career when he discovered a specialty that was
well suited to his artistic interests and temperament. However fash-
ionable the themes, “Vermeer’s own vein of genre is a very personal
one”'** Women, without children, preoccupy Vermeer’s compara-
tively few male figures (apart from the geographer and the astrono-
mer in figs. 174, 175) and his male viewers, who were firstly the painter

himself and secondly Van Ruijven or a similar patron. Even when the



Fig. 163. Johannes Vermeer, The Letter Reader (Young Woman Reading a Letter), ca. 1657. Oil on canvas, 32% X 25/ in. (83 X 64.5 cm). Gemildegalerie, Staatliche
Kunstsammlungen, Dresden
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Fig. 164. Gerard van Honthorst, The Procuress, 1625.
Oil on wood, 28 x 41 in. (71 X 104 cm). Centraal
Museum, Utrecht

Fig. 165. Johannes Vermeer,
Cavalier and Young Woman,
ca. 1657. Oil on canvas, 19% x
18% in. (50.5 X 46 cm). Frick
Collection, New York
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subject is essentially domestic, the woman seems admired for her
beauty and character, not as a cog in the wheel of family life. Her
absorption in a particular task is appreciated for the focus outside of
herself, rather than as a duty performed. Pouring milk, lifting a water
pitcher, making lace, making music, reading a letter are in Vermeer’s
“own vein of genre” similar acts of concentration, signs of a particular
disposition. When preoccupied with pearls, a love letter, or a male
companion, the woman may appear more concerned with her own
interests, but there is still a sense of self-effacement, of desire or sur-
render. Vermeer’s women do not assume roles in the manner of
Maes’s mistresses and maids, or of De Hooch’s young mothers, serv-
ing girls, and coquettes. In similar situations Vermeer’s young women
look uncomfortable: the stiff pose in The Glass of Wine (cat. no. 70),
the embarrassed grin in Young Woman with a Wineglass (fig. 167).

When Vermeer first focused on female figures in isolation his sur-
vey of artistic prototypes focused, too. His earlier approximations of
interior space had not prepared him for the task of reconstructing
domestic environments, which soon developed into one of the artist’s
main interests, comparable to his more intuitive attention to light.
The dependence upon a Maes-like system of overlapping and dimin-
ishing rectangles in A Maid Asleep (there is no perspective scheme to
speak of) and the rather awkward insertion of a window into The
Letter Reader (fig. 163) reveal how new these devices were to Vermeer
at the time. The window in the latter picture seems too close to the
viewer; without the figure, it would appear to extend no deeper in
space than the table. Vermeer compensated for the window’s ambigu-
ous placement and perspective (the panes do not properly converge)
by draping the red curtain over it. The chair in the corner helps to
define the uncertain space between the table and the rear wall (the
fourth such in the painter’s oeuvre: compare cat. nos. 65-67). >

As Vermeer modified his early genre interiors, changing composi-
tions and cutting motifs, he was for the most part transforming bor-
rowed ideas into his own. Every Dutch painter of even moderate
talent adopted conventions skillfully, and Vermeer was a master of
the game. The extraordinary aspect of his approach is how he
would reevaluate artistic notions in the light of actual experience. A
common pictorial strategy, such as placing a silhouetted figure in the
foreground (Van Honthorst’s familiar device; see fig. 164), will be so
altered by Vermeer’s fascination with how things truly appear that his
sources become invisible (as in fig. 165). Similarly, Vermeer reassessed
conventions of meaning — the usual interpretation of a subject or
motif—in terms of real emotional and intellectual experience: what
people felt in certain situations and how knowledgeable viewers
responded to works of art. Other painters of the period, such as
Rembrandt and Ter Borch, and some writers reveal a similar
approach. Nonetheless, the process was personal to Vermeer.
Although hardly a philosopher, he was clearly a serious, sensitive,

contemplative man, and very fortunate to have had, for a brief

period, practical circumstances that allowed him to work with
unusual deliberation.

Vermeer was also experimenting with painting techniques in the
1650s and early 1660s. In The Letter Reader he describes forms more
illusionistically than before, in a manner broadly similar to genre
painters in Leiden, such as Frans van Mieris. But the actual applica-
tion of paint is more reminiscent of Fabritius (see cat. nos. 19-21).
Impressionistic renderings of detail in the figure of the letter reader
may be compared with passages in Fabritius’s Self-Portrait of 1654
(cat. no. 19; the curls of hair, the blurred contours of face and torso),
while the textured treatment of light on the face and dress resembles
certain surfaces in The Sentry and The Goldfinch (cat. nos. 20, 21). The
“crumbs of crystallized light that form the textures of stone, wood,
glass, porcelain, fabric, fruit, hair and skin” in The Letter Reader have
been considered convincingly as Vermeer’s elaboration of “a tech-
nique he first used in The Procuress for accenting the textures of mate-
rials” (for example, in the whore’s lace-bordered head scarf).” In
the earlier of the two pictures in Dresden one also finds thick, beaded
highlights on the gold piping of the client’s red jacket, and thin,
blurred dots of light on the silky ribbon of the same man’s hat. Other
small highlights, which look like those in later paintings less surely
described, are seen in the glass and especially on the neck and lid of
the jug. The beaded rendering of the moldings around the foot,
body, and neck of the vessel forecasts the optical carpentry of the
boats in A View of Delft (fig. 23).

While Vermeer independently developed these highly efficient,
shorthand notations of visual incident, other artists of the time occa-
sionally employed similar schemes. Willem van Aelst stippled little
fields and streams of light on the gold silk borders and fringes of his
huxurious tablecloths in still lifes dating from as early as about 1650
(for example, cat. no. 2; compare the fringe on the curtain in The
Letter Reader). The famous bread in The Milkmaid resembles the skin
of a lemon or orange by Willem Kalf somewhat magnified. His soft-
focus rendering of table carpets, porcelain, and fruit and of reflections
in silver and glassware deserve comparison with Vermeer’s description
of similar objects, which is not to say that they look quite the same.
Kalf’s optical effects have no exact equivalents, cither. Vermeer devel-
oped his own precise techniques, his personal conventions, and in
some passages pushed them farther than most painters of the time.

That these effects are found in an early stage of development in the
two paintings in Dresden (fig. 163; cat. no. 66) is relevant to the
hypothesis that Vermeer made use of the camera obscura. The so-
called “discs of confusion,” beaded ribbons of light, and similar effects
defining various surfaces — for example, in the Cavalier and Young
Woman (fig. 165), the tabletop, the diamond-shaped decoration of the
chair, the woman’s arm and forehead, and minute parts of the map —
are found in embryo in The Procuress (which no one has associated

with an optical device) and gradually become more pronounced in
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The Letter Reader and the smaller works that follow. Similar origins
may be traced for other qualities that have been connected with the
camera obscura, such as blurred contours, the halation of highlights,
sudden shifts in scale, and intensified relationships of tone and color.
It is quite possible that Vermeer noticed a few of these effects in some
form of camera obscura, especially the broader qualities of color and
light. (The raised forearm in the Young Woman with a Water Pitcher,
cat. no. 71, for example, is strikingly like what one occasionally sees in
a photograph.) But less extreme forms of these “optical” effects are
found in earlier paintings, and Vermeer appears to have refined them
from picture to picture. In some passages he employed them in a
remarkably arbitrary manner. For example, in The Milkmaid (cat.
no. 68), the highlights sprayed like cream on every piece of bread
and the handle of the basket are artistic analogies to texture and to the
brilliance of sunlight at the same time. It is not a photographic, not
even a naturalistic, effect but an illusionistic device that works splen-
didly in that small, intensely colored picture. Similarly, in rendering
blurred highlights on the lion-head finial of a chair (as in cat. no. 74),
Vermeer achieved an effect similar to that seen in a camera obscura
(or in photographic reconstructions of how they work), but he was
also enhancing effects of light that had been described by Dutch
artists a few decades earlier (for example, by Frans Hals)."”

The Cavalier and Young Woman, which is less than half the size
(area) of The Letter Reader and more concentrated in composition,
represents the first time Vermeer employed a perspective scheme to
determine the arrangement of forms in space.”® The main motifs of
the composition lock together like sections of stained glass. As in
A Maid Asleep, the woman in the Frick painting is framed on three
sides by rectangular elements; the man and his chair (again cutting a
corner in the foreground) assume the visual weight of the angled
carpet, the chair, and (with the help of the open window) the open
door and view to another space. As in The Procuress (cat. no. 66), a
smiling woman holds a glass in one hand and extends the other hand
above the tabletop.”” However, a closer sibling is found in the The
Letter Reader, where a woman in the same dress forms the focus of
attention. She reads a letter from an absent lover; in the Cavalier and
Younyg Woman he has arrived but remains the male viewer’s surrogate.
He is also, of course, a repoussoir, serving like the green curtain to
establish physical and psychological space. Other elements — the open
window, the same chair — reappear in the smaller picture, almost lit-
erally in the case of the map, since it recalls (as a formal element) the
painting once placed behind the woman in The Lester Reader:

There are countless such relationships between paintings by Ver-
meer, who clearly had an acute recollection of his own motifs and de-
signs and could have revisited many of them in Van Ruijven’s house,
his own, or elsewhere in Delft. This, too, bears on the question of
the camera obscura. In particular, the claim that “Vermeer probably

used the camera obscura as a compositional aid” is insupportable,
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given the many sources of his designs in works by other artists, and
the intricate formal connections between Vermeer’s own pictures.”

As for Vermeer’s most distinctive qualities of color and light, it
seems possible, even likely, that he discovered some of them in a
form of camera obscura. But he probably would have treated these
effects as he did realistic passages in pictures by other painters: as
fragments of visual experience or memory, which the artist would re-
create arbitrarily in his own work. In Cavalier and Young Woman
(fig. 165), the flare of white daylight on the back of the dense red coat
is unusual and perhaps derived from an optical device. But Vermeer
also studied the fall of sunlight on red drapery in The Letter Reader,
with somewhat similar results (fig. 163). In a sense it does not matter
whether the artist first saw an “optical effect” in a painting, by means
of a camera obscura, or with the naked eye. He was intcrested in
optical effects, period: for their own sake and, not least, as motifs
suited to the display of artistry. De Hooch understood this when he
placed a red jacket against a window in The Visit (cat. no. 25) and
showed the woman’s reflection in the glass. In the same painting, a
somewhat overbearing man faces a woman in a yellow jacket across
the corner of the sun-stroked tabletop (compare fig. 165). And in
another work (cat. no. 26), De Hooch adopted the composition that
Vermeer had employed in Cavalier and Young Woman (not to men-
tion similar light effects). Or vice versa, since it is not certain which
painting came first."™ What is clear is that Vermeer and De Hooch
served each other as “compositional aids”

As discussed in connection with De Hooch, neither he nor
Vermeer introduced the Delft type of genre interior that they both
began to depict in about 1657—58. Rather, they refined a regional
type, lending it more realistic qualities of space, light, and atmos-
phere. De Hooch’s use of perspective and the left-corner scheme was
more consistent and conventional (cat. no. 29 is one of the classic
examples), which is why he appears to have anticipated Vermeer.
When that artist did follow De Hooch’s example, as in the The Glass
of Wine of about 165859 (cat. no. 70), his approach is more sophisti-
cated in that the vantage point is closer, the space more complex, and
the view more effectively focused upon the figures. An even more
naturalistic version of the standard scheme is found in The Milkmaid
(cat. no. 68), which in this regard marks a considerable advance
beyond The Letter Reader and the Cavalier and Young Woman. In the
kitchen scene, the space is so convincingly described that one hardly
comprehends it as an artistic invention.

The simplicity of the setting serves to emphasize the figure, which
could be described as Vermeer’s last example of an Antwerp or
Utrecht figure type. Leiden models are noted in the catalogue entries
(see no. 68); the subject and the meticulous description of forms in
the picture recall Van Mieris and Dou. The connection with Leiden
is more obvious in front of the painting, which is much smaller than

most first-time viewers expect it to be. The firm modeling of the



figure, which with the table forms a partial pyramid seen from a low

point of view (compare the arrangement in cat. no. 6s),"” lends the
image its surprising monumentality. But the sculptural quality is also
found in Vermeer’s sources, namely all the kitchen maids of the
Aertsen-Beuckelaer-Snyders type, which were painted in Utrecht by
Joachim and Peter Wtewael and by the Delft artists Pieter van Rijck,
Cornelis Delff, and Willem van Odekercken (see the latter’s undated
Woman Scouring o Vessel in the Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam). This
background accounts for the resemblance between Vermeer’s milk-
maid and Willem van Vliet’s robust temptress painted thirty years
earlier in An Allegory (cat. no. 8s). It seems typical of Delft that these
figures have been assigned such gravity, in both senses of the term.
“The kitchen maid conveys a physical and moral presence unequaled
by any other figure in Dutch art,” according to one scholar, who con-
siders The Milkmaid an emblem of virtue and modesty.™

A Maid Asleep, Cavalier and Young Woman, The Milkmaid, and
mostly likely Young Woman with a Wineglass (fig. 167) were owned
by Pieter van Ruijjven, according to Montias’s interpretation of the
documents, It is an intriguing prospect to contemplate that Vermeer

and his patron could have conversed about his “conversation pieces,

Fig. 166. Johannes Vermeer,
Young Woman Interrupted at
Music, ca. 1659—60. Qil on canvas,
15% X 17/ in. (39.3 X 44.4 cm).
Frick Collection, New York

considering their themes, their subtleties, possibly even their prece-
dents (from which The Milkmaid, in its reticence, slyly departs).
A collector who owned several of the artist’s pictures of attractive
young women — he later acquired Woman with a Balance (cat. no. 73)
and Woman with a Pearl Necklace (fig. 18) — must have savored their
allusiveness and their discretion in restating established themes. In
one way Vermeer’s paintings were the polar opposites of the “droll-
eries” John Evelyn saw at the Rotterdam fair and bought from Van
Couwenbergh, which were popular works done for the open mar-
ket."™ And yet, Vermeer’s paintings were made for gentlemen, well-
educated, socially experienced patrons like Evelyn, Huygens, and (it
would appear) Van Ruijven. How they might smile at the modern
reading of the milkmaid as a companion to one of Cuyp’s heroic
cows and as an ancestor of the noble farm girls painted by Jozef
Israéls (1824—1911) and Jean-Frangois Millet (1814-1875).

Vermeer turned to a new type of composition in the late 1650s, in
Young Woman Interrupted at Music (ig. 166), Young Woman with o
Wineglass, and The Glass of Wine. In his earlier interior views he sug-
gested three-dimensional space mostly by building back in depth with
objects and figures (as in The Milkmaid). In the slightly later pictures,
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by contrast, figures and furniture are placed in the middle ground of a
deep space which, with its tiled floor and complex arrangement of
windows and other elements, has become self-sufficient. It would not
be unreasonable to compare The Glass of Wine with a detail (for ex-
ample, the lower left corner) of Van Bassen’s imaginary church inte-
rior of 1620 (cat. no. 6), although Houckgeest’s paintings of the carly
1650s and De Hooch’s interior and courtyard views of 165859 are
more immediately relevant. Vermeer soon became adept in employ-
ing orthodox perspective schemes, which like the other conventions
he adopted were modified subjectively. The locations of the vanishing
point, and thus the horizon, and of the distance points (which control
the viewer’s apparent distance from the scene) were selected by Ver-
meer with an eye to their expressive qualities, such as an impression
of intimacy or isolation. The lady’s intent glance in the Cavalier and
Young Woman (where the vanishing point is in front of the man’s
nose), the poise of the right hand in The Milkmaid (where the
entire composition balances), and the painter’s study (and ours)
of the model in The At of Painting (cat. no. 76) were enhanced
by Vermeer’s judicious perspective schemes.™

Vermeer’s use of perspective in the 1660s developed together with
his study of light and shadow. Already in The Glass of Wine, the han-
dling of light is more harmonious and consistent than ever before;
one is less inclined to describe its “behavior” (as in The Milkmaid)
than its effect throughout the space. There are noteworthy incidents,
to be sure; John Nash describes the simple back of the chair as “an
object of lyric beauty, angled as it is both to catch and reflect the light
bestowed on it by the open window and to rhyme with and respond
to the silhouette of the window-frame itself?™ But about 1660
Vermeer’s light and shadows begin to work less hard at describing
objects for what they are: a map or window casement (as in fig. 165),
a wicker basket or a brass pail (as in cat. no. 68). Light is now less
deferential to details and textured surfaces, and more of a common
denominator. In The Glass of Wine, the green cloak, the orange dress,
and the woman’s forearms are generalized and subjected to quite
arbitrary transitions from intense brightness to deep shadow (hence
the man’s odd detachment from the space behind him). Modeling
has given way to modulation, and the massing of objects in space to
its graduated measure by light.

In general, one could say that in the late 1650s and early 1660s
Vermeer came to represent his environment more broadly in terms of
space and light, which required a sublimation of tactile and sculptural
qualities (Young Woman with a Water Pitcher, cat. no. 71, may be com-
pared with The Milkmaid in this respect). The evolution is analogous
to that found in Delft architectural paintings, which developed from
the precisely articulated church interiors of Houckgeest and Van Vliet
(Hans Jantzen described their approach as “haptic”) to the optical
manner found in mature works by De Witte."” The contrast under-

scores the importance of personal experience, and ultimately of
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personality, for visual perception and its transcription into art. Signs
of Vermeer’s interest in optical qualities are evident in his earliest
works. But transforming this predisposition into a coherent style of
painting, with its formal reductions and syntheses, required consid-
erable experience, both as an artist adopting conventions and tech-
niques and as an individual responding to the visual environment.
Vermeer became a mature artist as his ways of seeing and of paint-
ing came into accord.

The Delft painter’s exquisite sense of design served him well in
this process. The kind of surface patterns that were described above,
Vermeer’s unobtrusive but pervasive geometry, became extended
into the third dimension as he pursued his interest in perspective. In
The Glass of Wine, the strong recession is tempered by obliquely
aligned elements such as the floor tiles, the window, and the chair
supporting a cittern, to which the man and woman form a parallel.
The same motifs set in motion a more gradual recession to the
right; before the canvas itself the naturalistic impression of expand-
ing space (compare cat. no. 37) is enhanced by some sense of reces-
sion through the window to the outside. In the center of the
composition the objects recede abruptly: the landscape is placed
beyond the table like a choir at the end of a nave. Relationships of
this kind reveal a great deal of pictorial learning, from perspective
treatises perhaps, but especially from other painters, such as
Houckgeest and De Hooch. -

Three paintings by Vermeer bring De Hooch to mind more than
any others: The Little Street (see the discussion under cat. no. 69) and,
of more immediate interest here, The Glass of Wine and the Youny
Woman with a Wingglass (fig. 167). The comparatively conventional
type of composition that Vermeer shared with De Hooch, with its
empbhasis upon perspective, allowed him to place figures and objects
at a certain distance from the viewer and thus to describe them more
summarily as components in a visual field. The approach is similar to
De Witte’s synthesis of architectural elements in the middle ground (as
in cat. no. 92) and his tendency to present elevations frontally, so that
near and far motifs combine in a uniform, softly focused pattern. The
greater role of architectural and other geometric elements in Vermeer’s
work from about 1658 onward, their frequent frontality, his simplifi-
cation of contours in figures and figure groups (for example, the con-
ical shapes in the Youny Woman with a Water Pitcher, cat. no. 71, and
the Woman in Blue Reading a Letter, fig. 169), and his attention to
“negative” shapes within the composition (sections of bare wall ad-
vance visually, like De Witte’s windows) suggest that the artist appre-
ciated the value of these formal ideas wherever he encountered them.

While an interest in artificial perspective was characteristic of the
entire century in Europe, it was also a fashion at certain times and
places. The Music Lesson (fig. 168) is one of the most striking instances
of the trend in Delft. It probably dates close to pictures that fea-

ture similarly strong recessions, by artists such as Van Hoogstraten



S T T Tl

-

Fig. 167. Johannes Vermeer, Young Woman with o Wingglass, ca. 1659—60. Oil on canvas, 30/ % 26% in. (77.5 x 66.7 cm). Herzog Anton Ulrich—Museum, Brunswick
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(see fig. 138), Hendrick van Vliet (see cat. no. 84), and Coesermans

(see cat. no. 13). A dating of Vermeer’s canvas to about 1662—63 is
also suggested by its comparatively light and local coloring and by
the textured treatment of passages such as the highlighted edge
of the table-carpet.

The queue of forms on the right, extending from the table to the
chair and viol, the woman, the virginal, and the forms reflected in
the mirror, may be compared with the sequence of figures, four alto-
gether, in Young Woman with a Wineglass (fig. 167). In both pictures,
a white pitcher draws attention to secondary figures: in the latter a
dozing man, who indicates that idleness leads to temptation; and, in
The Music Lesson a painting of Roman Charity, where Cimon’s bound
arms and dependence upon Pero suggest the gentleman caller’s cap-
tivity. He is bound by bars of music, which he evidently sings as well

as hears, and by beauty and desire. From his point of view the young
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Fig. 168. Johannes Vermeer, The Music
Lesson (A Woman at the Vigginal with o
Gentleman), ca. 1662—63. Oil on canvas,
29% X 25% in. (74 X 64.5 cm). Royal
Collection, Her Majesty Queen
Elizabeth II, London

woman appears in profile, looking slightly downward, rather as the
figure in The Letter Reader (fig. 163) appears to the viewer. In each
picture a reflection tempts one further, to succumb to the exquisite,
frustrating pleasures of sight.

Like other paintings by Vermeer, not least those owned by Van
Ruijven (as this one apparently was), The Music Lesson plays with the
notion of voyeurism: art (mirror of nature) and sight itself seduce
the artist, the lover, the viewer, the connoisseur.”™® The glimpse of an
easel in the mirror reveals that the whole image is an artifice,™
depicting what we desire but cannot embrace, like the woman’s
reflection. As has often been observed, Vermeer sets up tables and
other barriers in the foregrounds of his early works to hold the
viewer at a distance. Here perspective performs the same function, as
it does in Maes’s paintings of eavesdroppers spying on lovers.”*°

(Perspective and lovers are also implied in Bramer’s drawing with a



Fig. 169. Johannes Vermeer, Woman in Blue
Reading a Letter, ca. 1663—64. Oil on canvas,
18% X 15% in. (46.6 x 39.1 cm). Rijksmuseum,
Amsterdam

peephole, cat. no. 108.) Vermeer is capable of humor, as is seen in The
Procuress and the Van Mieris—like subject of Young Woman with
Wineglass."* But The Music Lesson is about the lure of the senses,
about love and reverie. Of course, the short title is erroneous: in his
present state of mind the suitor with a fancy baldric and silver-hilted
sword (not the attributes of a music master) would not be capable of
teaching or learning anything.

A small number of pictures by Vermeer that appear to date from
the same period, about 1662-64, were grouped together by Gowing
as the “pearl pictures,” named in honor of the Woman with a Pearl
Necklace in Berlin (fig. 18). The similar compositions include Woman
in Blue Reading a Letter (fig. 169), Woman with o Balance (cat. no. 73),
and Woman with a Lute (cat. no. 72). These works are, remarkably
enough, more noteworthy for their naturalistic qualities than the

paintings of the late 1650s, in large part because even their most striking

passages of observation are subordinated to the impression made by
the whole. The “pearl pictures” are also less obviously composed than
their immediate predecessors; Gowing dared describe them as less
“primitive” in this respect than the Young Woman with a Water Pitcher
(cat. no. 71). That painting’s interlocking shapes and primary colors,
together with the figure’s frozen pose, do create a somewhat sacerdotal
impression, as if forming the framework of an altar devoted to light.
By contrast, the pregnant spaces and large, blending areas of light and
shadow in paintings like Woman with a Pearl Necklace and Woman
with a Balance suggest progress into depth without visible effort. The
figures seem immobile for the moment rather than for all time.

The subject of a woman absorbed in the pleasant task of self-
adornment was well suited to Vermeer’s temperament. Like Ter
Borch (see fig. 17), he was a perceptive invader of privacy, finding in

unguarded moments the most appealing aspects of feminine charm.
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However, the distinctive sensibilities that the two painters brought
to bear upon the theme should not obscure the fact that it was fairly
commonplace in contemporary Dutch, Flemish, French, and English
art. Also popular, significantly, were the theoretically more elevated
subjects of Venus at her toilette, Diana bathing, and Bathsheba
responding to David’s call.”™* In these history pictures we also have
the pleasure of discovering young women in unguarded moments,
performing ablutions or occupied in other personal pursuits. Of
course, the parallel continued in eighteenth-century France, where
a bedroom scene might feature a dashing young gentleman and
an incautious ingenue, or Venus in the embrace of Mars. A telling
moment of synthesis between the two types of genre and history
painting was reached in a celebrated picture by Jan Steen, where the
fair Bathsheba, looking like a lady on loan from Ter Borch, displays
the letter inscribed with King David’s invitation. She almost seems
to be asking the male viewer, “Ts this really from you?”'

In four paintings of the early to mid-1660s, Vermeer placed a

string of pearls on a table next to or spilling out of a jewelry box
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Fig. 170. Johannes Vermeer, A Lady Writing,

ca. 1665-67. Oil on canvas, 17% X 15% in. (45 X 39.9 cm).
National Gallery of Art, Washington, D.C., Gift of
Harry Waldron Havemeyer and Horace Havemeyer,
Jr., in memory of their father, Horace Havemeyer

(cat. nos. 71, 73; figs. 169, 170). Despite the preoccupation with pearls,
no jewelry box appears in Woman with a Pearl Necklace, but a basin, a
brush, and, on the near corner of the table, a comb. A brush and
comb occupy the same position on Ter Borch’s table, while a basin
and a pitcher are held close at hand by the maid. These motifs —
together with the focus upon a mirror — stand for purification, the
need to curry and cleanse the soul. It has been said that Vermeer ex-
changed a “negative” for a “positive” meaning when he eliminated a
map and stringed instrument from the composition.”* But things
are never so simple with Vermeer; he worked intuitively, editing his
work to make it less explicit, more evocative. If the Delft painter’s
use of symbols is generally less obvious than in other artists’ works
it is because of his sympathy for human nature, his instinctive reti-
cence, and his practice of subordinating incidentals to the overall
impression and mood.™

With regard to style and approximate date one could also include
A Lady Writing (fig. 170) among the “pearl pictures”; the limits of the
honorific category are unclear. In these works of the early to mid-1660s,



Fig. 171. Gerard ter Borch, Woman Writing a Letter, ca. 1655. Oil on wood, 15% x
1% in. (39 x 29.5 cm). Koninklijk Kabinet van Schilderijen Mauritshuis, The Hague

Vermeer, then in his early thirties, gradually refined all the qualities
of his mature style. Of course, they were variously emphasized, in
accordance with different subjects. In A Lady Writing, for example,
the play of light and shadow predominates, suggesting (it seems)
intelligence as well as intimacy and a velvety luxury reminiscent of
still lifes by Kalf. In The Concert (fig. 161), by contrast, although it
dates from about the same time (1665-67), perspective and geomet-
ric relationships are emphasized. They underscore the impression of
harmony, which the viewer, watching as if from a doorway, hesitates
to disturb. One does not have the sensation of staring, as in The
Music Lesson (fig. 168), where the vanishing point is coincident with
the woman’s back. In The Concert the recession converges toward the
bare wall above the cittern on the table; the viewer is drawn in a
blocked direction, that is, urged to remain where he is. From a discreet
distance, the observer can contemplate the different kinds of land-
scape painting in the picture — the one idyllic, the other untamed — and
might compare this scene of temperate pleasure with that of merce-
nary love on the wall. Although hardly so staid as Van Vliet’s notion

of harmony in the Van der Dussen family portrait (cat. no. 80),

Vermeer’s canvas also conveys contentment with the licit pleasures of
proper society.

In his orderly designs of the 1660s Vermeer was following a
regional tradition of genre and architectural painting that was asso-
ciated above with Antwerp, Middelburg, and the southern part of
the province of Holland, that is, the Delfland area of Leiden, The
Hague, Delft, and Rotterdam. But like De Hooch, and in their dif-
ferent domain Houckgeest, Van Vliet, and De Witte, Vermeer gave
new life to familiar patterns by closely studying appearances. Ter
Borch’s example (see fig. 17) must have helped him to overcome the
more artificial effects of the South Holland style; the prevalence of
shadows in the older artist’s genre scenes lends them animation and
ambiance — that is, a naturalism not found in the fancy interior views
that Van Bassen and Houckgeest painted in the first half of the cen-
tury. However, Houckgeest himself, before 1650, enriched his archi-
tectural views with convincing interplays of light and shadow (see
fig. 95), and De Witte, De Hooch, and other artists in the 1650s did
the same, to expressive effect.

Of course, the importance of observation, personality, and sheer
talent in Vermeer’s work tends to absolve him from the indignity of
conventional stylistic analysis. The point is simply that he was any-
thing but an innocent eye. Gowing rightly insisted on Vermeer’s

wide-ranging knowledge of what other Dutch artists had done or

Fig. 172. Rembrandt van Rijn, Portrait of a Scholay, 1631. Oil on canvas, 41 x
36% in. (104 x 92 cm). State Hermitage Museum, Saint Petersburg
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were doing at the time, and he understood that it took such sophisti-
cation to paint as if “from life” Vermeer’s style was a new synthesis of
qualities found in Fabritius, Potter, Houckgeest, De Witte, De Hooch,
Ter Borch, Dou, Van Mieris, and a considerable number of other
artists, whose every contribution he reexamined in the light of his
own visual, intellectual, and emotional experience. This is nearly the
opposite process from the one often imagined for the painter—that
he worked like a photographer nudging optical information in dif-
ferent aesthetic directions. Vermeer was firstly an artist of a particular
time and place, who like several of his colleagues became fascinated
with certain aspects of visual experience. These were incorporated
into existing patterns of picture making and promptly became stylis-
tic conventions themselves. It was the presence in the studio not of
a camera but of the same artist that accounts for the repetition of
optical effects and illusionistic devices in Vermeer’s work. They vary
considerably in their relation to what might have been seen, like the
pointillé of sunlight which is sprinkled onto brightly illuminated
bread (in cat. no. 68) but also is splashed on the shadowy side of a
boat (see fig. 23). Especially telling is the schematization, the short-
hand notation of light effects in late works by Vermeer (see cat. no. 77),
where a tapestry, including its sequins of sunlight, may resemble a
tapestry cartoon and where one can barely distinguish between “real”
highlights on satin and faux marbling on wood.

When one sees Vermeer as an artist of the Delft school his patrons
can be envisioned as well. For however much the painter’s distinctive
qualities reflected his own disposition and experience they were also
largely in accord with the interests of contemporary connoisseurs.
Close description, whether “illusionistic” or not, was appreciated in
Vermeer’s day, not as an alternative to style (the view, effectively, of
Thoré-Biirger, Henry James, and many later critics of Dutch art),
but as itself a style, an aesthetic alternative."® Indeed, the naturalistic
manner, when practiced on the level of Dou, Van Mieris, or Vermeer,
required extraordinary amounts of time and concentration, and the
promise of (or independence from) patronage. Certain kinds of
description were considered challenges, to be taken up as oppor-
tunities for virtuoso display. Ter Borch and Van Mieris were among
the artists who specialized in the rendering of fine fabrics, with their
shifting tonalities and elusive textures.”” The Leiden painters seized,
indeed invented, opportunities to study reflections in metal and glass
and to distinguish between the surfaces of stone, wood, plaster,
leather, skin, and other materials, including fabrics ranging from
silk and satin to fur and wool. Dou’s Self-Portrait of about 1665
(fig. 288) constitutes such an exercise, and for good measure points
out the superiority of painting over sculpture. As in other self-
portraits, Dou presents himself as a learned artist, achieving immor-
tality through fame.” But that familiar theme could have been
embodied in prose or an engraving. The painting serves as a testa-
ment of craftsmanship.
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Vermeer demonstrates his own art of painting in The At of Paint-
ing (cat. no. 76), which of course is also an allegory of painting as a
liberal art. There is a remarkable array of materials differently
described, despite the artist’s optical rather than tactile approach. It
seems consistent with this different predisposition that Vermeer
eliminates Dou’s kind of illusionism at the picture plane, with its
relieflike and one-better-than-relieflike effects, and instead treats
three-dimensional space as an image at a certain distance, where light
suggests the nature of objects without surveying them in detail. The
items that Dou sets forth like arguments in the foreground are
shown unassertively on the table by Vermeer, whose tapestry, chan-
delier, map, and model surpass any passage of painting by the Leiden
artist. Everything in the Delft master’s picture is crafted to look per-
fectly natural, as if the studied ease of the courtier (as defined in
Baldassare Castiglione’s then-famous book) had been transformed
into a manner of making art.

There are many such instances of virtuoso painting in Vermeer’s
work, like the window and the metal objects in Young Woman with a
Wagter Pitcher (cat. no. 71) and the celebrated threads in the fore-
ground of The Lacemaker (fig. 173), which have inconspicuous ante-
cedents in the tapestry in The Avt of Painting. That the same passages
testify to an intense interest in observation, including “optical”
effects (blurred highlights, shifts in focus, and so on), would have
only added to their contemporary appeal as displays of artistry. The
modern notion that Vermeer in some sense transcribed what he saw
with his eyes or with an optical device ignores the fact that his own
style remains recognizable throughout, and underestimates the tech-
nical difficulty of describing things as he does.

As one follows Vermeer through the last decade of his life (from
about 1665 to 1675) it becomes harder to say what is typical of Delft,
of the painter, and of Dutch painting in general. Perhaps his synthe-
sis of sophistication and understatement, or refinement and reserve,
reflects the ideals of Delft society, or at least that sector of society in
Delft and The Hague with which Vermeer aspired to associate (at
least as an artist). The supposition would hardly require one to con-
clude that Vermeer altered his own inclinations to suit connoisseurs,
any more than Rubens or Rembrandt did. At the same time, the evi-
dence strongly linking Vermeer to amateurs and collectors of a cer-
tain class —not only Van Ruijven but also Balthasar de Monconys,
Pieter Teding van Berkhout, Constantijn Huygens, Diego Duarte
(see pp. 8-9), and perhaps the distinguished Delft residents Gerard
van Berckel (ca. 1620-1686) and Nicolaes van Assendelft (1630-1692;
see the discussion under cat. nos. 78, 79) —must be taken seriously.”

There have been alternative hypotheses, to be sure, and they gen-
erally underscore the difficulty of assessing something so broad and
ambiguous as the character of a culture, especially after it already
has been interpreted to suit the values of later societies (for which

Dutch art might represent the triumph of the individual, democracy,



capitalism, the middle class, empirical science, and so on).”° For

example, it has been suggested that Vermeer’s art reflects more suc-
cessfully than any other painter’s the “quiet, peaceful and domestic
atmosphere” of Dutch life in general, and specifically “the self-con-
tained character of the Dutch bourgeoisie,” after the country became
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officially independent (1648).”" If so, one can only marvel at how the
tenor of patrician life in Delft spread around the country, despite the
economically and politically troubled times.”** Conversely, Vermeer’s
“classicism” and his apparent rationalism have been associated with
French art and philosophy,™? although there is no evidence that the
painter was familiar with Poussinist pictures or with foreign lan-
guages. The latest argument along these lines is also the most ex-
treme. In a recent description of Young Woman with a Water Pitchey,
for example, several items of interior decoration, like the leaded win-
dow, carpeted table, and mounted map, rise above their normal

significance as status symbols to “become vehicles for creating a

Fig. 173. Johannes Vermeer, The Lacemaker,
ca. 1669—70. Oil on canvas, 9% x 8% in. (24.5 X
21 cm). Musée du Louvre, Paris

sense of nature’s underlying order”"** The reference to “nature” in
this residential context recalls contemporary garden design, where
geometric forms and graceful order were also admired. However,
Vermeer’s preoccupations with “perspective, proportion, and subtle
compositional adjustments™ are said to follow (according to the same
line of thought) not from current fashions but from his personal
“Interest in cartography, music, geography, astronomy, and optics,
the study of which inevitably introduced him to Neoplatonic con-
cepts of measure and harmony”"*

Unfortunately, we do not know if any of the twenty-five books
“of all kinds” cited in Vermeer’s estate dealt with such high-minded

subjects.®

The allusions made in several of his pictures suggest that
he was not unread, at least in fields directly relevant to the matters at
hand. And Vermeer probably had a few well-schooled acquaintances,
in particular Huygens (who corresponded with Descartes and Mer-

senne).””” But there seems no reason to rank Vermeer with learned
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Fig. 174. Johannes Vermeer, The Geographer, 1669. Oil on canvas, 20% x 17'%s in.
(52 x 45.5 cm). Stidelsches Kunstinstitut, Frankfurt am Main

artists like Rubens and Poussin; he probably had some second-
hand notions of contemporary science and philosophy, but they
appear to have had little bearing on his style. The very qualities that
comprise Vermeer’s so-called classicism —a term that has nothing to
do with other aspects of his work— had been favored in Delft and
The Hague for decades: perspective, proportion, restrained action
and expression, a sense of order, and in some cases “measure and har-
mony” (as in cat. no. 80).”**

Of course, there is much more to Vermeer’s art than these qualities.
The great majority of his subjects reflect a certain level of Dutch society.
It is not always obvious to the modern eye, surveying Vermeer’s
comparatively spare interiors, that their appointments are mostly lux-
urious: tapestries, imported table-carpets, curtains, paintings, large
maps, tiled floors, chandeliers, silver-gilt and porcelain vessels, musical
instruments, jewelry boxes, and so on. The very scale of Vermeer’s
rooms, intimate though he makes them appear, reveals a standard of
living quite beyond the reach of the “Dutch bourgeoisie” In Woman
in Blue Reading a Letter (fig. 169), the flood of light from the left and
the size and placement of the map imply tall windows and high ceil-
ings, as in recently built town houses; even the finest seventeenth-
century residences in Delft would not have had the sense of space
suggested in this painting (and depicted in detail in The Music Lesson).
The modish and attractive young woman —a male viewer of the period
would immediately notice that she is beautiful — is absorbed in a love

letter; the look of pleasure on her face, her tight hold on the sheet of

166 VERMEER AND THE DELFT SCHOOL

Fig. 175. Johannes Vermeer, The Astronomer, 1668. Oil on canvas, 190%s X 17% 1n.
(50 X 45 cm). Musée du Louvre, Paris

paper, and her perfectly natural immobility make it hard to look away
(as does the structure of the composition). A string of pearls lies by the
large jewelry box. In 1660 Samuel Pepys paid 47 pounds for a pearl
necklace, and in 1666 he paid 8o pounds for another, which at the
time amounted to about 45 and 8oo guilders, respectively.”*° The
reader will recall from chapter 1 that in 1663 Monconys was shown a
single-figure painting by Vermeer for which 600 guilders had been
paid and that he considered the price outrageous.™'

Vermeer’s cast of characters is quite restricted, which has encour-
aged fruitless and essentially misguided attempts to identify some
of his figures as people he knew."** It has been noted that, unlike
De Hooch, this father of eleven never depicted children, except for
two generic specimens in The Little Street (cat. no. 69). Perhaps more
to the point are the class distinctions and age discrimination in
the artist’s oeuvre. With the exception of Study of & Young Woman
(cat. no. 75) and the celebrated Girl with a Pearl Enrving (fig. 285; see
the discussion under cat. no. 75) —which are zronies, not meant as
reflections of Vermeer’s society — no one is under twenty years of age
in his pictures, or over about thirty-five (with the possible exception
of two servants). The maids are mostly well dressed — too much so
in A Maid Asleep (cat. no. 67) —and even the men have fussed over
their hair and clothing, or affected that chic sign of leisure, the
“Japanese” robe (fig. 175)."

A person of the period would also have admired the behavior of
the people in Vermeer’s pictorial world. It is not just that they have



learned their manners; his men and women grew up with them.
Verkolje’s couple playing backgammon in the Mauritshuis picture
(cat. no. 63) —something, one senses, that Vermeer’s protagonists
would prefer not to do — have been interrupted by a regimental mes-
senger who calls the dashing officer to duty. The young lovers react
immediately; like the dog, they turn and stare, and emotion, not
reason, shapes their lips and eyes. It is hard to imagine the couple in
The Music Lesson (fig. 168) behaving in quite the same way. Another
one of Vermeer’s women, receiving an unexpected missive at her
writing desk (fig. 286), lifts her fingers to her chin and is, although
not unaffected, giving the matter thought. By contrast, the gesture
of Verkolje’s young lady —at least she has dressed the part— seems
very nearly vulgar (like her chair, in the latest Amsterdam style). Her
profil perdu (as in the Vermeer) was ultimately derived from Ter
Borch, but something has been Jost in translation, an impression of
naturalness rather than calculation, and an assumption about the
intelligence of the male viewer. He is instantly seduced by Verkolje’s
woman, but he is haunted by Vermeer’s.

Vermeer admired intelligence and its social signs, such as candor and
discretion. The motifs of writing, reading, and receiving letters, which
comprised one of the most fashionable and potentially evocative themes
in Dutch genre painting during the 1650s and 1660s, were treated by
the Delft artist with such subtlety that one overlooks their obvious
sources. In A Lady Writing (fig. 170), for example, Vermeer trans-
formed a composition developed by Ter Borch (fig. 171), whose inter-
pretations were already the most nuanced of the day, by blending 1t
with a standard pose in Dutch and Flemish scholar portraits (fig. 172).
In retrospect, this seems a simple stroke of genius, but Vermeer’s
image of a confident and clear-sighted woman emerged in a different
manner, from a constant stream of intuitions and artistic knowledge.

Of course, Vermeer himself depicted scholars in his slightly later
canvases The Astronomer and The Geographer (figs. 174, 175). The two
pictures have been described implausibly as portraits of the Delft
microscopist Anthony van Leeuwenhoek,** but together they repre-
sent the type of person he attempted to be, an amateur of several sci-
ences, such as astronomy, geography, navigation, and so on. It seems
likely that the paintings were made as pendants and that they were
commissioned by or intended for someone with Van Leeuwenhoek’s
(or Christiaan Huygens’s) interests."** Cornelis de Man, partly in re-
sponse to Vermeer, painted several pictures of scholars in their studies,
all of them genre scenes, not portraits (see fig. 176)."° As in Vermeer’s
paintings, stylish attire and the interior itself confirm the patrician
nature of such private pursuits (as do Pepys’s reports of his household
hobbies and dinner conversations)."” Terrestrial and celestial globes
(which may be read as pendants in Vermeer’s pictures) were such
familiar attributes of learned artists as well as learned gentlemen that it
is not at all surprising to find the two paintings by Vermeer described
in a Rotterdam sale of 1713 as “A work depicting a Mathematical
Artist, by vander Meer,” and “A ditto by the same”™*®

Contemplative expressions are the norm in images of this kind.
But Vermeer appears to have gone deeper into the subject, sug-
gesting, for example, that these intellectual endeavors support both
a contemplative and an active life (such as sailing the seas). In The
Astvonomer, a painting of the finding of Moses, the infant sailor who
was occasionally described in Vermeer’s time as “the oldest geogra-
pher;” hangs on the rear wall. Klaas van Berkel suggests persuasively
that the picture in the Louvre represents “two very different types
of seventeenth-century knowledge, the new beside the old [Mosaic
science], the strictly calculated beside the contemplative, knowledge
beside wisdom™*® The Geographer gives the same impression; in-
deed, the greater emphasis upon contemplation (if not ancient learn-
ing) appears to have been placed there. It could be said, in summary,
that the two pictures have the same meaning, that the two figures are
one and the same. He is the contemporary scholar and gentleman,
who draws upon the wisdom of the ages as well as his own experi-
ence. And so, in his own way, did Vermeer.

The range of style and technique in Vermeer’s late work is illus-
trated by these paintings (which, suitably, are among the more de-
scriptive), by the abbreviated forms found in The Lacemaker, The
Guitar Player, and The Love Letter (fig. 177), and by the broad, almost
brittle modeling of the figures in Lady Writing a Letter with Her
Muaid (fig. 178), with its “unarguable, unfeeling fall of light”*° (See

“also the discussion under cat. nos. 77-79, on the Metropolitan

Fig. 176. Cornelis de Man, Geggraphers at Work, ca. 1670. Oil on canvas, 31 x
26% in. (81 x 68 cm). Kunsthalle, Hamburg
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177. Johannes Vermeer, The Love Letter, ca. 1669—70. Oil on canvas, 17% X 15 in.
(44 x 38 cm). Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam

Museuny’s Allegory of the Faith and the two late pictures of women
playing virginals in the National Gallery, London.) Vermeer’s late
manner has been associated with everything from the camera
obscura to Neoplatonic philosophy (these two hypothetical factors
in the same breath). And recently one scholar has also insisted that
the artist’s tendency toward abstraction in works of about 1669
onward was “in many ways a natural outgrowth of his own stylistic
evolution,” a kind of brilliant inbreeding, which may be ascribed
solely to “Vermeer’s own artistic inclinations, and not the demands
of a patron””" But however rare an artist Vermeer may have been, it
seems permissible to think that even his style might have varied with
contemporary taste, as well as with his personal interests and circum-
stances. What would the contemporary theorist Gerard de Lairesse
have said of the modern judgment that Vermeer’s work in the early
1670s represents a falling oft? As Claus Kemmer has shown, De
Lairesse advocated not only the emulation of antiquity and the treat-
ment of history subjects but also an elevated kind of genre painting,
in which the figures are “cleansed of all imperfections™: their poses
are “well mannered,” and passions play over their features in a way
that reveals good breeding as well as the feelings of the moment.”
Perhaps Vermeer had similar views in mind when he conceived a few
of his later pictures. Several genre painters of the period moved in the
same direction, away from illusionism and toward abstraction, decora-

tion, or stylization, as is obvious enough in the oeuvres of Van
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Hoogstraten, Van Mieris, Netscher, Eglon van der Neer, and (in Delft)
De Man and Verkolje (sce cat. nos. 42, 63). If this trend still appears in
some ways personal to Vermeer, it may be because it remains closely
linked with his interest in the behavior of light and with the meaning
of his subjects — for example, an allegory of the Catholic faith.

Lady Writing a Letter with Her Maid (fig. 178) is no exception, to
judge from its mood, its apparent meaning, and its stoic style. As if
responding to De Lairesse’s opinions (which were shared by other
critics, such as Constantijn Huygens and Jan de Bisschop in The
Hague),”

The precise purpose of her mistress’s letter is unclear; the subject does

the sober maid seems to control her feelings with dignity.

not appear to involve a social situation so much as individual behavior
and character. On the wall in the background, a painting of The
Finding of Moses (much enlarged from its scale in The Astronomer)
may offer a comparison between the biblical episode (Exod. 2:5-10)
and contemporary life. Pharaoh’s daughter sends a maid to the Hebrew
women, acting in the best interests of everyone concerned. Perhaps
Vermeer’s canvas, like several others in his ocuvre, is about people
behaving admirably when their emotions or personal desires might have
set them on another course. This late picture was not owned by Van
Ruijven; it passed from the artist’s widow to the Delft baker Hendrick
van Buyten, whom she owed more than 600 guilders for bread."*
To some extent Vermeer’s tendency to simplify his technique in
works of the 1670s may have been influenced by economic consider-
ations. His paintings of the 1660s required great investments of time,

. . C
concentration, and in some cases materials.’’

These points were
appreciated by critics and connoisseurs; according to Joachim von
Sandrart, Gerard Dou not only received an annual stipend from
Pieter Spiering Silvercroon but also charged him 6 guilders per hour
for work on his finely executed pictures, which added up to between
600 and 1,000 guilders apiece.™

This level of the art market disappeared in 1672, when the Dutch
economy was devastated by a French invasion and the English war.
In the summer of 1675 Vermeer borrowed 1,000 guilders from an
Amsterdam merchant. He was buried on December 16 of the same
year, at the age of forty-three. Two years later, on July 27, 1677, his
wife testified that in the last few years of his life the artist could not
sell his own pictures or those by others which he had on hand.
Becausc of this and “the very great burden of [his] children, having
nothing of his own, he had lapsed into such decay and decadence,
which he had so taken to heart that, as if he had fallen into a frenzy,

in a day and a half he had gone from being healthy to being dead””

Vermeer created in his paintings a more perfect world than any he
had ever witnessed. Poverty, disease, age, despair, and the large-scale
calamities that occasionally afflicted Delft left no trace upon his
human subjects, who are concerned with love, beauty, the arts and

sciences, spiritual life, and worldly pleasure in moderation. It could



Fig. 178. Johannes Vermeer, Lady Writing a Letter with Her Maid, ca. 1670. Oil on canvas, 28% x 23% in. (72.2 X 59.7 cm).
National Gallery of Ireland, Dublin, Bequest of Sir Alfred Beit

be said, in summary, that the artist depicted a patrician ideal, and
that he was the last of several Delft painters to do so.

Delft never recovered from its steady loss of industry during the
seventeenth century; the production of beer and linen declined pre-
cipitously after about 1675. Faience manufacture slowed the recession
during Vermeer’s lifetime but, as in the textile business, foreign com-
petition and changes in taste (in favor of French and English fabrics
and of German and Oriental porcelain) led to ruin and a drastic loss
of population, especially in the 1680s and 1690s. Delft in the eigh-

teenth century was a city of small-scale artisans and shopkeepers,

serving large farms and wealthy landowners in the surrounding area.
A scholar who has studied that period, looking back at Delft’s golden
(or gilded) age, notes that “investment in art, particularly paintings
.. . china, coins, jewellery or other gold and silver objects, rarely
amounted to much and only formed a small part of the individual’s

total wealth in the higher tax groups>™®

Most inventories of the
seventeenth century in Delft support this observation; the leading
families held wealth even more astutely than they dispensed it.*® In
the end, few aspects of life in the city proved so fragile as the arts,

except for peace of mind and life itself.
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6. Drawing and Printmaking in Delft
during the Seventeenth Century

MICHIEL C. PLOMP

HE ARTS OF DRAWING AND

printmaking are not usually associ-

ated with seventeenth-century Delft.
The two greatest artists in that city of famous
painters, Johannes Vermeer and Pieter de
Hooch, left to posterity no works on paper,
and only a few have been attributed to Carel
Fabritius and one to Cornelis de Man. On
the other hand, the highly idiosyncratic history
painter Leonaert Bramer almost overcom-
pensated for his fellow townsmen’s neglect of
the graphic arts by producing some 1,300
drawings, and, though less prolific, several
other seventeenth-century Delft artists took
up the drawing pen or the burin, includ-
ing Jacob Willemsz Delff the Younger, Gerard
Houckgeest, Anthonie Palamedesz, Johannes Verkolje, and Hendrick
van Vliet. Christiaen van Couwenbergh, Evert van Aelst, and Pieter
van Asch also made a few interesting drawings. Taken together, the
works on paper by all these Delft artists cover a wide range of sub-
jects, from still lifes to church interiors and from single-figure studies
of soldiers to elegant fétes champétres.

Artists from out of town also made drawings in and of Delft dur-
ing the seventeenth century. Balthasar van der Ast, Paulus Potter, and
Adam Pynacker all lived in the city or were at least members of the
municipality’s Guild of Saint Luke for a few years. They had a
significant influence on the development of the fine arts in Delft and
produced drawings while in residence, some of which are remarkably
beautiful. A handful of extant topographical drawings by Gerbrand
van den Eeckhout, Jan de Bisschop, Jan van Goyen, Jan van Kessel,
Herman Saftleven, and Jan van de Velde are testimony that these
important artists from elsewhere also visited Delft during their

careers. Indeed, they recorded alleyways and thoroughfares with a

Opposite: Fig. 179. Detail, Leonaert Bramer, A Scene from Francisco Quevedo’s
Spanish Dreams, 1659 (fig. 185a).

Delftware plaque with The Temptation of Christ
(fig. 213)

fresh and observant eye —something that few
native artists ever did (see cat. nos. 99-102,
113, 114, 116, 117, 124, 125).

The comings and goings of out-of-town
artists make it difficult to get a clear notion of
what exactly happened in Delft in the field of
the graphic arts. That is probably the reason
why no study of this kind has ever been
undertaken. Despite the difficulties, bringing
together all the art on paper made in one city
during the course of a single century turns
out to be a task that expands and enriches
one’s knowledge of all the arts of the period.
In the case of Delft, the search produced sev-
eral unexpected finds. Not least of the re-
wards of the experience has been the
satisfaction of establishing that Delft was by no means a city of

painters only.

In the late Middle Ages Delft rivaled Utrecht as the most important
center for illustrated manuscripts in the northern Netherlands.
Among the city’s finest illuminators during this flourishing period
was, at the beginning of the fifteenth century, the famous Master of
the Morgan Infancy Cycle (active ca. 1415-25) and, at the end, the
Master of the Wodhull-Haberton Hours (active ca. 1490-95). One of
the most prestigious manuscripts from the region, the Breviary of
Beatrijs van Assendelft, long thought to be from Utrecht, has proved
to be from a Delft studio. In the early sixteenth century the craft
waned in Delft as the printed book gained ascendancy.'

Despite a relatively robust economy, Delft in the sixteenth cen-
tury was artistically something of a backwater. There were no innova-
tive artists to be found locally, and most of the prestigious
commissions—for instance, at the Nieuwe Kerk and Oude Kerk—
went to painters from other cities, such as Maerten van Heemskerck
(1498-1574) from Haarlem, Jan van Scorel (1495-1562) from Utrecht,
and Pieter Aertsen (1507/8-1575) from Amsterdam. Some relatively
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Fig. 180. Jacob Willemsz Delff, The Crucifixion with Portraits of the Donor and
His Family, ca. 1585—90. Pen and brown ink and blue wash squared for transfer
in black chalk, ¢ x 13% in. (22.9 x 35 cm). Rijksprentenkabinet, Rijksmuseum,
Amsterdam

well known and accomplished artists living and working in Delft
during this period were the history painter Anthonie Blocklandt
(1533/34—1583), the sculptor Willem Danielsz van Tetrode (ca. 1525~
1580), and, early in his career, the portraitist Michiel Jansz van
Miereveld (1567-1641). Only the latter remained faithful to the city
all his life; the other two moved elsewhere after several years. No
Delft drawings by Blocklandt or Van Tetrode are known.” Some
examples have been attributed to Van Miereveld, but none is in-
disputable. This is not to say that little drawing was done in Delft
during the sixteenth century. On the contrary, probably a great
many sketches and working drawings were produced. These, how-
ever, had no value outside the studio, and when their usefulness
had passed (sometimes after decades of service), they were in all like-
lihood discarded.

In 1536 a fire swept through Delft, reducing much of it to ashes
(see fig. 28). Thirty years later, in 1566, groups of fanatical Calvinists
now known as Iconoclasts roamed the city, destroying paintings,
sculptures, and other sorts of church decoration. These dreadful
events largely obliterated Delft’s art of that period. As a result, it is
difficult to gain knowledge about Delft draftsmanship during the six-
teenth century. Only recently have some late anonymous or mis-
attributed sixteenth-century drawings been recognized as the works
of Delft artists. One example is The Crucifixion with Povtraits of the
Donor and His Family (fig. 180) by Jacob Willemsz Delff the Elder
(ca. 1550—1601).> This sheet, which was recognized as Delff’s about a
decade ago, is the only known drawing by this artist. The very small
known oeuvre of works on paper— not even five securely attributed
drawings—by the Delft-born painter of kitchen still lifes Pieter
Cornelisz van Rijck (1568—after February 17, 1635) was augmented in
1981 by a sheet that was earlier thought to be Venetian (cat. no. 123).
It was long known from archival sources that the Haarlem painter
Karel van Mander the Elder (1548-1606) had made several designs
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Fig. 181. Hans Bol, View from a Bridge at Delfganw, probably 1580s. Silverpoint

on prepared cream-colored surface, $76 X 16 in. (12.8 X 40.6 cm). British
Museum, London

for the Delft tapissier Frangois Spiering (1549/51-1631). Only ten
years ago an uncolored drawing made for Spiering by Van Mander
was rediscovered (cat. no. 118).

Both Van Mander and Spiering originally came from Flanders. As
in many Dutch cities, Flemish immigration considerably quickened
the pulse of artistic life in Delft during the last quarter of the six-
teenth century. Thanks largely to this influx of talent from the south-
ern Netherlands, membership in the Delft Guild of Saint Luke
doubled: in 1569 it totaled thirty-nine and in 1613 nearly one hun-
dred.* The differentiation and development of the various genres of
painting intensified at this time. Hans Jordaens (1555/60-1630)
brought from Antwerp to Delft a less austere and more intimate and
decorative manner of depicting scenes from ancient history, mythol-
ogy, or the Bible. Jordaens also virtually single-handedly introduced
landscape painting to the city, followed by Willem van den Bundel
from Brussels (ca. 1577-1655) and Jacob Jansz van Geel from Middel-
burg (1584/85—after 1638). Bartholomeus van Bassen (ca. 1500-1652),
who in all likelihood came from The Hague, was the first artist who
specialized in architectural painting in Delft. Hardly any drawings
survive by these immigrants. A rare exception is a silverpoint study
of a village on the eastern outskirts of Delft by Hans Bol (1534-
1593), View from a Bridge at Delfgauw (fig. 181). The draftsman from
Mechelen probably made this delightful, unpretentious landscape
during a brief stay in Delft in the 1580s.°

The Flemish immigrant who had perhaps the greatest influence
on Delft’s arts and economy alike was the previously mentioned
Frangois Spiering. Son of an Antwerp burgomaster, he came to the
city in 1582. In Antwerp he had headed a flourishing tapestry work-
shop, and the city fathers, eager to attract such an important industry
and such a gifted craftsman within the walls of Delft, offered him the
former Saint Agnes Convent as his place of business (see fig. 344.).6

Spiering, who worked primarily for princely clients (seldom for



Dutch burghers), made Delft famous around the world as a center
for superb tapestries. His draftsmen made the tapestry designs and
the full-size cartoons. The weavers worked from these large car-
toons—usually divided into strips’ —which were put under the
warps. The height or the width of a tapestry could be adjusted by
adding or leaving out strips. For the most part based on prints or
drawings, the cartoons were generally reused, sometimes for dec-
ades. Precious tapestries, like those from Spiering’s studio, were
based on special designs. In city records for the year 1613 four paint-
ers were registered in Delft as tapestry designers. In all likelihood, all
four worked for Spiering. Two of them, Franchoys Verhulst and
Hans Verlinden, both from Mechelen and both of whom died in
1624, were mentioned specifically as watercolor painters (waterverw-
schilders). Presumably they made tapestry cartoons, for which water-
color was the customary medium.

Unfortunately, none of these large cartoons from Delft has ever
come to light. The only design that we know was made for a
Spiering tapestry is the drawing by Karel van Mander mentioned
above, a scene from Amadis de Gaule (cat. no. 118). Van Mander was
living in Haarlem at the time, for when the need arose, the studio
employed artists from other cities. The famous marine painter
Hendrick Cornelisz Vroom (1566-1639/40), also from Haarlem,
made several designs for Spiering, too, as did the Amsterdam resi-
dent David Vinckboons (1576—-1632?) in all likelihood. Two horizon-
tal drawings, The Clemency of Scipio (fig. 182) and Quintus Fabius
Mascimus Cunctator Approaches His Son on Foot, also by Vinckboons,
have been proposed as tapestry designs executed for Spiering.*

During the first half of the seventeenth century a small group of
connoisseurs in the northern Netherlands began to acknowledge the
beauty and importance of works on paper by collecting them. Long
before that, of course, artists had been gathering drawings and prints
to use in their work and also for pleasure. But now the Dutch Aefheb-

ber (art amateur) entered the picture. Among these early collectors

Fig. 182. David Vinckboons, The Clemency of Scipio, ca. 1610. Pen and dark brown ink with gray and blue wash, with touches of magenta wash on the left, on two pieces

were, in Delft, Johan Hoogenhouck, Joris Claesz Tristram, and
Willem de Langue (fig. 215). An important art dealer in the city,
Abraham de Cooge, traded specifically in drawings as well.” The fact
that some drawings made for Spiering’s tapestry studio have been
preserved is probably an indication of this relatively new interest.’
One consequence of this development was that artists handled their
drawings with more care, and—perhaps even more importantly—
some of them started to make drawings specifically for these new
connoisseurs and collectors or on commission or for the open mar-
ket. As a rule these drawings were highly finished, sometimes col-

ored, and often signed.

The following discussion of the draftsmen and printmakers who
were active in seventeenth-century Delft is organized according to
the different kinds of subjects that were popular in Holland at that
time. One consequence of this approach is that we shall encoun-
ter some artists repeatedly. Before taking up their story, however,
we must shed some light on the kind of training in drawing and
printmaking that was available at the time. Naturally, most artists
learned drawing during their apprenticeship with an elder colleague.
Some pupils studied with a master to whom they were not related.
Examples of this type of contractual arrangement, which might
include board and lodging, are Floris de la Fée’s with Hendrick van
Vliet or the unknown Aryen Verboom’s with Anthonie Palamedesz."
In most cases, however, the master-pupil relationship was based
on family ties. Hendrick van Vliet studied with his uncle Willem van
Vliet, and Willem van Aelst also apprenticed with an uncle, Evert
van Aelst (1602-1657). Anthonie Palamedesz taught his younger
brother Palamedes Palamedesz (1607-1638).

Learning how to draw was necessary not only for future painters,
printmakers, and sculptors but also for such artisans as glassmakers,

embroiderers, faience makers, and joiners.” The pupil started out by

copying prints, then drawings, and then paintings. Subsequently
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of paper, 7% x 24% in. (18.4 x 63 cm). Royal Collection, Her Majesty Queen Elizabeth I, Windsor
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came drawing from clay and plaster models. Finally he reached the
last step, drawing from life and, most importantly, the human fig-
ure.” This was the official, theoretical course of study. In practice, it
was certainly not that rigid. It is interesting that in the middle of the
century in Delft, along with the traditional master-pupil course of
study, there existed some sort of class in which a number of boys
learned how to draw. The almost-seventy-year-old Cornelis Daecmen
Rietwijck (1589/90-1660) ran a school where boys probably going
into any craft occupation could get basic training in the art of draw-
ing.** It is rather unlikely that these students ever drew after a nude
model. This, however, did happen in Delft, as we know from a rather
amusing document. A notarial deposition of 1652 has come down to
us in which witnesses testified that the petitioner had been accused
of letting herself be painted naked and that she had earned quite a
bit of money by doing so.”

Historical Subjects

In addition to the Flemish impact on the art of the northern
Netherlands in the early seventeenth century, there was also a strong
Italian influence. One traveled to Rome to see the remains of classi-
cal antiquity and to admire the masterpieces of the Renaissance.
Many Dutch painters set out on the journey south, among them sev-
eral Delft artists, including in the sixteenth century, for example,
Hubert Jacobsz Grimani (1562/63-1631), Willem Danielsz van
Tetrode, and Abraham Apersz van der Houve (1576—1621). Their

work—the little of it that remains—is strongly Mannerist. Back in

Fig. 183. Leonaert Bramer, The Betrayal of Christ,
1637. Brush and black ink, gray and black wash
with black chalk on prepared gray paper, 8 x
10% in. (20.3 X 27.3 cm). Private collection,
New York
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Holland, artists such as these, with their international polish and
knowledge of foreign culture, could have a strong influence on the
local artistic community. Michiel van Miereveld, for example, who
had never been in Italy, started his career with Mannerist history
pieces that show Italian influence (see fig. 39); only later on would
he make his move into the field in which he is now most famous,
portraiture. We know of two prints with historical subjects from Van
Miereveld’s early period: Jesus and the Samaritan Woman and Judith
with the Head of Holofernes. Although they were described at length in
1604 by the biographer of northern artists Karel van Mander, these
prints curiously enough have not been identified.”®

During the first decades of the seventeenth century the journey to
Ttaly was still of paramount importance, especially for history paint-
ers such as the Delft artists Adriaen Cornelisz Linschoten (ca. 1608—
1677), Leonaert Bramer (1596-1674), Pieter Anthonisz Groenewegen
(ca. 1600-1658?), and possibly Christiaen van Couwenbergh (1604~
1667).”7 Bramer and Groenewegen were among the founding mem-
bers of the Bentvueghels, as the members of the Schildersbent—an
association of Netherlandish artists in Rome—called themselves.
Other Delft artists who visited Italy were Pieter van Bronckhorst
(1588—1661), Cornelis de Man (1621-1706), and Willem van Aelst
(1627-1683 or later). Some of these travelers became involved in the
life of the country and were deeply influenced by its art. According
to the early-eighteenth-century biographer Arnold Houbraken,
Linschoten studied for two years with the famous Neapolitan
painter Jusepe de Ribera. Bramer, who stayed thirteen years in Italy,

came back to Delft an accomplished painter of frescoes. Willem van




Aelst became court painter to Ferdinand II de” Medici, grand duke of
Tuscany. Among these Italianate Dutchmen there were still-life
painters, landscapists, and genre painters, but most of them special-
ized in history painting.

Van Couwenbergh and Bramer were strongly influenced by the art
of Caravaggio and his followers. They imitated the realism, the color
schemes, the large scale and vitality of his figures, and the
chiaroscuro he favored (see fig. 183). Other Delft painters whose
work shows some influence from Caravaggesque art were Willem
van Vliet (ca. 1584-1642) and, for a short period, Emanuel de Witte
(ca. 1616-1691/92). These last two artists, who had not been to Italy,
were introduced to the style either by their fellow townsmen or
by painters from Utrecht (in the Netherlands, Caravaggism was
primarily a Utrecht phenomenon). So similar, for instance, are Van
Couwenbergh’s paintings to the work of such Utrecht masters as
Gerard van Honthorst (1592-1656) and Dirck van Baburen (1590/95~
1624) that it is likely he studied in their hometown in the mid-1620s.
Willem van Vliet has also been linked with Utrecht.”

Apart from Bramer’s, scarcely any drawings are known by these
Delft Caravaggists, and it is doubtful that they made many. In
archival sources there are no references to such works."” Indeed, it is
striking that neither Caravaggio himself, nor his Italian followers,
nor the Utrecht Caravaggists had a penchant for drawing.** Presum-
ably they took up the drawing pen only for very special projects, for
example, a book produced for a festive occasion, such as an album
amicovum (friendship album). It is indeed a piece of good fortune
that such a volume has turned up recently and can now be seen at the
Fogg Art Museum in Cambridge, Massachusetts, thanks to a generous
donation by George and Maida Abrams. So great is the proportion
of Delft drawings in the Abrams Album, which dates for the most
part from the 1630s, that it may have originated at Delft (cat. no. 94).
Unfortunately, it is not known for whom or why it was made.”

In the Abrams Album are drawings by three Delft Caravag-
gists. Two are by Bramer, Sleeping Diana and Reading Couple. Van
Couwenbergh and De Witte each contributed one—Diana (fig. 184)
and Medusa (cat. no. 94), respectively—and they are the only draw-
ings known by these artists.”* Both sheets are executed in black chalk.
Couwenbergh’s robust goddess is entirely in the style of his painted
oeuvre. De Witte’s intriguing sheet with Medusa seen from the back
is not unlike his early history paintings. Unfortunately, the fact that
both drawings are unique does not permit us to draw any stylistic
conclusions. For example, seeing these works one might think that
both artists were very careful, almost prudent, draftsmen. However,
there is no other significant evidence for that. Bramer’s two contribu-
tions to the Abrams Album also show a very careful drawing style,
but during the 1630s —the period when the album was created—
this artist generally drew rather freely and loosely. The greater care
taken with the drawings in the Abrams Album probably reflects the
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Fig. 184. Christiaen van Couwenbergh, Diana, folio 25v of the Abrams Album,
ca. 1635—41. Black chalk on vellum, ca. 4% x 6/ in. (11 x 15.5 cm). Fogg Art
Museum, Harvard University Art Museums, Cambridge, Massachusetts,

The Maida and George Abrams Collection

tradition of the alba amicorum;™ it seems logical that in their offerings
artists would present themselves at their best, especially if the owner
of the book was a good friend or an important connoisseur. In addi-
tion, the precision of the drawings in the Abrams Album reflects the
ground in which they were made. Vellum, a high-quality parchment,
gives a rich effect to a drawing and, on account of its costliness and
its carefully prepared surface, induces almost automatically a notable
fineness of line.

Bramer was an extraordinarily prolific draftsman, not only by
Delft standards but also by comparison with most other artists who
were working in the northern Netherlands at the time. Apart from
some genre representations, he was exclusively a history painter. His
drawn oeuvre largely consists of sequences of illustrations based pri-
marily on the Bible but also on classical and more or less contem-
porary literature. Bramer’s series, which often fill so sheets —and, in
one case, as many as 140 —include the Old Testament, the New
Testament, The Life of Alexander the Great, Livy’s History of Rowme,
Virgil’s Aeneid, Ovid’s Metamorphoses, Francisco Quevedo’s Spanish
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Fig. 18sa—c. Leonaert Bramer, Scenes from Francisco Quevedo’s Spanish Dreams,
1659. Brush and gray ink, gray wash heightened with white on paper prepared in
blue, ca. 7% x 57 in. (19.5 x 15 cm). Staatliche Graphische Sammlung, Munich

above: a. Money Combats the World, the Flesh, and the Devil, no. 8

above, right: b. Quevedo and the Skeletons of Juan de ln Encina and King Perico,
no. 10

vight: c. Quevedo Sees Chicotus in the Bottle, no. 11
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Dreams (figs. 18sa—c), and the anonymous Life of Lazarillo of Tormes
and Ty Eulenspiegel. These highly intellectual series found their way
into private drawings collections as well as libraries.** Bramer made
these unique series throughout his career. They reflect his artistic
development from the early rapid brush drawings characterized by
dramatic light and shade (see cat. nos. 103, 104) to the late, meticu-
lously finished, and evenly lit colored sheets (see cat. no. 110, 111). In
addition to these sequential illustrations, Bramer’s oeuvre on paper
consists of preparatory drawings for all kinds of projects he was
working on, such as large interior decorations that include murals in
true fresco and illusionistic ceiling paintings (see the discussion
under cat. no. 105). As most of these large-scale projects have van-
ished, it is above all through his drawings that we can gain an idea of
this fascinating aspect of his artistic personality. Bramer also made
designs for tapestries and earthenware (see below).

Although the ocuvre of Carel Fabritius (1622-1654) is much
smaller than Bramer’s, his influence on artistic developments in Delft
exceeds the latter’s by far. One of Rembrandt’s most brilliant pupils,
Fabritius settled in Delft about 1650; on joining the local Guild of
Saint Luke, he described himself as a history painter. According to
one seventeenth-century document, Fabritius painted several Delft
dwellings with large-scale wall paintings. It would seem that in
doing so he may have been following Bramer’s example.* The two
men may have had other interests in common, including perspective
boxes (see cat. nos. 18, 108). Whether Fabritius continued drawing

throughout his entire career may remain a mystery, but as a pupil of

Fig. 186. School of Rembrandt (pos-
sibly Carel Fabritius), Christ amony
the Doctors, probably 1640s. Pen and
brown ink, brush and brown ink,
heightened with white gouache, 8% x
1% in. (22 x 29.5 cm). Sammlung
Oskar Reinhart am Romerholz,
Winterthur

Fig. 187. Johannes Verkolje, Venus and Adowis, 1680s. Mezzotint, 15/% X 11'%s in.
(38.5 x 30 cm). Rijksprentenkabinet, Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam
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Fig. 188. Pieter Jansz van Ruijven, The Woman Taken in Adultery, possibly
1670s. Pen and brown ink, black and red chalk, brush and gray-brown ink,
1% x 13% in. (29 x 35 cm). Musée des Beaux-Arts et d’Archéologie, Rennes

Rembrandt in the early 1640s he must have made drawings.*® Peter
Schatborn makes an interesting case for attributing a group of about
seven drawings to Fabritius, including a Christ amonyg the Doctors
(fig. 186). Despite a dependence on Rembrandt’s drawings of the
1640s they show a very individual style, indicating that they are the
work of a talented pupil of the master’s from that period, who may
very well have been Fabritius (see cat. no. 115). But since there is no
real evidence, this attribution remains speculative. In 1654 Fabritius
died, at the age of thirty-two, in the Delft gunpowder explosion. His
entire studio was destroyed in the blast, including probably several
paintings and many drawings.

After Bramer’s death, in 1674, few history paintings were made in
Delft. Only Johannes Verkolje (1650-1693) and Pieter Jansz van
Ruijven (1651-1716) kept the tradition alive. The former also made a
few prints with historical subjects. Houbraken singles out Verkolje
as a mezzotint engraver, mentioning that Wallerant Vaillant (1623-
1677) and Abraham Bloteling (1640-1690), two very famous masters
of the medium, were much impressed by Verkolje’s achievements.
As Verkolje supposedly learned the rather difficult printing tech-
nique by himself, Houbraken told this story to encourage young
students.”” A well-known painting by Verkolje was his Venus and
Adonis. The present whereabouts of this work are unknown, but
Verkolje’s own copy in mezzotint—which is also mentioned by
Houbraken— gives a fairly good idea of it (fig. 187).*® The artist
exploited the mezzotint medium to the utmost, as is seen in the ren-
dering of the soft clouds around Venus’s chariot and the almost tan-
gible textures of the silks and velvets. These highly painterly qualities

were much admired by the artist’s contemporaries.
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With the history and portrait painter Pieter Jansz van Ruijven, we
enter the early eighteenth century. Although he was a distant cousin
of Pieter Claesz van Ruijven, the important patron of Johannes Ver-
meer, there is no hint in his work that he knew Vermeer’s. Actually, it
is a strong Flemish influence that pervades Van Ruijven’s painting, as
it does also his only known drawing, the signed Woman Taken in
Adultery (fig. 188), confirming Houbraken’s report that Van Ruijven
was a pupil of Jacob Jordaens. The sheet provides evidence that ties
with Flemish artists were important in Delft long after the first half
of the century.”

Portraiture

During the first four decades of the seventeenth century the art of
portraiture was at an extremely high level in Delft; this was largely
due to Michiel van Miereveld, who from 1607 on was the official
painter to the stadholder’s court in The Hague. He was so well known
abroad that both the Austrian archduke Albert and the English king
Charles I sought to monopolize his services. As a portraitist, Van
Miereveld built on the already high standards of his fellow townsmen
the artists Herman van der Mast (ca. 1550—1610) and Jacob Willemsz
Delff the Elder (see fig. 43). As his work was very much in demand,
Van Miereveld organized a studio with numerous collaborators and
pupils to help him. Some excellent portraitists got their start there —
his sons Pieter (1506~1623) and Jan (1604-1633), for example, and
Hendrick van Vliet. Several portrait drawings have been attributed
to Van Miereveld;*® hardly any, and perhaps none, however, are by
his hand.* It is suggestive that in the estate inventory made in 1641
after Van Miereveld’s death there is no reference to drawings, except
for a rather mysterious anonymous “drawing in white and black”
(perhaps a grisaille) and a pair of small portrait likenesses of Michiel’s
parents, “made by Wierincx.” The latter was probably the Antwerp
artist Hans Wierix, who stayed in Delft for two years in the late
1670s. Apparently there had been contact between these two impor-
tant families of artists.*” But it seems that Van Miereveld did not imi-
tate Wierix’s small, elaborate portrait drawings.

In 1618 Van Miereveld’s daughter Gertruyd married Willem
Jacobsz Delff (1580-1638), son of the just-mentioned Jacob Willemsz
Delff. Although he was registered among the painters in the guild
books, the younger Delff is nowadays known above all as a very
talented engraver. Recently it has been suggested that he may have
been a pupil of Hendrick Goltzius (1558-1617) in Haarlem.* DelfPs
graphic oeuvre consists largely of portraits, not after his own designs
but after those by such painters as Daniel Mijtens (ca. 1590-1647),
Jan van Ravesteyn (ca. 1572-1657), Adriaen van de Venne (1589~
1662), and David Bailly (ca. 1584~1657). However, his prints after
Van Miereveld greatly outnumbered these and in fact contributed
significantly to the fame of his father-in-law.** In addition to portraits
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Fig. 189. Willem Jacobsz Delff after Daniel Mijtens, Portrait of
Charles I, 1628. Engraving, 16% X 11% in. (41.8 X 29.7 cm).
Rijksprentenkabinet, Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam

Delff also produced illustrations for books, including the famous
1628 edition of L’Académie de Pespée by Gérard Thibault. After the
engraver and publisher Nicolaes Jansz de Clerck died, in 1623, Delff
had the town all to himself, and his business flourished.* He lived in
an expensive house on the Koornmarkt and, just like his father-in-
law, he socialized with the richest people in Delft.>® Also just like Van
Miereveld, he received royal attention. After having seen Mijtens’s
portrait of himself engraved by Delff (fig. 189), Charles I is said to
have granted Delff the title Engraver to the King of England.”” Only
a very few drawings can be attributed to Delff; they were created as
an intermediary stage between a painting and a print—as a transla-
tion of the painting into graphic terms. An example is the artist’s
highly finished oval portrait of Frederick Hendrick (fig. 190); it was
executed in black chalk and brush and gray ink after Van Miereveld’s
painting of 1623 (Ashdown House, Berkshire, England) in prepara-
tion for the print (fig. 101).3* A comparable drawing, with elaborate

Fig. 191. Willem Jacobsz Delff after Michiel van Miereveld, Portwit of Frederick
Hendrick, 1624. Engraving, 16 x 11% in. (42 x 29.8 cm). Rijksprentenkabinet,
Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam

Fig. 190. Attributed to Willem Jacobsz Delff after Michiel van
Miereveld, Portrait of Frederick Hendyick, 1623—24.. Black chalk
and brush and gray ink, 12% x 9% in. (31.4 x 24.5 cm). Location
unknown
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scrollwork, is Delff’s portrait of the schoolmistress and calligrapher
Maria Strick (cat. no. 112).

Other important seventeenth-century Delft portraitists were
Willem van Vliet and his previously mentioned nephew Hendrick
van Vliet (1611/12-1675). Willem, who began his career as a history
painter working in the Caravaggesque manner, remained as a por-
traitist rather independent of Van Miereveld’s style (a rare thing
in Delft). His technique is less linear, and the depicted sitters often
have a friendly and smiling expression. He was the first teacher of
Hendrick van Vliet, who later joined Van Miereveld’s studio. We are
fortunate that a sketchbook with thirty quickly drawn portraits by
Hendrick has been preserved (see cat. no. 128). Some of them seem
to portray real people, and these were probably made in preparation
for paintings to follow. Other sheets are perhaps just examples of
portrait types from which clients could choose something that
appealed to them.* Tt is extremely interesting that the booklet con-
tains several compositional sketches for bucolic portraits, for this is a
genre that is as yet unknown in Van Vliet’s painterly oeuvre. Apart
from portraits, the sketchbook also includes some drawn church
interiors and figure studies.

Delft remained an important center for portraiture until the
end of the seventeenth century. The last flower from this root was
Johannes Verkolje, who made an impressive number of portraits—
paintings, drawings, and prints—throughout his career. Houbraken
states that Verkolje was kept busy making them and that they com-
manded a considerable sum of money.** He portrayed many impor-
tant Jocal people in paintings or in mezzotint engravings (sometimes
in both)—for example, the vicar Cornelius van Aken, the painter
Pieter van Asch (fig. 192), and the burgomaster and historian Dirck
Evertsz van Bleyswijck (fig. 218). Of much greater than merely local
interest were Verkolje’s portrait prints of Anthony van Leeuwenhoek;
Hortense Mancini, duchess of Mazarin; James II, king of England,
Willem III, Prince of Orange, and his wife, Mary Stuart, James’s
daughter. Of these, only the Delft naturalist and microscopist Van
Leeuwenhoek was portrayed by the artist in a painting (Rijks-
museum, Amsterdam) as well as in a print; the other portraits were
mezzotint engravings after the work of other painters, such as Peter
Lely (1618-1680) and Godfrey Kneller (1646/49-1723).* Most of
Verkolje’s known portrait drawings were made in preparation for his
paintings. Sometimes they focus on facial features and expression,

sometimes on the whole composition (see cat. no. 126).

Genre

The earliest known artist in Delft who specialized in genre pieces—
depictions of scenes from everyday life that often convey an edifying
message —was Anthonie Palamedesz (1601-1673). His elegant interi-

ors filled with merry companions making music or playing cards and
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Fig. 192. Johannes Verkolje, Portrait of Pieter van Asch, probably 1670s. Mezzotint,
3% x 3% in. (9.9 x 10 cm). Rijksprentenkabinet, Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam

his scenes of soldiers dining or gambling are clearly linked in spirit to
the works of the Haarlem and Amsterdam painters Dirck Hals
(1591-1656) and Pieter Codde (1599—-1678). It has been suggested that
Palamedesz studied with Hals, for both their paintings and their
drawing techniques point toward such a relationship. The two artists
prepared their paintings by making figure studies in a rather unusual
medium, brush and oil containing paint and white gouache (see cat.
no. 119). In addition, Palamedesz made drawings using more custom-
ary techniques, such as brush and brown ink (cat. no. 120) or black
chalk (fig. 193). His contribution to the Abrams Album was done in
black chalk (fig. 194). As this sheet in the album is quite different
from the artist’s other drawings, one might at first doubt the attribu-
tion. However, the monogram AP on the drawing and the existence
of a signed painting that is very close to it in theme and composition
(fig. 195) remove all doubt.** Like Bramer—who, incidentally, also
drew a few genre scenes (see cat. no. 109) —and probably also Van
Couwenbergh and De Witte, Palamedesz made an unusually pol-
ished and finished product for this special album.



Fig. 103. Anthonie Palamedesz, Standing Man, probably 1640s. Black
chalk, 10% x 7% in. (27.6 x 18.5 cm). Kupferstichkabinett, Staatliche
Museen, Berlin

Fig. 195. Anthonie Palamedesz, Genye Scene,
probably ca. 1640. Oil on wood, 184 x
25% in. (46 x 65.5 cm). Location unknown

Fig. 194. Anthonie Palamedesz, Couple Playing Trictrac, folio 27v of the
Abrams Album, ca. 1635—41. Black chalk on vellum, ca. 4% x 6/ in. (11 x

15.5 cm). Fogg Art Museum, Harvard University Art Museums, Cambridge,
Massachusetts, The Maida and George Abrams Collection
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Fig. 196. Ludolf de Jongh, Standing Man in Riding Boots, ca. 1650. Black crayon
heightened with white on purplish paper, 11 x 7% in. (28 x 18.5 cm). Musée des
Beaux-Arts, Lille
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All in all, the drawings securely attributed to Palamedesz number
fewer than ten. Traditionally, many more sheets have been attributed
to him; most of them are figure studies executed in black chalk.
Hardly any of these attributions are still accepted today; quite often
the drawings have turned out to be preparatory studies for paintings
by Palamedsz’s pupil Ludolf de Jongh (1616-1679) or by other con-
temporary genre artists such as Simon Kick (1603-1652).* A sheet in
the Musée des Beaux-Arts, Lille, depicting a woman’s head and a
standing man in riding boots holding a wine glass (fig. 196), for
example, was called a Palamedesz until 1993, when Roland Fleischer
and Stephen Reiss rightly recognized it as work by De Jongh — by
whom, incidentally, not many more drawings are known than by
Palamedesz. The studies in the Lille drawing were used by De Jongh
in two different paintings. One of them, titled Musical Party, is now
in a private collection in Owensboro, Kentucky. The location of the
other, A Hunting Party at an Inn, is unknown (fig. 197).** The way
the standing man in riding boots is drawn with very fine hatching in
chalk clearly resembles Palamedesz’s drawing technique in the
Abrams Album. It is interesting (and until now has not been noted)
that De Jongh probably experimented with oil sketching, like his
teacher Palamedesz and his presumed teacher Dirck Hals. In the
Fodor Collection of the Amsterdams Historisch Museum is an oil
sketch on paper of a dog lying on its side (fig. 198) that in all likeli-
hood is by De Jongh. The same dog in the same pose reappears in
two paintings by De Jongh, A Sporting Party and A Hunting Party
at an Inn (fig. 197).* After his apprenticeship with Palamedesz,
De Jongh studied with Jan van Bijlert (1597-1671) in Utrecht. He
then lived in France for seven years and finally settled in Rotterdam.

Fig. 197. Ludolf de Jongh, A Hunting Party at an
Inm, ca. 1650. Oil on canvas, 38% x st in. (98.5 x
131 cm). Location unknown (photo courtesy
Sotheby’s, London)



Fig. 198. Attributed to Ludolf de Jongh, Reclining Doy, probably ca. 1650. Oil on
paper, 6% x 8% in. (16.9 x 21.6 cm). Historisch Museumn, Amsterdam

It is curious that there are so few preparatory drawings by
Palamedesz and De Jongh, both of whom were prolific painters of
figure and genre subjects. Occasional examples can be found, like the
ones illustrated here (see also cat. nos. 94, 119, 120), but there are
many figures in these artists’ paintings for which no preparatory
studies are known. Are we to conclude that these artists made figure
studies only occasionally? Or was it a frequent endeavor of which
very few traces remain?*® On these questions the taste of early collec-
tors of works on paper may cast some light. In the years when col-
lecting drawings was rather new, there may have been a greater
appreciation among connoisseurs for finished drawings than for
sketches. If that was indeed the case, the value of preparatory draw-
ings must have been insignificant outside the studio, and many were
probably neglected and ultimately thrown away. As Palamedesz and
De Jongh made relatively simple studies, it would appear that a great
many of their drawings were lost that way. In many other cases, it is
by sheer luck that study material has been preserved. The studio
drawings by members of the Ter Borch family now in the Rijkspren-
tenkabinet, Amsterdam, are a well-known example; they were handed
down carefully through many generations. In the Kupferstichkabi-
nett, Dresden, are conserved many individual figure studies by Dirck
van der Lisse (1607-1669), a gifted pupil of Cornelis van Poelen-
burgh who, incidentally, lived in Delft for a short period of time
in 1625.* Had there been one thoughtless person in the succession
of legatees to these drawings, posterity would have supposed that
Van der Lisse made his paintings without any preparatory figure
studies. We are less lucky in the case of the painter from The Hague
Dirck Bleker (1622~after 1672) and of the Delft sculptor Christiaen

van der Hulst. The former mentioned his drawings several times
and even described how he drew after the nude —yet nothing of
this work remains. The inventory of Van der Hulst, an artist who
has fallen into oblivion, contains a reference to “six books in folio
with diverse drawings by the deceased”; again, we know nothing
about them.**

Perhaps a lack of interest in studio material among early Dutch
collectors explains, in part, why no drawings are known by Johannes
Vermeer (1632-1675) —a fact that has long puzzled historians of
seventeenth-century art. Several attempts have been made to attrib-
ute drawings to this most famous Delft painter, but hardly any of
them can be taken seriously.** And the mystery is not confined to
Vermeer. Other important genre artists who worked in Delft, such as
Pieter de Hooch (1629-1684), Hendrick van der Burch (active
1649—64.), and Cornelis de Man are not known for their drawings.*

We can probably also look for the answer to this mystery in studio
practice: in all likelihood Vermeer, De Hooch, and many of their col-
leagues were accustomed to working directly on the canvas.” (This
does not mean that they never picked up a pen or a pencil to make a
sketch on paper: Vermeer, for instance, must have prepared his View
of Delft with drawings, unless he painted it out-of-doors.) Autoradio-
graphic analysis of Vermeer’s paintings has shown that he often made
brushed underdrawings,” a practice that is described in seventeenth-
century treatises. In autoradiographs of his painting Woman with
a Pearl Necklace (fig. 18), for insténcc, brushstrokes can be seen
that reveal the artist’s first idea for the whole composition, including
items that were never finished; such as the lute on the chair in the
foreground and a map on the back wall.

Tiny holes in paintings by Vermeer are another indication that he
worked directly on the canvas. He inserted a pin with a string
attached to it at the place where all the perspective lines (orthogo-
nals) of the composition that he planned to paint would meet in a
central vanishing point. To transfer a perspective line to the canvas,
the artist first applied chalk to the string. Next, he stretched this so-
called chalk cord (krijtsnoer) to the place where he wanted the line to
originate. Then by lifting the string up a little and by letting it snap
back against the canvas he produced a line of chalk to use as a guide.
It is clear that in no less than thirteen and perhaps as many as fifteen
paintings Vermeer used this system, as they all still show a pinhole
at the vanishing point.” Vermeer was not the only painter in Delft
to work in this fashion; in fact, the practice was common among
architectural painters such as Gerard Houckgeest and Emanuel de
Witte, and Pieter de Hooch also relied upon it. Incidentally, none
of these painters produced many drawings, to judge by what has
survived.** The pentimenti in paintings by Vermeer and De Hooch
are also a clear indication that neither of these artists had any hesi-
tation in making changes in clothing, shadows, and so forth as
they worked.”

DRAWING AND PRINTMAKING 183



Fig. 199. Johannes Verkolje, Elegant Company Making Music on a Tervace, 1670~73.
Pen and brown ink, brush and gray ink, 9% x 8% in. (23.2 x 21.5). Kupferstichkabinett,
Staatliche Museen, Berlin

Whether the fact that we have no drawings by Vermeer can be
related to the artist’s possible apprenticeship to a painter who drew
only occasionally, if at all —a Caravaggist from Utrecht, for exam-
ple—is a subject for further speculation.’® In any case, it is remark-
able that in the inventory of Vermeer’s estate, made in February 1676,
there is only one reference to drawings. Listed among the contents
of the groote zaal (great hall) are “three small drawings in front of the
mantelpiece with black frames?” These were probably portrait draw-
ings, as they are mentioned together with likenesses of Vermeer’s late
father and mother and with a coat of arms of the Vermeer family.
The only other reference to art on paper is “three bundles with all
sorts of prints” Since these were in Vermeer’s studio, and thus prob-
ably of much greater art-historical interest, it is unfortunate that the
inventory fails to identify them by subject or by artis’s name.”

The most important genre painter in Delft after the death of
Vermeer was Johannes Verkolje. Unlike Vermeer, he left a consider-
able number of drawings. He came to Delft at the age of twenty-
three, having married a woman of the town, Judith Voorheul.
According to Houbraken, it was during an illness in his youth, when
he sat in bed making drawings, that his talent was revealed. He stud-
ied for half a year with Jan Andrea Lievens (1644-1680), completing
unfinished mythological and genre paintings begun by the artist
Gerrit Pietersz van Zijl (1610-1665).® The influence of Van Zijl
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Fig. 200. Johannes Verkolje, Elggant Company Making Music on n Tervace,
1673. Oil on canvas, 27% x 23% in. (68.8 x 59.7 cm). Kulturstiftung Dessau
Worlitz, Castle Worlitz, Dessau

remains apparent in Verkolje’s genre pieces throughout his career,
although later his palette lightened and his work began to show clear
traces of inspiration from other artists, for example, Caspar Netscher
(1639-1684).Verkolje prepared both his portraits and his genre paint-
ings with compositional drawings, of which Elegant Company Mak-
ing Music on a Terrace is a characteristic example (fig. 199). This
freehand sketch, executed in pen and brown ink and gray wash,
anticipates his painting of the same title at Castle Worlitz, near
Dessau (fig. 200).* Only on close examination does one note small
differences in the painting, such as the pose of the cello player, the
dress of the standing lady, the dog overpainted at the left, and the
replacement of the garden vase by a statue of two small figures that
may be putti.

Depictions of peasants and soldiers, a genre that was fashionable
in neighboring Rotterdam, were relatively rare in Delft. Pieter de
Hooch, who had worked in that tradition, altered his subject matter
accordingly when he came to Delft in 1655. One of the few Delft
artists who — probably only occasionally — depicted scenes of lower-
class life was Pieter Evertsz Steenwyck (ca. 1615—after 1654). Now
better known for his still lifes (see below), he drew a Feasting Peasant
Couple as his contribution to the Abrams Album. This sheet, dated
1639, precedes by three years Steenwyck’s acceptance into the Delft
guild. Another drawing, Peasant Scene, dated 1656, located in the



De Grez Collection at the Musées Royaux des Beaux-Arts, Brussels,
testifies that occasionally this genre absorbed his attention as well.*°
Steenwyck is recorded as a painter in The Hague between 1652 and
1654. We know he had some artist friends there, and it seems likely,
since he depicted scenes of life at the bottom of the social scale, that

he was acquainted with Rotterdam artists as well.*"

Still Life

Delft had a flourishing still-life tradition at the beginning of the
seventeenth century. The so-called kitchen piece —a hearthside scene
often with a religious vignette in the background —was especially
popular between 1550 and 1575 in the hands of the Amsterdam artists
Pieter Aertsen and Joachim Beuckelaer (1533-1573). The fact that
Aertsen’s work was well known in Delft may account for the popu-
larity of the kitchen piece there. In the work of the Delft-born artist
Pieter Cornelisz van Rijck the influence of Aertsen’s work is felt. Two
of his very rare drawings show kitchen scenes. Van Rijck, who trav-
eled to Italy about 1603, seems to have been affected by Venetian art,
especially the work of the Bassano family; some of his kitchen pieces
are therefore a very interesting mix of Netherlandish and North
Italian elements (cat. no. 123).

The most important still-life painter in Delft in the first half of the
seventeenth century, Balthasar van der Ast (1593/94-1657) was
already an accomplished artist when he arrived there from Utrecht in
1632. Like Michiel van Miereveld, he was old-fashioned but highly
skilled. Van der Ast had been strongly influenced by his master (and
brother-in-law) Ambrosius Bosschaert the Elder (1573-1621). At first
he painted very precise, symmetrical still lifes with flowers, fruit, and

shells, in imitation of Bosschaert. But what distinguishes his art—

Fig. 201. Balthasar van der Ast, Still Life with Plums, Chervies, and Shells, 1640-57.
Watercolor, 114 15" in. (29.1 x 39.9 cm). British Museum, London

what makes it less stiff by comparison with Bosschaert’s —is, among
other things, that he included all these objects in a single painting,
carefully arranging a flower vase, a fruit bowl, and several shells in
companionable proximity. Sometimes later in his life he omitted the
vessels altogether. His only known compositional drawing, Szill Life
with Plums, Chervies, and Shells (fig. 201), is an example of the later,
more informal type (compare cat. no. 95). While this drawing has the
artist’s full signature, “B. van der Ast,” there are also almost five hun-
dred drawings of individual objects like flowers and shells, signed
with the monogram BA, and these in all probability are also from his
hand (see cat. nos. 96—98). Whether Van der Ast made all these for
himself or for a collector is a problem still to be solved; strangely
enough, they have been attributed for the past four decades to the
minor Dordrecht artist Bartholomeus Assteyn (1607-1667?). A Delft
art lover whose collection would have accommodated this group
of drawings beautifully was Hendrik d’Acquet (1632-1706). This
burgomaster of Delft had an internationally acclaimed konstkamer
(cabinet of curiosities), where a large atlas of natural history could
be consulted.®

An artist of the same generation as Balthasar van der Ast, born
and active almost all his life in Delft, was Jacob Woutersz Vosmaer
(ca. 1584—-1641), by whom fewer than ten painted still lifes are
known, all of them flower pieces (see cat. no. 88; fig. 102). Initially
he was a landscapist, but almost all his works in this genre have been
lost (see below). The estate inventory drawn up after Vosmaer’s
death mentions a considerable number of drawings; although no
specifics such as subject or artist are given, one wonders whether at
least some of them were by Vosmaer’s hand.”® Perhaps the small
painted study titled A Butterfly, Tiwo Beetles, and a Caterpillar, mono-
grammed JWV and dated 1639, gives an idea how some of Vosmaer’s
drawings may have looked.**

The vanitas still life, very popular in seventeenth-century Holland,
was more or less the specialty in Delft of Pieter Steenwyck and his
brother Harmen (1612-1656).% The message of their pictures of
skulls, timepieces, and just-extinguished but still-smoking candles is
quite clear. All the evidence suggests that these artists made very few
drawings; this seems a little strange, for they were trained by their
uncle David Bailly, who is famous for his portrait drawings. In any
case, no works on paper by Harmen have come to light, and by Pieter
there are only a very few. These include the two genre scenes men-
tioned above and Vanitas Still Life with Gorget and Cuirass (fig. 202).
This drawn still life is distinguished from the artist’s paintings by its
vertical format and its subject matter. The latter suggests that per-
haps Pieter Steenwyck, if only for a little while, may have been a
pupil of the slightly older Delft still-life painter Evert van Aelst, or in
any case may have studied his work.®® It is interesting in this regard
that Van Bleyswijck praised Evert van Aelst for his depiction of shin-

ing armor: “iron cuirasses, morions, and other things, to which he
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was able to give their appropriate shine and reflection®” No military

still-life paintings by Van Aelst seem to have survived;*® however, a
drawing by Evert’s nephew and pupil Willem van Aelst of a gorget
and a backplate is another example of this supposedly Delft tradition
(fig. 203). The resemblance to Steenwyck’s drawing (for example, the
bone and the skull) is striking. It seems possible that both sheets
were made about the same time in the same studio, probably Evert

van Aelst’s.

Landscape

Unlike still life, landscape seems not to have been very important in
Delft in the seventeenth century. Although there are losses to be
mourned — for instance, the painted landscapes of Jacob Woutersz
Vosmaer and a great many views by Jan Willemsz Decker (c. 1553~
1632) and Pieter Stael (ca. 1575/76—1622)69—it is unlikely that our
impression of Delft as a city of relatively old-fashioned landscapists is
incorrect. To observe the birth of the so-called realistic Dutch land-
scape, one had to go to Haarlem or Leiden. As a sort of pars pro toto
for Delft landscape art, the work of Pieter van Asch (1603-1678) is
often mentioned. Although his friendly landscapes definitely have
a naive charm, they hardly ever seem to be a product of his own
imagination (see fig. 100). They alternate in their debt to the work of

Salomon van Ruysdael (1600/3-1670), Cornelis Vroom (ca. 1591/92—
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Fig. 202. Pieter Steenwyck, Vanitas Still Lifé with Goyget and Cuirass, probably
ca. 1640. Graphite on vellum, 7% x 6% in. (19.3 x 16.5 cm). Museum Boijmans
Van Beuningen, Rotterdam

Fig. 203. Willem van Aelst, Still Life with Armor, folio sov of the Abrams Album,
ca. 1635—41. Black chalk on vellum, ca. 4% x 6/4 in. (11 x 15.5 cm). Fogg Art Museum,
Harvard University Art Museums, Cambridge, Massachusetts, The Maida and
George Abrams Collection
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1661), and the Italianate Jan Both (ca. 1615-1652). Although we have
seen Van Asch portrayed with a landscape drawing or print in his
hand (fig. 192), no work on paper by him of any subject has sur-
vived,”® with the exception of one sheet, his contribution to the
Abrams Album (fig. 204). This landscape, which is more intimate
than is normally the case in Van Asch’s compositions, suggests the
work of Salomon van Ruysdael as well as that of his nephew Jacob
van Ruisdael (1629/30-1681). Large and gnarled old trees, like those
seen here, for instance, are abundant in their oeuvres. Van Asch,
however, did make at least two other drawings, both for a project in
which he became involved in 1675, the famous map of Delft called
the Kaart Figuratief (Illustrated Map), which was produced under
the supervision of Dirck Evertsz van Bleyswijck (see below). As his
contribution, Van Asch executed preparatory drawings for prints of
two places near Delft, Overschie and Voorburg, but unfortunately
these drawings have not survived.”

The fascinating flower still lifes that Jacob Vosmaer painted in the
16108 make it difficult to believe that his one remaining landscape, a
drawing dated 1641 in the Rijksprentenkabinet, Amsterdam, gives
an accurate idea of his landscapes as a whole (cat. no. 130). Van
Bleyswijck tells us that Vosmaer started his career with landscapes.
This and the fact that the artist was in Italy during his twenties”
lead one to expect from him Italianate Campagna scenes in the man-

ner of Paul Bril. But instead we have this one very Dutch landscape



drawing, rather old-fashioned for the 1640s. Unlike Vosmaer, the
younger Delft landscape artist Pieter Anthonisz Groenewegen was
clearly very much influenced by his youthful journey to Italy. After
spending some years in Rome (perhaps arriving as ecarly as 1615,
but more probably about 1623), he continued painting Italian land-
scapes all his life. Since the Roman ruins he depicted are only vaguely
similar to those, for example, on the Palatine Hill or in the Forum
Romanum, one wonders whether he really drew or studied them on
the spot, as so many of his countrymen had done. It does not seem
likely that he brought back to Holland a large portfolio of Italian
Campagna drawings. In any case, no such drawing or any other
drawing by Groenewegen seems to have survived, apart from (once
again) a contribution to the Abrams Album (fig. 205). This land-
scape, very characteristic of this artist, shows a view of the hilly
Italian countryside, full of imaginary, impressive, classical remains. It
was probably made several years after Groenewegen’s Italian jour-
ney, around 1630, for in composition it is quite comparable to a
painting dated 1629 that was on the Dutch art market in the 1960s.”*

Two—possibly three—landscape drawings by Simon de Vlieger
(1601-1653) are also in the Abrams Album (cat. no. 94). As De Vlieger
was active in Delft for several years in the mid-1630s, the period
when most of the drawings in the album were done, we may assume
that his contributions were made either while he was resident in the

city or within a reasonably short time after his Delft period. The

attention paid to large rock formations gives these landscapes a rather

archaic, Flemish appearance. The composition of Landscape with
Ruin, a vista with a mountain in the middle crowned by a tower, is a
formula also encountered in the work of Lucas van Valckenborch
(ca. 1535-1597) and Joos de Momper (1564~1635).”* Rocky Coastal
Landscape (attributed, but not certainly, to De Vlieger) also seems to
have Flemish prototypes. In this context it is noteworthy that De
Momper’s manner must have been quite popular in Delft in the early
seventeenth century; Montias states that it was this Flemish artist
whose works were most often cited in contemporary city inventories.
For example, in the collection of the Delft merchant Joris Claesz
Tristram, who died in 1617, there were six paintings and nineteen
landscape drawings by De Momper.” Especially fascinating is De
Vlieger’s third contribution to the Abrams Album, the Coastal
Landscape with Anthvopomorphic Rocks (cat. no. 94). It may relate to
contemporary drawings and prints from the circle of Jacques de
Gheyn the Younger (1565-1629) but it may also, again, reflect De
Momper, for comparable anthropomorphic landscapes have been
attributed to him (see the discussion under cat. no. 94). From about
the same time date some elaborate landscape drawings with goats by
De Vlieger. Exemplifying the great inventiveness of this artist, they
foreshadow his series of animal etchings, which was probably created
in the 16408, after his Delft period.”®

Roughly ten years after Simon de Vlieger’s stay in Delft, two
other landscape painters from elsewhere in Holland appeared for a

short period of time on the city’s scene: Paulus Potter (1625-1654)

Fig. 204. Pieter van Asch, Landscape,
folio 14r of the Abrams Album,

ca. 1635—41. Brush with gray and brown
wash, ca. 4% x 6/ in. (11 x 15.5 cm).
Fogg Art Museum, Harvard University
Art Museums, Cambridge,
Massachusetts, The Maida and George
Abrams Collection
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and Adam Pynacker (ca. 1620-1673). An animal painter and land-
scapist, Potter joined Saint Luke’s Guild on August 6, 1646, but it is
not known whether he actually settled in Delft.”” Three years later he
was apparently a member of the painters’ guild in The Hague and
resident there. Potter’s keen interest in the rendering of sunlight may
have been crucial to the development of painting in Delft, as evi-
denced by his silvery tones and refined backlighting. To superb
effect, he also introduced a subtle chiaroscuro in his drawings, as
may be seen in Horsemen near a Barn (cat. no. 121), a sheet dating
from 1646. The play of light and shadow on trees, the riders, and
the dogs gives this work great enchantment; one almost feels the
warmth of the sun on this bright summer day.

Adam Pynacker is thought to have been influenced by Potter
because of the prominence of cattle in his early oeuvre. In addition,
his beautiful handling of light may, in part, be traceable to Potter.”®
Pynacker’s rather rare drawings mostly date from later in his career,
from the 1660s on, after his Delft period. During his stay in the city,
Pynacker had at least one pupil, Jan Gabriel Sonjé (1625-1707). Just
like his teacher, Sonjé was not a prolific draftsman.”

Within the field of landscape painting and drawing there were
also hybrids and subcategories, such as marines, cavalry battles, and
many kinds of architectural depictions (including city views). All of
these were explored at Delft in the seventeenth century.*® Beginning
in the 1650s the most important architectural painters in Delft, Gerard
Houckgeest (ca. 1600-1661) and Emanuel de Witte, followed by
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Fig. 205. Pieter Groenewegen,
Ttalianate Landscape, folio 23v of the
Abrams Album, ca. 1635—41. Black
chalk and graphite and brown wash
on vellum, ca. 4% x 6% in. (11 x

15.5 cm). Fogg Art Museum,
Harvard University Art Museums,
Cambridge, Massachusetts,

The Maida and George Abrams
Collection

:

o

Fig. 206. Gerard Houckgeest after Bartholomeus van Bassen, Imaginary Gothic
Church, probably late 1630s. Engraving, 9% x 8% in. (25.1x 21.6 cm).
Rijksprentenkabinet, Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam



Hendrick van Vliet, produced a superb series of paintings of actual
church interiors. In all likelihood the three artists worked directly on
the canvas, using the system of pinholes and a chalk cord to create
correct orthogonals.” In addition, they must have made drawings of
details of the church interiors they painted. How else are we to ex-
plain the often exact rendering of the columns, the choir screens, and
the memorial tablets, not to mention the pulpits and the organs?*?
Perhaps these artists made their paintings on the spot; however, the
large number of different church interiors that they depicted (some
in cities other than the one where they lived) and the fact that if
that practice had existed someone certainly would have described it
make this hypothesis highly unlikely. Thus, since only a handful of
preparatory architectural sheets are known today, we have to mourn
once again the loss of a considerable number of drawings.

To start with, there are no extant drawings by Houckgeest; his
only known work on paper is an engraving, Imaginary Gothic Chuvch
(fig. 206), after an unknown composition by Bartholomeus van
Bassen, his presumed teacher.® As Walter Liedtke has pointed out,
Van Bassen’s design was in all likelihood based on a painting of 1636
by Pieter Saenredam (1597-1665), Saint Bavo’s in Haarlem (Rijks-
museum, Amsterdam). Consequently, the print illustrated here is
rather important as it may represent the young Houckgeest’s first
exposure to a composition by Saenredam.**

Although he was deeply influenced by Houckgeest, Emanuel
de Witte did not focus on the structural details of the architecture in
his interiors. Of greater interest to him was the effect of sunlight,
which enabled him to unify his compositions and to strike a balance
between the areas of light and shade; thus, he may well have painted
his church interiors without making preparatory studies on paper.
In any case, if such existed they are unknown to us now.” Hendrick
van Vliet, however, did leave to posterity a few architectural draw-
ings. Some are in his sketchbook, and they include three church inte-
riors, a pulpit, and a memorial tablet, all drawn in black and red
chalk (for a full description of these sheets, see the discussion under
cat. no. 128). So far no painted church interior that can be said to
reflect these drawings has turned up; the rather incomplete appear-
ance of the sheets makes one wonder whether this was indeed the
only material on which Van Vliet based his paintings. Other, more
precise drawings in pen and brown ink have been attributed to the
artist (sec cat. no. 129), and though they cannot be correlated with
any of his paintings, they suggest how Van Vliet’s finished architec-
tural drawings may have looked.

In the field of cityscapes, Delft attained world fame through
Vermeer’s View of Delft and The Little Street (fig. no. 23; cat. no. 69).
Whether Vermeer made these stunning paintings on the spot, as has
been suggested, or worked with preparatory drawings will probably
always remain a mystery.*® Aside from these highly important works,

there are not many paintings that depict seventeenth-century Delft,

Fig. 207. Possibly by Egbert van der Poel, Night Scene with a Fiveworks Display
befove n Palace, probably 1650s. Black and white chalk, brush and gray ink
on blue paper, 6% x 8% in. (16.9 x 20.8 cm). Private collection, Amsterdam

either from outside the city walls or from inside. We are lucky indeed
that visiting artists like Jan de Bisschop (1628-1671), Gerbrand van
den Eeckhout (1621-1674), Jan van Goyen (1596—1656), and Herman
Saftleven (1609-1685) made drawings of the charming town with
narrow, canal-lined streets and sturdy fortifications. (Their evocative
views are discussed below in the essay “Along the City Walls”) One
of the few Delft painters who made city views was Egbert van der
Poel (1621-1664). In some of his nocturnal paintings, parts of Delft
are recognizable, but Van der Poel was more concerned with special
effects of light than with urban architecture or topographical accu-
racy. Some drawings that show nocturnal scenes within a city have
been associated with his name, for example, Nigit Scene with a Fiveworks
Display before @ Palace, a sheet in a private collection (fig. 207).%” As
there is no certain drawing from his hand, however, this attribution
remains questionable.*

In 1675 the governing body of Delft commissioned former burgo-
master Dirck Evertsz van Bleyswijck to make a large and very elabo-
rate pictorial record of the city, the so-called Kaart Figuratief;*
which, in addition to a detailed map, included two large profiles
(skyline views) and several pictures of important buildings and sur-
rounding villages (see cat. nos. 134, 135). This commission reflected
the burghers’ great pride in their town, but it was also intended to be
a form of city promotion. As a gift to other Dutch city magistrates,
to ambassadors, or to visiting foreign princes it would trumpet the
fame of Delft throughout Europe. The city fathers may also have
been responding competitively to the publication ten years before of
Jacob Quack’s map of the mouth of the river Maas, in which Rotter-
dam was prominently shown in the center while Delft was reduced

to a supporting image. The Kaart Figuratief, which consisted of
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thirty-three prints (the detailed map accounts for four of these and

the largest profile for two), is one of the most beautiful illustrated
publications produced in the Dutch Republic in the seventeenth cen-
tury. The history of its creation can be reconstructed from evidence
in a bulky file compiled by Van Bleyswijck himself, now in the Delft
city archives. Some of the artists engaged to work on the project
were natives of Delft. Oddly enough, the portraitist and genre painter
Johannes Verkolje was asked to make most of the preparatory draw-
ings for the cityscape prints (for instance, for the skyline view; see
fig. 330). Pieter van Asch and Heerman Witmont (ca. 1605-1684)
also received commissions for preparatory drawings. Unfortunately,
none of these has come to light.”°

Witmont, who was known in Delft as the “Const Teijckenaer”
(skillful draftsman), specialized in marine scenes. He was famous
for his so-called pen paintings, sometimes done on paper, sometimes
on panel; a fine example is A Dutch Squadron on the Sont, near Castle
Kronborg (fig. 208).°" Nowadays Willem van de Velde the Elder
(ca. 1611-1693) is especially well known for his pen paintings of sea
scenes, but at that time Witmont, who apparently never worked in
oils, was considered his equal. In fact, it is quite possible — though
not provable, since Witmont never dated his work— that the Delft
artist, who was several years older than Van de Velde, was the first to
make them.®* Certainly pen paintings were a Delft specialty — the

historian Michael Montias came across many marines of this kind in
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Fig. 208. Heerman Witmont, A Dutch
Squadyon on the Sont, near Castle
Kronbory, possibly 1640s. Pen on
prepared wood, 18/ X 23% in. (46 x

59 cm). Historisch Museum,
Amsterdam

seventeenth-century Delft inventories.”® Apart from Witmont, we
know that Johannes Coesermans, who joined the Delft guild in
1661, must have made several marine pen drawings and pen paint-
ings. Only two of them, however, seem to have survived.”* Adriaen
Cornelisz van der Salm (1656—1720), who lived in the harbor town of
Delfshaven, was famous for his pen paintings, which are almost all
seascapes.” Delft artists also painted seascapes in the more customary
medium of oil on canvas or on panel.*® During his Delft period
Simon de Vlieger, for instance, made several paintings of the sea,
often seen washing against a rocky shore. Fine examples of these are
Dutch Ships Revictualing off & Rocky Coast, in the National Maritime
Museum, Greenwich, and Christ in the Storm in the Kunstsammlung
der Universitat Gottingen, and his coastal views in the Abrams

Album (see cat. no. 94).”

The Graphic Arts in Commerce and Industry

Thus far we have concentrated on drawing in the service of painting
and printmaking and on drawing and printmaking as independent
art forms in seventeenth-century Delft. But drawings and prints also
played an important role in the decorative arts and were an indispen-
sable part of the product in industries such as bookmaking and com-
mercial print and map manufacture. It is to the applied use of art

on paper that we now turn. In the early seventeenth century, Delft



was the home of two important publishers and engravers: Floris
Balthasar van Berckenrode (1562/63-1616) and Nicolaes Jansz de
Clerck. The former, who started out as a goldsmith, made his first
known prints in 1597. Two years later, Van Berckenrode was unoffi-
cially in the service of Stadholder Maurits (and the States General),
making illustrations and maps for nieuwskaarten, leaflets printed with
a battle scene, often a map of a city or a region, and some war propa-
ganda.®® Much of this material found its way into the map collec-
tion (the kaarthamer, or map room) at the stadholder’s court. Van
Berckenrode also collaborated with Hugo Grotius, the famous polit-
ical and legal theorist, also from Delft, on an illustrated opus on
Dutch military achievements during the administration of Prince
Maurits. The designing and engraving of this ambitious publication,
on which he worked for seven years, was not done single-handedly;
the Delft publisher called in other artists, such as Jacques de Gheyn
the Younger, Bartholomeus Dolendo (ca. 1571—ca. 1629), and Pieter
Bast (ca. 1570-1605). In 1609, when the Twelve Years Truce brought
an end to the fighting between Spain and the United Provinces and
with that the need for propaganda, Van Berckenrode’s employment
came to an end, and he sold the uncompleted book to the Leiden
publisher Jan Jansz Orlers.”® As early as 1608, before the truce went
into effect, Van Berckenrode was asked to map Delfland and, shortly
afterward, in 1608 and 1609, Schieland and Rijnland as well. In 1614
the enormous task was accomplished, and the publisher was able to
present the last of the large maps (drawn on a scale of 1:30,000),

beautifully decorated with watercolor. Shortly afterward all three

were reproduced in print. The mapping of these important regions,

which together made up the southern part of the province of Hol-
land, was encouraged and partly paid for by the States of Holland.
Their ultimate ambitious goal was, as has been plausibly suggested,
to map on a large scale (1:110,000) the whole province of Holland.
Van Berckenrode, who must have started that project, unfortunately
did not witness the end, as he died in 1616. But his sons Balthasar
Florisz and Frans Florisz finished the job; in 1620 the States of
Holland granted them the rights to the map for nine years. In the
tenth year, probably because of financial difficulties, Balthasar Florisz
sold the publication rights to the Amsterdam publisher Willem Jansz
Blaeu.*® Nevertheless, this masterpiece of Dutch seventeenth-century
cartography, which figures prominently in Vermeer’s Cavalier and
Young Woman (fig. 165), originated in Delft.

In 1593 Nicolaes Jansz de Clerck, a native of Lier in Flanders, mar-
ried Catalina Segers of Delft. He brought out a number of prints by
(or after) Jacques de Gheyn the Younger and also most of the prints

I01

by his son Jacques de Gheyn III (1576-1641)."”" That is to say, these
artists made the drawings and engraved the plates (or had somebody
else do that), after which De Clerck pulled the prints and saw to their
distribution. A famous print from De Clerck’s presses was Witches’
Sabbath (fig. 209), after a drawing by Jacques de Gheyn the Younger,
probably engraved by Andreas Stock (ca. 1580—ca. 1648). Subject,
dimensions, and execution make this work “one of the mightiest
products of graphic art,” as I. Q. Van Regteren Altena described it."**
De Clerck himself produced maps and portraits of statesmen for sev-
eral historical publications.'® In addition to this, De Clerck was a

prominent book and print dealer, whose business was not confined

Fig. 209. Probably Andreas Stock after
Jacques de Gheyn the Younger, Witches’
Sabbath, ca. 1610. Engraving, two plates,
overall: 17% x 25% in. (43.5 X 65.8 cm);
left plate: 17% x 13/ in. (43.5 X 33.2 cm);
right plate: 174 x 12%s in. (43.5 X 32.6 cm).
Rijksprentenkabinet, Rijksmuseum,
Amsterdam
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to Delft. He had, for example, the privilege of exhibiting his work at
the Binnenhof in The Hague, at a special location near the Assembly
Room of the States of Holland, during the fair and on holidays."*

After the death of Nicolaes de Clerck, in 1623, Willem Jacobsz
Delff seized the opportunity to develop a successful business turning
out reproductive engravings after paintings by Van Miereveld and
other artists. In 1638, when Delff died, the continuous line of out-
standing print publishers and printmakers came to an end in Delft,
although there was an occasional creative outpouring from an artist
of the town, such as the beautiful mezzotint engravings by Johannes
Verkolje. But in general, during the rest of the seventeenth century,
Delft’s activity in the publishing trade was limited to book printing.
This reflects a general trend in Holland. At the beginning of the cen-
tury, print publishers flourished in many of the smaller cities, but
about 1625 they began to concentrate in Amsterdam, The Hague,
Rotterdam, and Haarlem; by about 1650 Amsterdam was the cap-
ital of commercial printmaking in the United Provinces. It is signifi-
cant that in the first decades of the century Floris Balthasar van
Berckenrode and De Clerck were already selling their prints in
The Hague—and even more so that the merchants who bought
De ClercK’s plates after his death were all important publishers from
Amsterdam and The Hague: Claes Jansz Visscher, Jan Jansz, Broer
Jansz, and Hendrick Hondius."” A consequence of this was that
the large Kaart Figuratief was not printed in Delft. Van Bleyswijck
undertook to produce it in The Hague with Johannes Rammazeyn,
but after the latter turned out to be untrustworthy, he went to the
Amsterdam printer Pieter Smith.”°

Dutch book printers were famous throughout Europe in the
seventeenth century. The English typefounder Joseph Moxon, who
wrote the first and most complete early manual of typography,
Mechanick Exercises (1683—-84), stated that “from the cutting of the
Steel Punches to the pulling off at the Press [printing is] managed
[in Holland] with greater Curiosity [perfection] than hitherto any
Nation hath performed it”'®” Moxon knew what he was talking
about, as he had learned the trade in Delft with his father, James. The
Moxons belonged to a group of English printers producing chiefly
English-language religious books for export.'*® Among these publi-
cations were Calvinist Geneva Bibles made to be smuggled into
England as forbidden “weapons against episcopacy” (that is, against
the established Church of England). These English printers, who
owned and ran their own printing shops, formed an enclave in the
economy of Delft. They bought their principal raw materials in
Holland and hired local apprentices, but they seem not to have
employed any local draftsmen or printmakers to illustrate their books.

Prominent local publishers in Delft were: Aelbrecht Hendricxz,
Jan Andriesz Cloeting, Felix van Sambix de Jonge, Adriaen Gerritsz
van Beyeren, Jan Piertsz Waelpot, Abraham Dissius, and Cornelis

Jansz Timmer."* To the same degree that the English community of
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printers was closed, the Dutch book business was open; its printing,
binding, and distribution activities transcended the boundaries of
individual cities. Complex deals were contracted by Delft book mer-
chants and printers with colleagues elsewhere, for instance, in
Amsterdam or Rotterdam. The quality of the books they produced
was generally acclaimed, but the involvement of Delft artists was
minimal. One would think that of Bramer’s more than forty series of
drawings—many of which have literary subjects—some would have
found their way into print, yet such was not the case, and it seems
that Bramer did not make them with any such intention.”® There is
only one Delft-born artist who contributed greatly to the art of book
illustration in the seventeenth-century Dutch Republic: Adriaen
Pietersz van de Venne. From the 16105 Van de Venne, who was a
writer himself, made a great many illustrations for books by the fore-
most authors of the day, including Jacob Cats.”™ The artist usually
concentrated on the human figure, combining a gift for narrative
clarity with an informal compositional charm. To say more than this,
however, would be to exaggerate Delft’s claim on this artist—just as
Van Bleyswijck did in 1680 when he included Van de Venne, “the
famous painter and poet,” among the city’s artists.* In fact, Van de
Venne left Delft at an early age for Middelburg and later moved to
The Hague, probably returning only occasionally to his hometown
to visit Willem Jacobsz Delff, who engraved some of his portraits
(see cat. nos. 131-33), or the Delft tapissier Maximiliaan van der
Gucht (1603-1689), who made at least one tapestry to his design.

Tapestry making, briefly described at the beginning of this essay,
remained a very important industry in Delft throughout the seven-
teenth century (see pp. s12—14; cat nos. 137—-40). Frangois Spiering’s
monopoly there lasted until 1615, when a former employee, Karel van
Mander the Younger (1579-1623), son of the famous biographer of
artists, set up his own shop. Van Mander’s firm produced top-quality
tapestry series in Delft for almost a decade; however, the competi-
tion was too great and the new company had to close in 1623, the
year Van Mander died.”™ Shop practice at Van Mander’s factory was
the same as at Spiering’s. It is thus not surprising that the full-size
cartoons, many of which were executed in strips, have disappeared.
Rather strange, however, is the fact that not one preliminary design
from Van Mander’s studio seems to have survived—the more so as
they were extremely valuable. One of the designs for the artist’s serics
of large tapestries on the theme of Alexander the Great was sold to
the king of Bohemia for the large sum of 2,000 guilders, although it
had already been used four times!"*

In 1630, shortly before Spiering’s death, Maximiliaan van der
Gucht appeared on the scene. He confined his output for the most
part to relatively small and inexpensive tapestries. But when chal-
lenged — by a special foreign commission, for example — he was able
to deliver very interesting work that rose high above the usual level.

For the Swedish court, for instance, Van der Gucht made beautiful



Fig. 210. Leonaert Bramer, The Cutting

large tapestries with hunting scenes after designs by Christiaen van

Couwenbergh (see fig. 325)."° Other Delft artists who probably
made designs for Van der Gucht, were Gerard Houckgeest, Simon
de Vlieger, Adriaen van de Venne, and Heerman Witmont."® It is
puzzling that we know about this only through archival information
and some surviving tapestries. None of the drawings or cartoons that
these artists presented to Van der Gucht has come to light. Leonaert
Bramer was luckier. Not only is he the only Delft artist from whose
hand a tapestry design survives, he has left us several. Well known is
his series of six drawings on the subject of the siege and relief of the
city of Leiden (fig. 210), which in all likelihood were designs for tap-
estries commissioned from Van der Gucht in the 1660s for the
Leiden town hall. Conceived with many figures and scenes, Bramer’s
designs were probably too expensive to execute. In any case, the
Leiden city fathers decided in favor of much simpler landscape scenes
with occasional mythological staffage.”” In 1664 Bramer must have
made eight marine drawings for Van der Gucht; undoubtedly tapes-
try designs, they were sent to the Swedish field marshal Count Karl
Gustav von Wrangel. Two of these drawings are extant,”® but the
tapestries after these drawings, if they were ever woven, have not
been identified.

During the first half of the seventeenth century Haarlem and
Delft developed into the country’s main centers for the production
of tin-glazed earthenware — properly called majolica or faience.

Manufacturers in those cities had been forced to experiment with

of the Dikes, ca. 1660. Pen and brush in
black and gray, brush in yellow and
some blue, some lines in brown pen,
12% x 167 in. (32.2 X 42 cm). Rijksprenten-
kabinet, Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam

their product in the face of stiff competition from blue-and-white
Chinese porcelain, which the East India Company had begun to
import in large quantities about 1620. A new and improved type of
earthenware resulted, and it was Delft that ultimately monopolized
the product and gave it a name. The growth of the Delftware indus-
try between about 1650 and 1680 —no less than a quarter of the city’s
population depended on it by 1670 —was nurtured by a temporary
interruption in the flow of porcelain from China. During this period
the Delftware potteries, about twenty-five in number, were able to
sccure a very strong position in the European market. The resumption
of trade with China about 1685 had hardly any ill effect on the industry,
which went on to even greater artistic and technical achievements.
The elaborate pieces of Delftware displayed today in museums or
private collections were ornamental. They represent only a small part
of the output of the Delftware kilns. The larger part consisted of
plain or very simply decorated pottery for household use, and tiles
for wall decoration. When applying designs to these tiles—and
sometimes also to the ornamental pieces —the shop decorators, or
plateclschilders, often used a simple sketch on paper or an already
existing print as a spons, or stencil. First the paper was pricked along
the lines of the design and then powdered charcoal was sifted
through the tiny holes onto the tile. Later the faience painter used
the transferred lines as a guide during the tricky process of applying
the colored decoration to the tile. Although a stencil simplified his
task, the quality of the product always depended on the proficiency
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Fig. 211. Anonymous artist possibly after Anthonie Palamedesz, Elggant Company
in n Roow, possibly ca. 1650. Ceramic tile tableau, dimensions unknown.
Location unknown (formerly in the Vis Collection, Amsterdam)

of the painter. One famous series of plaques decorated with the
portraits of Delft ministers offers excellent examples of virtuoso
faience decoration (see cat. no. 156). Based on prints by Chrispijn van
Queborn (1604-1652), these earthenware portraits are almost supe-
rior to their models on paper.™

The most gifted of all the Delftware decorators was Frederik van
Frijtom (1632—1702), who settled in Delft in 1658.*° He also painted

ordinary landscapes with meticulously executed trees; but he was

renowned for his very delicately painted Delftware plaques depict-
ing Dutch landscapes, sometimes enlivened by figures and houses.
One of these can be related to a print by Anthonie Waterloo (1609-
1690), and it may have been made with a spons,"™ but in all likeli-
hood Frijtom designed all his other “porcelain landscapes” himself.
Whether he prepared them by sketching out-of-doors is not known;
in any case, no drawing by this artist seems to have survived.

It is surprising that Delft painters were so seldom involved in the
decoration of Delft faience. Some Delftware plaques may have been
inspired by paintings of church interiors such as those by Gerard
Houckgeest or Hendrick van Vliet.”* Furthermore, some tile pic-
tures may have been made with the help of Anthonie Palamedesz, for
example, Elegant Company in a Room (fig. 211). Here, the whole com-
position as well as the individual figures seem strongly influenced by
the work of Palamedesz. Since the lady, the officer, and the boy on
the right are depicted in exactly the same way in another tile picture,
we may conclude that these three figures were drawn by means of a
spons, possibly a pricked drawing by Palamedesz.” One can easily
imagine how, for instance, the same artist’s drawing of a standing
man in the Kupferstichkabinett, Berlin (fig. 193), could be used as a
model for a figure like the officer in the Elegant Company in a Room.

The only important Delft painter who became seriously involved
in the decoration of Delftware was the versatile Leonaert Bramer.”*
This fact has recently been established through the discovery that
several Delftware dishes decorated with biblical scenes are directly
related to two of Bramer’s large series of drawings illustrating the

Old and the New Testaments (see cat. nos. 103, 104; fig. 306). Since

Fig. 212a. Leonaert Bramer, Jacob’s Dream, late 1650s. Brush and gray ink, pricked
for transfer, diameter §%s in. (13.5 cm). Koninklijke Tichelaar, Makkum
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Fig. 212b. Leonaert Bramer, Jacob’s Dream (working copy), probably late 1650s.
Pricked from fig. 212a for transfer by pouncing, diameter 5% in. (13.5 cm).
Koninklijke Tichelaar, Makkum



Fig. 213. Anonymous, The Temptation of Christ, 1660. Delftware plaque, diameter
5% in. (13.5 cm). Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam

these dishes have different border decorations—some of which can
be dated as early as the 1630s—it is probable that several series of
dishes with designs based on Bramer’s work were produced at the
Delftware kilns. In addition, drawings by Bramer that have been
pricked for pouncing turned up recently at Makkum, in the archives
of Koninklijke Tichelaar. A fascinating discovery in this cache is a trio of
stencils in different stages of wear. The first is a drawing by Bramer of
Jacob’s Dream done in brush and gray ink (fig. 212a). Someone
pricked small holes along the lines, marking two underlying sheets at
the same time. The second and third sheets became the decorator’s
working copies (fig. 212b). In the manufacture of tiles, stencils like
these might be used as many as two thousand times,™ but it does
not seem likely that any of the Bramer drawings found at Makkum
were reused as often as that. And only one of the working stencils
based on Jacob’s Dream shows signs of pouncing; the other one bears
no traces at all of charcoal dust.

Most of the pricked drawings by Bramer found at Makkum are

similar or identical in composition to the artist’s large drawings on

Fig. 214. Leonaert Bramer, The Temptation of Christ, ca. 1645-ss. Brush and
gray ink, 3% X 4% in. (9.4 x 10.9 cm), Hessisches Landesmuseum, Darmstadt

Old and New Testament themes. Others have mythological subjects,
such as Europa and the Bull, Venus and Adonis, and Ajax and Odys-
seus Quarreling over the Armor of Achilles. Finally, some large
Delftware plates and valuable plaques are obviously based on
Bramer’s compositions. Some of them are of such high quality that
one may assume they were executed by the artist himself. An ex-
ample, illustrated here, is a plaque with The Temptation of Christ,
closely related to a Bramer drawing in Darmstadt (figs. 213, 214).

This chapter begins and ends with the melancholy reflection that
many of the works on paper made in Delft during the seventeenth
century have been lost. On the other hand, much of the mate-
rial that has survived the ravages of time and neglect is of great
beauty and historical interest. And exciting discoveries of recent
years, such as the Abrams Album and the collection of drawings by
Bramer in the archives at Makkum, cast an optimistic light on the

prospect of finding in years to come yet more works on paper from
Delft’s Golden Age.
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7. Society, Culture, and Collecting in
Seventeenth-Century Delft

MARTEN JAN BOK

Early History and Background

HE PRESENT-DAY VISITOR to Delft
is charmed by the beauty of the brick
facades lining the streets and canals of
this small city. Oddly enough, Delft owes the

preservation of its seventeenth-century aspect

largest city in the Low Countries had been
Antwerp, which itself had outstripped the
medieval trading metropolis of Bruges in size
and wealth. This part of Europe owed its
long-standing demographic and economic

to the misfortune of its sharp economic
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decline in the eighteenth century. The houses
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importance mainly to its geographic location.

Great seaports at the mouths of the Schelde,

8
T

in the poorest neighborhoods deteriorated,

and because the population had fallen off

they were eventually pulled down and re-

placed by gardens rather than by new build-
ings." Only recently has the city undergone
considerable modernization.”

Delft owed its prosperity in the seventeenth
century to Dutch perseverance in the Jong
struggle for independence from Spain (1568—1648). Despite the enor-
mous cost of the war the Dutch economy boomed, thanks to an
exceedingly profitable network of maritime trade laid down during
the preceding centuries across northern and western Europe, from
the Baltic Sea via the North Sea to the Atlantic coasts of the Iberian
Peninsula. After 1600 the Dutch extended their commercial interests
around the globe. Dutch trading posts were established in New Neth-
erland (now New York State) and Brazil in the Western Hemisphere;
along the Gold Coast and the Cape of Good Hope in Africa; in
Ceylon and Indonesia; and on Formosa (Taiwan) and the island of
Deshima off the coast of Japan in the Far East. By 1648 the Dutch
Republic had become a world power, and its cultural influence in
Europe was at a high-water mark. The Dutch Golden Age spans only
a relatively short period, however. By the last quarter of the seven-
teenth century the republic had been overtaken, both militarily and
economically, by its most powerful rivals, France and England.

But during its heyday all Europe was amazed at the republic’s
prosperity, especially that of Amsterdam. In the sixteenth century the

Opposite: Fig. 215. Willem van Vliet, Portrait of Willem de Langue (detail), 1648
(see fig. 228a). Oil on canvas, 44% x 34/ in. (113.5 X 87.5 cm). Private collection
(photo courtesy Iconographisch Bureau, The Hague)

Crest of the City of Delft (fig. 21)

Maas (Meuse), and Rhine gave Netherlandish
merchants access to a large part of the central
European hinterland. In 1500 the Nether-
lands was the most heavily urbanized area of
Europe, comparable in this regard only with
northern Italy’ In the coastal province of
Holland, where Delft is located, nearly 45 per-
cent of the population lived in cities in 1525,*
and by about 1675 urbanization had increased to more than 60 percent.
Unlike Bruges, Antwerp, and Amsterdam, Delft is situated not at
the mouth of a river but inland. Its harbor, Delfshaven (see figs. 5,
25) —some miles to the south —never became a great port. Delft was
the capital and market town of Delfland (see fig. 20) and Maasland,
as well as a center of trade and manufacturing. It had its own textile
industry and a large number of breweries. The seventeenth century
saw the emergence of the faience industry, which still flourishes
today, producing the well-known glazed pottery called Delftware.
Between 1500 and 1665 the population of Delft more than doubled
(fig. 216).° Given the regular recurrence of infectious disease, how-
ever, growth was not nearly as steady as the graph suggests. It is esti-
mated that one-fifth of the population of Delft died of the plague in
1624 and 1625, and in 1635 and 1636 pestilence claimed the lives of
nearly 2,000 inhabitants.® Yet again in the mid-1650s and mid-1660s,
hundreds of people died in epidemics. We can only assume that
immigrants, from the surrounding countryside and beyond, were re-
sponsible for Delft’s rapid expansion during those years. Meanwhile,
other towns in Holland — Leiden, Rotterdam, and Haarlem — were
growing even faster (see fig. 217), and in the 1660s Amsterdam

became a true metropolis, with a population of 200,000.
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Starting in the mid-1670s, the population of Delft dropped
sharply, until by the 1730s it had fallen to where it had been in 1550 —
about 15,000 persons (sce fig. 216). Trade and industry declined dras-
tically; many houses stood empty; and the gravediggers complained
of lack of business.” This trend may also be attributed in large part to
the movement of people rather than to a change in the birth or the
death rate.® Undoubtedly, opportunities for employment in the
nearby cities of The Hague and Rotterdam lured many citizens of
Delft away from their hometown. Like all European seats of govern-
ment, The Hague continually attracted new residents.® After the
Treaty of Miinster (1648) brought peace and increased shipping on
the Rhine, Rotterdam became one of Europe’s busiest seaports.” In
addition, many of the men who sailed away each year in the service
of the Dutch East India Company (VOC) never returned.” This
meant that many women of the town remained unmarried or had to
find a husband elsewhere." Delft was not the only city in the western
part of the republic to experience a decline in the third quarter of the
seventeenth century. Most of the smaller cities faded in importance
compared with Amsterdam, Rotterdam, The Hague, and Utrecht
(see fig. 217). Delft’s downturn was one aspect of broad changes in
the Dutch economy, although events and circumstances of a purely
local nature contributed to the trend.

Class and Political Structuve

Delft joined the war for independence in 1572, and in that same year

Prince William of Orange, leader of the revolt, took up residence in
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Delft’s Convent of Saint Agatha, which thereafter became known as
the Prinsenhof (see fig. 27). He chose the walled city of Delft because
the traditional seat of government, The Hague, was open and not
casy to defend. The nobles, soldiers, and officials in the prince’s ret-
inue formed a completely new kind of elite in this city of merchants
and small-business men. Twelve years later William was murdered in
the Prinsenhof by a French Catholic bounty hunter named Baltha-
sar Geraerts. The prince was buried in the Nieuwe Kerk, where
his tomb — now the last resting place of other members of the House
of Orange-Nassau—recalls the short period when Delft was the
political and administrative capital of the United Provinces.

Fig. a17. The population of ten major cities in Holland in 1560,
1670, and 1794
1560 1670 1795

Amsterdam 30,000 219,000 221,000
Ultrecht 27,500 0,000 EEm
Haarlem 16,800 38,0000 araag
Delft 14,000 L0000 14,000
Leiden 12,500 67,000 30,955
Dordrecht 10,000 20,000 18,014
Gonula 9,000 15,000 1,715
Roererdam OO0 45,000 §3.218
The Hague 6,000 15,000 433
Schicdam 4,100 TooD 2,101




When Prince Maurits succeeded his father as leader of the revolt,
he moved back to The Hague, and once again Delft became a city of
burghers. During the seventeenth century the only aristocratic
household was that of Don Emanuel, pretender to the throne of
Portugal, who lived modestly in the Prinsenhof with his wife, a
daughter of William of Orange.”

Many of Delft’s old families, the so-called burgher-elite, had
amassed great fortunes since the beginning of the seventeenth cen-
tury, when the chance to invest in the East and West India trade pre-
sented itself."* As in all Dutch cities, wealth came to be less equally
distributed.” From a 1674 tax register we know that in that year 220
Delft households were worth more than 20,000 guilders, and 1o1 of
them were worth more than 50,000 guilders."® By comparison, a car-
penter or a mason might earn soo guilders a year. Most of the wealthy
families lived in imposing town houses on the Oude Delft, the city’s
main canal, and it was they who had a decisive voice in civic affairs.

Since 1445 the most important political organization in Delft had
been the so-called Council of Forty, which was established in that
year by Philip of Burgundy in his capacity as count of Holland."”
From its ranks came the men with executive authority in the city: the
four burgomasters, who were chosen yearly, the town treasurer,
the regents of the Orphan Chamber, and the harbormasters of
Delfshaven.” The sheriff and the aldermen, who administered justice
locally, were nearly all recruited from the council, as were those who
represented the city at the provincial level. Membership in the coun-
cil was therefore a prerequisite to holding public office, a situation
that would remain unchanged until 1795, when France invaded the
Netherlands, sweeping away all the constitutional machinery of the
old system, including the Council of Forty.

In seventeenth-century Delft the burgomasters were responsible
for running the day-to-day affairs of the town. They appointed
dozens of minor administrative officials as well as several important
delegates to the national government, including Delft’s representa-
tives at the States General, the Council of State, and the Auditor’s
Office.” They were in a position to appoint family members and
friends to these frequently lucrative posts and did not hesitate to do
so. The power to grant commissions for the construction of govern-
ment buildings and their decoration gave them a decisive voice in the
way the city presented itself to the outside world. The rebuilding of
the Stadhuis (town hall), which had burned down in 1618, illustrates
this clearly enough.*® A committee consisting of the four incumbent
burgomasters (Frank Reyersz van der Burch, Dirck Corstiaensz van
Groenewegen, Jacob Adriaensz Pauw, and Jan Jansz van Lodensteyn),
two former burgomasters (Paulus Cornelisz van Beresteyn and Gerrit
Beukelsz van Santen), and a former alderman (Jan Abrahamsz Gras-
winckel) was responsible for the project. The committee awarded the
commuission for the design to Hendrick de Keyser, the famous sculp-
tor whose splendid marble and bronze tomb of William of Orange

was being constructed in the Nieuwe Kerk, across from the site of

Fig. 218. Johannes Verkolje, Dirck Evertsz van Bleyswijck at the Age of Thirty, 1671.
Mezzotint, 6% x 5% in. (17.4 x 13.3 cm). From Dirck van Bleyswijck, Beschryvinge
der stadt Delft, Delft, 1667[—80]. Private collection

the new town hall (fig. 7). De Keyser was city architect and a resident
of Amsterdam; his work in Delft recalls that of the sculptors, stained-
glass painters, and major artists who were brought in from out of
town during the previous century. However, it became increasingly
common during the seventeenth century to award public commis-
sions to local artists and craftsmen. Thus, a painting depicting The
Judgment of Solomon for the local court of justice was ordered
some years later from the Delft painter Pieter Anthonisz van Bronck-
horst (fig. 94). For the burgomasters’ chamber a local portraitist,
Michiel Jansz van Miereveld, produced likenesses of the members of
the House of Orange-Nassau, as well as of the king and queen of
Bohemia, who had been living in exile in The Hague since 1621.”
Van Miereveld was required to promise that he would sign the por-
traits himself, meaning that he agreed not to deliver copies produced
by assistants after existing paintings. Also hanging in the Stadhuis
were sixteenth-century religious paintings that had survived the icono-

clastic riots of 1566, including works by Maerten van Heemskerck
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Fig. 219. Jacob Willemsz Delff, Paulus van Bervesteyn at the Age of Forty-four, 1592.
Oil on wood, 45% x 32% in. (115 x 83.5 cm). Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam

and Pieter Aertsen.” In the course of the seventeenth century, the
decoration of the building was expanded to include even more paint-
ings, as well as a number of tapestries from the famous Delft work-
shop of Maximiliaan van der Gucht. As a repository of important
works of art, the town hall was itself a focus of local pride.*

The local elite dominated all aspects of civic life. The officers of
the guard were recruited from this stratum of society,** as were the
elders and deacons of the Reformed congregation and the regents of
charitable institutions.” During the first half of the seventeenth cen-
tury, when the economy of the United Provinces boomed and even
those on the lower rungs of the social ladder had an opportunity
to better their lives, local pride swelled in Delft, as it did in other
cities of Holland.*® As elsewhere, the city’s coat of arms was dis-
played on public buildingé and incorporated into stained-glass win-
dows. The parade of the civic guard during the annual fair and the
stately public burials of deceased burghers provided opportunities
for public reinforcement of local identity.”” Among the cities of the
republic, Delft enjoyed an extra measure of prestige by virtue of
the fact that members of the stadholder’s family were buried in the
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Nieuwe Kerk. William’s tomb was considered the most important
artistic monument in Delft.

Another expression of civic pride was the publication, in 1667, of
the first volume of Dirck Evertsz van Bleyswijck’s Beschryvinge der
stadt Delft (Description of the City of Delft),”® a history of the city
with descriptions of the greatest accomplishments of its citizens and
all its important monuments. In the preface Van Bleyswijck (fig. 218),
son of a well-to-do brewer and burgomaster, recounts how he was
forced by illness to abandon plans for a grand tour of the Nether-
lands, France, and Italy, and then, lying on his sickbed, decided he
would take the opportunity to explore the history of his home-
town.”® Van Bleyswijck believed that his love of Delft was shared by
many of his fellow townspeople. Yet he sensed a change in outlook,
complaining in his preface that a whole generation was growing up
who were interested only in things from far-off lands and no longer
concerned themselves with their own heritage. Clearly, prosperity
and the worldwide expansion of the republic had profoundly
influenced the thinking of many Delft burghers by the third quarter
of the seventeenth century.

When he created the Council of Forty, Count Philip stipulated
that it would be composed of “forty persons, the wealthiest, most
honorable, most prominent, and most peace-loving” in Delft.>° Mem-
bers served for life, and the council was replenished by appointment.
The government was oligarchic, in the sense that a limited group of
individuals and their families controlled it.** Moreover, this group
managed to maintain its position for more than three centuries
because the important religious and political developments that took
place in the Netherlands, such as the Reformation and the revolt
against Spain, did not prompt any constitutional changes at the local
level. It is hardly surprising, therefore, that the lists of names of the
Council of Forty display a great deal of continuity. A study made by
H. W. van Leeuwen for the years between 1572 and 1667, for example,
has shown how often members of a few prominent families were ap-

pointed to the Council of Forty: eight times from the Van Bleyswijck

Fig. 220. Adriaan de Grebber, Medal to Commemorate the Fiftieth Wedding
Anmiversary of Paulus van Bevesteyn and Volckera Nicolas, 1624. Silver, diameter
2% in. (5.5 cm). Rijksmuseum Het Koninklijk Penningkabinet, Leiden



family, eleven from the Van der Burchs, eighteen from the Van der

Dussens, seven from the Duysts, six from the Van Groenewegens,
and ten from the Van der Meers.?” Other leading families whose
names recur regularly are the Graswinckels, Van Hoogenhoucks,
Van Lodensteyns, Meermans, Van Ruijvens, and Van Santens. For
centuries their status resembled that of aristocrats. Their crowning
moment of glory came in 1813 with the establishment of the King-
dom of the Netherlands, when the families who had supplied mem-
bers to the Council of Forty for more than three generations were
elevated to the nobility.

Outsiders found it very difficult to penetrate this local elite. New-
comers were usually admitted only after they had become related to a
member of the ruling class through marriage. This category in-
cluded, for example, members of socially and politically prominent
families from other cities, such as the Van Beresteyns (originally
from Amsterdam), the Teding van Berkhouts (from Monnikendam),
and the Pauws (from Gouda).®

In 1624 the enormously rich Delft burgomaster Paulus Cornelisz
van Beresteyn (fig. 219)** and his wife, Volckera Nicolai, celebrated
their fiftieth wedding anniversary. To commemorate the occasion
the goldsmith Adriaan de Grebber made medals in gold and silver
(fig. 220)* as gifts for the couple’s children and other guests. Among
their descendants were Teding van Berkhouts, Tromps, and members
of Delft’s other prominent families. The later burgomaster Pieter
Teding van Berkhout, who in 1669 paid several visits to the studio of
a “famous painter named Vermeer,” was one of them.** About 1700
he estimated his own fortune at more than half a million guilders.*”
Teding van Berkhout spent a good deal of his time maintaining con-
tact with the other Delft descendants of Paulus van Beresteyn, a

| Fig. 221. Anonymous, The “Oost-Indisch
Huys” in Delft (Situation of 1631), first quarter
| of the 18th century. Watercolor, 7 x 10% in.
(17.9 x 27.2 cm). Gemeentearchief, Delft

group that by his day had grown to include “a veritable legion of

cousins, nieces, and nephews**

These people of standing spent their
leisure time at country houses in the vicinity of Delft. Family reunions
were held regularly, and for the financial support of the less fortunate
among them a family fund was set up that still exists.*

The members of the burgher-elite in seventeenth-century Holland
were commoners only in the sense that they lacked hereditary titles.
Otherwise their way of life was similar to that of aristocrats else-
where in Europe, including even a measure of pomp and ceremony.
This is why the eighteenth-century city historian Reinier Boitet found
it important to mention in his Beschryvinge der stadt Delft (1729) that
the painters Jacob Vosmaer, Pieter van Ruijven, and Albertus van der
Burch were born into “the good family of time-honored Vosmaers,”
the “old and notable family” of Van Ruijven, and the “distinguished
and notable line, and time-honored family” of Van der Burch.*
Their lineage gave them direct access to the wealthiest art lovers and
patrons in the city.

Most historians now agree that it was religious tolerance, rather than
Calvinism, that gave seventeenth-century Dutch society its quintessen-
tial character.* In Delft, where there was a large measure of social and
political continuity, keeping the peace was considered more important
than establishing an ideal Protestant society, and the political elite dis-
played a tolerant attitude.** Between 1573 and 1615 only slightly more
than half of all the new appointees to the Council of Forty were mem-
bers of the Reformed congregation,* and this remained the case even
after 1618, when Prince Maurits openly sided with the orthodox
Calvinists in their conflict with the more liberal Arminians.**

In 1620 only about one-fourth of the population of Delft belonged
to the Reformed Church.* The city harbored many Catholics and
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Mennonites as well as a range of religious minorities,** and many
citizens preferred to remain unaffiliated with any church.*” That
there was a smaller percentage of orthodox Calvinists in Delft than in
a city such as Leiden, for example, may be explained by the fact that
Delft did not take in as many refugees from Flanders and Brabant.
These emigrants from the Spanish Netherlands often had nothing
left except their ability to work, their Calvinist beliefs, and the hope
of one day returning to their birthplace. In many areas of the repub-
lic they formed a corps of uncompromising Calvinists.

Protestants and Catholics participated equally in many areas of
public life in Delft: for example, in the guilds, which regulated eco-
nomic life, and in the civic-guard companies. Thus Johannes Vermeer,
who was never a member of the Reformed Church and whose mar-
riage drew him into Jesuit circles, was able to become headman of
the Guild of Saint Luke and a member of the civic guard.**

Economic Structure

At the beginning of the seventeenth century there were eighty-two
breweries in Delft, offering employment to between 15 and 20 per-
cent of the labor force and creating considerable business for the
local grain merchants, coopers, and bargemen as well.** As in other
Dutch cities the brewers of Delft were among the wealthiest and most

prominent burghers,* and a large number of them were members of
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~  Fig. 222. The Capture of the
Spanish “Silver Fleet” in the Bay of
Matanzas by & Dutch Fleet under
the Command of Piet Hein, 1628.
Engraving, from Isaac Commelin,
FErederick Hendrick van Nassauw,
Prince va[n] Orangien, zyn leven
en bedryf, Amsterdam, 1651.
Gemeentelijke Archiefdienst,
Rotterdam

the Council of Forty. Soon, however, the breweries began to disap-
pear, partly through mergers and partly because of increased compe-
tition in their traditional markets; by 1645 only twenty-five were still
in business. A decade later, the painter Jan Steen, who was the son of
a Leiden brewer, experienced the decline of the Delft beer industry in
the most painful way. In 1654 he rented one of the few remaining
breweries —“De Slang” (“The Snake™), also known as “De Roskam”
(“The Currycomb”), on the city’s main canal —but was forced to
give it up three years later after suffering heavy losses.” Steen’s failure
can be attributed only in part to his lack of managerial expertise: by
the mid-1650s the whole country was experiencing a period of eco-
nomic stagnation as a result of the First Anglo-Dutch War (1652-54).
In Amsterdam, Rembrandt’s debts were called in, bringing the artist
to the brink of financial ruin. In Delft the problems caused by the
slump were exacerbated by the explosion of a gunpowder magazine
in 1654 that devastated an entire neighborhood and killed and
wounded many people (see cat. no. s1).

In the Middle Ages the manufacture of woolen cloth had been the
second pillar of Delft’s economy, but in the sixteenth century this,
too, began to fail."”* The city fathers attempted to revive the textile
industry by luring foreign manufacturers with the promise of favor-
able conditions, but their efforts were unsuccessful, chiefly because
of an inadequate pool of experienced workers. Whereas Delft had

for a long time tried to limit immigration, Leiden and Haarlem had



welcomed the thousands of cloth workers who had left the Spanish
Netherlands to seek a new life in the north. Delft’s rivals were thus
well positioned to dominate Holland’s textile industry in the first
half of the seventeenth century, and eventually Leiden became the
largest manufacturing city in Europe after Lyons.

In 1621 fortune seemed to smile on Delft. An English trading
company known as the Merchant Adventurers was persuaded to
establish its headquarters in the town.”® This windfall meant that
Delft now had an import monopoly on undyed English woolen
cloth; moreover, the activities involved in processing and trans-
porting the cloth to other parts of the Netherlands and elsewhere
in Europe were expected to provide new jobs in Delft. Part of the
Prinsenhof was given over to the company to use as its administra-
tive offices and warehouse. The Merchant Adventurers took advan-
tage of the proximity of The Hague to promote its interests with
the king of England. In August 1623 and April 1624, for example, the
company hosted huge celebrations in the Prinsenhof honoring Eliza-
beth Stuart, the daughter of King James I, and her consort, King
Frederick V of Bohemia.** The firm also lent her considerable sums
of money.*

The following year the city established in the newly rebuilt town
hall a bank of exchange to facilitate international financial transac-
tions. Cloth dyers from elsewhere set up business in Delft, together
with a number of English printers—and even an English barber,
who in 1627 accepted paintings from an English merchant as pay-
ment for his services.”® The positive influence of the Merchant
Adventurers on Delft’s economy was unmistakable yet short-lived.
The import of English cloth came to a standstill in 1629, when a
trade conflict developed between the Dutch Republic and England.
When the dispute was finally resolved, in 1634, the English mer-
chants decided to relocate their business to Rotterdam, leaving Delft
for good. All subsequent attempts to breathe new life into the Delft
textile industry proved fruitless.

A small exception to this unfortunate pattern of economic decline
was tapestry weaving.’” Frangois Spiering introduced the first manu-
factory in Delft in 1593, and a few others were set up in the seven-
teenth century (see pp. s12—14). Tapestries were luxury products that
only the very rich could afford, so it is hardly surprising that these
workshops were located in the vicinity of the court at The Hague.
On the one hand, the highly skilled artists who were hired to make
the designs and cartoons enriched the artistic life of Delft;* on the
other hand, the industry created few jobs for local weavers.

At the turn of the century, the city was still producing textiles and
brewing beer for a mass market, but gradually the merchants of Delft
began to specialize in international trade and the production of lux-
ury goods. Spiering’s tapestry workshop was a harbinger of this
trend, and about the same time, local potteries began turning out
tin-glazed earthenware in imitation of the popular Italian faience.

Several decades later these kilns started to produce imitation Chinese

porcelain, laying the basis for what would be Delft’s most important
industry in the second half of the seventeenth century.*

During this period Delft undoubtedly benefited from the proxim-
ity of the court at The Hague, which guaranteed a constant demand
for luxury goods and which was in a position to advertise the city’s
products internationally via its corps diplomatique. Of greater im-
portance, however, was the fact that Delft and the other large cities
of Holland, with Amsterdam in the lead, began to broaden their
mercantile horizons to include the farthest reaches of the known
world. Gradually, Dutch society took on a more open and cos-
mopolitan character. The populace grew curious about far-off lands
and hungry for new products and new knowledge. The depictions
of tropical birds, Chinese porcelain, and exotic shells in the still
lifes of the painter Balthasar van der Ast bear witness to this curiosity
(see cat. nos. 3, 4).

The Dutch expansion in Asia dates from the last years of the sixteenth
century. In various cities merchants founded companies that outfitted
fleets bound for the Far East. In 1601 a group of twelve merchants and
manufacturers of Delft decided to ready a ship for a voyage to the East
Indies; the following year, however, the States General forced all the
existing overseas trading companies to form a single Dutch East India
Company, or VOC (Verenigde Oost-Indische Compagnie), putting an
end to the competition between them. It was one of the first public
limited-liability companies in history, though it differed from the
organizations now labeled as such in that it was also conceived as a
political and military arm of the republic in its fight against the Habs-
burg empire. From the very beginning, the deployment of the VOC
against Spanish interests in Asia was a part of the Dutch war strategy.

In all six cities where overseas trading companies had been active
before 1602 —Amsterdam, Middelburg (representing Zeeland), Delft,
Rotterdam, Hoorn, and Enkhuizen—the VOC now opened up its
own office, called a chamber, with its own shareholders and its own
administration. The representatives of these chambers made up the
central governing body of the VOC. Amsterdam contributed 3.7 mil-
lion guilders, more than half of the company’s total equity of nearly
6.5 million guilders, and would continue to be the driving force in
the new enterprise.®® Many of the big Amsterdam investors were
merchants and bankers from Antwerp who had moved to the north-
ern Netherlands after 1585 and now perceived a golden opportunity
to make their capital productive once again.*"

The VOC was rewarding its shareholders with high dividends and
considerable capital gains as early as 1610. Those who purchased their
shares in 1602 and held on to them until 1650 received an average
annual return on their invested capital of 27 percent.®* At the height
of its success, in 1671, the VOC paid out dividends of 60 percent, and
shares on the Amsterdam stock exchange reached 570 percent of their
nominal value.®

The company rapidly became the largest employer in the republic,

and the expansion of its power was felt immediately, even in the
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Fig. 223. Anonymous, Hendrick Pauww (d. 1500) and His Sons Reinier (d. 1541), Divk
(A. 1530), Geravd (d. 1567), and Frans Paww (donor portraits on a triptych wing),
ca. 1490. Oil on wood, 32% x 12 in. (82.5 X 30.5 cm). Private collection (photo
courtesy Iconographisch Bureau, The Hague)
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smaller participating cities.** Delft, with a total investment of
469,400 guilders, was one of the smaller chambers.* The original
registry of shareholders has not been preserved, but we may deduce
from the names of the executive directors, who were among the
largest investors, that the Delft chamber of the VOC was from
the very beginning closely tied to the local power structure. Five of
the first twelve executive directors were, during their directorates,
also members of the Council of Forty.*® The others also belonged to
important Delft families. After 1618 nearly every director was a mem-
ber of the Council of Forty.

The chamber’s base of daily operations was usually the harbor of
Delfshaven, where the VOC had its shipyard, though everything was
supervised from the main office in Delft (fig. 221).”” The wares
brought back from the Dutch colonies traded briskly at the market in
Delft. Delft patricians, who enjoyed early access to the newly arrived
cargo, profited accordingly. New positions with attractive salaries
and allowances were created by the overseers of the Delft chamber,
who also had the power to appoint protégés to all sorts of minor
posts. The VOC also stimulated the Delft economy indirectly, hiring
suppliers and people to process their goods, and benefiting those
who carried wares from the Dutch colonies to other European coun-
tries. Many of the poor and needy, too, including large numbers of
orphaned boys, found work on the ships of the VOC and in Asia.
Later on, at the end of the seventeenth century, the VOC would be
the only stabilizing factor in the otherwise shrinking Delft economy.®®

In 1621, after the expiration of the Twelve Years’ Truce with Spain,
the newly founded West India Company (WIC) was given a monop-
oly on trade in West Africa, South America, the Caribbean, and
North America. Obviously the WIC was expected to bring the war
to the very heart of the Spanish colonial empire. To judge from the
size of its equity (7.1 million guilders), this enterprise was even big-
ger than the VOC. Delft contributed 300,000 guilders and formed a
joint chamber with Rotterdam and Dordrecht.®® Each of these three
cities set up an office, and the one in Delft was headed by executives
selected from the Council of Forty. One of the directors of the
Rotterdam office was a captain and merchant from Delfshaven named
Piet Hein. Seven years later, then an admiral in the WIC, he captured
a Spanish treasure fleet sailing home from Mexico via Cuba (fig. 222).
The booty was worth 11 million guilders, and Hein became a national
hero whose fabulous exploits are still remembered in children’s
songs. He retired and settled in Delft, intent on leading a peaceful
life, but in April 1629 was appointed lieutenant admiral of the Dutch
navy. Two months later he died in a skirmish with privateers at
Dunkerque and was buried in the Oude Kerk in Delft, in a tomb
paid for by the Delft chamber of the WIC (see fig. 294).7

Not all the new enterprises were as profitable for Delft as the
VOC. Moreover, the departure of the Merchant Adventurers and
the closing of the bank of exchange in the mid-1630s suddenly made



the city much less cosmopolitan than before. The WIC proved to be
a disappointment to investors, and the Delft office lingered on only
until 1676, when it was transferred to Rotterdam. A company formed
with Delft capital to outfit ships and send them from Delfshaven on
whaling missions to Greenland came to nothing.” Nevertheless, the
rapid expansion of the faience industry between 1650 and 1670 meant
that many new jobs were created. This alone would tend to counter
the traditional view that the decline of the breweries and textile
industry dealt the city a mortal economic blow. Moreover, the fami-
lies whose fortunes had been made in brewing or cloth production,
and multiplied by shrewd investments in the East India trade, re-
mained rich enough to invest in public monuments and to support a
flourishing local school of painting throughout most of the seven-

teenth century.

Art Collecting in Delft

Between five and ten million paintings were produced in the Dutch
Republic in the seventeenth century.” The great demand for art prob-
ably reflects a substantial increase in the purchasing power of the
middle class.”? Many more people than ever before could afford
to decorate their houses with at least a few paintings. Serious collect-
ing, however, remained a pastime indulged in by a small number
of the very rich.”*

The modern conception of an art collection is a group of objects
that have been brought together because of their artistic merit. There
existed in seventeenth-century Delft several collections of this kind,
one of which could not be matched in quality today, namely, Pieter
Claesz van Ruijven’s. This art lover owned not only twenty or
twenty-one Vermeers, including some of the most important works
in the artist’s ocuvre, but also paintings by other major masters such
as Jan Porcellis, Simon de Vlieger, and Emanuel de Witte.” No pri-
vate collections of this kind have been preserved intact in Delft.

A few rather different Delft art collections are still in existence,
namely, the portrait galleries representing members of some of the
great families that dominated the city’s cultural life. These commis-
sions must have accounted for a considerable portion of the Delft
artists’ local market, especially that of the portrait painters. This is
confirmed by Karel van Mander’s comment in his Schilder-Boeck
(1604) that most of the clients of the portraitist Michiel van Miere-
veld were Delft brewers, an especially wealthy group.”

One important Delft collection of family portraits is that of the
Pauws,”” who entered the historical record in Gouda in the fifteenth
century and then spread out in collateral branches to Amsterdam
in the sixteenth century and to Delft in the seventeenth. Brought
together by inheritance and later by purchases made at auctions
of the estates of related families, the collection of Pauw portraits

eventually grew to contain, by 1905, 159 paintings. Some of them

were lost a few years later in a fire at Broekhuizen Castle, and during
the twentieth century the rest were distributed among the living
family members.

At the beginning of the eighteenth century the thirty-nine paintings
of Pauws who had settled in Delft were in the possession of a lawyer
and sherift of the city named Maarten Pauw (1678-1721). In the year of
his death he bequeathed them to his son Franco Pauw, together with
a bond worth 2,000 guilders, putting his heir under the obligation to
use the interest to maintain and expand the collection.”® Thirty-two
of the works, depicting seven generations of the Pauw family and
their relatives by marriage from the beginning of the sixteenth century
until the time of Maarten Pauw, comprised a classic family-portrait
gallery. A few of the sitters’ names— Pauw, Van Hoogenhouck, Van
der Dussen, Van der Meer, Graswinckel, Van der Burch, Teding van
Berkhout— are by now familiar to readers of this book.

Closer analysis of the collection reveals how it was put together.
The portraits from the Delft group are all painted on panel and have
identical measurements.”® The earliest—all unsigned and undated —
are copies, but some later examples are originals cut to match the
others in size; and the most recent ones, dating from the last quarter
of the seventeenth century, are originals by such masters as Nicolaes
Maes, Johannes Verkolje, Nicolaas Verkolje, and Constantijn Netscher.
The whole group must therefore be an ensemble conceived about
1680. That such collections provided a great deal of work for copyists
is understandable if we bear in mind that the various members of
the individual branches of patrician families all wanted to display
portraits of their ancestors to demonstrate the antiquity of their
lineage. In the case of the Pauw collection, the originals of some of
the Delft copies, which were preserved by members of the main
branch of the family in Amsterdam (fig. 223), were absorbed into
the rest of the collection during the nineteenth ccm:ury,go making it
possible to identify, in the case of some portraits, both the original
and the copy in the Pauw collection (figs. 224, 225).

Some collections of Delft family portraits include whole groups
of works whose provenance has been forgotten over the centuries. In
the Pauw collection, for example, there was a group of five three-
quarters-length portraits by Michiel van Miereveld dating from the
second and third decades of the seventeenth century. The sitters can
no longer be identified, but they must have belonged to the Delft
branch of the family.*" Also, on occasion, works advertised as Pauw
family portraits were purchased on the art market and only later
discovered to have been incorrectly identified.*

The portrait collections of the Van Beresteyn, Graswinckel, Van
der Goes, Teding van Berkhout, and Van Vredenburg families re-
mained intact for a long time, and some of the paintings are still in
family collections.”® Other Delft collections, however, were auc-
tioned off and dispersed in the second half of the nineteenth century,
for example, those of the Van der Dussens and Van der Burchs.®
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Fig. 224. Anonymous copyist, Hendrick Panw (d. 1500). Oil on wood, 27% x
18% in. (69.3 X 46.5 cm). Private collection (photo courtesy Iconographisch
Bureau, The Hague)

Portraits must have been in constant demand in seventeenth-
century Delft, but so, apparently, were landscapes, still lifes, and
genre scenes. Such pictures were acquired presumably because their
purchasers thought they had artistic merit— that is, in the modern
sense of art collecting. Michael Montias, who was the first to study
collecting in detail using the example of Delft,” observed that the
average number of paintings in a household doubled during the first

half of the century.*® The fact that the percentage of paintings men-

tioned in probate inventories as the work of a named artist began to-

increase after about 1640 indicates that collectors and appraisers
were placing greater emphasis upon authorship. In Montias’s words:
“There is no greater step in the metamorphosis of craft into art than
the recognition that an object is the unique creation of an individual
and that its worth to potential amateurs will depend, at least in part,
on the information they have about its maker”*” There arose, in
short, a culture of collecting, not only in Delft but in the republic as
a whole. Contemporary Dutch observers remarked on this trend,
and foreign visitors expressed amazement at the great interest taken
in paintings in the Netherlands.*®

Nevertheless, we must bear in mind that two-thirds of the Dutch
population possessed no art at all. The middle class — comprising 25

to 30 percent of the population — often owned paintings worth 5 to
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Fig. 225. Anonymous copyist, Reinier Paunw (d. 1541). Oil on wood, 27% x
227% in. (69.5 x 57 cm). Private collection (photo courtesy Iconographisch
Bureau, The Haguc)

10 guilders and even more. A considerable number of the estimated
50,000 paintings in Delft households in the mid-seventeenth century
belonged to middle-class families.

Paintings by the best Delft masters could have been purchased
only by the elite, however, among whom Montias counted the
“merchants, printers, successful innkeepers, notaries, and patrician-
rentiers”® The value of their paintings as a percentage of all the
movable goods in their households might be anywhere from s to
10 percent.®® Pieter Claesz van Ruijven, the patron of Vermeer, was
this kind of collector. Who else in Delft belonged in this category?

In the Dutch Republic, collecting in the modern sense dates from
the last decade of the sixteenth century. Karel van Mander, who laid
the foundation of Dutch art historiography, clearly distinguished
between a group he referred to as “art lovers” (amateurs) — those
who collected contemporary art and actively promoted the arts—
and owners of art who participated only marginally in the art world.”*
He specifically mentions the Delft brewer Aper Fransz van der
Houve as a collector in the first category (beminder).®* In his youth
Van der Houve had been one of the many pupils of the Antwerp
painter Frans Floris, though in Van Mander’s day he was no longer
painting. He had arranged his collection, according to Van Mander,

“in very fine order” The Utrecht humanist and art lover Aernout van



Buchell recorded in his diary that he paid a visit to the same amateur
in the summer of 1597 and again in the spring of 1598.%* In Van der
Houve’s house he saw paintings, sculptures, archacological artifacts,
and biological and geological specimens. Van der Houve’s collec-
tion can be described as a cabinet of curiosities in which naturalia
and choice objets d’art were displayed together. Collections of this
kind, the most famous of which was that of the physician Hendrik
d’Acquet, appear to have been popular in Delft throughout the sev-
enteenth century.®* It is not surprising that Anthony van Leeuwen-
hoek, the Delft naturalist and lensmaker, also had such a collection.

Another early art collector in Delft, who lived there for a relatively
short time, was the mintmaster Melchior Wyntgis.” He married a
woman from the city and invested in the brewing industry there. Van
Mander, who considered him one of the most important amateurs
of his time, dedicated his didactic poem in the Schilder-Boeck to
Wyntgis. When, in 1618, Wyntgis drew up an inventory of his collec-
tion in Brussels, it contained 170 paintings, whose total value he esti-
mated at more than 12,500 guilders.”® A large number of them were
by masters from the southern Netherlands, and the whole collection
gives the impression of being an art dealer’s stock in trade. The
extent to which Wyntgis contributed to the development of a culture
of collecting in Delft therefore remains a topic for further study.

The most prominent collector in Delft during the first half of the
seventeenth century was Boudewijn de Man, receiver general and

executive director of the WIC (fig. 226). By 1611 his renown in art

Fig. 226. Michiel van Miereveld, Portrait of Boudewijn de Man, 1638, Oil on
wood, 28 x 23 in. (71.2 X 58.5 cm). Staatsgalerie, Stuttgart

circles was such that in the caption beneath Willem van Swanen-
burg’s print after Rubens’s lost Supper at Emmaus he is described as
the oracle of Delft in matters of painting (fig. 227).®” Thirty-three
years later, in 1644, the Rubens was sold from De Man’s estate. At
the auction the paintings fetched 6,139 guilders, a sum that repre-
sented 47 percent of the total proceeds from the sale of the movable
goods (13,081 guilders).”®

De Man owned important works by masters from all over the
Low Countries, from Antwerp (Rubens and Brueghel) to Haarlem
(Goltzius). Utrecht masters, such as Abraham Bloemaert, Roelant
Savery, Hendrick ter Brugghen, and Dirck van Baburen, were well
represented.”® A “Landscape” by Rembrandt is listed among his
acquisitions —the earliest record of a painting by the Amsterdam
artist in a Delft collection.”® Pictures by Pieter Aertsen, Gillis (?)
Mostaert, and Jan van Scorel reflect De Man’s interest in the art of
the previous generation. He was also the owner of one of the
few Italian paintings that Montias found listed in Delft inventories:
a kitchen scene said to be by Bassano. The local school was also
patronized by De Man, who owned several works by Christiaen van
Couwenbergh, Cornelis Jacobsz Delff, and Hans Jordaens.

In the seventeenth century the notary Willem de Langue must
have played a key role in the artistic life of Delft (fig. 2282)."”" As a
youth he developed a passion for poetry, which he later shared with
his wife, Maria Jorisdr. Pynacker (fig. 228b), and he actively prac-

ticed the art of calligraphy. He also began to collect drawings and
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Fig. 227. Willem van Swanenburg after a lost painting by Peter Paul Rubens, The
Supper ar Emmaus, 1611. Engraving, 12% X 12% in. (32.2 x 31.8 cm).The Metropolitan
Muscum of Art, New York, The Elisha Whittelsey Collection, The Elisha Whittclsey
Fund, 1951
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Figs. 2282 and b. Willem van Vliet, Povtrait of Willem de Langue, 1648, and Portrait of Maria Jovisdr. Pynacker, 1626. Oil on canvas, each 44% x 347 in. (113.5 x 87.5 cm).
Location unknown (photo courtesy Iconographisch Bureau, The Hague)

paintings at an early age, and his collection attracted such art lovers
as the schoolmaster David Beck (see chapter 1), who went from The
Hague to Delft in 1624 to admire De Langue’s recent acquisitions.
A great many Delft artists made use of De Langue’s services as a
notary, and his surviving protocols are an invaluable source of infor-
mation on the history of Delft art. It is probably no coincidence that
among the few known posters announcing a seventeenth-century
Dutch sale of paintings is one that was printed for an auction, held in
1655 in Delft, at which De Langue presided.”® The collection was
described as “the very curious cabinet” of an anonymous person who
had spent thirty years gathering the works of many famous masters,
“made during their best period” Among the latter were three local
painters—Van Miereveld, Leonaert Bramer, and Balthasar van der
Ast—as well as artists from other cities.

There is one other important source of information on Delft
collections in which out-of-town masters were strongly repre-
sented. This is a group of 107 quick sketches made about 1653
by Bramer after paintings owned by eleven Delft collectors.”* Here

we find works by Jan Asselijn, Adriaen Brouwer, Karel Dujardin,
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Adam Elsheimer, Pieter van Laer, Pieter Lastman, Dirck van der
Lisse, Cornelis van Poelenburgh, Rembrandt, and others. Few paint-
ings by the great masters whose works were found in the col-
lection of Boudewijn de Man are included. Michiel Plomp has
proposed that Bramer’s drawings were made in connection with
a forthcoming sale of pictures,’** and the fact that almost half
of the collectors — William de Langue, Abraham de Cooge, Adam
Pick, Reynier Jansz Vermeer (and perhaps Bramer himself) —were
involved in the art trade seems to prove him right. The sale may even
have been the one advertised in the poster of 1655, since many
of the artists whose names appear there are represented among
Bramer’s sketches.

The confidence of the Netherlandish art world was lifted in the
seventeenth century by the international fame of such native masters
as Rubens, Van Honthorst, Van Dyck, and Rembrandt, but many
people still regarded the work of the great Italian masters as being in
a class of its own.'” Only the richest Dutch burghers could afford to
collect Italian art. Nonetheless, if we are to believe Constantijn

Huygens, Rembrandt remarked as early as 1630 that it was no longer



necessary for Dutch artists to study in Italy because so many ex-
amples of Italian art were to be seen in the republic.”® Beginning in
the early 1640s a steady stream of Italian paintings flowed out of
England (then in the throes of civil war) via Antwerp to the Dutch
art market."”” Did any of these works reach Delft during Vermeer’s

lifetime?*®

The answer is probably no. Although no research has
been undertaken recently on the subject, it has become evident that
many important works by leading Italian masters were to be found
in the Dutch Republic during this period, but only in Amsterdam,™’
for the most part in the collections of wealthy merchants who traded
in the Mediterranean and the Levant. Many of them had spent con-
siderable periods of time in Italy."® ‘

In his exhaustive research into Delft probate inventories, Montias
found, for the years 161079, fewer than ten paintings attributed to
Tralian masters, out of a total of nearly two thousand paintings by
known artists." To this small group may be added a painting by a
Walloon artist active in Rome named Jean Ducamps, which Bramer
brought back from Italy in the late 1620s."* It later belonged to
Johan Hoogenhouck, from whose estate it was sold in 1647.™ Also,
at the time of his death Michiel van Miereveld owned a copy of a
“Temptation of Christ” by Titian."* But here we come to the end of
the line. Montias did not find a single painting by a French master in
any of the inventories of private collections he studied.

In the stock of Delft dealers there were apparently very few
examples of foreign art. In 1680, at the end of his long career,
the dealer Abraham de Cooge sold thirteen paintings, including a
“Dead Christ” by Tintoretto. The most expensive work in the sale, it
was valued at 250 guilders.” This suggests that the painting was
thought to be an autograph. Finally, there is the rich collection
of Italian paintings owned by the Amsterdam art dealer Johannes
de Renialme to be considered. (He owned a house in Delft and
became a member of the painters’ guild there in 1644.) But there
is nothing to indicate that any of the Italian pictures from his
Amsterdam stock ended up in Delft collections."® Vermeer’s knowl-
edge of Italian paintings must therefore have been based on what
was to be seen elsewhere.

Perhaps he and other Delft art lovers had the opportunity to
examine work by foreign masters in The Hague —in the collection of
the king and queen of Bohemia, for example. In Rotterdam, too,
there were wealthy collectors who actively sought examples of Italian
art."” In 1663 the French traveler Balthasar de Monconys saw paintings
by Titian, Correggio, Parmigianino, Palma Vecchio, Caravaggio, and
other great Italian artists in the house of Reinier van der Wolff. Many
of these paintings had come from the collection of the duke of
Buckingham.™ A recent survey of French paintings in Dutch col-
lections before 1700 has revealed that they were concentrated in
Amsterdam and The Hague."® Most of them were attributed to

Poussin and Claude Lorrain.

Major collectors in seventeenth-century Delft could boast of
owning works only by important Netherlandish masters. There
were, quite simply, no art lovers in the city who were rich enough
to play a role in the market for Italian or French art. This does not
mean, of course, that local collections such as Pieter van Ruyjven’s
were not of international standing. The accounts of foreign visitors

testify to the contrary.

The Guild of Swint Luke

The art market in Delft was regulated by the city, according to guide-
lines established in a letter of 1611 from the town council to the

artists’ guild.”

The guild’s governing board saw to it that the regu-
lations were upheld by the members, who included both fine artists
and artisans— painters, engravers, sculptors, faiencers, booksellers,
and embroiderers. The painters were the most influential group
within the guild. Beginning in 1661 meetings were held in an attractive
building on the Voldersgracht with a classicist facade that featured a
bust of Apelles in the pediment (fig. 229). Inside, the decorations
included a ceiling painted by Bramer and a canvas mural by Cornelis
de Man depicting a triumphal arch.™

In Delft, as in nearly all the other important artistic centers in the
Netherlands, measures were taken to limit the import of artworks
from outside the city. This was generally accomplished by allowing
only members of the local Guild of Saint Luke to sell paintings."*
Auctions of paintings brought in from elsewhere were forbidden'*?
except at the annual fairs (in Delft the main public room of the town
hall was used for this purpose).”* In Amsterdam the percentage of
paintings by out-of-town artists recorded in inventories is close to
what one would expect in an open-market economy.” Delft, how-
ever, succeeded fairly well in protecting its local school of painters.”®
About half of all the attributed paintings listed in the city’s inven-
tories between 1610 and 1679 bear the name of a Delft artist. Among
the portraits and less expensive paintings, which were usually listed
in inventories without the artist’s name, the percentage of imported
works would undoubtedly have been somewhat lower.

But, in fact, serious collectors had plenty of opportunities to
acquire art produced outside Delft. The annual fair has already been
mentioned, and nothing prevented citizens from leaving Delft to
make purchases elsewhere. Unorthodox marketing practices such
as lotteries and raffles were another means of marketing art.””
In 1631 the archers’ society, Diletto et Arme, organized a shooting
competition at which silverware and twenty-five paintings, most of
them by Utrecht artists, were awarded as prizes.””® The first prize was
a series of paintings representing the Five Senses, painted by the
Utrecht masters Gerard van Honthorst, Abraham Bloemaert, Paulus
Moreelse, Jan van Bijlert, and Hendrick ter Brugghen and valued at
600 guilders.
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Work produced outside the city also reached the local market
through auctions of artworks from the estates of deceased collectors.
In the auction of 1655 mentioned above, work by local masters made
up only a small proportion of the sale. Art dealers also brought into
the city paintings made elsewhere. We have encountered some of
these men already, since many were also collectors. The most success-
ful, and certainly the most cosmopolitan of them all, was Abraham
de Cooge,"® who traded in works by sixteenth-century masters and
did business with colleagues in other parts of the republic and as far
away as Antwerp. That he operated at the top of the market is indi-
cated by his sale in 1654 of a large drawing by Raphael of The
Massacre of the Innocents.”®

The Hague, with its courtiers, diplomats, and fortune seekers,
must have been viewed as a second home market by many Delft
artists. This is not surprising, considering the proximity of the two
cities. The cost of transportation was minimal, and it was a small
matter for collectors from The Hague to pay a visit to a studio in
Delft. Michiel van Miereveld must have traveled regularly to The
Hague to visit his clients, when they could or would not come them-
selves to sit for him in his Delft workshop.” As early as the first
decade of the seventeenth century, Delft painters and art dealers sold
their wares in booths set up in the large hall of the Binnenhof. ** In
surviving inventories of collections in The Hague, paintings by Delft
masters constitute the largest percentage of works from other cities
(Anthonie Palamedesz and Leonaert Bramer are mentioned most
frequently in such lists)."

In The Hague as everywhere else, however, attempts were made
to shield the local market from foreign imports.** In 1632 there were
protests among the painters of the court city against what they con-
sidered to be an excessive number of imports."™ They demanded that
the city enact restrictive measures, so that the art which they “had
learned and acquired at great cost and with much effort in Italy,
France, and other places” might blossom in The Hague as it had in
other cities.*® Amsterdam, Delft, Leiden, and Utrecht were named

as examples of places where such measures had been successful.

Delft’s school of painting could not fail to be affected by the decline
in population that began in the third quarter of the seventeenth cen-
tury. Research has shown that the production of paintings in the
Netherlands swelled in the first half of the century, leveled off
or dropped slightly in the third quarter, plummeted after the Sec-
ond Anglo-Dutch War of 1665-67, and slowed to a trickle after the
Third Anglo-Dutch War of 1672—74, when large areas of the republic
were occupied by the French and German allies of England.”” Some
cities began to suffer sooner than others: Utrecht’s artistic community
stopped growing about 1650, for example,®® whereas Delft’s increased

for another decade, but by the 1650s the number of established artists
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Fig. 229. Gerrit Lamberts, The Hall of the Delft Guild of Saint Luke on the
Voldersgracht, 1820. Graphite, pen and brown ink, brush and gray ink, 9%x
7% in. (24.9 X 19.3 cm). Gemeentearchief, Delft

leaving Delft was greater than the number of new artists coming to
settle there.”

The last word has not yet been said about the cause of the slump,
but elsewhere I have argued that the market for paintings was vul-
nerable to cyclical trends in the economy, since art is not one of life’s
primary necessities.'*° Moreover, the durability of paintings was
such that living masters were increasingly forced to compete with
their deceased colleagues, whose work reappeared on the market
every time an estate was put up for sale. At some point in the 16508
oversupply began to negatively affect prices, and many artists were
forced to declare bankruptcy or to seek other employment. The war
of 1672~74 dealt them the final blow.

Vermeer’s financial difficulties at the end of his life and the testi-
mony of his contemporaries indicate that after 1672 it was hardly
possible to earn a living as a painter in the republic. A contempo-
rary observer named Van der Saan compared the late-seventeenth-
century trade in paintings with that in tulip bulbs. As a result of the
economic decline, he said, “many no longer desired to buy paintings
or to plant flowers. Then many scarcely earned in one year what in

former times they had recklessly spent in one hour'#
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WILLEM VAN AELST
Delft 1627-1683 (o later) Amsterdam?

Willem van Aelst was the son of the notary
Jan van Aelst and bis wife Catharina de
Veer." He apprenticed with his uncle, the
painter Evert van Aelst (1602—1657), and
Joined the local Guild of Saint Luke on
November 9, 1643.° After living in France
from 1645 to 1649, he moved to Flovence and
enteved the service of Ferdinand 11 de’ Medici,
grand duke of Tuscany, as court painter.
While in Flovence he made the acquaintance
of the Dutch painters Matthins Withoos
(1621/27-1703) and Otto Marseus van Schvieck
(1619/20-1678); Vam Schrieck’s work seems
to have had some influence on Van Aelst’.
In Italy be began to sign his paintings with
the Italian vevsion of bis name, GuillferJmo
van Aelst. In 1656 Van Aelst and Van Schrieck
veturned to Delft. By 1657 Van Aelst had
settled in Amstevdam, wheve in 1662 he owned
a house on the Bloemengvacht. On January
15, 1679, he marvied his housckeeper, Helenn
Niewwenhuys. He is last mentioned in 1683,
when he lived in a house on the Prinsengracht.
1t has been suggested elsewhere thar Willem
mayy have been o Roman Catholic? Mavia
van Oosterwijck (1630-1693) in Delft and
Isaac de Nys, Evnst Stuven (ca. 1660-1712),
and Rachel Ruysch (1664-1750) in Amster-
dam were his pupils. AR
1. Gemeentearchief, Delft, DTB (registers of baptisms,
marriages, and burials) 55, Doopbock (Baptisms)
Nieuwe Kerk, fol. 41v. Allgemeines Kiinstlerlexikon
1983, vol. 1 (1983), pp. 441—42; B.P. J. Broos in Dic-
tionary of Art 1996, vol. 1, pp. 165—66; and Amster-
dam, Cleveland 1999-2000, p. 288.
2. This was one year after the completion of his earliest
known painting (formerly Suermondt-Ludwig-
Museum, Aachen). For guild records, see Montias

1982, p- 341
3. Amsterdam, Cleveland 19992000, p. 288.
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1. Still Life with Mouse and
Candle

1647

Oil on copper, 7% x 9% in. (19.3 X 24.7 cm)
Signed and dated below, on the stone ledge:
W. V. Aelst. [16]47

Private collection

Although Van Aelst is most admired for
elegant still lifes with fine glassware, silver
vessels, fruit, and flowers, this representation
of humbler motifs must be considered one
of his finest early works. The simple composi-
tion recalls fruit still lifes by the artist’s uncle,
Evert van Aelst, and Willem’s own Peaches, a
Plum, and Grapes on a Ledge of 1646 (Henry
Weldon collection, New York)." But the subject
here is a vanitas, with a recently extinguished
candle set in a holder on a cracked stone ledge,
and a mouse nibbling at walnut crumbs. The
low (mouse’s-eye) point of view lends the small
picture monumentality.

It has been observed that the subject is
unique not only in Van Aelst’s oeuvre but in
European still-life painting of the seventeenth
century.” Mice themselves are by no means
rare in Netherlandish still lifes: examples by
the German Georg Flegel (1566-1638), the
Flemings Jan Brueghel the Elder (1568—1625)
and Roelant Savery (1576-1639), and the Delft
flower painter Jacob Vosmaer (see cat. no. 88)
come to mind. However, the specific com-
bination of a mouse and an expired candle
would appear to go back to an illuminated.
manuscript by the celebrated Antwerp artist
Joris Hoefnagel (1542—1601?), His career as a
miniaturist depended upon court patronage,
which Hoefnagel found in Munich with Duke
Albrecht V of Bavaria (about 1577—79) and
then with Archduke Ferdinand II of the Tirol
(about 1582—90). During the 1590s Hoefnagel
worked mainly for Emperor Rudolf I in
Prague but lived in Frankfurt am Main and
Vienna. The artist was appreciated above all
for his superb illustrations of botanical and
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biological specimens and as a composer of
learned emblems and allegories.? Savery (who
was Balthasar van der Ast’s colleague in
Utrecht) must have become familiar with
Hoefnagel’s work during his own years in
Prague (about 1604-13).

Hoefnagel drew a mouse with a candle
stump and a nut in a watercolor dated 1594
(Rijksprentenkabinet, Amsterdam).* The very
small sheet is dedicated to the artist’s friend
Johann Muizenhol (whose last name means
mouse hole) and illustrates the adage thata
man like a mouse should have more than one
avenue of escape. A similar mouse is found in
a famous series of engravings after Hoefnagel,
Avchetypa Studiagque Patvis Georgii Hoefnagelii,
which was published in 1592 by the artist’s
son Jacob Hoefnagel (1557—ca. 1630). The lat-
ter, a staunch supporter of Frederick V, the
“Winter King” of Bohemia (and the Dutch
stadholder’s nephew), fled from Bohemia to
Holland, where he lived in the 1620s. The
Avrchetypa illustrates a great variety of flowers,
insects, and animals, which are accompanied
by Latin mottoes and aphorisms. For the lat-
ter the Hoefnagels were mostly indebted to
Erasmus’s Adayin, a font of ancient wisdom
that went through many editions.’ In one
plate of the Archetypa a mouse sits in the cen-
ter of a page surrounded by insects, bits of
fruits and snips of flowers, a mussel, a snail,
and the last remains of a candle. The inscrip-
tion, Mus non uni fidit antro (A mouse does
not trust to one hole alone), is adopted from
Erasmus and means that one should have sev-
eral friends, or more than one interest—for
example, philosophy as well as wealth, so that
at the end of the day (or late in life) there will
always be a refuge.’

These conceits would have delighted
learned collectors in Delft and The Hague.
One thinks especially of Constantijn Huygens,
with his love of Latin literature, and of his
close friend Jacques de Gheyn the Younger,
who drew studies of a mouse very much in the
naturalist spirit of Hoefnagel.” Whether Van
Aelst’s painting had intellectual pretensions



beyond its vanitas significance —the mouse

had a reputation for wasteful living and a vari-
cty of sins—is difficult to determine: the pic-
ture’s meaning could be said to lie in the eyes of
the original beholder.

Given its date, Still Life with Mouse and
Candle was probably painted by the young
Van Aelst in France. However, its style is con-
sistent with his early work in Delft and with
still-life painting in Leiden, with which the
Van Aclsts and the Steenwycks were familiar
(see cat. no. 59). The balance between learn-
ing and aesthetic pleasure often tips in favor

of the latter in Delft and The Hague (more so
than in the university city of Leiden), which
is certainly the case here. The painting’s visual
appeal is enhanced by its support, a copper
panel, which gives the surface the faint glow
of a candlewick dying in the dark. AR

1. See Baltimore 1999, no. 1.

2. This point and much of what follows is adopted from
an unpublished entry by Sam Segal, to whom the
writer is most grateful. The present entry was edited
by Walter Liedtke, who added a few remarks.

3. See Lee Hendrix’s entry in the Dictionary of Art 1996,
vol. 14, pp. 61820, and the same author in Prague

1997, pp. 157-60. A good example of Hoefnagel’s talent
is the pair of watercolor miniatures on parchment (1591)
in the Musée des Beaux-Arts, Lille, Allegory of Life’s
Brevity (Diptych with Flowers and Insects); see New York
1992-93, nO. 8.

4. Inv. no. Asrss. Sce Kaufmann 1988, no. 9.6.

5. See Vignau-Wilberg 1994, pp. ss—57.

6. As explained in ibid., pp. 63-64, 116-17.

7. See Van Regteren Altena 1983, vol. 2, cat. II,
nos. 863—66.

Ex coLr.: [Brian Koetser Gallery, London]; private
collection, London; J. R. Ritman, Amsterdam; the
present owner.
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2. Still Life with a Basket of
Fruit on a Mavble Ledge

1650

Oil on canvas, 147 x 19% in. (37.5 X 49.5 cm)
Signed and dated lower right:

W. V. aelst. 1650

Warneford Collection

In this comparatively early canvas, painted
when the artist was twenty-three years old
and already well established, Van Aclst con-
tinues a tradition of fruit and flower painting
that flourished in Delft from the early 1630s
onward with the work of Balthasar van

der Ast (see cat. nos. 3—5), Gillis de Bergh (see
cat. no. 8), and Evert van Aelst, Willem’s uncle.
Works of this kind were meant for close
perusal, which Van Aelst rewards with his vir-
tuoso description of textures and surfaces,
such as the variously smooth or velvety skins
of plums, peaches, grapes, and fine materials.
In this picture these effects are enhanced by the
artist’s characteristically subtle use of glazes
and are preserved by the remarkable circum-
stance that the canvas has never been lined,
a process that almost always diminishes a
painting’s textures and sense of depth.

In his earliest works, like the Weldon
painting of 1646 mentioned in the previous
entry, Van Aelst followed his uncle in setting
a few pieces of fruit on a worn stone ledge.
However, the younger painter’s still lifes
stand apart in the way they seduce the eye
with hints of moisture and atmospheric
effects. The motifs are also reminiscent of
Balthasar van der Ast (see cat. nos. 3—5), who
painted exquisite pictures of fruit and flowers
spilling out of baskets (for example, the pen-
dant panels of about 1622 in the National
Gallery of Art, Washington);" however, Van
Aelst’s technique is much softer. The difference
in style might be compared with that between
Emanuel de Witte’s and Gerard Houckgeest’s
church interiors of the carly 1650s. And while
Van Aelst maintained the impression of inti-
macy that one finds in Van der Ast’s small cabi-
net pictures —as opposed to display pieces like
the panels in Dessau and Douai (see cat. no. s;
fig. 103) —one also finds that a new sense of
grandeur emerged in his works dating from
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the second half of the 1640s. It would not be
unreasonable to compare, in its design, the
present picture with contemporary landscapes
by the young Jacob van Ruisdael, with their
dramatically massed and illuminated trees.

Between 1645 and 1649 Van Aelst lived
mostly in France, and then in 1650, the year
in which this work was made, he entered the
service of Ferdinand II de’ Medici (1610-1670),
grand duke of Tuscany, and of his brother,
Cardinal Giovanni Carlo de’ Medici (1619/20—
1678). It is possible that the present picture
was painted for the cardinal, who was Van
Aelst’s principal patron in Florence, but the
work cannot be traced before it came to
light in France not long ago.

The demand for Van Aelst’s increasingly
sophusticated still lifes at the court in Florence
recalls earlier instances of patronage in Italy,
in particular Cardinal Federigo Borromeo’s
acquisition in 1607 of Caravaggio’s Basket of
Fruit (ca. 1599—-1601; Pinacoteca Ambrosiana,
Milan), and the same collector’s support of
Jan Brueghel the Elder. With Brueghel’s work

- a steady stream of fruit and flower baskets

and similar arrangements began to flow from
Antwerp studios, including those of Brueghel’s
son Jan the Younger, Jacob van Hulsdonck,
Frans Snyders, and others. There is little par-
allel after about 1620 in the schools of Haarlem,
Amsterdam, and Leiden, but Delft and
Dordrecht had strong ties to Antwerp in
the production of fruit still lifes comparable
with this one (the main representatives in
Dordrecht are Bartholomeus Assteyn, Johannes
Bosschaert, and Abraham van Calraet).” Part
of the reason for Antwerp’s influence in this
market was its supply of imported fruits;
Joachim von Sandrart claimed that Jan de
Heem moved to Antwerp (in 1635 or 1636) to
be closer to these commodities.” In any event,
not only the marble tabletop and the fringed
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tablecloth but also the basket of fruit depicted
in this canvas suggests a person of means and
taste, as does the painting itself.

AR/WL

1. See Wheelock 1995b, pp. 5-8.
2. For similar works by these artists, see Dordrecht
1992—93, NOS. 2, 10, 12.

3. See Bergstrom 1956, p. 196.

Ex coLL.: Private collection, France; private
collection, Switzerland; acquired in 1998 by the
pl'CSCIlt owner.
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BALTHASAR VAN DER AST

Middelbuny 1593/94—1657 Delft

Balthasar van der Ast was bovn in Middelbuy
about 1593/94. After the prematuve death of
his father, a wealthy merchant, in 1609, be
moved in with the family of his sister Maria,
who had marvied the flower painter Ambrosius
Bosschaert the Elder (1573-1621)." A shovt while
later Van der Ast became apprenticed to his
brother-in-law. (Bosschaert probably also
trained Balthasar’s bvother Jobannes, who
became a flower painter as well.) In 1615 Van
der Ast moved with the Bosschaert family to
Bergen op Zoom. A year later the Bosschaerts
ave documented in Utvecht, while Van der
Ast appears in Utrecht vecords only in 1619,
when he entered the local Guild of Saint
Luke. After twelve years in Utvecht he moved
to Delft, wheve he became a citizen and
Joined the Guild of Smint Luke on June 22,
1632.° He mavvied Maygrieta Jans van
Buijeven in Delft on February 26, 1633.° The
couple had two childven. Van der Ast stayed
in Delft until his death, in December 1657.
His pupils may have included Bosschaert’s
sons Ambrosius the Younger (1609—164s),
Johannes (ca. 1610/11—-1628 or later), and
Abrabam (1612/13-1643), as well as Johannes
Buers (d. after 1641) and Jan Davidsz de
Heem (1606—1683/84). AR
1. Allgemeines Kiinstlerlexikon 1983-, vol. 5 (1992),

pp. 478-79; Irene Haberland in Dictionary of Are

1996, vol. 2, pp. 643-44; and Amsterdam, Cleveland

1999-2000, p. 288.
2. Montias 1982, p. 340.
3. Gemeentearchicf, Delft, DTB (registers of baptisms,

marriages, and burials) 21, Trouwbocek (Marriages)
Oude Kerk (entry for February 26, 1633).

3. Elowers in a Vase with
Shells and Insects

ca. 1630
Oil on wood, 18% x 147 in. (47 x 36.8 cm)
Signed lower right, on the ledge: B van dr Ast

Private collection, London, on loan to
The National Gallery

London only

In the center of this picture Van der Ast
presents a bouquet of flowers in a ceramic
vase placed on a stone ledge. Some seashells,
a grasshopper, and a few rose petals have
been decoratively arranged to the sides of the
vase. Other insects populating the scene are a
bee hovering on the right, a spider crawling
on the petals of the yellow rose, and a butter-
fly resting on the iris at the top. The symmet-
rical composition, the flowers “rising
impossibly high out of their vessel,” and the
relatively dark setting reveal Van der Ast’s
debt to his teacher (and brother-in-law)
Ambrosius Bosschaert the Elder (1573-1621),
with whom he had trained in Middelburg
and Bergen op Zoom between 1609 and
1616." Lively details such as insects and richly
patterned shells — some of the most charac-
teristic features of Van der Ast’s paintings —
were inspired by the work of both Bosschaert
and Van der Ast’s colleague Roelant Savery
(1576-1639), whom he had met in Utrecht
upon his move there in 1619.”

Of course, paintings such as this one did
not represent the handiwork of accomplished
florists but, rather, depicted imaginary and
idealized arrangements of flowers that bloom
at different times of the year.® In seventeenth-
century Holland flowers were far too costly
to be cut, put in a vase, and thus allowed to
wilt quickly. (During the “tulipomania” of
163637, when out-of-control speculation
sent prices for tulip bulbs on the Dutch mar-
ket skyrocketing, bulbs of the red-and-white
striated or flamed tulip Semper Augustus seen

here could cost as much as 13,000 guilders.
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The yearly earnings of a master carpenter, by
comparison, would have been about a third
of that sum.)* Instead, flowers were kept in
gardens designed and maintained for the dis-
play of individual precious specimens, much
as a collector’s cabinet held valuable objects.’
Seashells imported from exotic places around
the world were also expensive and highly
desirable collector’s items In short, the
objects in this elegant painting by Van der Ast
are rare luxury goods that would have been
beyond the reach of all but the wealthiest
members of society.

Finding a precise date for this picture has
proved difficult. Laurens Bol, in his seminal
book on the “Bosschaert dynasty,” mentions
the picture, albeit identifying the vase as
metal rather than ceramic, but remains silent
on a possible date.” In 1995, when the picture
was lent to the National Gallery, London, a
date was proposed toward the end of the
artist’s years in the southern part of Holland,
just before his move to Utrecht. This conclu-
sion was based on compositional principles
that the painting shares with Bosschaert’s
works.® More recently, however, it has been
convincingly shown that Van der Ast painted
the picture sometime later.” Although the
background light, which gradually intensifies
from left to right, is reminiscent of that found
in Savery’s paintings of the early 1620s, the
open arrangement of the flowers, meant to
avoid overlap of the blossoms, as well as the
sense of spatial depth evoked by the subtle
distribution of color and chiaroscuro, indi-
cates a date toward the end of Van der Ast’s
stay in Utrecht.” The author of this argu-
ment dismisses the possibility that the picture
could have been painted after Van der Ast’s
move to Delft in 1632. And, indeed, the hall-
marks of his Delft style— even looser arrange-
ments of flowers and generally more brightly
lit backgrounds, as seen in the two other
paintings by Van der Ast in the exhibition
(cat. nos. 4, §) —are absent here. But this is
not to say that the picture would not have
attracted a Delft clientele. On the contrary,
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firmly rooted in the southern Netherlandish
tradition of meticulously painted fancy bou-
quets in precious vases, it accords with the
predominant type of still-life painting in
Delft.” As such, it would have appealed to
the conservative yet expensive taste of the
city’s wealthy art collectors —and it may well
have been the absence of significant still-life
painters in Delft that motivated Van der Ast
to leave Utrecht to set up shop in Delft.

AR

1. These features and much of what follows, as well as
the origins and symbolism of some of the flowers and
insects, have been extensively discussed by Quint
Gregory in his entry on the painting in San Francisco,
Baltimore, London 1997-98, no. 76. For assessments

4. Still Lafe of Flowers, Shells,
and Insects

Possibly mid-1630s
Oil on wood, 97 x 13% in. (24 X 34.5 cm)
Signed lower left: B. / van der Ast

Collection P. C. W. M. Dreesmann, London

The Amsterdam doctor Jan Sysmus’s
Schildersregister (Register of painters), which
was compiled between about 1669 and 1678,
characterizes the work of Van der Ast in these
words: “In flowers, shells, and lizards, beauti-
ful”" In this horizontal still life Van der Ast
presents a variety of seashells, flowers, and—
in place of lizards—insects on a stone surface.
At the center is a horn-shaped shell (Charonin
lampas) holding an arrangement of flowers;
additional shells and flowers, as well as
insects, have been carefully placed in a semi-
circle around it.* The artist seems to have
gone to great lengths to avoid any overlap or
clustering of the shells so that each one can be
scrutinized and admired individually, almost
as if in a scientific display. This compositional
principle is echoed by the flowers: their long
stems and relatively small blossoms not only
form an elegant decorative pattern but,

of Van der Ast’s career, see Bol 1960; Amsterdam
1984, pp- 45—62; Delft, Cambridge, Fort Worth
1988-89, pp. 105fF.; and Taylor 1995, pp. 146—s1. For
the symbolic significance of flowers, sec Amsterdam,
’s Hertogenbosch 1982, chap. 2, and Taylor 1995,

pp. 28-76.

2. Bakker in Amsterdam 1984, p. 46, and San Francisco,
Baltimore, London 1997-98, p. 360.

3. San Francisco, Baltimore, London 1997-98, p. 360.
Tulips, pinks, fritillaries, lilac, and snapdragons are
spring flowers, while roses, irises, and delphiniums
bloom in the summer. See also Taylor 1995, p. 118.

4. Taylor 1995, p. 10, and London 1996, p. 17. See also
Segal 1993.

5. Taylor 1995, pp. 15-16. Hendrick van der Burch, in
his Woman with a Child Blowing Bubbles in a Gavden
(cat. no. 12), depicts a garden with a fenced-in sec-
tion that may have been for display purposes. For
Dutch gardens and their representation in art, see
also ’s Hertogenbosch, Haarlem 1996, especially
pp. 61-65, 147, and nos. 29, 42, §7, 58, 64..

together with the shells and flowers on the
stone surface, also describe an ellipse around
the large shell and the voluminous roses and
colorful anemones at the center. The spacious
arrangement contrasts with the dense compo-
sition of some of Van der Ast’s bouquets (see
cat. nos. 3, 5) and baskets of fruit, and it cre-
ates a sense of calm elegance and fragility.?
This overall impression is enhanced by the
delicate balance between the light palette
used for the shells, stone ledge, and back-
ground and the pink, vellow, and blue accents
of the flowers. At the same time the distribu-
tion of light and color, shifting from a shadowy
background against which brightly lit flowers
and the translucent wings of the dragonfly
are silhouetted to a brighter one, with darker
flowers and the dim far end of the stone ledge
before it, creates a sense of depth.*

Whether the elements in this still life carry
any symbolic significance is a matter of
debate. It has been argued that the grasshop-
per, which sheds its skin, and the butterfly,
which transforms itself from a caterpillar, may
be interpreted as symbols of the resurrection
of the human soul and thus of eternity. By
this reasoning, the dead wasp and the chips in
the stone ledge may be considered reminders
of the limits of life on earth and of inevitable
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6. For more on the collecting of shells, see the discus-
sion under cat. no. s.

7. Bol 1960, p. 73, no. 26.

8. National Gallery Report 1995, p. 16. Sce, for example,
Ambrosius Bosschaert the Elder, Vase of Flowers
(1609—10; Ashmolean Museum, Oxford), illustrated
in Taylor 1995, p. 135, fig. 82.

9. San Francisco, Baltimore, London 1997-98, p. 363.

10. See Roelant Savery, Flower Piece (signed and dated
1624; Centraal Museum, Utrecht), in Taylor 1995,
pp- 144—46, fig. 88.

11. See also chap. 3, p. 89-92.

REFERENCES: Bol 1960, pp. 38, 73, no. 26; National
Gallery Report 1995, pp. 16—17; Quint Gregory in San
Francisco, Baltimore, London 1997-98, no. 76.

ExHi1sI1TED: London 1952—53, no. 138; San Francisco,
Baltimore, London 1997-98, no. 76.

Ex coLL.: Percy B. Meyer, London; private collection,
on loan to the National Gallery, London (L6ss).

death and decay (see cat. no. 5). Shells in
Dutch still lifes have traditionally been seen as
symbols of vanity and of the transience of
beauty and earthly belongings. This interpre-
tation is largely based on a page in Roemer
Visscher’s famous 1614 emblem book,
Sinmepoppen. An illustration there of imagi-
nary seashells is accompanied by the
reflection “It is odd how a fool will spend
his money,” and another text in the same
book suggests that shells were appreciated
only for their rarity. Indeed, in the sixteenth
and seventeenth centuries seashells were
highly desirable items, and a number of
important collections were formed in the
Netherlands.’ In Delft the burgomaster
Hendrik d’Acquet owned an important col-
lection of shells, as did the painter Jacob van
Velsen.® The attraction of tropical shells, for
collectors, seems to have been twofold. They
were admired for their immense beauty—
their intricate forms and their rich colors and
patterns—which was perceived as a reflection
of God’s Creation. Nautilus shells, in particu-
lar, were often turned into objets d’art (for
example, nautilus cups: see cat. no. 143) by
embellishing them with delicate decorative
gold and silver fittings. Shells imported from
distant lands were also appreciated as study



objects and often formed part of collections
of naturalin. While the high value of exotic
seashells did not elude seventeenth-century
viewers —and some may have recoiled at their
costliness — depictions of seashells in prints
and paintings were most likely meant to cele-
brate the shells’ exoticism and striking beauty.
The dating of Van der Ast’s paintings is
notoriously difficult. His style changed subtly
over the course of his career, and after 1628
few of his paintings are dated.” While Vase of
Elowers by a Window (cat. no. s) reveals a close
adherence to the compositional principles of
Delft painting, which provides a basis for
conclusions about its date, the present picture
is more elusive. In a recent exhibition cata-
logue it was dated to about 1630, which
means that it could have been painted either
during the last years of Van der Ast’s sojourn
in Utrecht or shortly after his arrival in Delft

in 1632.° Yet the relatively low viewpoint,

the subtle lighting, and the unified tonality
suggest that the picture was painted in Delft,
possibly toward the mid-1630s.” AR

-

. Bredius 1890b, p. 4.
. The individual shells have been identified in
Amsterdam, Cleveland 1999—2000, p. 157, n. 1.

1S

. For some of these points, see ibid., p. 156.

W

4. For a discussion of these lighting effects, see Taylor
1995, p. 149, and in this catalogue no. s.

“

. On collections of seashells and how they were per-
ceived, see Segal in Delft, Cambridge, Fort Worth
198889, chap. 5, especially p. 78; Amsterdam 1992b,
nos. 33—67; and H. E. Coomans in Bergvelt and
Kistemaker 1992, pp. 192—-203. See also Chong in
Amsterdam, Cleveland 19992000, pp. 17-18.

6. D’Acquer’s collection is mentioned by H. E. Coomans
in Bergvelt and Kistemaker 1992, p. 199. For Van
Velsen’s collection of “hundreds of shells.” see Bredius
191522, vol. 3, p. 88I.

7. B G. Meijer (1989, p. 52) suggests that after 1628 no

paintings by Van der Ast are dated. However, Bol

(1960, p. 75, nOS. 43, 44) and Segal (based on Bol, in

Amsterdam 1984, p. 54 and n. 24) mention two paint-
ings that bear the date 1636.

8. Amsterdam, Cleveland 1999-2000, p. 156.

9. Related paintings, albeit with slightly more crowded
compositions, that have also been dated to the Delft
period are Still Life with Shells (Museum Boijmans Van
Beuningen, Rotterdam, inv. no. 2173) and Shells and
Fruit (Gemildegalerie, Dresden, inv. no. 1257). Segal
in Amsterdam 1984, p. 54, considers the present pic-
ture one of a group of works “produced in the late
16308 Or in 1640

REFERENCES: Amsterdam 1984, pp. 54, 59 (figure
captions reversed), 61, n. 27; Brussels 1996, p. 20;
Amsterdam, Cleveland 1999-2000, no. 23.

ExHIBITED: Amsterdam, Cleveland 1999~2000,
no. 23.

Ex couiL.: Private collection, Philadelphia; [Edward
Speelman, London]; private collection, France, 1984
(sold at Sotheby’s, London, December 11, 1996, no. 24);
[Otto Naumann, Ltd., New York]; bought by a private
collector; Pieter C. W. M. Dreesmann, London.
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5. Vase of Flowers by a Window

Probably ca. 165057
Qil on wood, 26% x 38% in. (67 x 98 cm)
Signed lower right: -B. vander. Ast. fé-

Anhaltische Gemildegalerie Dessau

During his Delft years (1632—57) Van der Ast
painted a number of elaborate still-life compo-
sitions, show pieces that in their exceptional
refinement of execution, variety of motifs,
and scale were the most ambitious and
undoubtedly the most expensive pictures

of his career.” A monumental panel of about
1640 in Douai (fig. 103) is perhaps the most
extraordinary example, but the present paint-
ing is unequaled in quality and in its interest
as a work of the Delft school.

Given the setting’s resemblance to early
genre interiors by De Hooch and Vermeer,
in particular the latter’s Letter Reader in
Dresden (fig. 163), the date of this picture
is an important consideration. All scholars
agree that it dates from the artist’s Delft
period; Sam Segal suggests that it is probably
from the 1640s.” In the manner of execution,
subtle handling of light, and spaciousness the
composition compares closely with works
from the mid-1630s onward. Similar settings
occur in genre paintings dating from as early
as about 1620 and are fairly common in
works of the 1640s;* however, none of them
brings the view in so close as here. In its
immediacy and precise definition — the table,
the window, and the building outside recede
to a vanishing point coincident with the red-
and-white carnation in the center of the bou-
quet— the space recalls that found in Delft
paintings of the early to mid-1650s, including
church interiors (for example, cat. no. 37),

A View in Delft by Fabritius (cat. no. 18),
Steen’s Buggher of Delft and His Danghter of
1655 (cat. no. 58), and the earliest genre interi-
ors by Vermeer (cat. nos. 66, 67; fig. 163).*
The structure of the composition also resem-
bles that of still lifes dating from the early
16508, for example, Harmen Steenwyck’s
Vanitas Still Life (fig. 107), in which a table is
set against a divided wall and a window must
be just out of view to the left.’ In both pictures
there is a strong sense of being in the corner

of an actual room, not simply close to a table
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in an ambiguous space. Thus, it appears likely
that the present painting is one of Van der
Ast’s latest works, dating from between the
carly 1650s and his death, in 1657. In its
description of space and (as Paul Taylor has
noted) its “delicacy of light and colour” the
picture may be placed beside the works of
younger artists such as Fabritius, De Witte,
and Vermeer.®

Taylor describes in detail Van der Ast’s
mastery in this painting of “devices like che-
quering and the chiaroscuro of hue” The
former term refers to the alternation of light
and dark colors, the latter to the placement
of colors with respect to the overall scheme
of light. “The central axis of the bouquet is
picked out in white flowers. Pinks, yellows
and light blues take up the left side; dark pinks,
reds, oranges and dark blues are painted on
the right” Blue flowers —hyacinth, valerian,
and monkshood — are used to mute or foil the
advancement of warm colors. The flowers are
also arranged in such a way as to enhance the
impression of volume in the bouquet, with
large blooms such as roses and the orange
and yellow tulips in the center and small
flowers such as columbine, hyacinth, campion,
and valerian around the edges. Similarly, the
placement of the tabletop with respect to the
window, and of the vase and purple and yel-
low plums, creates a constant alternation of
dark and light zones, ending with the darker
wall behind the lighter flowers on the left and
the brighter wall behind the darker forms on
the right.” A similar scheme has often been
noted in Vermeer’s work, for example, in the
figure set against a wall in The Letter Reader.

As in most Dutch flower pictures of this
type all the motifs are rarities, with the
exception of the insects and lizards. The
stone casement, leaded glass window,
and very high view to the outside suggest
that these treasures are on display within
a magnificent town house. The vase, like
others in paintings by Van der Ast and his
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brother-in-law Ambrostus Bosschaert the
Elder, is Wan-li porcelain imported from
China (presumably by the East India Company)
and provided with silver-gilt mounts in the
Netherlands. The shells come from the East
and West Indies;® Van der Ast—and connois-
seurs of the period, as well — often compared
their hardness and shiny surfaces with the then
newly revealed virtues of Oriental porcelain.”
The artist also dwells upon painterly patterns
found in nature (in the shells, the flowers, and
the butterfly) and the natural pattern employed
in the decoration of the vase. As usual, nibbles
in the leaves and chips in the stone imply that
youth, beauty, riches, and life itself will not last.
The butterfly, resurrected from a caterpillar,
reminded contemporaries of the soul and salva-
tion in eternity.

The building outside the window has
been identified as the Gemeenlandshuis (see
fig. 22) and the Lambert van Meerten man-
sion, two large town houses on the west side
of the Oude Delft.” Van der Ast lived
on the east side of that canal, just north of
the Oude Kerk and near both buildings.
However, neither identification is convincing,.
The building he depicts is merely typical of
new town houses on the best streets of Delft.

WL

1.See Bol 1960, pp. 85-86, nos. 112—20.

2. Segal in Delft, Cambridge, Fort Worth 1988-89, p. 108.
After the 1620s Van der Ast rarely dated his pictures.
There is only one known example from the 1640s, a
large panel dated 1641, which was on the art market
in Amsterdam about 1950; see Bol 1960, p. 85, no. 112.

3. As discussed in Liedtke 1988 and Liedtke 2000, chap. 4.

4. There is also some resemblance to the composition
of a lost painting by Adam Pick (recorded in a draw-
ing by Leonaert Bramer) that probably dates from
the early 1650s and shows a man smoking behind
still-life objects on a table; see Blankert 1978, pp. 33-34,
fig. 25, and Plomp 1986, pp. 133-34, nO. 44.

5. Harmen Steenwyck’s picture is catalogued in Ter
Kuile 1985, no. VI-57.

6. Taylor 1995, p. 149.

7. All these points are made in ibid.

8.See Segal in Delft, Cambridge, Fort Worth 1988-89,
p. 108.



9. For a survey of the European trade in Oriental
porcelain, see Rinaldi 1989 (and F. Scholten 1991
for a telling review). An eatlier instance in which
Van der Ast compared shells with porcelain is dis-
cussed by the present writer in New York 1092-93,
no. 10.

10.Segal in Delft, Cambridge, Fort Worth 198889,
p- 108, and an unpublished opinion. The mansion
(now museum) of Lambert van Meerten (1893)
replaced rather than remodeled an earlier struc-

ture. For basic information on both buildings
(and others on the Oude Delft), see Mans and
Van Winden 1992, nos. 48, 52.

REFERENCES: Bol 1955, pp. 142, 144, 149, 154; Bol
1960, pp. 38, 86, no. 120; Haak 1984, p. 205; Segal in
Delft, Cambridge, Fort Worth 1088-89, pp. 106, 108,
no. 21 (with additional literature); Gemar-Koeltzsch
1995, vol. 2, no. 8/31; Taylor 1995, pp. 148—49;
Amsterdam, Cleveland 1999-2000, p. 156.

Exu1BITED: Delft, Cambridge, Fort Worth 1988389,
no. 21.

Ex corL.: (Sale, Frankfurt am Main, 1784, no. 365);
purchased at that sale by Princess Henriette Amalia von
Anhalt-Dessau, Bockenheim; Amalienstiftung, Dessau,
no. 322; transferred at its foundation in 1927 to the
Anhaltische Gemildegalerie Dessau (63).
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BARTHOLOMEUS VAN BASSEN

The Hague? ca. 1590—1652 The Hague

Considering Van Bassen’s vole as avchitect to
the courts of Orange and Bohemia and his
reputation as one of the most important
avchitectural painters of the first half of the
seventeently century, it is surprising that he
does not appear in any of the contemporary
litevature on art."” Histovians Cornelis de
Bie, Avnold Houbyaken, and Divck van
Bleyswijck, for example, do not mention him.
His date and place of birth are not known.
Carla Scheffer was the first to discover evidence
that suggests an association with a family of
the same name from Avnhem: a document
that vefers to him as “Barthelmes Cornelisz
[som of Cornelis] van Bassen, Schilder
[painter]” This Cornelis van Bassen was the
son of Bartholt Evnst van Bassen, who was
griffier (secretary) to the States General at
The Hague between 1557 and 158s. The fact
that Bartholomens’s son was called Aernondt
(or Arnold) Evrnst van Bassen seewms to support
this conmection. To date, nothing is known
about Bartholomeus’s training.

The first known document that refers to
Van Bassen himself is bis vegistvation with the
Guild of Saint Luke in Delft on October 21,
1613.% While painters born in the city paid an
entrance fee of 6 guilders, Van Bassen, who
was considered o foveigner, was vequired to pay
12 guilders. By 1624 he was o member of the

guild at The Hogrue, of which be became deken
(dean) in 1627 and hoofdman (headman)
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twice, in 1636 and 1640. On January 28, 1624,
he marvied Aaltgen Pietevsdy van Gilst at
The Hague. From 1629 until 1634 he was
occupied with commissions from the stadholder
Frederick Hendrick for the Honselaarsdijk
and Ter Nieuburch palaces near The Hague.
In 163031 he worked as the principal architect
on the vebuilding of the monastery of Smint
Agnes in Rhenen as a vesidence fov Frederick V,
Elector Palatine and king of Bohemin, and
his wife, Elizabeth Stuart. Van Bassen was
also involved in a number of wrchitectural
projects at The Hague and elsewhere. On
October 27, 1638, he became comptroller of
municipal buildings in The Hague, and
from 1639 until 1652 he held the office of stad-
boumeester (city architect). Van Bassen died
shortly after his wife and was buried in the
Jacobskerk at The Hague on November 28,
1652. His son became Advocate and adviser to
the court of Holland, and in 1651 he marvied
Adriana, daughter of the painter Cornelis van
Poelenburgh. Only the architectural painter
Gerard Houckgeest can be identified with
some degree of certainty as Van Bassen’s pupil.

AR

1. This biography depends largely on C. Scheffer 1985;
Ariane van Suchtelen in Ally Kiinstleriexik
1983~, vol. 7 (1993), pp. 395~96; Bernard Vermet in
Dictionary of Art 1996, vol. 3, pp. 352-53; and The
Hague 1998-99a, pp. 86-89.

2. Montias 1982, especially p. 338.
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6. The Tomb of William the
Silent in an Imayyinary Church

1620

Oil on canvas, 447% x 597 in. (112 X 151 cm)
Signed and dated lower left: Bartoll/van
bassen/anno 1620. The year is also inscribed
on the stone in the foreground.

Szépmiivészeti Miizeum, Budapest

In this painting an imaginary Gothic church
interior is the setting for the tomb monu-
ment of William the Silent (1533-1584.). Seen
from the choir, whose stalls occupy the left
foreground, the monument has been placed
in the crossing, partially obscuring the view
into the nave. To the right of the tomb the
transept opens into a side aisle or a chapel.
The plain white walls and the absence of any
religious imagery suggest that the church is a
Protestant one. The man dressed in fine red
attire in the foreground faces away from the
viewer and toward the tomb, thereby draw-
ing us into the scene, while other expensively
dressed people casually walk about and chat.
The figures have been attributed to Esaias van
de Velde (1587-1630), with whom Van Bassen
frequently collaborated (see the discussion
under cat. no. 7)."

The rendering of the interior — the cen-
tral perspective, deeply receding space, and

Fig. 230. Jan van Londerseel after Hendrick Aerts,
Imaginary Gothic Chuvch Interior, ca. 1600. Engraving,
12 X 16/ in. (30.4 x 41 cm). Rijksprentenkabiner,
Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam
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detailed description of the architectural
details — is reminiscent of the Antwerp tradi-
tion of architectural painting as represented
by Hans Vredeman de Vries, Hendrick van
Steenwyck, and Pieter Neefls the Elder. Their
rigidly constructed interiors often appear to
be airless boxes, however. While retaining
the single-point perspective favored by his
Flemish colleagues, Van Bassen introduces
light and atmospheric effects as means to
articulate architectural space. Thus, the shad-
owed area in the foreground serves as a
repoussoir to sct off the crossing and the
tomb, which is bathed in sunlight streaming

in from the left transept. The right transept,
with its northern light, is more softly lit, in
contrast to the brightly lit chapel or aisle
beyond it. In the nave soft yet relatively radi-
ant light counteracts the deep recession of
the space. An important influence must have
been a composition by Hendrick Aerts, which
Van Bassen probably knew through an engrav-
ing by Jan van Londerseel (fig. 230).” Some
of the architectural features of Van Bassen’s
painting, such as the repoussoir and the
Gothic arch separating the foreground space
from the nave, seem to be taken directly from
Aerts’s example. It has often been observed

I.'}.:
19
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that Van Bassen’s interiors appear more realis-
tic than those of his Flemish predecessors.
This is mainly a result of his realization that
light and atmosphere are as important as per-
spectival systems for producing a convincing
illusion of a three-dimensional space.’ The
following generation of Delft architectural
painters, such as Van Bassen’s pupil Gerard
Houckgeest as well as Hendrick van Vliet and
Emanuel de Witte, developed this approach
more fully after 1650.

The actual setting of the tomb of William
the Silent is the Nieuwe Kerk in Delft, where
the monument stands in the choir and the
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seated effigy of the prince faces the nave (see
fig. 7). In the present painting Van Bassen has
turned the tomb 180 degrees and enlarged it
in relation to the church interior, thus making
it a more awe-inspiring presence. The tomb
had been commissioned by the States General
in commemoration of the “Father of the
Fatherland” William the Silent, who had
been assassinated at his residence, the
Prinsenhof in Delft, in 1584.* Work on the
mausoleum began in 1614, after designs by
the Amsterdam architect Hendrick de Keyser
(1565—1621). The tomb was finished only in
1623, by Hendrick’s son Pieter (1595-1676),
three years after the date of Van Bassen’s
painting. The picture is the earlicst painted
rendering of the monument.

The painted tomb follows the actual struc-
ture closely. Discrepancies appear only in the
sculptural decoration. The figures personify-
ing Liberty and Justice, in the corner niches
to the left and right, respectively, vary from
the originals.’ In the painting Liberty is shown
with her head turned toward the hat in her
hand, and the dresses of both figures fall
differently than they do on the monument.
The helmet on the steps is also noticeably
unlike that on the actual tomb. The most
obvious divergence, however, is the suits of
armor that appear in the painting at the foot
of the obelisks. It is tempting to conjecture
that Van Bassen saw the tomb — possibly only
partially erected — in the church in 1620 with-
out its sculptural decoration and that the
painted sculptural decoration derives from
sketches or drawings. (In depictions of the
tomb by Cornelis Dankerts[?] of 1622
[fig. 328] and by Salomon de Bray of 1631,
similar suits of armor with helmets and
shields can be seen.)® Whether the armor ever
formed part of the tomb or existed only in
drawings cannot be ascertained. It has been
suggested that the States General, having
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commissioned the monument, may also have
ordered the present picture and would have
given Van Bassen access to the architect’s
drawings and models. It may have been in the
republican government’s interest to present an
image of the tomb at this politically oppor-
tune moment, the impending end of the
Twelve Years’ Truce.” It is equally plausible,
however, that Van Bassen had direct access to
the building site and the architect’s drawings
in Delft. In 1650 Van Bassen would receive a
commission of a similar kind from the city
government of The Hague, for a rendering of
the planned Nieuwe Kerk on the Spui.®

The importance of the tomb as a symbol
of national pride for the United Provinces can-
not be overestimated. Soon after its comple-
tion it was a celebrated national monument,
and other Delft artists frequently included it
in their views of the Nieuwe Kerk (see, for
example, cat. nos. 37, 93). Its architectural
vocabulary (obelisks and Doric columns), its
sculptural decoration (personifications of
Liberty, Justice, Fortitude, and Religion),
and its military accoutrements not only
underscored the accomplishments and virtues
of William the Silent but also affirmed the
foundations of the state and the leading role
of the House of Orange in the United
Provinces’ struggle for independence from
Spain. It has even been suggested that the
two dogs in the foreground symbolize the
two powers, “eyeing each other warily” in
anticipation of the end of the Twelve Years’
Truce in 1621.°

In his day Van Bassen’s meticulously
executed paintings with their sophisticated
interiors and luxurious details were highly
appreciated. Contemporary documents attest
that his paintings commanded high prices
and that wealthy burghers in Delft as well as
members of the court at The Hague collected
his works. The political significance of the
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tomb of William the Silent, combined with
the exquisite architectural detail, the visual
intrigue of the perspective, and the elegantly
dressed figures must have made the present
picture especially resonant with art lovers and
collectors from courtly circles. AR

1. Keyes 1984, pp. 94, 170, no. II. Keyes does not dis-
cuss the costume in the pictures. However, Van
Suchtelen in Amsterdam 199394, p. 538, no. 211, and
Marieke de Winkel in a recent conversation with the
author have suggested that the costumes in the pres-
ent painting, particularly the floppy broad-brimmed
hats, indicate a date after 1620, possibly toward the
mid-1620s. This would suggest that the figures were
painted sometime after Van Bassen had completed
the picture.

2. Hollstein, vol. 11, p. 101, no. 7s. See also Van
Suchtelen in Amsterdam 1993-94, p. 538, no. 211.

3. Liedtke has coined the term “realistic imaginary
church” for these seemingly realistic church inte-
riors, which represent a “Dutch departure from the
Flemish mode.” See Liedtke 19824, chap. 2, espe-
cially pp. 2223, 27.

4. For a detailed account of the history and icon-
ography of the tomb, see Panofsky 1964, p. 97, and
E. L. Jimkes-Verkade in Delft 1981, pp. 214—27.

5. For good illustrations of the two figures, see
Amsterdam 2000, vol. 1, nos. 8a, b.

6.See Liedtke 2000, chap. 2, p. 82, and De Bray 1631,
pls. XXXIX, XL.

7. Van Suchtelen in Amsterdam 1993-94, p. 538,
no. 211.

8. The Niewwe Kevk on the Spui (1639; Gemeente-
museum, The Hague, inv. no. 2-1901); see Dumas
1991, PP. 94100, NO. 1.

9.Keyes 1984, p. 94.

REFERENCES: Jantzen 1910, pp. 59—-60, 62, 158,
no. 32; Liedtke 19824, pp. 22, 23, 28, 30; Keyes 1984,
Pp- 94, 170, no. I1; C. Scheffer 1985, no. 2; Cologne,
Utrecht 1987, no. 2; Rotterdam 1991, no. 8; Van
Suchtelen in Amsterdam 199394, no. 211; Liedtke
2000, pp. 82, 86, 97, 152, I53.

Exna1BITED: Cologne, Utrecht 1987, no. 2; Rotterdam
1991, nO. 8; Amsterdam 1993—94, n0o. 211.

Ex coLL.: Acquired by Van Eyk at a sale conducted
by Van Eyk and Pieneman, The Hague, July s, 1814,

no. 319; [C. I. Wawra Gallery, Vienna}; acquired in 1894
by the Szépmiivészeti Miizeum, Budapest (1106).



7. Renaissance Intevior with
Bangueters

ca. 1618—20
Oil on wood, 22% x 34% in. (57.5 x 87 cm)
Signed lower right: B van Bassen

North Carolina Museum of Art, Raleigh,
Purchased with funds given in honor of
Harriet Dubose Kenan Gray by her son
Thomas H. Kenan I1I; and from various
donors, by exchange

Van Bassen developed a specialty in lavishly
decorated palace interiors with elegant
figures. Characteristically, the room here is
box-shaped with a tile floor and coffered
ceiling lit by rows of windows along the left
wall. The general atmosphere is one of sump-
tuousness and luxury. Ornamental embellish-
ments and decorative objects abound; hardly
any space is left uncovered.’ There are elabo-

rately carved pieces of furniture and doors, a

floral frieze along the top of the walls, two
colossal marble columns with composite cap-
itals, and a sideboard with an ostentatious
display of precious-metal plates and goblets
on a dais beneath a canopy. With the excep-
tion of a large triptych with The Adoration of
the Shepherds, the paintings — several land-
scapes and a flower painting reminiscent of
those by Ambrosius Bosschaert the Elder or
Balthasar van der Ast (see cat. no. 5) —are of a
type one would expect in a well-to-do Dutch
household. Similar decorative features can be
found in all of Van Bassen’s palace interiors.
The effect of wealth and luxury is enhanced
by the elegantly dressed men and women
who seem to enjoy each other’s company.
These staffage figures have been attributed to
Esaias van de Velde (1587-1630).> A native
of Amsterdam, Van de Velde had settled in
The Hague by 1618, when he joined the local
Guild of Saint Luke. George Keyes has
identified twenty-eight pictures by Van

-
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Bassen with staffage by Van de Velde, all dat-
able to the first half of the 1620s.> The only
contemporary document that confirms the
collaboration is the lottery of Cornelis van
Leeuwen, held in 1626, which mentions three
paintings by Van Bassen with figures by Van
de Velde.* A picture signed by both Van Bassen
and Frans Francken the Younger (1581-1642)
identifies the Antwerp painter as another
collaborator.’ Sebastiaen Vrancx (1573-1647)
from Antwerp, the Utrecht painter Cornelis
van Poelenburgh (1594/95-1667), to whom
Van Bassen eventually became related by
marriage, Anthonie Palamedesz, and Jan
Martensen the Younger (1609:—after 1647)
also occasionally painted staffage for Van
Bassen.® Given the geographical distribution
of these painters, one may easily suppose
that Van Bassen developed a network of
artists located in the areas where his clients
lived. This would have allowed clients to
have a more direct influence on the choice
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of subject, whether a straightforward Merry
Company scene or a biblical story such as
The Return of the Prodigal Son or Lazarus
and the Rich Man.

The figures in the present painting may
also provide hints regarding the date of the
picture. The earliest dated palace interior by
Van Bassen is from 1622.7 By this time he had
moved to The Hague and registered with the
local guild. It has therefore been assumed that
he painted palace interiors only in The Hague,
in the immediate vicinity of the court. Keyes
dates the present picture to the early to mid-
1620s. However, the figures’ style of dress,
particularly the men’s tall hats with relatively
narrow brims and feathers, as well as the
women’s hairstyles, make a date between 1618
and 1620 more plausible.’ It seems improb-
able that Van Bassen’s undoubtedly wealthy
patrons, familiar with the latest fashion,
would have wanted a picture of an elegant
interior with people in old-fashioned attire.

Unlike several other palace interiors by
Van Bassen, this painting seems to be an
uncomplicated Merry Company scene.
Whether moralizing overtones should be read
into it is a matter of debate. While the figures
at the table in the left background are
engaged in polite conversation, the general
atmosphere is one of indulgence and idle
pleasure; a wine cooler, richly festooned with
vines, is on the right; the dandy in the fore-
ground, clearly inebriated, enjoys the atten-
tion of two women; and a cushion and playing
cards have been tossed to the floor. Keyes has
identified an engraving that may have served
as a source for the group of three figures; the
inscriptions on the print suggest that the young
man will pay for his wasteful living, for he is
surrounded by parasites who hope to benefit
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from his carelessness.” The company also
includes a dog, a monkey, and a parrot. It has
been proposed that these animals, which fre-
quently occur in Van Bassen’s palace interiors,
carry symbolic significance: among other
qualities, loyalty is characteristic of the dog;
vanity and lust are associated with the mon-
key, and an ability to imitate is a talent of the
parrot. The suggestion that the animals allude
to the Five Senses seems less convincing.™

In many paintings by Van Bassen of
sumptuous interiors some of the figures act
out biblical stories, such as The Return of the
Prodigal Son, as moralizing reminders of
humility and charity. While the present picture
does not follow this practice, it does contain a
biblical scene. A large triptych on the back
wall shows The Adoration of the Shepherds.
The shepherds” humble worship of the Christ
Child contrasts sharply with the idle pleasure
and wasteful living of the company, whose
disregard of the shepherds’ example, and by
extension of salvation, will eventually lead to
their downfall. One should not assume that
such pictures were meant only to teach the
viewer a lesson, however. They were, rather,
laboriously produced luxury items for a small
class of sophisticated patrons who appreci-
ated the tension between the disorder of the
subject matter and the orderliness of the per-
spectival construction and the meticulous
detail. The grandeur of such interiors must have
appealed to the courtly circles in The Hague
as well as to the aristocracy and regent classes
elsewhere. Van Bassen’s court style was in
tune with the taste and aspirations of this
stratum of society, and he was to work for
the Dutch and Bohemian courts both as a
painter and as an architect after his move
to The Hague." AR
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1. On this point, see Schneede (1965, p. 179).

2. Keyes 1984, p. 178, no. XXVL

3.See ibid., pp. 169-79, nos. I-XXVIIL.

4. Bredius 1915-22, vol. 1, pp. 321-22.

s.Interior of @ Church (1624; Gemildegalerie, Berlin,
inv. no. 695). A German sale catalogue identifies
another picture, View of an Imaginary Town, as being
signed by both artists; sold by E. E., at R. Lepke,
Berlin, April 8, 1913, no. 60.

. For collaborations with Vrancx, see Schneede
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1965, p. 177; for Van Poelenburgh, whose daughter
Adriana married Van Bassen’s son Arnold in 1651, sce
Sluijter-Seijffert 1984, for Palamedesz, sec Rotterdam
1991, 10, 9; and for Martensen, see Bredius 1915-22,
vol. 3, p. 322.

7. Palace Interior with Dives and Lazarus (signed and
dated 1622; Faust Gallery, London, 1973). See Keyes
1984, p. 172, no. IX.

8.1 am grateful to Marieke de Winkel, Amsterdam, for
this information, communicated in a conversation in
April 2000.

9. Gillis van Breen after Karel van Mander the Elder,
Revelers (1597). See Keyes 1984, p. 90, n. 65, and
fig. 50.

10. Schneede (1965, pp. 254-59) argued that the repre-
sentation of fewer than five senses may still allude
to all the senses. In this case, then, the dog stands
for the sense of smell, the monkey for taste, and the
parrot for touch, while sight and hearing, the two
most important senses, are absent. Since antiquity
the Five Senses had been regarded with suspicion,
for through them sin and corruption entered the
human soul.

11. See Liedtke 1991a, pp. 33, 37.

REFERENCES: Keyes 1984, pp. 90, 178, no. XXVI;
C. Scheffer 1985, no. 69; Briels 1987, p. 291.

Ex coir.: Buckowski (sold Stockholm, March 29-30,
1927, no. §0); Buckowski (sold Stockholm, October 24—
26, 1945, nO. 104); (sold at Galerie Koller, Zurich,
March 21, 1996, no. 23); [Raffael Valls, London, and
Pieter de Boer, Amsterdam, 1996]; [Jack Kilgore and
Co., Inc., New York]; acquired from the latter in 1998
by the North Carolina Museum of Art, Raleigh (98.3).



GIirL1is GiLLisz DE BERGH

Delft ca. 1600-1669 Delft

Gillis Gillisz de Bergh was a native of Delft,
where his father, a sailmaker from Ghent,
arvived about 1590. The younger Gillis joined
the painters’ guild on November 15, 1624. On
April 17, 1638, the “bachelor in the Suyteynde
[south end]” marvied Mavian Moveu, who
lived on the Oude Delft."

The artist’s early work is strongly velated to
the kitchen still lifes of Cornelis Jacobsz Delff
(¢a. 1571-1643), who may have been De Bergh's
teacher. In the 16305 De Bergh came under
the influence of Balthasar van der Ast (see
cat. nos. 3—s) and Jan Davidsz de Heem
(1606—1683/84); De Heemy’s Leiden works of
the late 16205 and early 16305 weve important
for other Delft still-life painters as well, such
as Evert (1602—1657) and Willem van Aelst
(see cat. nos. 1, 2) and the brothers Steenwyck,
Harmen (see cat. no. 59) and Pieter Evertz
(b. ca. 1615). The tonal palette and objects —
silver amd silver-gilt tazzas and guild cups —
in a few of De Bergh'’s works from the 16305
ave veminiscent of paintings by Pieter Claesz
(1597/98—1660). (It mmy be velevant that
Daniel de Bergh, Gillis’s uncle, was a silver-
smith in Delft.)

De Bergh and his brother, the history
painter Mattheus de Bevgh (d. 1687; joined the
guild in 1638), appear to have been vespected
members of the artistic community in Delft.
Still lifes by Gillis ave cited in local invento-
vies, especially in the thivd quarter of the cen-
tury. In 1657 De Bergh and the wealthy art
dealer Abvaham de Cooge approvised the collec-
tion of Eva Briels, widow of Nicolnes Bogaerts.
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1. See Briels 1997, p. 300.

8. Stull Life with Fruit in a
Wan-li Bow!l and a Roemer

Probably late 16308
Oil on wood, 22% x 27 in. (57 X 68.4 cm)
Signed lower right: G. de Bergh

Gemeente Musea, Delft; Collection Stedelijk
Museum Het Prinsenhof

New Yovk only

In the 1630s De Bergh turned from the
production of busy kitchen still lifes in the
manner of Cornelis Jacobsz Delff to simpler
and more elegant arrangements like this one,
which may date from about the late 1630s.
Broadly similar compositions were painted in
cities ranging from Haarlem, where Pieter
Claesz was the leading exponent, to Antwerp,
where the fruit still lifes of Jacob van
Hulsdonck (1582—1647) offer the closest
comparisons. De Bergh was clearly aware of
works by numerous specialists, but his greatest

debt was to Balthasar van der Ast, who lived
in Delft from 1632 until his death, in 1657
(see cat. nos. 3—5). The graceful if contrived
thythms of the fruit and leaves in the present
picture, the studious attention to light, and
objects such as the Chinese porcelain bowl
and the small shell are familiar from contem-
porary paintings by Van der Ast. Even the
cracks in the stone tabletop and the form of
the signature (De Bergh had signed his early
works with the monogram GDB) seem
mnspired by Van der Ast.

That painter’s extraordinary refinement
was beyond De Bergh’s ability, which makes
his emulation of the former Middelburg and
Utrecht master all the more interesting. When
De Bergh traded in his dead fowl and copper
pots and pans for imported fruits and fancy
vessels, he aligned himself with a different
still-life tradition, one that emphasized
artistry and description more nuanced than
that of Delff (whose kitchenware flashes light

effects like signals at sea), However, there
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remains in De Bergh a degree of straightfor-
ward naturalism not found in the oeuvre of
Van der Ast. In this respect De Bergh’s style
in the 1630s and 1640s may be compared with
that of Anthonie Palamedesz’s genre scenes
(see cat. nos. 47, 48). Vermeer must have
paid close attention to still-life painting in
Delft: the wicker basket in Christ in the House
of Mary and Martha (cat. no. 65), the bowl
of fruit in A Maid Asleep (cat. no. 67), and
especially the fruit slowly descending from a
Chinese charger tilted on its side in The Letter
Reader (fig. 163) —which at first featured a
roemer (rummer) in the foreground — recall
works by De Bergh as well as by Willem van
Aclst and others.” One wonders whose “fruit
painting” was in Vermeer’s estate.”

Fewer than a dozen works by De Bergh are
now known or properly attributed.? (Rather
unhelpfully, the only dated examples are from
1625 and 1668.) In Michael Montias’s list of
the twenty most frequently cited artists in Delft
inventories between 1610 and 1679, with thirty-
seven references, the painter ranks twelfth.*

WL

1. See Wheelock 1987, p. 410, fig. 21 (radiograph).

2. See Montias 1989, p. 339 (doc. no. 364, the inventory
of movable goods from Vermeer’s estate, dated
February 29, 1676), under no. 2 (items in the
“Voorhuys,” or front hall).

. See Gemar-Koeltzsch 1995, vol. 2, pp. 8082, Works by

v

Johannes Bouman (1601/2~after 1653) have been con-
fused with De Bergh'’s. Although active in Amsterdam,
Bouman, too, was influenced by Van der Ast.

4. Montias 1982, p. 257.

REFERENCES: Gemar-Koeltzsch 1995, vol. 2, no. 23/7.
Ex coLL.: Private collection, Paris, in 1961; (sale at
Christie’s, New York, October 15, 1992, no. 145); [Rob

Smeets, Milan]; purchased in 1997 by the Stedelijk
Museum Het Prinsenhof, Delft (PDS 224).
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LEONAERT BRAMER
Delft 1596-1674 Delft

The prolific painter and drafisman was born
on Christmas Eve, 1596. His teacher is
unknown, but the formative influence on his
work was his stay in Rome (wheve he was
called Leonardo delle Notti) from as early as
1615—16 until late 1627. He joined the painters’
guild in Delft on April 30, 1629, and was
often vecorded in the city; in 1637 he was men-
tioned as one of the select members of the
Brotherhood of Knights in the civic guard. In
1643 Bramer paid 2,500 guilders for a house
on the Koornmarkt (Corn Market) in Delft.
Duriny the 16305 and 16405 Bramer painted
canvas muvals for the princely palaces at
Honselaarsdigh and Rijswigk, and in the 16s0s
and 16605 he painted canvas murals and fres-
coes in Delft vesidences and public buildings.
Bramer was an esteemed member of the
painters’ guild, which be sevved as headman
in I644—45, 1660, and 1664—06s. In his inte
years the Catholic avtist, who never marvied,
appears to have had difficulties supporting
himself: He was buried in the Niewwe Kerk

on February 10, 1674. WL

VERMEER AND THE DELFT SCHOOL

9. The Journey of the Three Mayyi
to Bethlehem

ca. 1638—-40
Oil on wood, 31% x 42 in. (79 X 106.7 cm)
Signed lower left, on the rock: L. Bramer

The New-York Historical Society, New York,
Durr Collection

This rarely seen picture probably dates from
about 1638—40, when Bramer was one of the
most successful artists in Delft and was also
working at the stadholder’s palace at Rijswijk,
nearby. The Magi, led by torch-bearing
angels, have evidently just arrived at their
destination, or are close enough to dismount
(Balthasar, the African king, descends from
an elephant). Caspar has removed his turban;
the younger Melchior seems focused upon
presenting his gift. It has been suggested
plausibly that the manger was depicted by
Bramer in a pendant panel representing The
Adoration of the Shepherds." Bramer painted
a fair number of pendant pictures. Two pan-
els by him in the Museum der Bildenden
Kiinste, Leipzig, depict The Adoration of the
Shepherds and The Adoration of the Magi;
the latter is dated 1636 and includes the royal
retinue in the background.

In his mythological and biblical paintings
Bramer overlooked few opportunities to pur-
sue his specialty of describing nocturnal dra-
mas. The Catholic painter appears to have read
and reread the Old and New Testaments in
search of suitable subjects, such as the story of
the “wise men from the cast” who were guided
by a star to the Christ Child in Bethlehem
(Matthew 2.1-12). The subject of this picture
is comparatively rare in Dutch art but seems
almost familiar when set beside others by
Bramer, such as Lazarus Brought to Abraham
by Angels, and The Reading of the Law before
Josiah (which is helpfully inscribed: 2 Kings
22).” The artist also restaged normally well-lit
events, such as The Coronation of the Virgin,
The Dismissal of Hagar (whom Abraham



sent off at dawn), and Saint Luke Painting

the Virgin (although she is barely visible) in
torchlight, or in celestial illumination resem-
bling that of a thunderstorm or a nightmare.
For Bramer, a subject like The Finding of the
Bodies of Pyramis and Thisbe, which was evi-
dently his own elaboration of Ovid’s tale, was
a scene not dissimilar to marveling at the
infant Jesus lying in a crib.?

Bramer painted hundreds of night scenes,
which were variously influenced by Agostino
Tassi and other Italian artists,* or by Hans
Jordaens, Esaias van de Velde, Rembrandt,
and other northerners, in some cases through
engravings. A print Bramer must have admired
is Jan van de Velde’s etching of 1622 after
Willem Buytewech’s Ignis (Fire), which trans-
formed the Rotterdam artist’s drawing, a day-
lit view of cannons by a river, into a spectacle

set under a starry sky. In doing so, Van de Velde
was inspired by Hendrick Goudt’s engraving
of 1613 after Adam Elsheimer, The Flight into
Egypt.’ The same print, and perhaps Goudt’s
engraving of 1608 after Elsheimer’s Tobias and
the Angel, were probably in Bramer’s mind
when he conceived this procession through a
nocturnal landscape, with light in the sky
revealing clouds and rounded groups of trees
(as in Goudt’s and Van de Velde’s prints).6

As these comparisons suggest, small night
scenes, painted on wood, copper, or slate, were
an international art form, prized by connois-
seurs like Bramer’s protector in Italy, Mario
Farnese. Painters of imaginary architectural
pictures, such as Picter Neefls the Elder and
Hendrick van Steenwyck the Younger, also
depicted torchlit processions and (like Bramer
in other works) figures gathered in temples

illuminated by candlelight; Van Steenwyck
worked at the court of Charles I before set-
tling in or near The Hague (perhaps about
1638—39).” Anthonie de Lorme in Rotterdam,
during the 1630s and 1640s, also painted a
number of imaginary church interiors with
evening visitors. This many-sided development
was related, especially in Bramer’s case, with
the international Caravaggesque movement,
which was established not only in Antwerp
and Utrecht but also in Delft, Rotterdam, and
Gouda.® Another parallel with Bramer’s bibli-
cal scenes of the 1630s is Rembrandt’s series
of paintings depicting The Passion of Christ
(1632—39), which were commissioned by
Prince Frederick Hendrick.” Bramer was cer-
tainly inspired by this example to paint at
least one series of Passion pictures during the
mid-1630s." This is of interest for the style
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and mood of the present picture, which
Bramer, like Rembrandt, centers upon a mira-
cle’s witnesses, whose sense of wonder the
viewer might share. WL

1. Hofrichter in Milwaukee 1992-93, p. 71.

2.See Delft 1994, p. 55, fig. 9, and pp. 166-67, no. 45.

3. For examples of the Ovidian subject, a Bramer
favorite, see Delft 1994, pp. 102-3, no. 16, and
PPp- 134-36, nO. 30.

4. See C. Brown 1995a.

5. See Stechow 1966, pp. 17475, figs. 345—46, and
Rotterdam, Paris 1974—75, nos. 179, 183, pls. 129, 133.

6.0n Bramer and Elsheimer, see Hofrichter in
Milwaukee 1992-93, pp. 9-10, and Plomp and Ten
Brink Goldsmith in Delft 1994, p. 51.

7. See Liedtke in Rotterdam 1991, pp. 3335, and no. 7,
for a typical church interior at night by Neeffs, of
1637, with a torchlit procession.

8. See Slatkes 1992-93.

9. For a review of the circumstances and reproductions,
see Berlin, Amsterdam, London 1991-92, pp. 156—60.

10. See Delft 1994, pp. 112-14, no. 21 (Christ Crowned
with Thorns of 1637, in the Staatliche Kunstsamm-
lungen, Dresden), and Michiel Plomp’s essay,
“Leonaert Bramer the Draughtsman,” in Delft 1994,
Pp. 190-93.

REFERENCES: Bode 1895, p. 15; Wichmann 1923,
p. 113, no. 78; Milwaukee 1992-93, no. 15; Delft 1994,
Pp. 146—47, 1O. 35.

ExuI1BITED: Milwaukee 109293, no. 15; Delft 1994,
no. 3s.

Ex corL.: Louis Durr, New York; his gift in 1882 to
The New-York Historical Society, New York (1882.142).
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10. Christ amony the Doctors

Ca. 1640-45
Oil on wood, 20 x 15 in. (50.8 X 38 cm)
Signed lower left, on the book: L. Bramer

Dr. Gordon J. Gilbert and Adele S. Gilbert,
Saint Petersburg, Florida

New York only

In this panel of the early to mid-1640s the
twelve-year-old Jesus sits among the learned
doctors of the Temple in Jerusalem, disput-
ing questions of theology (Luke 2.41-51).
He confidently points a finger to lines in the
large volume on the right. The bald elder,
whose shadowy face is just visible enough to
reveal his consternation, indicates another pas-
sage. A standing elder peers down through
spectacles, a familiar sign in Netherlandish
art of shortsightednesss or stupidity. The
doctors to the left attempt to look up or think
up responses to the young man’s arguments,
which astonished his parents when they found
him after a three-day search.

Bramer painted the subject perhaps a
dozen times." A panel of about the same size
and similar composition, Pilate Washing His
Hands (Muzeul National Brukenthal, Sibiu),
has been considered a possible pendant or
another work in a series to which the present
picture may have belonged.” A painting of
1647 by Bramer, Christ Amony the Doctors
(Herzog Anton Ulrich—Museum, Brunswick),
has been paired since at least the early eighteenth
century with one depicting The Circumcision,’
which with The Presentation immediately pre-
cedes the story of the twelve-year-old’s erudi-
tion (Luke 2). However, the subject of
theological debate would have stood well
enough on its own in Holland during the
seventeenth century.

Many of Bramer’s works dating from
about 1640 onward feature figures larger in
scale than those in his earlier works. This
may reflect his activity as a muralist at the
court, and the influence of Gerard van
Heonthorst (the court’s favorite artist) and
other Caravaggesque painters, including
their Delft adherents Willem van Vliet and
Christiaen van Couwenbergh. In contrast to
The Journey of the Three Maygi to Bethlehem
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(cat. no. 9), which is organized like works
by Adam Elsheimer and other small cabinet
pictures of the early seventeenth century, this
painting mn the Gilbert collection is arranged
and illuminated like canvases by Van Honthorst
dating from the 1630s. However, two other
artists who were favored by the stadholder
Frederick Hendrick and his adviser Constantijn
Huygens during the same decade—Rembrandt
and Jan Lievens— would appear to have been
even more influential for this and other works
by Bramer of the 1640s. Not only the group-
ing of the figures but also the exotic costumes
with turbans, fur trim, and gold chains
(compare Rembrandt’s Man in Oriental
Costume, “The Noble Slav)” in the Metropolitan
Museum) and the three venerable, oversized
volumes (there is one in the left foreground)
are reminiscent of the young Leiden painters.
The delicate touches describing fur and gold
on the back of the figure to the left could be
considered a small-scale tribute to Rembrandt,
while the two figures in the right background —
conceivably, one of the homeliest images of
Mary and Joseph in all of Dutch art—are types
that could have wandered off Lievens’s stage.*
WL

-

. See Delft 1994, pp. 118-19, no. 23, and pp. 28788,
N0S. 96—104.

2. Ibid., p. 194, illustrating a replica of the Sibiu panel

(Niedersachsische Landesgalerie, Hanover).

W

. See ibid., pp. s9-60, fig. 17.

4. Compare Lievens’s Fortune Teller (Gemildegalerie,
Berlin) and Presentation of Chyist in the Temple (Bader
collection, Milwaukee), both of about 1631. The latter
may be identical with a work cited as by Rembrandt
or Lievens in the stadholder’s collection in 1632
(Sumowski 1983-[94], vol. 3, no. 1190). Plomp and
Ten Brink Goldsmith in Delft 1994, p. 57, discuss
Rembrandt’s influence on Bramer, who also adopted
ideas from Rembrandt’s etchings (for example, the
Delft painter’s Raising of Lazarus in Prague; Delft
1994, Pp. 122—24, 0O. 25).

REFERENCES: Miller in Saint Petersburg 199091,
pp- 33—34; Hofrichter in Milwaukec 1992-93, pp. 84, 88,
no. 16; Plomp and Ten Brink Goldsmith in Delft 1994,
PP- 59, 146, 154—55, NO. 39.

ExH18ITED: Saint Petersburg 1990-91; Milwaukee
1992-93, no. 16; Delft 1994, no. 39.

Ex corr.: The Cooper Mullen English Trust (sold at
Christie’s, London, March 25, 1977, no. 41); [Brian Koetser
Gallery, London, 1977]; since 1977 the present owners.
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11. Musicians on a Tevvace

ca. 1665—70
Qil on canvas, 69 x 857 in. (175.2 X 217.1 cm)
Signed bottom center: L Bramer

Richard L. Feigen and Co., New York

New York only

Fig. 231. Gerard van Honthorst, The Concert, 1624.
Oil on canvas, 66/% x 70% in. (168 x 178 cm). Musée
du Louvre, Paris

Fig. 232. Radiograph of the upper-left quarter (turned counter-clockwise ninety
degrees) of cat. no 11

The largest known work by Bramer, this
thinly painted canvas is probably the only
surviving example of his celebrated activity
as a decorative muralist. During the 1620s

in Italy the artist had become familiar with
frescoes by Veronese, Orazio Gentileschi,
Agostino Tassi, and others. Musical ensem-
bles were a common subject in Italian palace
decoration. By 1622 Gerard van Honthorst
had brought the genre to the Netherlands;
his Musical Ceiling of 1622 (fig. 130) was
possibly painted for his own house in Utrecht.
It extends a long line of Renaissance and early
Barogque models, beginning with frescoes by
Mantegna and including murals by Gentileschi
and Tassi, who worked for Van Honthorst’s
patron Cardinal Scipione Borghese." The
Concert (fig. 231), painted by Van Honthorst in
1624, 1s most likely the canvas cited in 1632—33
as in the princely palace Noordeinde (the
Oude Hof') in The Hague: “In the large hall
upstairs . . . A painting for the mantelpiece
made by Honthorst which is a concert””” In

the mid-1620s musicians and other figures,
seen somewhat more strongly foreshortened
than in The Concert, were placed on the illu-
sionistic balcony running around the coved
vaulting of the Great Hall in the palace at
Honselaarsdijk (fig. r2). The project, super-
vised by Jacob van Campen, was executed
by Pieter de Grebber and Paulus Bor (from
Haarlem and Utrecht, respectively); the
Delft painter Christiaen van Couwenbergh
produced wall paintings for the same room.?
The Great Hall in Huis ter Nieuburch at
Rijswijk, between The Hague and Delft,
was also provided with a surrounding gallery
of entertainers above all four walls; Van
Honthorst and his assistants decorated the
room between June 1638 and May 1639.*
These princely commissions appear to have
made a great impression upon both private
and public patrons in The Hague and Delft,
where Van Couwenbergh in the 1640s
(see fig. 66) and Bramer in the 1650s and

1660s painted musical and merry companies

g

[T B
B |
1
i~
:‘.
. -
' g
= | ¥ L
i %, A
u':':‘.ﬁ_ - .y . Y
o -
< ., g 1‘;' | .- 3 -
(LA =g
- p .II- t. ; I‘-; ‘ ’."-'\ .a.‘\ b 1’
3 Lp" L W ! e
& - L "
= : . S
R R SR L > :
e i g
e - ¥ i
R T } T [
= . = LT )
. > {4 - g 1
¥ L] a - +
i of |
V- 5 =
= ¥
s e i

Fig. 233. Leonaert Bramer, The Massacre of the Innocents (copy of the painting

underneath Musicians on a Tervace), ca. 1652—s3. Black chalk on paper, 16 X 12 in.
(40.6 x 30.6 cm). Museum Boijmans Van Beuningen, Rotterdam
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on large canvases meant to be hung above
fireplaces or fairly high on walls. The Utrecht
painter Jan Gerritsz van Bronchorst also
flourished in the field, both in Utrecht
about 1645—50 and in Amsterdam during
the 16508 (sce fig. 134.).°

The present picture, although once dated
to the 1640s.° is clearly a late work by Bramer;
a date in the 1660s is supported by the off-
the-shoulder dresses worn by the female viol
and violin players.” That the painting dates
from after the early 1650s is now proven by
radiographs and infrared photography, which
reveal parts of another composition under the
final layers of paint. The original picture did
not include the ghostlike soldiers on the left,
one of whom leans casually on the balustrade.
These helmeted figures, in the same scale as

the musicians, were placed by Bramer in the
present composition and then painted out.”
Much smaller soldiers, two of them on horse-
back, a turbaned man, and women with chil-
dren can be discerned when the canvas is
stood on its left side and examined with the

help of infrared light and radiographs (fig. 232).

A few of these figures, such as a horse and
rider on the left, two women lying on the
ground to the lower left (at least one of
whom protects a baby), and a woman fleeing
with a baby at the right edge of the composi-
tion, coincide fairly closely with a lost paint-
ing by Bramer, The Massacre of the Innocents.
The work is known from a sketch by the art-
ist (fig. 233) made in about 165253 as part of
a series of drawings after pictures by various
masters that evidently were to be auctioned

in Delft.? Evidently Bramer retained the paint-

ing (or, less plausibly, reacquired it) during
the 1650s and in the end sacrificed it when he
needed a large canvas for a more salable or
commissioned work.

Hofrichter proposed that the Musicians
on & Tervace was made in connection with
Bramer’s commission, awarded in 1660, to
decorate the Painted Room in the newly
renovated civic-guard building (Nieuwe
Doelen). However, only the painting over
the fireplace in that room was on canvas.”
Bramer’s small triptych in the Prinsenhof,
Delft, was likely his #odello for the Painted
Room (figs. 132, 133), and apart from a few
figures on a balcony it does not correspond
with the canvas exhibited here (especially

not in the painting of a drummer over the
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mantelpiece). By contrast, large canvas murals
that Bramer painted for the Great Hall in the
Prinsenhof (figs. 135, 136) show at least one
musical company on the end walls and what
appears to be The Rape of the Sabine Women
along the long (north) wall. The unexpected
combination of entertainers and military fig-
ures also occurred in the present picture be-
fore the soldiers on the left were overpainted.
Perhaps, then, Bramer made this work for
the Prinsenhof, where the walls between the
fireplaces and the long wall are a little wider
(almost ¢ feet [2.7 meters]) than the surviv-
ing canvas (which has not been significantly
trimmed). The oblique recession of the ter-
race would be consistent with the painting’s
location on a side wall, where the viewer
might sense some continuity between the
depicted and actual architecture. However,
nothing very close to this composition
appears in Augustinus Terwesten’s drawing
(fig. 136), and payments are recorded to a
merchant for delivering new canvases for the
Prinsenhof murals and to a minor artist, Jan
Molijn, for sizing them." It remains possible
that Bramer painted Musicians on a Terrace
for the Prinsenhof and then revised his plans,
but a more likely explanation would be that
the work was executed for yet another loca-
tion in the late 1660s. It would not be sur-
prising to find such a picture in a large
private residence.

Numerous revisions, apart from those
already noted, are visible to the naked eye. For
example, the left leg of the male lutenist with
his back turned to the viewer was moved for-
ward, leaving a now-transparent shoe behind.
Just to the left of the figures seated on the steps
are traces of a dog, who reacts to a wary cat at
the left edge of the composition. A wall seems
to be indicated beyond the balustrade, but this
and the entire front of the palatial building,
with figures looking on from a window and a
balcony, were all painted quite thinly. Perhaps
Bramer’s procedure —some passages could
be described as made up as he went along—
reflects his experience as a fresco painter. That
ill-advised choice of technique in the Dutch
climate, and the loss of all the princely, civic,
and private murals that were painted in or near
Delft, make this canvas a valuable document

as well as an entertaining work. WL

1. As noted in Judson and Ekkart 1999, under no. 286.
See also C. Brown 1981, p. 53.

2. Judson and Ekkart 1999, p. 207, under no. 273, quot-
ing from the inventory of 1632-33.

3.See The Hague 1997-98a, pp. 40—44, and above,
chap. 1, p. 10 and n, 26.

4.1bid., pp. 45—46, fig. 16 (an engraved view of 1697),
253, 1. 66.

s.See Doring 1993, nos. A3r~A37.

6.Jansen in Utrecht, Brunswick 198687, p. 233.

7. As noted by Hofrichter in Milwaukee 1992-93, p. 75.

8.1 am grateful to Hubert von Sonnenburg, Dorothy
Mahon, and Charlotte Hale of the Sherman
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Fairchild Paintings Conservation Center at the
Metropolitan Museum for their technical examina-
tion of the canvas and many helpful observations.
In Delft 1994, p. 179, the soldiers are described
as “the last vestiges of another representation
under the present one,” implying a total of three
different compositions on a single canvas.

9.As discussed in Plomp 1986, where this composi-
tion is included as no. 9 on pp. 105-6 (for a useful
English summary of the article, see Plomp 1986,
pp. 151-53). Hofrichter in Milwaukee 199293, p. 75,
already noted the connection between the small
figures in a lower paint layer on this canvas and two
(not three, as she says) lost Bramer paintings of The
Massacre of the Innocents (Plomp 1986, pp. 105-6,
nos. 8, 9). However, Hofrichter did not have
sufficient technical evidence to realize how close the
correspondence is to one of Bramer’s drawings.

10. See Delft 1994, pp. 2425, citing a payment to

Bramer on April 26, 1660.

ir. Ibid., p. 28.

REFERENCES: Wichmann 1923, p. 154, no. 299;
C. Brown 1981, p. 53; Haak 1984, p. 325; Utrecht,
Brunswick 1986-87, under no. 49; Hofrichter in
Milwaukee 1992-93, no. 17; Delft 1994, pp. 6465,
179-80, NO. I, p. 306, NO. 299.

ExHIBITED: London, Chicago 1990, no. 10;
Milwaukee 1992-93, no. 17; Delft 1994, no. st

Ex cory.: Schoen collection, Berlin, 1923; (sale at
Mak van Waay, Amsterdam, December 4, 1928, no. 12);
(sale at Charpentier, Paris, December 7, 1950, no. 8);
(sale at Sotheby’s, London, November 16, 1960, no. 90B,
to K. E. Maison); [Spink, London, 1966]; W. W. Berry,
1981; purchased at Christie’s, London, July 8, 1983, no. 31
by the present owner.



HENDRICK VAN DER BURCH
Honselanysdijk or Naaldwijck 1627~1665 (or later) Leiden?

Hendyick van der Burch was baptized in
Naaldwijck, a village about wine miles east of
Delft, on June 27, 1627." His parents weve the
candlemaker Rochus Hendyicksz van der
Buwch and Diewertje Jochmsdr van Viiet,
who were living in Honselanysdijk (next door
to Naaldwijck) at the time. Hendvick bad ot
least four sisters: Annetje (who marvied the
silversmith Barent Jacobsz Gast), Jacomina,
Mavria, and Trijntge. Jannetge de Hooch, wife
of the painter Pieter de Hooch, has also been
identified as a sister or a stepsister of Van der
Burch.? In 1633 the family moved to Voorbuyy,
a smadl town near Delft and The Haygue,
and sometime later velocated to Delft, where
they acquived a house on the Binnenwatersioot.
Van der Burch s first documented in Delft in
1642. He must have veceived lis training as

a painter theve, although the name of bis
teacher is not known. On January 25, 1649,

he joined the local Guild of Swint Luke? It is
intevesting that Van der Buvch, although
born outside Delft, paid a registration fee of
only 6 guilders, instead of the 12 guilders
usually charged to outsiders.* Three years

later, on August 5, 1652, he signed a notavial

document with Pieter de Hooch— the earliest
evidence of De Hooch’s vesidence in Delft.

By September 4, 1655, Van der Burch had
moved to Leiden, wheve he married Cornelia
Cornelisdr van Rossum in November of the
same year. They had five children; their
son Rochus (b. 1658) also became a paintey.

In January 1656 the couple vented a house

on Leiden’s most prestigious canal, the
Rapenbury, divectly acvoss from the university.
Although the date of the artist’s vegistration
with the Leiden guild is not known, Van der
Burch was o member paying vegular dues.

By Muay 1659 he and his family had moved to
Amsterdam. Documents from 1661 place Van
der Burch again in Leiden. The last surviving
vecord that mentions Van der Burch vefers,
however, to his paying dues to the guild in
Delft in 1664. The date of bis death vemains
unknown. His last child was baptized in
Leiden in 1666, which sugyests 1665 as the ear-
liest possible year of his demise. AR
1. Sutton 1980b, pp. 315-20.

2. Ibid., pp. 316-17 and n. 17.

3. Montias 1982, pp. 342, 345.

4. Obreen 1877-90, vol. 1, p. 42; Sutton 1980b, p. 316,
n. 10; and Montias 1982, p. 92, 1. 1L

12. Woman with a Child Blowing
Bubbles in o Garden

ca. 1660

Oil on wood, 23% x 19% in. (59.2 X 49.7 cm)
Inscribed in an unknown hand, to the left of
the door: . de Hoogh

The Betty and David M. Koetser Foundation,
Kunsthaus Ziirich

Hendrick van der Burch is one of the lesser-
known artists of the so-called Delft school —
which may be a consequence of the relatively
short period that he spent in the city." Only
nine works by his hand, none of them dated,
can be reliably identified.” In general his
painting is heavily dependent on that of
other Dutch artists, especially De Hoocly’s.
His early guardroom scenes both recall

De Hooch’s tavern and stable interiors (see
cat. nos. 23, 24) and draw on the work of
guardroom painters such as Jacob Duck,
Cornelis Duyster, and Anthonie Palamedesz.
About the late 1650s Van der Burch began
to paint outdoor scenes, which, again, are
“unthinkable without the inspiration of

De Hoocls . . . courtyards”? This debt is
obvious not only in the present picture but
also in his Woman and Child at a Window,
whose careful perspectival construction and
contre-four lighting arc hallmarks of Delft
painting. Yet, as ever, Van der Burch’s work
also displays other influences, and the niche
motif and still-life details in Woman and
Child at a Window may have been inspired
by paintings the artist saw in Leiden after he
had moved there in 1655.* While often charm-
ing, Van der Burch’s eclectic style is on the
whole derivative rather than original.’

The present picture shows a sunny garden
with fenced-in flower beds in the back of a
private house. The garden is enclosed by a
high wall, which runs parallel to the picture
plane. A doorway in the wall allows a glimpse
beyond. On the left a woman with a broom
in her hand seems to have interrupted her
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sweeping, distracted by a child standing in
front of her, who holds a straw and a small
dish with soapy liquid for blowing bubbles.
Both seem to be looking at the bubble floating
between them.

Van der Burch places heavy emphasis on
the geometric definition of the setting. The
different layers of the space are described by
pronounced verticals and horizontals; the
orthogonals converging along the right-hand
side of the door suggest the spatial recession.
Yet the painter seems to do all he can to
counteract a sense of a deeply receding space.®
Indeed, the picture does not clearly indicate
how deep the garden really is; for example, it
is impossible to gauge the distance between
the far corner of the house and the high wall
in the back. Instead, a pronounced horizontal
thrust is created by the fence on the right,
which seems to extend across the picture
toward the woman, who is in the same plane.
The visual connection is underscored by the
red color of the woman’s dress, which is softly
echoed by the red vertical line next to the fence
post. The bright red shutter gives the com-
position a curious focal point, drawing the
viewer’s eye away from the plunging vista
through the back doorway. Furthermore, the
vista is obstructed by the child, who has
been placed squarely in its center.

Courtyard and garden scenes emerged as a
specialty in painting toward the mid-1650s,
in the wake of the development of townscapes

Fig. 234. Pieter de Hooch, Garden Scene with a Woman
Holding a Glass of Wine and a Child, ca. 1658—60.

Oil on canvas, 24% x 2274 in. (62 x 58 cm). Private
collection

as a genre. De Hooch started to paint his
tranquil courtyard pictures during the late
1650s. In these private outdoor spaces mis-
tresses and maidservants tend to domestic
chores, interrupted only by the occasional
drink with male companions (see cat. nos. 30,
31, 33).” The tranquillity and orderliness of the
enclosed courtyards underscore the “ideals of
domesticity, maternal care and nurturing”
that De Hooch presents so compellingly in
his depictions of interiors with women at work
(see cat. nos. 28, 34).% In this context of domes-
tic virtue and dutifulness, it may be that the
small child blowing bubbles in the present
picture carries some moralizing overtones.
The act of blowing bubbles traditionally sym-
bolizes the concept of homo bulla (man is but
a bubble) and is thus both a reminder of the
ephemeral nature of human life and earthly
pleasures and an admonition to lead a life of
virtue and piety rather than of indulgence.’
That Van der Burch’s painting is directly
indebted to De Hooch’s work is easily seen
by comparing it with the latter’s Garden Scene
with o Woman Holding a Glass of Wine and a
Child (fig. 234)." The general atmosphere of
the two scenes is rather different—De Hooch
allows for more air and space —yet Van
Burch’s general setting as well as details such
as the pose and dress of the woman, the open
shutter, the back wall and fence, and the small
child in the center bear a striking resemblance
to those of De Hooclv’s picture. Although one
can only speculate how Van der Burch might
have known the picture, it seems likely that
he had seen it. Peter Sutton dates De Hooclv’s
painting to 1658—60, which means that it had
been painted while he was still living in Delft."
Van der Burch had moved to Leiden in 1655.
Yet given the overall similarities between Van der
Burch’s works and De Hooch’s compositions —
and the fact that they were probably related by
marriage — it is reasonable to assume that the
two artists remained in continuous contact.
Thus far only two courtyard scenes besides
the present picture have been attributed to
Van der Burch.” In those works, where he
dwells on the rendering of the different build-
ings, their proper foreshortening, and the
lighting of the walls, roofs, bricks, tiles, and
beams, the perspectival tour de force often
threatens to overwhelm any human action. In
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the present picture Van der Burch has followed
De Hooch’s example more closely —in such
compositions De Hooch balances the (equally
geometric) enclosure of a courtyard more
carefully with the human action occurring
within its confines — and thus has achieved a
greater integration between setting and figures.
AR

1. He is documented in Delft between 1642 and 1655.

2. An early comprehensive account on Van der Burch
is Hofstede de Groot 1921. Sutton 198ob offers
additional information on the artist’s biography
and a more precise assessment of his oeuvre, but
does not discuss the present picture. Van der Burch
is briefly mentioned in Sutton 19804, p. 52; Delft
1996, pp- 117-19; London, Hartford 199899, pp. 76,
170—77; Liedtke 2000, pp. 27, 31, 147, 151, 157; and
Osaka 2000, no. 2;.

3. Sutton 1980b, p. 323.

4. Woman and Child at a Window (ca. 1660-65;
Prinsenhof, Delft, inv. no. NK 2422), reproduced in
Osaka 2000, no. 25.

5. Sutton 19804, p. 52; Delft 1996, p. 177; and London,
Hartford 1998-99, p. 76.

6. By contrast, see the pronounced spatial recession in
Pieter de Hooch’s Woman with a Basket of Beans in
a Vegetable Garden (ca. 1661; Kunstmuseum Basel,
inv. no. G.1958.22; see Sutton 1980a, no. 85, and
London, Hartford 1998-99, p. 50, fig. 49).

7. London, Hartford 1998-99, p. 32.

8.Ibid., p. 30.

9.See, for example, Frans van Mieris the Elder, A Boy
Blowing Bubbles (1663; Mauritshuis, The Hague,
inv. no. 106), reproduced in Naumann 1981, vol. 2,
no. 58, pl. 58, and the engraving of 1594, by Hendrick
Golrzius, Allegory of Transience (Strauss 1977, vol. 2,
no. 323). See also De Jongh 1967, pp. 80—81.

10. See Sutton 19804, no. 38, and London, Hartford
1998-99, p. 36, fig. 27.

11. Sutton 19804, no. 38.

b¢

N

.See Young Woman in a Court (ca. 1657—60; Krannert
Art Museum, University of Illinois, Urbana-
Champaign), reproduced in Delft 1996, p. 119,
fig. 107. See also Woman at a Laundry Tub in o
Courtyard, Innes sale, London, December 13, 1035,
where it was attributed to H. van der Burch (attrib-
uted to De Hooch in Sutton 1980b, p. 323, fig. 49).

13. Compare cat. nos. 30, 33 and Woman with Servant

in o Courtyard (date 1660—-61; National Gallery,

London, inv. no. 794.).

REFERENCES: Klemm 1988, no. 36; Delft 1996, p. 117.

ExniBITED: London 1929, no. 327; London 1945,
no. 24; London 1946, no. 24; Paris 195051, no. 54;
Delft 1996.

Ex coir.: H. ter Colville, Bristo! (sold Market
Drayton, date unknown, no. 918); [Colnaghi, London,
1929]; Sir Harold A. Wernher; The Betty and David M.
Koetser Foundation, Kunsthaus Ziirich (K $36).
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JOHANNES COESERMANS

active Delft 1660s

Coesermans joined the painters’ guild in
Delft as an out-of-towner on Awgust 22, 1661.
His few known works bear dates of 1660,
1663, and 1664. Two of his undated oil paint-
ings, devived from compositions by Gerard
Houckgeest and Hendrick van Viiet, repre-
sent interior views of the Oude Kerk in Delft.
The vest of his identified oeuvve consists of pen
paintings in grisaille: two small marines, an
ideal townscape, and three church interiors.
The artist’s eclecticism and (for an architec-
tuval painter) unexpected technique suggest
that he may have been an amatenr puvsu-
ing a gentlemanly intevest in dvawing

and architecture. WL

13. Interior of the Niewwe Kerk,
Delft

1663

Pen painting in grisaille (pen, pencil, and
brown ink with gray and white washes) on
wood, 20%s X 17 In. (52.3 X 445 cm)
Signed and dated lower left, on the column
base: J.Coesermans / fecit / 1663

Private collection

New York only

The nave and aisles of the Nieuwe Kerk

are surveyed from a vantage point near

the western entrance to the church. In the
background, the pennants and grave boards
hanging above the tomb of William the
Silent are visible beyond the choir screen
(compare Hendrick van Vliet’s view in the
opposite direction; cat. no. 83). As in approxi-
mately contemporary works by Vermeer
(compare fig. 168), the interior space is lumi-
nous, the shadows finely observed, the floor
tiles invented, and the figures placed carefully
with regard to the architecture and furnish-
ings. The Magritte-like movements of the
secondary figures foil the graceful poses of
the fashionable young couple in the fore-
ground, who greet the viewer like hosts at a
posh event. Coesermans’s study of costume
details is more than matched by his admira-
tion of carpentry, noticeable especially in the
gracefully arching vaults (constructed after
the great fire of 1536).

Two rather stale oil paintings of the
interior of the Oude Kerk in Delft are
Coesermans’s only other known representa-
tions of actual architecture. His three other
grisaille architectural views depict an imagi-
nary Gothic church with a Baroque choir
screen (1660; formerly Musée des Beaux-Acrts,
Orléans); an imaginary Gothic church with
motifs from the Nieuwe Kerk in Amsterdam
(1664; Musée Jacquemart-André, Abbaye de
Chaalis, Fontaine-Chaalis); and an ideal

townscape generally reminiscent of the town
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hall and its situation in Delft (fig. 142)." The
other church interiors by Coesermans seem
to survey alternatives found in Houckgeest,
Van Vliet, and De Witte, so it seems almost
fitting that the closest comparison possible in
the case of the present picture is with a painting
by Cornelis de Man, the undated Nieuwe Kerk
in Delft in the Hessisches Landesmuseum,
Darmstadt.” These two views to the east in
the Nieuwe Kerk are much alike but were
recorded from opposite sides of the nave.

An even more similar work by De Man may
have existed, but there are also similar views
by Van Vliet (see cat. no. 84) and, for that
matter, Pieter Saenredam.’ Furthermore,
Coesermans was clearly capable of composing
architectural views independently. The strong
recession and naturalistic expansion of space
in this picture, which flows convincingly
away from the perfectly placed couple in the
foreground (their heads are coincident with
the area of the vanishing point), focus the
viewer’s attention and put his feet on the
floor. One has not felt quite so on the spot in
Delft since the early 1650s, when Houckgeest,
De Witte, and Van Vliet first set figures in
accessible spaces, embracing at once the near
and the far (compare cat. no. 37).

Apart from its beautifully balanced com-
position, its earnest craftsmanship, and its
slightly naive serenity, the most remarkable
aspect of this work— surely the artist’s most
accomplished —is its curious technique.

Pen paintings are fairly familiar to enthusiasts
of Dutch art, although the most common
examples represent seascapes (two by
Coesermans are known). Here, however,

the artist took yet another step beyond the
ordinary by employing fine patterns of paral-
lel and hatched lines, and extensive areas of
stippling — that is, minute dots that model
forms, soften contours, and suggest atmos-
phere. These specialized conventions are
borrowed from engraving, and it appears
likely that Coesermans intended his grisaille
architectural views to resemble prints (which
collectors, including Samuel Pepys, often had
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varnished and attached to boards).* Hendrick
Goltzius was famous for drawings that imi-
tated engravings, and other artists attempted
similar effects, but Coesermans’s examples
appear unique among Dutch and Flemish
architectural views. When one compares
works like De Witte’s Tomb of William the
Silent in the Nieuwe Kevk, Delft, with an
Illusionistic Curtain, Louys Elsevier’s Interior
of the Oude Kerk, Delft with its painted wood
archway, and Carel Fabritius’s Goldfinch (sce
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cat. nos. 93, 16, 21), to say nothing of his View
in Delft (cat. no. 18), Coesermans’s small panel
may be recognized as another work from Deltt
that celebrates artifice as well as truth.

WL

1. Coesermans’s known ocuvre was assembled for the
first time in Liedtke 1992, where all the works cited
here are illustrated.

2. Liedtke 19824, p. 123, no. 290, fig. 104.

3. A virtually identical composition is found in
Saenredam’s drawing Nave and Choir of the Dombkerk,

i
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Utrecht, dated September 3, 1636 (Gemeentearchief,
Utrecht; see Schwartz and Bok 1990, fig. 184). He
often took this approach, as Anthonie de Lorme and
Daniel de Blieck also did.

4. See Pepys 1085, p. 1014 (entry for April 30, 1669): “to
Lillys the varnisher about my prints, whereof some
are pasted upon the boards, and to my full content”

REFERENCES: Liedtke 1992, pp. 193-94, 196, Liedtke
2000, p. 139.

Ex coLL.: [Johnny Van Haeften, London, 1989]; the
present owner.
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CHRISTIAEN VAN COUWENBERGH

Drelft 1604-1667 Cologne

Delft’s leading history and genve painter
of the 16305 and 1640s, Van Couwenbeygh
was the son of a silversmith from Mechelen
(Malines), Gillis van Couwwenbergh
(ca. 1572-1633). The painter’s mother,
Advriaantje Vosmaey, was the daughter of
a silveysmith and the sister of the flower
painter Jacob Vosmaer. Van Couwenbergh
studied with the well-to-do Van Miereveld
disciple Jan Dircksz van Nes (d. 1650) and
then probably spent some time in Utrecht
between 1624 and 1626. Genve paintings
inspived by Gerard van Honthorst and other
Utrecht painters date from 1626 onward, but
Van Couwenbergh did not join the Delft
guild until October 25, 1627. In July 1630 he
married Elisabeth van der Dussen, whose
fother was a prominent brewer and Enst
India Company officer who also held the civic
offices of burgomaster and sheriff in Delft.
Whether or not the artist ever went to
Italy, ns Houbraken claims, is uncertain,
Van Bleyswijck says that he did, but no trace
of the experience can be found in his work.
Van Couwenbergh’s style was international
insofar as it was inspived by cosmopolitan
painters like Rubens and Van Honthorst; this
sufficed to bving him a number of enviable
commuissions ot the princely palaces in and
avound The Hague and in public buildings
in the southern part of Holland. In addition
1o mythological pictures for the palnces
at Honselaarsdijk and Rijswijk, Van
Conwenbergh painted illusionistic friezes of
lunting motifs and military trophies on the
pievs of the Ovangezaal in the Huis ten Bosch
(about 1650—51).% It was probably in connec-

tion with this court project that the prosperous
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painter and bis lavge family moved from
Delft to The Hagrue in 1647—48. Despite a
substantial inheritance from bis wife, who
died in 1653, Van Couwwenbergh accumulated
debts in the court civy. In 1654 he withdrew

to Cologne, wheve be continued to produce
history and genrve paintings until his death,
on July 4, 1667.

Van Couwenbergh also painted tapestry
cartoons and fashionable family povtraits. His
command of anatomy and other descriptive
qualities does not stand up to close scrutiny
and his designs ave often formulaic or clumsy.
However, he had a flair for broad effects and
mild-mannerved evoticism, whether in biblical
scenes or genve subjects in the light vein of

Van Honthorst. WL

1. Houbraken 1718-21, vol. 1, p. 236, and Van Bleyswijck
1667-[80], vol. 2, p. 859. In Maier-Preusker 1991 (pp.
165, 233, n. 13) an Italian journey is strongly doubted,
but Van Bleyswijck’s information is overlooked.

2. An unpublished document dating from 1651 and pos-
sibly involving this project at the Huis ten Bosch was
kindly brought to my attention by W. Maier-Preusker
in a letter dated August 8, 2000. Especially notewor-
thy is the artist’s description of himself as Constantijn
Huygens’s friend. The letter (Koninklijk Bibliotheek,
‘The Hague, KA. XLIaa, no. 138), dated Delft, May 21,
1651, reads as follows: “Mijn heer Huygens, Het jacht
tuijgh, doen ick het geschildert hadk, is altemael in
een koffer geslooten die de kasteleyn ons daer toe
geleent hadr en is geleevert aen mijn heer van Campen
en die heeft het ontfangen. Vort en heb ick daer van
noeit meer gehoort. Can ick uEdele vorder eenigen
dienst doen, uEdele hoeft maer te kommandeeren.
UEdele dienst willigen vrint, Christiacn van Couwen-
berch[.] Uit Delft, den 21 meij” The letter says that
the artist has sent his painting(s?) of hunting gear “all
together” in a crate to [Jacob] van Campen, but has
heard nothing more about it. If he can be of further
service, Huygens need only command it. The letter is
signed “Your lordship’s willing-to-serve fricnd””
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14. The Capture of Samson

1630

Oil on canvas, 61% x 77% in. (156 x 196 cm)
Signed and dated upper left: C.B F-/A° 1630
Dordrechts Museum, Dordrecht

New York only

This painting was purchased by the city of
Dordrecht in 1632 and installed in the meet-
ing room of the town hall. The city council
and the kamer judicicel (municipal law court)
deliberated in that chamber."

The two main figures and the general
arrangement of the interior in Van Couwen-
bergh’s picture are based upon an engraving
of about 1613 by the Haarlem artist Jacob
Matham (1571-1631; fig. 235) after Rubens’s
large panel Samson and Delilah in the National
Gallery, London.” Van Couwenbergh referred
to engravings after Rubens on several occa-
sions. His father, Gillis, was an engraver and
art dealer as well as a silversmith in Delft, so
that the painter probably had access to a large
stock of prints. Rubens’s tour of the northern
Netherlands in July 1627 3 —he visited Delft
and was honored at a banquet given by Van
Honthorst in Utrecht— and the Flemish mas-
ter’s stature at the Dutch court must also have
made an impression upon the young history
painter, whose work in the 1620s was mostly
confined to amusing genre scenes.

No other painting of Samson or Delilah
(or The Capture of Samson; Judges 16.1—21)
has been connected with a town hall <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>